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Tha calllnmla Educatlnn Pnllcy Sam!nar I, | o o o . - O

provides a neutral forum for suate-level education policy-makers and educazo:s to gain in-depth lmowledge about ¢merging pohcy issuies, The
seminars have contributed to the. develapmmt, modxﬁmnon and enhancement of edncauon reform initiatives in California.

The California Edueaﬁcn Policy Seminar is funded by the Wﬂhem and Flora Hewlen Foundation, the Walter S. Johnson Faundauon the Plonger
Fuind, the Walter and Elise Haas Fund, the Weingart Foundation and the Stuart Foundations.

.Iha Caftfornla sme Univarsity institute lnl' Education Reform

is 3 university- -based pohq ceater focusing on elementary and secondaxy school issues. Located on the California State University, Satmmento
- camipus, the Institute is suppor:ed by the California State Lmversxtf Chanc;llor s Office.

thlnnal unmus of this r-apm-t may be olmlmd W mntanﬂnn'
The CSU Institute for Education Reform

CSU, Sacramento : ‘ : ' L ;1
6000 J Street ' . ‘
Sacramemo CA 95819~ 6018

Telephone: (916) 278-4600

M 016 278-3014
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Introduction

The Mlxad Hlstol'y of Class Stie nmmm

Reducing class size has, at imes, come 1o be regarded as almost the Holy Gratl of pubhc edincation, Asa school improvement mmsure, itenjoys
almost universal popularity among both parents and teachers, Howevar. substmﬂal class siae reduction rarely occurs on any significant scale
because it Is so expensive 1o accomplish.

There is no better example of the trade-off between desire and Gscal reality than here in Ca!iforma, where class size reduction hzs been discussed
and desired for years, but class size inexorably incseased beginning in the 19705, and untl receritly we were generally ranked either 49th or 50th
in the couniry in this category. When school districts faced funding reductions, many found that incremental Increasés in class size weré more
politcally palatable than other possible cost-cuning measures.

(bnu'ibutlng to thiis dymrmc was a dispute which has existed within the education tesearch conununlty for manys'ws over the reladve gains in
studert achievement possible or probable 23 2 resul of 2 reducion in class sizes. While some recent studies and a considerable depree of common
sense point to smaller classés as an inherent educational adyantagg reséarch untl 1978 showed litle indication that class size rediiction would
generate unproved smdenmdllevemem. Thus, linle empmcal evidence emed at the time 10 back up the claims of advocates for smaller class stze.

The first widely fegarded posiﬂve evidence became public in 1978, wuh release of the results of mem-analysxs conducted by De. G.V. Glass and
his associates of numerous studies on class size and ather factors aﬁecmlg student achievement, Glass’ conclusions wére many.and multifaceted,
bt the key ore with regard to class size was this: small, incrémental reductions in class size were not generally efféctive in improving student
pétformance; however, afler a certain threshold student-icacher ratic — esamated to be In the range of 15:1 to 20:1'— mieasurable benefits to
student aclilevement were séen (see Appendix A for a description of the Glass research and related swudies). '

The lone class size reduction measire passed in Californja during the 1980s reflected this ptescripuon of 20:1 or less. Senate Bill 666 (Morgan/ﬂart)
of 1989 pmvided additional fanding to high schools that voluntarily reduced class size in ane subject area in one grade 10 the desired 20:1 ratio.
With thiit single exception, however, no smxe legislation to reduce class size received serious consideration in Californiz untl earlfer this year.

New Imtlatlua Almad at Early Grates

 This year, an upturm in the state’s economy, coupled with the education fanding guarantees contained in Proposition 98, made an ambitious new

initiative possible. As a result the Govérnor and Legislanre together drafted and approved SB 1777 {0'Connell), which appropriated §771 mullion to

 be'ransferred to distr!cts that reduce class size to specified levels. The requirements of the bill are that schiools reduce earollments in grades one and

two and eithér kindergarten of third grade 1o no more than 20:1 (the 20:1 ratio was once again adopred in accordaince with the conclusions reachéd
by Glass and other researchers). California’s new class size reducion program s, like the Morgan/Hart legislation before ir, equrely voluntary for -
districts, Howevér, over 90% of districts with high schoals took advantge of the 1989 measure, and miost observers predict the present sense of -
urgency among parents and teachers for class size reduction males anememely hlgh disu'iq pmidpaﬂon rate in the current program likely. '

The 1996 legislation despire being the lz:gest and most ambmous program of class size reducaon ever anémpted, is being implemented in a
‘rémarkably short périod of Ume. Obvious benefits are already apparent, including: more manageable workloads, greater opportinities for
teacher aniéntlon to individual sudent learning needs, and iniproved morale and enrhusiasm of both parénis and studeris. '

However, ths enorinoiis, swift change has generated numerous side effects of varying seveﬁzy and significance. Many fiew teachers — some with
limited qualifications, many still in the process of getting credentialed — have had to be hired with very short notice, Some leachers have also
been reassigned from grades four, five and six to the lower grades with litde opportunity for ualnlng Unused buildings and pombles have had 1o
be readied, and other buildings reconfipured into classrooms, sométimes displacing libraries, computer labs, auditoriums or other standard
school facilitles. And in some instances, the other importans educational responsibilities of teachers and administrators have had to be  put on
hold as a concerted effort has been made 1o begin the school year with the appropriate 20:1 mlio in place.
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On September 18, 1996 a group of 50 state officials, local education leaders and academics gazhered in Sacramento to discuss both the immedi-

ate questions raised by the rapid implemenmon of this massive program and the Jarger analytical questions msed by the legistation. Thesc

questions iriclude: . ,

Is class size reduction 1 and offtself ikely to alfect the improvements in snadent achievement sought through the mplemienmiton of this program?

Whiat kinds of professional development measures are necessary to insure that class size reduction has irs intended effects?

What type of evaluation can help suate officials, Jocal educators and the general public determine the effectiveness of the progrim?”

What has been the experience of otier states and their local schools that have sttempted class size reduction?

Are Lhere dmngts in the legxslzmon that need to be considered when the Leg:slamre teconvenes?

In 2ddition 1o a general discussion of these Issues and concerns, the semmar fearured two guest prcsamers who offered thelr own research
ﬁndmgs and Insights to the participants: Dr. Jeremy Finn of the State Umvérsxty of New York, Buffalo, and Dr. Robert Slzwm of Johns Hopkl fs
: Umvenity in Baldmore. Brief biographies of each of these guished researchers follow:

Or. Jerémy Finn is a professor in the Department of Community and Educasional Psychology at the State University of New York, Buffalo,
‘currently on leave and serving as a visiting NAEP Scholar at the Education Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey. Dr. Finn preﬁou:ly served as a
lead researcher on Tenessee’s Project STAR, one of the most syswmaﬁc research smdies of the effects of class size reducuon on pupil acheve-
ment ever conducted. :

Dr. Rbbcrt Slavin is Co-Director of the Center for Research on Education of Stadents Placed a1 Risk at Johns Hopkins Unlversity and has

conducted extensive reséarch in many subjects, including literacy programs, cooperatve learning and the effects of class size reduction. He is

also the originator of Success For All, a naonally-recognized, site-based school reform progtam emphasizmg an essennal cominitment to g“
artaining reading proﬁc:ency at grade level for early elemenmary age students. : '
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Presentation of Dr. Jeremy Finn

fa (NOTE: Tbmingout this report, comments made by indtotduals participating in the Seplember 18 seminar are summarized without
quoration; all text contained hérein should be vegarded as paraphrasing and/or syntbasfzfrzg what was actual{y said, and not as quotes
ativibutable éithé so Drs. Finin and Slavin or to any otber participans. ) '

lnlpndur.tlun

The results of the State of Tennessee's Project STAR, an intensive Iong!\udmlsmdyafﬂm eﬁectscfcbss size reduction, were one ofmanyfnctors inﬂuendng
the thinking behind California’s new program of class size reducxion “Three central questions for California policy-makers arise from the Project STAR study.

s Isthere evidence that small class size at the kindergarten through third grade level helps improve student achievement?
s What kind of expectations are faie and reasonable for the present California class size reducton initiative?
®  How might we évaluate this program in order to observe and record its resuls? .

Prujact STAR: A Careful smny of the Eﬂacts of claas SIze

Project STAR stands as 2 very important research project dne to several umque desxgn feamres.

It uséd large and diverse samples — oveér 6.090 puplls fmm over 300 dassrooms in78 mner-my, burban and rural schoals pmicipmed.

® Irimplemented a longitudinal destgn, with the small-class intervention continued for four years (K-3) and the smidents tracked conunuously

through the present (gradg 10).

Both riérm-referenced and curriculim-based mts were adn'unlstered atthe end of each school year..

Students and teachers were assignied to small (13-17) or regular (22-26) classes at random within edch school, The effects that were
discavered were thus attributable directly to class size.

No othéer special teacher preparation or materials were provided,

(@ Each of the above features contributed to the validity and value of the study’s ulumate results and conclusions

ijoct STAR Findings

' Thie major findings of Project STAR include:

Smaller dasscs genemted statistically s:gmﬁcam benefits acrass the board, for every snbject every age. group and every adﬁevemem mmsure

in every year of the project.
The small-class advantage was found for boys and girls alike, for inner-city, urban, snburban and rural schoo!s and for white and minotity

students alike.

" mugxmnalmalysesshmdmmmesnan-dassadvaxmgemesmbhshedmhndergmen,mamsedmgradel andremjnedswbleingradsunds‘

The small class advantage translated to academic Improvement equivalent to one month in kindergarten, two momhs by the end of grade 1,
and somewhat more by the end of both grades 2and3.
Achievement gains wese greater for rrﬁnority than for white students; merefore, the achievement gap berween white and minority stidents was

duced in small cldsses.

Follow-up analyses showed:

()

The small class advaniige was miintained in grade 4 and in subsequent grades even after all sudents were returned to regular-sized classes

(although thé advantages did diminish, not unlike most early-grade tnierventions),
Teacher ratings in grades 4 and 8 indicated that students who had been in small classes were miore acﬁvely engaged in learning, took greater
initiative in the cl:xssrocm, and dxsplnyed less dlsmprive behavior than peers who had been in regular classes.
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a The benefit of sroall classes can be seallzed even without preservice or inservice teacher preparation (although these may increase the beneflt).
B The cffects of smiall class size may actually be substantially larper than those re'pbned‘when out-of-mge classes (i.e. those showing stalstically 4 1

iuge gains in achievernent) are removed from the analysis. 3 - ,
m There niay be other as-yet-undocumented benefits: for example, reduced disciplinary measures, reduced need for special education and/or
reduced dropout rates, o |
8 15:1 s not the same as 30:2; that 15, smaller classes only work when the total number of students in the classroom draps, not simply when an alde
or 4 second teacher is addad o ab already-crowded room. ‘ ' '

How Will Callfornia's Class Size Reduction
Initiative Measure Up? o

Class size reduction is an expensive and ambitions progeam to
“underake, especially in a state with the size and diversily of Califorria,
“Given the expenditure of close to $1 billion for this new prograsy —" -
the most einensive class size reduction program undertaken anywhere
— it is remarkable that no funds have been allocated at this point to
evaluate the efectiveness of the progtam and whether it ought to be
continued or modified. :

Evaluating a Small-Ciass initiative;
Lessons Leapned L ek

The Project STAR evaluation may be a useful source for any forre evalnation of California‘s current class size reduction initintive. A few sugges- 7 Q
tiotis on shidy design and evaluation miéasures follow: ‘ : @

g

e

Deslgn y o , |
& Monitor class enroliments regularly to watch for class size drifting as students enter ot leave,
8 Design a simple but reliable data collection system, A few tps: ' |
» 1o the extent feasible, make sure that students can be tracked even if they change schools or are grade-retained;
» make certain that students can be mayched with thelr teacher in the dasa system; . '
"+ make cermin thas different sources of data can be merged;
» don't depend an school or teacher records to be collected affer the fact; and
collect each indicator in a piven prespecified tite frame each year (let the teachers lmow this Is coming).
" 'w Give something back to the teachers and schools you study. ‘ ‘

.

i Choosc achievement indicators by consensus and collect the same measures from all pardcipating schools/classes/pupils, .
» Because the program i3 not a randomized experiment, 2 pretest of academic readiness ot performance is very useful (it does not have
to be an entire battery). ' ' -
®  Keep the number of addittonal indicators small; focus on the essential elements, for exmple:
« Teacher behavior: Measure time spent on classroom management time versus instructional time In reading and mathémarcs.
» Teacher morale and satisfaction; Provide 2 quick checllist plus an opportunity to request assistance, resources, eic.

s Reports of student behavior. ’ o o | @
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° Teacher repons and/or observations of student engagemem, and the extent to which averybody 15 mvotved in leaming actvities,
Discipline problems/contacts with parens.

» Relerrals for special education.

» In-grade retentions.

@

~ Concusion

Sinaller classés can be 2 Mmajor step towa:d ensuring every studem is engaged in the lmming process because smdents are left with no place to
hide and essentmlly required by circunistance fo become more active learners in the classroom. As to whether the significant gains which are

adﬁmble are worth the also very sigmﬁcant prlce-— this is an issue for poﬁcy -makers, not researchers.

N
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Prest‘:n'tattiun-’ of Dr. H‘u"-h'en't Slavin

o This Is an extraordinary time for education, bosh nationally and In California. Aﬁeryears of being a sécond-priority issue, always on the agenda @ »
bui conisistently outranked by others, education has finally risen to the top among issues of concern in both arenas. Today even the President has

fent his visible support to the need to focus on basic early education skills such as reading,

t

In the past, major educadon inid atlves have more often than not resulted in disappointments, followed by 2 subsequent reluctance to spend new
dollars on education. Two keys to implementing effective programs are providing schools and teachers with the professional flexibility needed to
adapt 1o reform progeams, ;md providing professional developmem 1o all teachers 1o expand their knowledge and abiImes

thlsms & Possibie Sciutians in California Initiative

There are three pam:ulmly important problems with the class size reduction initiative curremly bemg impIemented in Califomia, which requi:e
policy-malters anenﬂon on an urgent basis: : : : :

a The fundmg provided for reduction of class sizes in grzdes K3 may be lnsuﬁldem given the large class size$ now presentm Cali[omia and tie
imperative 1o reduce 1o a 20:1 stadent to teacher ratio. 7
B The immediate need for new teachers generaxed by this qmclc action may require dxsmcts to hire uncredennaled underquauﬂed and in'some -

cases incompetent teachers.

s The plan doesn't provide any real solution to the serions encronchment problem created by adding thousands of new classes to an already
urider-built school system. Mariy schools are being forced, for example, 1 make very dificult choices between reduced class. sizes and
unpomm faciliries such as llbrarles :

Itis Iikely that these problcms will be exacerbated in districts serving predominantly disadvantaged srudents.
In addition, other existing interventions aimed at Improving student achievement — such as one-to-one tutoring programs — may face adverse 497
pressutes based on these swéeping changes, And finally, the question remalns, is 20:1 2 low enough ratlo 1o make a real difference? R

s some potential soluttorns to these problems policy-makers should consider:

. Eaplonng whether class size reduction can be funded in such a way as to reduce encroachment on existing school resoueces and programs,
 The key is providing flexibility for decision-makers at the individual school slte to make adjustments in how Lhey approach these issues.
8 Bringing in addittonal part-time teachers to reduce class size further for reading time (many credentialed buz non—worlmg teachers who are
retired or have young children wonld gladly come back part-time),
8 Providing extsa mitoring for su-uggung students, pnmcu]arly in the key first grade year (some tutoring programs have 2 very strong b’tsls
- inresearch).’ ‘
8 Providing fadﬂtatom/menmrs for new faculw members

Issues t Considar in Prafassianal Development ,

Three principal elements should go into any pm[essional development program that is adopted m connection wmx class
sizé reduction;

®  The schoo! or district should focus on finding a program with clear evidence of ?fecnveness elsewhere, rather than trying to invent its ovm
. program; many programs with proven track records of effectiveness are out there available to be rephcated
- & The schiool's faculty and staff should be given all the relevant information and allowed 1o select their own professional developmient program
from the available options, so that they are making a choice for 2 gven program by consensus,
8 Pollow-up is essential — the training must be cemprehmsive and ongoing, active supenvislnn and classroom observadon is essendal ' ’
8
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‘ js t~i'oAans and ‘A«.‘nls wers

This section Is divided tnto four parts, reflecting the focus of discussion on four major areas of concern: Funding and Evaluation; Darigerous @
Tmae-OEs; The Tennessee-vs.-California Comperison; and Teachérs and Professional Development. |

Eundlnu and Evaluatinn | |
QUESTION: I3 an evaluaton of this program necesamy? Aren't them eneugh data reports alrea.dy?

SLAVIN: You néed to find out what the real Impact of this program Is. You can't just rely on the Project STAR data; thay study involved 6,000
students in Teanessce, whereas you are dealing with millions of kids here in California. I would aiso note that education seems to enjoy & unique
starus with regard (o the need for evaluation. We afe  talking about a two billion dollar initiative here, and yet ﬁmre is heshauan 1o spend [Wo
million to study whether the pmgmm is sctually working. How much sense does that make?

FINN: We need to know what actully happens: what are the ¢osts of implemenitation, whether there was  real beriefit 10 srudent achuevement, and
which kinds of situations and variables offered the highest payofffor the dollars tnvested. An evaluation of some sort is important, but it should be one
in which Every distriet’ mmsures the same elemems. this is the only way to generate meamng‘ul data that j3 useful for pohcy decision-making.

QU}:SHON. With regard t the concemn abour evaluaton: I saw 2 carfoon recently that shows a class which has had its size reduced to 20 just thie
day before, with the principal wa!lung in already asking, “Are test scores up yer?" Very soon, the focus will be on that. We're already exploring how to
assess sudent progress. What might be some appropriate types of evidence of gains resultng from class stze reduction?

SLAVIN: You don't want to use any kind of assessmeént a teacher appu¢§ 10 their own class, and you do want to.have data that's comparable from
place to place. Have teachiers test each others kids in differeric schools, or have professional researchers do it. Some sample of schools that are
comparable n socto-economic stafs and prior achievements should be assessed using a standard reading inventory progfarn.

‘ Q:fns*rlow- Some studies suggest that lower class size helps more in
the early grades, when the focus is on basic sidlls like reading, Is what

§:&g'§: " N 3
%
}M’« ﬁ‘:ln ?" .

aa%‘.mmn u;i b
B 'jaulm Hm,un;n.

we really need mare formal reading instruction? Do we need explicit © 13} ?"‘mg Wyﬁmm - N
teading instruction in late primary grades and in middle schools? l R +"'» T s %. AR i
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SLAVIN: What we need is to change people’s thinking about how to Wﬁxq ,%ﬁd»’if ésmnsﬁtmia;mm bbﬁ‘w% N ﬁuﬁrsff( isﬁ,{i é-"

tedch reading, We need to focus on building skills incrementally and "; \ hW %Q g W*(t k& %ﬁfﬁeg fﬁw’g e aiggﬁmd mare. 1vy,
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faculty all the way up through the sixth grade. Teachers should move

. L PRI COA M
continuously, rather than throwing it all out there at once and hoping - a’g 1308 3{ % :ﬁwsiﬁ lf% e % ffﬁs'&uﬁgeﬂsm e
most of it sticls. Reading should be a focus of elementary school SR N7 AR m ELPCN g,t;- S ki X L CARS SR
forward from the foundation of baslc reading skﬂls into teaching effective reading sua:egies (and eventyally, study strategiés) such as how o

~ organize and analyze ;uformaﬁon

nanunrnus Irade-nﬂs

QUESTION: The class size reduction eﬁon we'te going through wdsyin thhfcnna is fordng schools and dxstricts to shufﬂe pﬂodties and nddmss
mulple variables in ways that are harming the learning environment even as they're reducing class size. Many schools dre sacrificing library space in
. order to convert it into new classrooms; others are losing computer lbs of sdence labs or music and art fucilities, Are these kinds of trade-offs worth it

~ FINN: Thete's no way to know the impact of these kinds of trade-offs, California. seems to have defined clasé size reduction as the intérvention of
cholce without considering side effects such as these. There should always be 2 variety of means used, never-just a reduction n class size. Class .

size reduction Is simply one tool of many available 10 atd in the leaming process.
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SLAVIN: The legislafon is much too restrictive. I pardcipating in this program is causing people to shut down other good programs that are wotking, the
Jegislation is actually acting in a manner counterproductive 1o fts own stated goals. Avariety of Eactors should be brought intd the mix, and people should

always be looking at the wade-offs. I the trade-offs required to achieve lover class size are 100 damaging, don't do i

The Tennessee vs. Callfornia Comparison

QUESTION: Project STAR's class size reductions took sudent-teacher
ratios from 25:1 to 15:1. Other research seems o indicate there is a
thieshold of effectveniess for elass size reductions of around 15 1o 18
stidents, 1f Califorrifa’s current initiative can only get class size down 1o
20:1 = above the supposed threshold — are we wasting money on this
effér? : ‘ o

FINN: Well, Califoria’s approach does beg the question, why 207 Why..
no{r; or 18, gi":eﬁ what some of the reséarch shows? But there 28 ”y
isn't 2 huge difference between 18 and 20 studenis in a class. The
‘negative correlaton between class size and snadent achievement is faicly
steady overall, Twenty fs still considerably better than 30, even ifirisn't

as good as 18. And consider that most days, there will be approximately
. one to three students absent, bringing the total number dovn in the 17-

18 ringe on a frequent basis.

QUESTION; Most of the Tennessee data is based on 2 reduction in
class size from about 24 sudents to about 15. In Californta, we'ré
looking at going from 34 to 20 — a much larger change, How do the
stiidy findings translate between these differen environments? Are there

* addidonal changes teachers will neeﬂ to make to adapt?

SLAVIN: Other studies have been done charting class size reductions
from 29 1o 21 and other combinatans. There still isn't enough data -
averall 1o pinpoint the precise impacts of class size reductions on
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student achievement. But evidence does exist that smaller is bemter, 1t's impormant to emphasize addidonally the need to choose effective profes-
sional development strategies for teachers who take on these new assignments,

QUESTION: Were there space problems associated with Tennessee's class size reduction program?

FINN: There wéren't any real space problems in Tennessee.

*'SLAVIN: There are significant problems with generaltzing Tennessee’s experience to California. Schools volunteered, so that schools that had space

problemns probably didn't participate. Because the Project STAR study involved 2 relatively small propordion of even Tenriessee’s schools, the impact
on the availability of téachers was probably very small. It's really quite 2 different thing to implement this sort of pragram on 2 massive scale; these

kinds of ssues about the avallabllity of teachers and space are going 1o bave a ruch greater impact.
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Taachnl-s and Pm!mlnnai Ilavsinpmem

QUESTION: With regard fo creating greater flexibility in the law, most of the examples given in t.he Ms!on were for teachers who have some
degree of special training, as opposed to eacher aides or other people who do not meet special ceitification fequirements. Is that an accurate
characterization of how you see the needs presenily?

N

_ SLAVIN: Inmngw, there has heenanovemvgmentmmmcdonal giig" Thh ;,‘ip,ﬂ.iu éﬁf‘?ﬂgwe%;‘gg g‘g‘@”f* E‘J.»ﬁgi
aides. Research indicates that the correlation of sides to improved e ’ﬂ"v e

) g o nﬁnné?n’? Trudy Oatie

achievement is profoundly zeo. Studies have been done comparing
large classes with and without teacher gides; virasally no differences

"were found, with the exception of a siuation where the aide is focused
on tutoring snidents one-to-oae on reading skills.
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dﬁESI‘iUN s Class size reduction generates 4 huge amount of eg stasm”
from teachers who are exclied about the prospect of being able to do and
 teach miore every day In the classroom. This enthusiasm miay in fact be
one of the key fictors that makes class size reduction effective in
Increasing student achtevement. Might there be some link between this
enthusiasm and the successful results of other class size reducdon efforts?
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* SLAVIN: There might be, and it should be sdied. However, In cvery study

X
o
T
PO

of class size’ reduiction, the teachers invariably feel a greit sifrge of ) gj‘:{h('aa;é%:q’ﬁ jég’}éﬁé\dﬂkﬁﬂiﬂk&?f ﬁtemﬁﬂfgﬂ? ey d !{%%g ‘ i;;
enthusiasm and freedom, Buties ke someone who's been inacastand Y31 i pj' nmg@gse quwuqnsé, ,}m, k‘:pg ;2{{%;::;:
then they get the cast off and suddenly feel like they can fy. They can' they ,'%,,esg«' 3 td:qi}pﬁ&rfg gcal’r}cigsciegcelahsa? t{m% 84 ?:‘éﬁ,ﬁﬁ%; @
cn run fastér, but they can'tfy. 1 tink while peaple are sill entusiastic P, iﬁﬁ}éﬁ”ﬁé&‘dwi@_ u:s’ihgie lisgs, iég z m}:‘”,ﬁ
about the possibiliies before tem is precisely the tme t start getting them é«,}g‘:" , ji&ﬂk%ﬁmv' ﬁﬁg’”’ 'i”' ity éj gé%gﬂ;élgsﬁ?ﬁ ‘
o think abous new, effective strateiges they can use to take advantage of s, ﬁ%‘ifgm” J tot iy et 3“%;1 T ;ﬁﬂ?h@fﬁ"{%mi ‘
"t than hopingthe nthustam el sl caryhe ﬁ*é}f‘ dni et }A‘ i .s‘%‘géii?g‘??é‘g‘ RUER PRGN ot
‘ i? AR A ﬂjiﬁ 5 f»w,ff'ﬁg v.nLlui.Jr;@:Efé%E«é«ﬁ%'

. QUESTION: Many reackiers feel with dramatically reduced class size ‘
they can now do things they always wanted to do, like have xegulzr oral .
presenitations by students. Class size does make 2 big difference in the things you can do Ina classroom And agreat deal of professmnal
develapment happens informally among teachers or the job, rather than in formal professional development progmms ‘

SLAVIN: Mateacherand aparent,nsemxsobvxoustomeman 20 is bener than 30, Therearesomanymrethmgsyuumndovnﬁ:mesmdemsmthe
- classroom. Buit every research study of reduced class size shows that size alone doesn't make a huge difference 1n and of irself. It cam, hutprofessianal
developmem is an essential component ofensunng tharthe advaniage offered by smaﬂer dm slze translates into rsuls
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F‘i nal Thoughts

( ( Several points raised in the September 18 seminar discussion bear close scrutiny and consideration by both state and local education pohcy-makers

‘a8 Stite policy-makers should consider granting greater local ﬂexibility In the program, i.e. permitting fanding to be used for research-based.
cost-effective tutoring programs, or for the formation of smaller classes focusing specifically on reading and math. This is especmlly
necessary in view of some of the porentially damaging trade-offs being implemented at individual schaols due to the ovenvhelmlng demand -

. for class size reduction,
" ® Local education officials must be prepared to resist calls for immediate implementation of class size redncuon if the trade- offs are 100 great
for snidents (for example, requiring the elimination of libriries or the hiring of unqualified teachers).

»  Schools and districts must recognize the need for professional development focusing on ways teachers can take advantage of smaller class size.

-8 Professional developthent programs should be chosen by loca! sehool s, based on research of the program'’s proven effeciveness, and should be
sustained over an extended period of time.

8 A searching evaluaton of this unprecedented $1 billion prageam's eﬁecq‘raness in lmprowng student zchlevemem should be authonzed
and funded. . g :

-

«
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Appeﬁdix‘a

The following passage was excerpted from "Reducmg Class Size: A Review of the Litmhtre and’ Opﬂar:s for Consideration,” David C, llllg, @
Californid § Re>earch Bureay, California State I.xbrary (June 11, 1996). "

tharatux'e Revisw

A percepnon exits among parents and teachers tha smaller classes are bener than larger classes. Researchers and policy analysm however, are

' more wary, Some researchers have technical concers about the research designs of studies that report a relationship between reduced class size
and improved achievement — mcludmg the Project STAR study. Other studies address conicerns that ave based on the cost eﬁ’ecﬁveness or
progeam design of smaller classes. : : :

Analysts have raised several fiscal and implementation issues, including quesﬂons about whether the benefits of reduced class sizes are sufficient to
offset the costs incusred to create them, These studles suggest thas other srrategles can be implemented o improve student performance at a lower cost.
In addition, there are concerns about whether classes with as fow 25 15 chﬁd;en are small enongh to achieve marked improvemenis in performance,
and whether those improvetnents persist in subsequent years. y: theré are concerns about whether o:her reforms, such as cugriculum and
’ waching style changes zmd qually imprcvemem mechanisms, S uld accompany smaller classes in order to assure conslstent achievemen gain&

Followlng is a discussion of the literanure that drove the Project STAR demonstraﬂon pro;ect, as well as other hn:mmre that addresses other’
comprehensive reforms that can complement small classes.' :

Researchers Had Differant Thoughts About the Approppiate 81z of Classas. The smsll class size of 15 students was chosen for

Projéct STAR based on the work of 2 group of researchérs headed by Gene Glass and Mary Lee Smith. These researchers used a stmiistical lechnique kiown
as metz-analysis to determine an estimate of the relationship between class size and stident achievement. The peimary finding of the Glass-Sith analysis
was that class size reduction improved student achievemnent, but that those i improvements were relatively small for class sizes of 20 or more students.
Student achievernent was more significantly improved for classes that had fewer than 15 smudenits.?

Another research entity, the Educational Research Sawi_ce’ (ERS), cﬁallenééd the Glnss-Snﬁth analysis on several grounds, including the reliability
of the metz-analysis technique to predict appropriate class size, and the studies used by Glass-Smith to support its research.’ By the early 1980's,

’ however, the basic Glass-Smith results were widely cited in the literaure, While these results are the basis for many policy mzﬂau‘ves, the debate
has niot been semled, and many researchcrs remain unconvinced sbour the Glass-Smith results. ' :

A 1986 ERS report, using s different analyncal technique, suggesied that achievement gaing are found in classes rhat enroll fewer than 22 stadenss.
Further, the réport suggests that these results are most pronounced in early elementasy classes (kindergarten through grade 3) and in classes
containing mainly disadvantaged children. The ERS results have been challenped for many of the same reasons as those attributed to Glass-Smith. - -

Fleld Projects Complemented the Research Literature. in the early 1980', as Project STAR was under development, researchers
were reporting encouraging early resulls from 2 class-size demonsteation project at one Nashville elementary school. In addition, another class-
size experiment, Indiana's Project Prime Time?, was showing promising results, University researchers that were evaluating the Nashville
démonstration profect also were advocating Project Prime Time as one possible model for reducing class sizes n Tennessee. Follow-up smdies of
the Nashville experiment, along with laer studies of Project Prime Time, reported that achievement gains made by children in smaller classes In
the first year were not sustained in subsequent years of instrucrion. These studies, however, were published after Project STAR began,

! This sectlon rellés on soviral rdcent Fuviews of the lileracure, Indwng. Pro]eam 1939. Odden 1989, Michall, o1, al. 1989, Slm‘ln 19‘)0, Rabinson 1990, Hnamhek 1994, and Sadowskd 1995, -

* Glass, v al, 1978, O . :
3 Educaons! Nesearch Service 1980, o . : .
4 Summartzed in Class, et, 2, 1982 Sov lso Bducodonal Research Sarvice 1380, and Robinson and wmeboh 1985,

£ Projocs Prime Time ws approved by the Indiana legislatane in 1981 and hcwn [n the 198384 schosl m in 24 onderganan thnmgh sccond grnde classes, The demonsiririon tested elass stzes at 14
swdents per teacher In o vazjery of schoofs. . .
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perforimance.’. As it mens 6ut, when removing one snidy from the group used by Glass-Smith, the average effect for classes of abot 15 stadents
declined significantly® Furthér, most of rhe farge gains in achievemem in the Glass Smith anzlysis can be anribuited to tutoring snuanons that had
onlylwo3 children ' : ,

( ( Arécent analysis of the. Gl:Lss-Snuth data by Robert Slavm‘ challenges wherher tedncmg classes to 15 stndents or less would acumllv imprnve
!

Studios Aiso Eﬂanmy Other mm:nmss from Smai!as' c!ams. In addition 1o ar.hievemen: galns; reseatchers have reported other
benefits that are attribured to smaller class size. For example, some of the Pro;ect STAR tearh reported that childeen {n small classes were less

. likely to be retained than children in regular classes, They lso found thar founh gmde teachers reponed more active parucupauon from students
who had previously heen enrolled in smaller classes, S : «

A different smiall class size evaluation conducted in Nevadag su@ess that children in small classes are less ldcely to be refen'ed 1o special educaton,
Researchers aiso have reponed higher morale and less teacher siress for teachers who instruct classes with.a smaller mimber of srudenis, Another
f.f byproduct of smaller class size ié that teachers report that they can move through thelr curricufum gt 2 faster pace. In most of these instanices the
changes dre small and are not always stanstcally significant. Neve eless such t!acmrs can be considered as beneflts to class size rediicion. Tn
' addiuon, to the exwm that these nonachieverment outcoma of smalfer dlasses reduce costs over time, they could be consldered in policy dxscussions.‘

) ‘Do Mnnay Mattar? Many policy analysis have used the resarch noted above to debate whether the benefis denved from reducing
 elass size age greater than their cost. Much of the literarure on this mpic. howevér, does not provlde enough iriformation to determine
. whether money daes or does not miatter, or under what conditions money does maner. Studies typica]ly focus on broad averages, across ‘many
- 'types of school sites, and often’ lead to very differear conclusions, For example, 2 recent article in the Harvard Education Letter'“ useda
demoiistration project in Austin, Texas 10 show how different analytical lechmques could yield contradictory conclusions, In'the Austin ,
demonstration, 15 poocly performing elementary schaols wére given $500,000 each per year for five years, and were directed to smprove
.+ o stiident performance. Bach schaol used some of itg funds to Teduce class size; yet, only two schools showed improvements. One analysis
\((‘o (counung succésses and failures) would suggest that money didn’t matee, in that 13 schools did not improve stadent perfcrmance Con-
‘ versely. anothier analysis, one that focuses on average gain In student achievement across sites, mxght show that the wo exemplaxy schools
i compensated for tlzose schools that dld not suceeed; thus money did maner.

* The real ssgruﬁcance of the Austm demonsmion ] pohcy makem is rhaz it suggests the need 10 compare unproved schools to those that did ot
‘ improve Whit the authors found i is that the impmved schools markedly changed the way teachers taught in the smaller class semngs This
' example emphasizes the need to examine what is ocmrrmg at each test site rather than merely relying on nvemges 10 drive pohcy formauon

The class size debate is both mote subtle and more cornplex than fust reducing cla.ss size. Recendy, one researcher from Harvard, Richard
Mumnane, staed that asking whether money mapers In the wrong question. instead, he suggests that policy makers should {denify smident -

' perfonna.noe goals, dlong wilh a set of stéategies for achieving those goals. He supgests that: policy makers should then determine how funds can
be nsed t0 support the uh:evement of their goals“ ' : :

'

£ S!A'um 1989, ’ . to
T The Gless:Smith Bnding Is derived &am tha se of sizisten] technigics o esa‘mm acymve |hnl is bm.cd on cmpn}smn from the mulm of 14 "wrell conmalled" spodies réviewsd by the auhors. Slavins
' analysis examiried the scaml da underlwﬂg the Glass+Smlth cuev, and found it these dats suggen mwch smuller gains thait the ging based op the GlassSmith estimares. Slavin alen soggested thal clher
stidiés cowd be ezduded elther bocausa the nmtly exm!aed onlp shori duragon small clnsses {30 mlnums) of the sdy exnmined pnmu:oﬂd:ry chsacs le:vlng these studles In the analysls, iwwavm'. :
would not mummy affectthe results, ’
* The stidy Sigvin exeluded was an erpenmenz thus | lmcd whmherdass ﬂiZB ffecis mator skm Lmlmug The uhievcmem st used n the ﬂtper!mem comhled of mnying a lcmms ball offn mu for'a
L 1peelﬁndpudud of tms. .
. Sndw !593
" Sadouaid 1955 ’
Tha Projeet STAR rea and olhar mawdlem Uso suggesuhat <lasa sire ndu:ucns shou Id be accmnpamd with ofher changos !n:ludjng dxsnga inesching wle Some of thaae cliingss thay mtvu
ninurally shen ebisses afe smaller; but these changes canpet be ssSumed, A recani book gublished by the Brocldngs Insibute dexws simiier conicluslons (Hanushok 1994) This book summarizes the -
- worlsof a promifieit groip of educatn econamists with diverso backgrounds. 1t suppons the navon 1hat smaller dm must be imbeddad |n mare comptéhensive roforms.

=
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Ron Abler, CSBA Director, Region 3

California School Boards Associgtion Long Beach Unified School District

PO. Box 220 ' 1515 Hughes Way -

Santa Rosa, CA 95402 Long Beach, CA 90810

(707) 546-0424 (310) 997-8000

Marilyn Astore, Acting Director . Diane Cordero de Noriega, Dean

Professianal Development Consortium *+ School of Education '

Sacramento County Office of Education CSU Sacramento -

9738 Lincoln Village Drive © 6000 Street
'Sacramento, CA 95827-3399 Sacramento, CA 95819-6079

(916) 228-2656. 7 1(916) 278-6639

Mary Beall, Dircctor / Pamela Davis, Manager

Cufriculum, Instrizction and Assessment . Middle Grades Academic Support

San Diego County Office of Education " Caltfornia Department of Education

6401 Linda Vista Road 721 Capirol Mall

San Diego, CA 92111-7399 ‘Sacramento, CA 95814

(619) 2923500 - (916) 654-6518

Linda Bond, Consultant Maiiréen DiMarco, Secrewry , )
Professional Services Division " Office of Child Development rid Education o T
Commission on Teacher Credentialing 1121 L Steeet, Suite 600 : '
1812 9th Streer ‘ Sacramento, CA 95814 f
Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 323-0611

(916) 327-0586 ,

‘ "-Ann Evans, Director
James Brown, Superitendent - School Facilities Planning Division -
" Glendale Unified School District California Department of Education

223 N. Jackson Street 560 J Street, Suite 165

Glendale, CA 91206-4380 Sacramenito, GA 95814 .

(818) 241-3111 (916) 445-2144

Suée Burr, Associate Director Robert Feerpt, Director

Instiute for Education Reform  Educational Accountability

CSU Sacramento  Riverside UniBed School District

6000 J Street * 3380 4th Street ©

Sacramento, CA' 95819-6018 Riverside, CA 92501

(916) 278-4600 (909) 788-7190

Jimes Catterall, Professor Jeremy Flan, Fducational Testing Service

TCLA, Graduate School of Education - Large Scale Assessment Research

Modre Hall, Raom 3341 Mail Stop 02T : ‘ - :
Los Anigeles, CA 90095 Princeton, NJ 08641 ' £
(310) 825-5572 (609) 734-1061 ' @

Appendix B: Seminar

_ Carl Cohn, Superintendent : o @

Pva-ﬂr't'iﬁ:c'?i;n'a'n.ls |

Is Less More? m November 1996 = -



NOV.24,1997  2:47PM  DEPT OF ED/DEP SECY

NO. 986

P.1B8-21

#77 Dave Gordon, Superlntendent

(

EIk Grove USD .
9510 Elk Grove-Florin Road
Elk Grove, CA 95624

(916) 686-7700 -

John Griﬂ]ng. Consultant
Jenate Budget Commitree
Stare Capitol, Room 5013
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 445-5202

- Rick Hall, Currlculum Coordinator

Sai Bernardino County Schools , ‘

601 North B Street . : .A‘}
San Bernardino, CA 92410-3093 i

(909) 387-3028

Gary Hart, Director

Instrute for Education Refarm
CSU Sdcramento

6000] Street

Sacramento, CA 95819-6018

o 916 278.4600

David Kllig, California Research Burean
- California State Libracy
900 N Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 94237-0001
(916) 653-6372

Cheryl Ingharn, Instrucdonal Suppan
Humboldr County Ofce of Bducauon
9(‘11 Myrde Avenue

Pureka, CA 95501

(707) 445-7078

Elaine Johnson, Assistant 10 the President
California Federation of Teachers

One Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1440

Oaldand, CA 94612-3604

(510) 8328812

Jean Johnson, Députy Superintendent, Instruction.

Elk Grove USD _
9510 Elk Grove-Florin Road
Blk Grove, CA 95624

(916) 686-7700

Michelle Johnson, Principal
Granité Hill Elementary School

" 9371 Granite Hill Drive

Riverside, C4 92509 -
(909) 360-2725

Wayne Johnson, Vice President . -

.. California Teachers Association

1705 Muirchison Drive
Burlingamé, CA 94011
(415) 697-1400

Patricla Kelly, Assaciate Pfofessor
School of Education

CSU San Bernardtnio

5500 University Parkway

San Bernardino, CA 92407

" (909) 880-5657

Diane Kirkham, Principal Consultant
Senate Education Committee '
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 445-2522

Bill Lucia, Chief Consultant
Assembly Education COmminee '
State Capitol =

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 445-9431

Ruth McKenna, Chief Deputy Superintendent
Instructional Services

- California Department of Educaﬁoa

PO. Box 944272
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 653-5875
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Anne McKinney, Senate Minoriry Fiscal Consultant Robert Slmp, Co-Direcmr
Stte Capitol, Room 2209  CRESPAR
Sacramento, CA 95814 ‘ Johns Hapldns Unive’rsily
(916) 323-9221 ' 3505 N. Charles Street
‘ Baltmore, MD 21218
Linda Murray, Superintendent ' (610) 516-8809
San Jose Unified School District ! ‘
855 Lenzen Aventie ‘ ~ Sue Teele, Dicector
San Jose, CA" 95126-2736 Education Extension
(408) '5354000 ‘ ~ UCRiverside
1200 University Avenue
Jeannie Oropeza, Stff Budgel Analysz / Rivesside, CA 32507
Depanmem of Flnance ) . . (909) 787.4361 et.1 663 |
Sacramento, CA 95814 - : Beth 'l‘hreaxt IPD Depariment Mauager
(916) 445-0328 California Teachers Association
) L , 1705 Murchison Driv
Joan M. Pierce, CSBA Director, Region 7 Burlingamie, CA 940:1
California School Boards Association (@15) 697.1400
. 2525 Corte del Marques “
© Walnut Creek, CA 94598 Ana Tilton, Assistant Supeintendent.
(510) 932-3877 . . Chula Visia Elementary School District
o V : , ~ 84Fast] Street :
Ray Reinhard, Deputy Secretary ' Chuls stm, cA 91910
Child Development & Education (619 425.9600
1121 L Street, Room 600 T :
i;mezn;o:fl 958 14 . - JanetTorncello, Direcior
: S . Pre-Kthrough 12 Instruction

Montebello Unified School District

l'(ebccca Sargent, President ~
123 8. Montebello Blvd.

California School Boards Assocmnon : _
2421 Voorhees o Moniebello, CA 90640-4729
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 o (213) 887-7922
G10) 3166100 | ‘ Rene Townsend, Superintendedi
Jael s¢hm,~mm Analyst ' Coronado Unified School mstnct
Legislative Analyst Ofice L 555 D Avenue
925 L Stregt, Suite 1000 ‘ ‘ Coronado, CA 92118
- Sacramento, CA 95814 - ‘ (619) 522-8900 -
O16) 454656 / _ ' Sharon Tucker, Supem1£endenl . N
Rick Simpson, Chief of Suff Visalia Unified School District
Senate Education Committee 315 E. Acequia Street
State Capitol : ' " Visalia, CA 93291
Sacramento, CA 95814 | (209) 730-7551 . .
(916) 445-2522 - | ; f"
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- ¢/o Jeremy Finn | ~ Jill Wynns, CSBA Director, Region §
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Priscilla Walton
Californis Department of Education
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G. School Reforms That Work: Sm:essﬁl Sbutegw& Jor Educating At-Risk Youth
October 1996
A State of Emorgency . . . Ina State of Emergency Teachers
September 1996 . - ‘
Building a Powerfisl Reading Program: From Resesrch to Practice
February 1996 o

. Tbe Teachers Who Teacb Our maclms
February 1996

School Choids: Lessons L'eamedA Retrospective on Assemb{y Bills 114 ;md 19
February 1996 .

Bducation Reform; Imptzcanorzs and Responsibimfes Jor K-12 and Higher Educas‘:on
. November 1595

State Policies and Scbool Raszmcmring Expmsnces Wxtb tbe Senate Bill 1274 Demonstmtfon Pragmm
September 1995

'Mﬁ&vfonal Dmfopmm Schools: An Annotated Bibliographic Resource
September 1995

' LO Teachers and Teaching: Recommendations for Policy Makers
December 1994
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