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(Alaska Jé&tafe 'Jlegtglature

House of Representatives

Pouch V
N _ State Capitol
Official Business Juueau, Alaska 99811
M EMORANDUM

January 19, 1984

TO: Representative Cowdery, Chairman
House Labor S Commerce

FROM: Representative Joe

SUBJECT: HB 497 - Overcrowding in Schools

On Tuesday, January 26th, the Committee on Labor & Commerce will be
hearing HB 497, which is a bill that | sponsored. | feel this is
important legislation and therefore appreciate your committee's
willingness to give this legislation a fair and complete hearing.

The bill is important because it deals with the quality of education here
in Alaska. A quality that is eroding away. In fact, as you may already
be aware, our students graduation rates and test scores are falling. |
find this to be unacce* table. | think we can do better.

That is why | introduced HB 497. This bill will provide the
opportunity for school board members and teachers to meet together so
they can negotiate on class size. This is important because if we can
reduce class size we can increase student achievements and, once

again bring our education standards up to the quality we all expect and
need.

The issue of class size is not new. It was brought to the attention of
the state Supreme Court several years ago. At that time the Court
suggested, "It would be helpful if the le<rslature, through future
enactments provided specific guidance on a number of items which
unions seek to negotiate.”. Thus, the Supreme Court is inviting a bill
such as HB 497.

In that same opinion, the Court also asserted that under the Alaska
Constitution, Article VII, Section |, the legislature has exclusive domain
over education in the state. | believe that we members must respond tn
this obligation and pass legislation that can, in a cost effective manner
deal with some of our schools problems.



Representative Cowdery
January 20, 1984
Page 2 of 2

| believe this bill will do just that. It will provide the opportunity to
reduce class size and therefore increase student achievement. | hope
you will support this legislation with me and believe, as | do, that
something must be done and done now. Students are flocking into the
Anchorage, Matsu and Kenai districts. Class size is putting a terrible
burden on our teachers abilities to provide an effective and efficient
learning environment. This bill will at least provide the opportunity to
deal with class size and do so at the local level so we can mail .din the
local control over schools that we all want.

You will note that | have also enclosed some additional backup
information for your review. If you have additional questions to be
answered before the hearing on Thursday, please call.

Thank you for your time and consideration in regards to this matter.

cc. Representative Furnace
Representative Ringstad
Representative Uehling
Representative Wendte
Representative Koponen
Representative Pestinger



despite pay
In schools

from staff.and wire reports

In the past decade, Alaska has
retained the distinction of having
the best-paid teachers in the country
and has reduced the student-teacher
ratio in the classroom, but the drop-
out rate has been increasing and test
scores have bheen fallm?. _

_ The numbers are not so discourag-

*ing in Anchorage as in other parts of
the state, says Anchorage School
District Superintendent Gene E'avis.
. The statewide composite is drawn
from figures released Thursday by
the U.S. Department of Education.
Secretary T.H. Bell said the statis-
tics show that the school systems
that spend the most m ney don’t
necessarily get the best resulfs,

\The dafa compares figures in 1982
to 1972 and puts them into national
perspective. . o

Alaska teachers’ salaries in 1982
averaged 829,000. The District of
Columbia is second at §22,883. The
national average is §17,360.

In 1972, Alaska led the way at
$14,124, followed by New York at
$11,400. The national average v/as
$9,615.. _

During that 10-year period, the
number “of students per class in
Alaska schools declined from 21 to
16, moving Alaska from 18th in the
country to a tit for eighth. The
natlggal average declined from 22.3
to 189.

But Alaska’s graduation rate de-
clined from 79.3 percent to 71 Rer-

cent, dropplngr it from 25th to 38th in
the country. The national rate went
from 77.2 percent to 72.8 percent.

Alaskans’ scorjs on the American
College Test fAC ) fell from 19.6 to
18.7 (on a scale of '1to 36). National-
If" the ACT scores went from 155 to
135 so Alaska’s standing actually
improved from a tie for 15th to a tie
for_13th. _

The dropout rate in Anchorage

appears to be declining, Davis said
As for test scores, he acknowled%ed
a decline last year in Anchorage, but
said average  mst scores here are
nevertheless higher than the state or
national average. _
_ The higgest problem in Anchorage
Is the high turnover rate of students
each year, Davis said. Famllty mobil-
ity resulted in a 35 percent furnover
rate last year, he said.



The Glass Size/Achievement Issue:
New Evidence and a Research Plan

by Leonard S. Cahcn and Nikola N. Filby

Using "meta-analysis,"” Gene Glass arid Alary Lee Smith have discovered
important student achievement gains when class size is reduced to 15 or below. Cahcn and
Filby arc now involved in intensive field study of the whys and hows of these gains.

n the &verage, student achieve-
mem inicreases as class size is re-
and (he advantage rises sharply for

MeeS 0f 15 and below. Reductions in size
of from, say, 2S to 25, are pioicctcd to
make only a small difference in average
achievement.

these arc perhaps tti: most significant
conclusions reached in a new ‘‘meta-
analysis” of half a century of research,
performed as part of a project in class size
and instruction being conducted by the
Far West Laboratory for Educational Re-
search and Development with National
Institute of Education funds.

Gene Glass and Mary Lee Smith of the
University of Colorado were responsible
for the meta-analysis. At the same time, a
complementary and converging approach
to the question of class size/nchievemcnt
relationships was undertaken and is con-
tinuing. A small number of field studies
were designed in which class size is ex-
perimenially controllea and intensive
observation of classioorn procedures is
being conducted. A chief object ii to find
out what aspects of instruction ;r. smaller
clr.ssr.c account for the achievement ad-
vantages.

The remainder of this article will detail

I.COSARD S CAHCN . director and
SiKOI.A S. FILflY associate dnccior of the
Class Si r and Instruction Rro/rct, Car Il'est
“rpional Laboratory, San frar.cnco. The
tltidi reim-trd hare >ji produce! unde' SIC
fram So Qtl.SIfi-G.Tf-0IQ.1.

Car.cn ant! Kilny mhc io «* 'io*itdee the
help ar-il support i>/ Joseph |.menin w.ri lir.
i«... Ki'Cher oj the \ctiiuia: Inuiiiii
/.duration. Seine sui'/mrtj,.r the prn-ecl came
Jrymt the | ratine S.no,ws V-r'?mii:, t enterjor
trr Studi id c\a,uunor, LCCA, SIC .eunit
S0 oh-sil G.tsa:}.

rm delta >app,\n

the procedures, findings, conclusions, and
policy implications of the Far West proj-
ect.

For the research synthes i, «a felt that
the new approach called meta-analysis
would prove tc be a powerful way of re-
solving some of the inconclusive findings
reported in the litctature. Glass, a primary
developer c¢f meta-analysis methodology,
reported that the class size/student
achievement literature might lend itself to
the technique.1

*Meta-analysis provides a method for
ithe statistical integration of data across
many studies.; Studies of psychotherapy
anci tutoring, among other fields, have
already been integrated via meta-analysis.
Meta-analysis proceeds by calculating the
size of one oi more measures of effect in
each study, then pools these measures as
data points lor further analysis. In the
ease of class size studies, each data point
is a measure of the difference in achieve-
ment between two classes of diffcient size.

Glass and Smith fust obtained and
read some 300 repotis, publications,
theses, etc., that reported findings on
d.vs size and achievement. The search
was mad: through ERIC, dissension ab-
stiarts, research reports and reviews,1and
from nominations and suggestions from
other researches. Glass an.; Smith found
current reviews by Doris Ryan anJ T. Fair
Greenncld’ ana C. 1). L.allrur. R. J.
Sumner, ana E. Witronlvery helpful. On-
ly 77 ol th: 300 documents could tie used.
They yielded "2: comparisons of achieve-
ment in different class si..es. .Many studies
yielded multiple s** oi data. For example,
one might report .vlbom-mcni data for
read.n., tnuthitn.ipcs. mid sennec for
three print,* levels, Cuts yielding, nine com-
parisons. The studies provided a data set
based on r.enrlj DOOLHIO ;uptls and

spanned over half a century. Sixty-five
percent of tlic comparisons were obtained
from journals, approximately 16co from
books, and 11To from unpublished
sources. Approximately 570 came from
theses, a source not generally tapped in
prior examinations of the 'literature.
Approximately 5Gc'v of the comparisons
were obtained on children whose ages
ranged fiorn 5 to approximately 111
years.

As expected, most of the studies com-
pared ciass size in the range of 20 or
large;. Comparisons of classes of about 26
pupils with classes of more than 30 were
common, 10 wills 20 far less so. For many
years researchers expected to see dramatic
differences between class sizes of 25 and
28.

Glass and Smith define class size as the
pupil-to-insiructor ratio (P/I). One
tcachrr with 30 pupils gives a IVI of 30,
two with 30 a f’/i of 15. One i-.icher do-
ing supplementary math instruction wi'h
four pupils gives a I’/1 of four. The search
for an appropriate descriptive ratio has a
long history in the research on class size.6
Any ratio is, at best, a crude indicator of
how much tcacncr attention any pups! re-
ceives. One hopes that as die to-.al number
of pupils in a class decreases, the teacher
will be able to provide more appropriate,
persona! instruction for every y.'pii. How
to help teachers take advantage of reduc-
tion in total class size becomes a crucusl
issue, to be discussed later.

Glass and Smith define ’*.i lia” as a
key concept. A statistical index of the
achievement advantage of on*' size class
over another aze class, delta is defined
as the mean achievement seme for the
srr.r.tler class in a study mmu> the nwn of
the laigvr class in the study, the uuicint.
then being divided by ike withm-croup



standard deviation. To illustrate. Class A
has 10 pupils. Class 0 in the same study
has 20. The studrnts in each ciass are
given an achievement test of 50 items. The
mean for Class A is 35. The mean for
Class His 30. The within-group standard
deviation is 10. The delta for this
hypothetical case would be .5. i.e,
(35-30)- 10. Delta ,s a standard score. Its
value can be positive, negative, or zero.
Assuming a normal distribution, a delta
of plus one is one standard deviation
above the mean and has a percentile rani;
of 84. A delta of plus .5 represents the
69th percentile.

The calculation of delta is straightfor-
ward when means and standard deviations
are given and when the standard devia-
tions arc equal, but these conditions are
not always met. Glass worked out for-
mulas for estimating delta from other
common statistics, such as a correlation
coefficient. Problems can arise in defining
the w.uun-group jianduid doi-aicr. " ™ a
lhe groups differ widely in variability. In
this case the estimate of delta may be
biased. Continued work on the methodol-
ogy of mcta-analysis, as developed by
Glass, will z.ccd to study the effects of
heterogeneous variability on the magni-
tude of deltas and t.'ic relationship of the
deltas to other variables in the studies be-
ing examined.

Of the 725 deltas calculated, 60e'bwere
positive, indicating that achievement was
higher in the smaller class. The average
delta was .09. further analysis revealed
two important inti "actions: The size of
the difference depcno "d on the sizes of the
classes being compared; it also depended
on the quality of the research design. Ef-
fects were stronger in studies having good
design characteristics — e.g., where pupils
were randomly assigned to classes or were
“matched,” or where the same teachers
or pupils participated in both the smaller
and the larger class. The average delta in
well-designed studies was .40.

To take into account the influence of
diffeicnt class sizes, a regtession model
was developed to predict delta. After
preliminary models were tried, the final
system predicted delta (advantage of
smaller over larger) front three variables:
1) number of students m the smaller ciass;
2) square of the number of students in the
smaller class; 3) diffctcncc between the
number of students tn the smaller class
and the number of students in the larger
class The repression model was used to
generate a ptaph of predicted achieve-
ment. Predicted achievement scores were
transformed to a percentile rank on a
hypothetical nationally normed standard
achievement test. The Glass-Smith curve
for wecll-dcsigneei  studies is shown in
figure I.

In this figure the curve starts to rise
most dramatically when class size is re-
duced below i; pupils. The average pupil
in class sices of 40, 20, 15, 10, and live

would be expected to scotc at the 50th,
53th, 58th, 65th, and 75th percentiles re-
spectively. The predicted outcome differ-
ence can be described in grade-equivalent
units over one school year: 1.00 years of
growth for class size 40. 1.15 years for size
20, 1.24 years fot size 15, 1.45 years for
size 10, and 1.72 for size five. These data
show an impressively large advantage for
smaller classes.

The overall difference in results be-
tween the wcll-conttolled and poorly con-
trolled studies was dramatic. The curve
for the poorly designed studies was almost
flat, indicating, at best, a very small ad-
vantage to smaller classes. Almost half of
the deltas came from the pootly designed
studies. Little wonder cla>s size research
has been so inconclusive.

Glass and Smith analyzed data sep-
arately for elementary and secondary
pupils Small-class advantages were slight-
ly stronger at the secondary level. It is our
opinion that the advantages arc too small
to lead to a conclusion that elementary
pupils would profit less than secondary
pupils if class size were reduced. There
also appeared to be no difference in re-
sults for different subject matters, such as
reading or mathematics.

The mcta-analysis reports that there is
no correlation between class size and
achievement advantage in the studies per-
formed belore I'Mu. Over half the 725
deltas were from prc-1940 studies. It is not
surprising that surveys oi the htcraiute
prior to World War Il typically concluded
that tcducing class size had no effect on
achievement.

Over the next few months \ve plan to
fit the Glass-Smtth equation to data not
analyzed when the moocl was developed.
Hits will allow us io estimate the crroi in
th: model for diflc'Ciit class size com-
parisons. We anticipate that new studies

will be identified, but. these, like those
available to Glass and Smith, will contain
few data for class size smaller than 20, the
range wc believe to be crucial.

How does one judge the importance of
the differences shown in figu:e 17 Is the
percentile advantage in achievement be-
tween class sizes of 15 and 30 big enough
to make it worthwhile to reduce size by
this much? Policy makers will have to
decide. As researchers, wr encourage the
concept of utility. We regard the delta dif-
ference between class size 30 and 25 as
relatively trivial. But the difference be-
tween class size 30 and 15 lias utility.
Enough pupils should profit to warrant
pursuing ways of creating the smaller
class. Wc acknowledge the economic dif-
ficulty of putting this judgment into prac-
tice. But wc encourage investigations of
reduced instructional group size for parts
of the school day. More on this later.

A cautionary comment about the small
changes in achievement above a class size
of 20: Achievement tests measure only
one aspect of instruction. They do not
capture the quality or humanness of the
classroom environment. Certainly larger
classes permit less relaxed interaction with
individual pupils. Teachers otten feel
overwhelmed and (rustrated.

It is also important to point out that
the Glass-Smith mcta-analysis snows the
relationship of class sic; and achievement
without any attempt to see how tins teln-
tionsliip is conditioned by a set of vari-
ables we shall call quality of iniiruclift. It
would be useful to find out whether, and
how, good and poor teaching or en-
vironmental conditions alter the curve.

The Field Studies

The Glass-Smith  meta-analysts in-
dicates that, on the average, achievement

MAr<rH



The field studies

may show how to

achieve even greater gains in small classes.

increases as class size decreases. If ihis is
true, it must be because of some chance in
classroom instiuction. With fewer pupils
to attend to. a teacher should be able ;c
improve the quantity and/ or quality of in-
struction.

P. J. Porwoll and others have conclud-
ed that many qualities of classroom in-
struction. such as increased individualiza-
tion. are improved when class size is
reduced.' Glass and Smith arc now doing
a meta-analvsis of studies relating class
size to classroom processes, student at-
titude, and teacher satisfaction. Teacher
satisfaction is an important outcome to
consider in its own right.8 It appears from
the literature search that relatively few
studies ha e s>iiemiuivuui c.\amincd ti.e
question of how class Size influences stu-
dent achievement. The field studies under-
taken by the Class Size and Instruction
Project address this question.

The basic plan of the current field
studies is to reduce class size experimental-
ly and see what changes take place in the
classroom. In each of two schools, we
work with two second-grade classes, each
taught by a single teacher. Midway
through the year a third teacher is hired
and some students from each class are
moved to the new third class. Many meth-
odologies are used to learn about the na-
ture of schooling in the larger class situa-
tion (before the split), ?nd this can be
compared with what we learn when the
classes arc made smaller after the split.

An important aspect of the field
studies is the role of the classroom
teachers. We hope to make them col-
laborators in the investigation of an im-
portant educational question. As a re-
search team, we shall form hypotheses
about whai might be different in a smaller
class, and wc shall collect evidence about
what actually changes. The teachers arc
encouraged to “tinker," i.e., try new
techniques. This means that the field
studies are noi a "clean" experimental
lest of class size but arc instead a com-
bination of class size experiment and in-
scrvice training for teachers. It is exactly
this combination that wc consider it im-
portant to study. Many people have sug-
gested that reducing class size will have no
effect if teachers do exactly the santc thing
,nasmall class as in a large one and that it
is important to help teachers take advan-
ijec of tar oppor'timts «i a .small ri,vs.*

v.e

i oy e t..; iturvnsrs if.
acmcven.etit si.oui.; '>? ever, greater than
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those shown in the Glass-Smith curve.

A major source of our perspective in
describing classroom instruction is our
previous work on the Beginning Teacher
Evaluation Study tBTES).10 In our cur-
rent work we hope to elaborate and ex-
tend the BTES model oi instruction, thus
building a cumulative research program.1l
BTES researchers, working with recond-
and fifth-grade classes, looked at a series
of questions about pupil learning in
mathematics and reading and how this
learning was related to teaching behaviors
and characteristics of classroom learning
environments. The BTES study convinced
us that the teacher controls learning con-
ditions that are positively associated with
pupu learning, for example, larger pupil
achievement gains were associated with
teacher monitoring of pupil behavior, the
teacher’s ability to diagnose pupil status
and prescribe appropriate educational
tasks (quantity and quality), and teacher
feedback. Classes with larger gains were
typically associated with teachers who
held academic goals for their pupils and
provided relatively large amounts of direct
instruction. It was also observed that the
teaching/learning environments in these
classes were supportive. Teachers did not
have to be punitive in order to have
children learn. As wc began to design our
plan for the Class Size and Instruction
Project, wc wondered how the learning
environments in classes could be changed
if we reduced the number of pupils fot
whom the teacher had responsibility. If
class size could be reduced by one-third or
one-fourth, would the teacher be able to
provide a more individualized form of in-
struction? Would the teacher be able to
diagnose pupil needs better, assign more
appropriate vvork. and monitor the work
more frequently? Would pupils’ "wait
tune" (waiting, for teacher direction or
help) be reduced? Would pupil/pupil and
pupil'teacher interaction change?

How would teachers feel about teach-
ing and their pupils when class size was
reducedl Would there be more tune lor
informal discussions with pupils? Would
there be changes in the curriculum or
learning activities such as more and dif-
ferent types of art or science lessons?
Would pupils now be allowed to talk 10
each other as they worked?

The following categories of questions

pro* uie a r*a SVioor = 1 if )eees in-
oo ... - .p-tvi-:iu>ns,
p...:l oo Lo v lan-

- - or; .f.v.ron.ncui, rule eem.iting,
itesr.p:ifns r.f.J disruptions, diagnosis,
assessment and pupil evaluation, teacher
feedback, reward systems, irncnr' expec-

tations prior to splitting, and teacher
evaluation of conditions before and alter
splitting. 1

Two schools arc participating in the
siudy. One is a rural school near Char-
loucsviiic. Virginia, directed by Gad Me-
Cutcheon of the University of Virginia.
Pupils are primarily low socioeconomic
level blacks tfi(l#»). Before they were split
in January. 1°>7y. each class had about P>
pupils. Splitting reduced the classes to ap-
proximately 13 i #ents each. Parent vol-
unteers assist’ chers.

The scco iOvA is located in Oak-
land, Caliu..ua. Both second-grade
classes prior to splitting were composed of
34 students, so size dropped to approxi-
mately 2? students per ciass after splitting
in February, 1979. Classroom aides are
used. There is a staggered reading
schedule, meaning that hair (he students
in a class come for an hour in the morning
ar.d the other half remain at the end o' the
day for their smaller group instruction in
reading. Nikola Filby, one of the authors,
teaches the class created by the sp'.it.

Methods of Data Collection

The central activity in the field study
will be to document and describe dif-
ferences in instruction fcefcre and after
splitting. Research on tcacning today is
multidisciplinary and uses many ap-
proaches to knowing. Some researchers
advocate the experimental method as tiic
most powerful way of detecting teach-
ing/learning relationships. Others feel
that understanding can best be attained by-
spending many hours in classrooms
watching the process, talking to teachers,
etc. Many researchers like ourselves think
it is wise to combine many methods: We
obsctve and record what we see, we mea-
sure some dimensions, wc ask our teach-
ers to help us understand what wc see.
Our methodology includes both qualita-
tive and quantitative approaches. The
Oakland and Virginia researchers have
developed dcsc.liptions of different ap-
proaches to inquiry being used in the
study under the following headings: 1)
"case study" observation, 2| interviews
with teachers, 3) systematic, quantitative
observation, 4) tcacr.er journals, 5)
achievement testing. 6) samples of student
work, 7) photographs, and 8) later follow-
up.r

Keportinj* the Finding,s

The detailed case studies of each class
will be a major lorm tor reporting our
study findings. The case studies will docu-

any Inances between instruction m
the lasire ciass phase and the small-cl.Vsi
phase. \si. hope to discover whether
changes in instiuctmn ate a function of
reduced class sife. The case studies will
also addtei.s mote general oucaicns about
important characteristics oi classroom in-



struction that should be understood re-
gardless of c'.2ss size.

It is our goal to blend the info:motion
obtained from the case studies, teacher
locs, and interviews with the information
obtained through quantitative rcccres.
The "numbers” gathered by systematic
observation may help tell us t/ changes
took place after splitting. The otner
sources of information can then, we nope,
tell us how the changes took place.

Issues and Policies

To date, major reviews of the literature
on class sue have reported conflicting
findings in the research.14 Some stuoies
supported smaller class sizes; others did

it. Reviewers generally found the

:rature_c.q~p'ex and inconclusive. Some

shewers became pessimistic about the’

ue 'of sraalier classes.l5 The Glass-

nith. met.-analysis is-unique because it
Ji

et 2% -

reveals genera! trends. Previous reviews

"and the conclusions drawn from them

were primarily reached from an "arm-
chair" synthesis of the literature. Studies
were classified as supportive of smaller
class size, larger class size, or in-

. conclusive. The classifications were guid-

ed by the statistical significance reported.
No evaluation was given in the counting

" or classification procedure to s'u lies near-

ing conventional levels of significance.

. For example, studies showing probability

levels greater than .05 voidd typically be
classified as nonsignificant and thus be
placed in the inconclusive category. In
contrast. Glass and Smith used ail the
available data to develop a continuous

. distribution of effects and therefore move

their analysis beyond the nominal clas-
sification of supportive (favoring smaller
classes), nonsupportivc (favoring larger
classes), and inconclusive (failure 10 reject
the null hypothesis). We feel that the new
findings by Glass and Smith present a
convincing case that average achievement
increases as ciass size decreases. especlLy
when class size is below .0 pupils per
class. Earlier arguments that smaller
classes cannot be justified on the basis of
icsi score: must be reexamined in light of
the Glass rtp.uh findings.

We r::rt faint act, howevisr. that
there a'o r.ar.'- exceptions to the cnsral
trend, b.vj.ie; is n”t al.vuy: rettcr.
Previous reviews ot the literati.:c have
ccr.e acou nset:.:.“l: u-p o:disc:.~.ng tne
lirm.itia, c: pa;: «jd..t of class size and
exp.:;;r.i. ¢ *S .u:r. tne arez :m:>t
r.cp.i tos* m.v'ie- a. interact!vs — u

5?

iXo surplus, only underutilized teachers.

Glass-Smith analyses did not find any
general interactions in the data; mat is.
class size effects were not noticeably dif-
ferent for children of different ages or
abilities or studying different subjects.
But there were many instances in the data
where small classes did not produce
superior achievement. Two possible ex-
planations are the nature of "the teaching
that takes place and imprecision in the
construct "class size."

As discussed eariier. a number of peo-
ple have pointed out that the effect of
class size depends on the intervening
classroom instruction. Poor teaching will
..ct be effective, even in a small class.
Teachers may need heip in learning to use
"uc pry"m'-1 in th* small-class
situation. We arc exploring this issue in
the field studies. Certainly anyone who
plans to reduce class size should plan also
to support and educate personnel to
tcaiizc the potential.

From discussions of class site in the
literature, it is clear that better designs arc
needed if w« arc to understand the com-
plexities of instruction and how the.
complexities arc influenced by the some-
times poorly defined global term "class
size." DonalJ Pidgeon has described
other characteristics of students and
classrooms that influence the size of the
job facing a teacher.” He mentions
homogeneity of pupils, classroom space
available, and ancillary assistance
available in the classroom. The concept of
teacher load is discussed in tne literature.
While the term is usually used to otscribz
the teaching responsibilities of secondary
tcdchers. it applies to the elementary
school as well. A teacher who has respon-
sibility for grading essays probably has a
different out-of-school workload than a
shop teacher. The teacher who has many
students learning English as their sect nd
language has additional teaching burdens.
The pioHems created by disruptive i'tt-
dcms must be reckoned with in assessing
teaching load revponsiuiii:::-. The Class
Size Committee of the Looi (California)
Education Association hn» attempted to
weight factors in the classroom (i.e.,
number of slow learners, hyperactive
pupils. Liiiitr.uisl pstpus. etc.) in adjusting
das* size sc mat u better reflect' the range
of itachmc responsibilities. « MI of thc:c
issue’- .rc.ue complications in vunplifis..
"tioc di.r o» e sce,

0 nave

in collaboration with Gene Glass and
Mary Lee Smith, wc.shall commission re-
action papers to tne mcta-analysis on class
size and achievement and the second
meta-analysis dealing with the relation-
ship of class size and classroom processes,
teacher satisfaction, and pupii affect.
Within our funding restriction wc snail
seek reaction papers from teachers, ad-
ministrators, economists, and researchers.
These papers will serve to clarify and
highlight the different viewpoints on ciass
size and the trade-offs that must be made.
In the end. individual "ates, communi-
ties, or parents must make their own value
judgments.

We would hope that vn discussions of
class size many different alternatives will
be considered. The data suggest that there
is relatively little pay-off for small overall
reductions (e.g.. 23 to 25). Attention
should be given to ways to make larger re-
ductions in more limited situations. Flexi-
ble arrangements within a schooi might
allow the creation of smaller instructional
groups for part of the school day or for
those students most in need of closer
.upcrvision or individual attention. Some
school districts usz a staggered schedule so
that students spend part cf the day in a
smaller class. Faraprofcssionals can help.
The use of nonprofcssional instructional
staff (aides, parent volunteers, and pupil
tutors) deserves careful attention. R. G.
Stennctt, A. L. I'ycr and Robert M. Mc-
Clure, and Beatrice A. Ward and William
J. Tikunoff have discussed issues relating
to the use of nonccrtificatcd personnel in
classroom instruction.’5 We would also
hope that schools examine ways to rehire
some of the many talented teachers who
have lost their positions or cannot find
teaching, positions. We share the positions
of John Corbaily:0 and Herbert Walberg
anti Sue Binzur Rasher-'1 that the large
number of unemployed teachers should be
viewed as an underutilization of talent,
not as a sutplus. It is interesting, to ponder
what instruction in schools could be with
two professionals teaching 30 pupils, at
least for reading and mathematics in the
primary grades.

We arc concerned that the Smith-Glass
curve may br. interpreted by "budget at
any cost" school atimimsirstots and
"linens to mean that class s:zc car. be in-
creased bevonci 30 pupils without achieve-
ment deficit or othct consequences.

ii; .tinle srtts tit; ;:
, ., ’(liiMaer only student .ic.h eve-
& ».>ine. Gliss and Pm.th are
nti> ,i-;;splviinc a secouj metti-
ati.vyiii t>r on: project. This ar.atysts will

fCor tWVCI/ nil pave i till
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cvaii'iinc rc.attwtiwi.i); oi c.ass s./e, i:i-
sirjctional processes, teacher morale, and
p.ipil affect. The studies will include
pieces of research that previously have not
bren integrated into most of the literature
reviews. Their report is scheduled for
publication later this spring. Wc can an-
ticipate that this further analysis and the
field studies will give a richer picture of
the benefits of smaller classes. Certainly
many teachers arc convinced of the need
for smaller classes. NEA President John
F.yor has said that wages and class sice
were primary strike issues in 197S-79.” In
November, 197S, half of the Fresno, Cali-
fornia. public school teachers struck in a
dispute over class size. The school board
had rejected the Fresno Teachers Ass ocia-
tion proposal to add an aide in elementary
school classes with more than 33 students.
We need to consider a broad rancc of
outcomes — the -ci.v.ionshtp between
cla>.i sire and the quality and humanness
of the nation's senco:-. These concerns
may make even small change, in class size
wotthwr.ne and may increase t;:e impetus
f< find ways to create sente .sr.trli cia'ses,
Wc encourage educators and the public to
t:irl. scrtou.iy aoou: emhot we want out
acho-.is to ee and how ma...r '.asses
n.teht help rc.it.e tua; image a r «ality.
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