"ED 126210

AUTHOR
TITLE

" INSTITUTION
- . PUB DATE
. HoTE -
~. JOURNAL CIT

~~EDRS ‘PRICE
RESCRIPTORS

"

ABSTRACT

changed .bas..to be -determined. So it i
changed as well as how that change is to be measured needs to be
deterllned. Theskey guestion in considering class size is whether it
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The haslé problel in designlng change efforts and 1n~\;
‘assesslng then is deterllnlng vhich procesSes or consequences count
“and by how much, Whether it is teachligLsr learnlng\that neéds to be

ith class size. What is to be

is the’ nature of, the school as an organization--in which the'smaller
classes exist--that accounts for the larger share-of any observed
increase in student learnlng, or whether ‘increased learning can be
'hrought directly,- simply by increasing the "nuibet of small classes,
regardless of other aspects of the school organization. It is
suggested that discussions and research of class size would ‘be more
useful if they dealt with some of the significant relationshlps that
.2xist between a resburce allocation plan and thé\social processes .
that constitute the environment of these slaller ‘claszes. In ‘
attémpting to point out the significazce of Fhe school context in"
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looking at the gnestlon of class siZe, the question of criteria of"
- snccess xs alsc dealt with, However, it is suggested that student
' not ‘the criterion of snccéss.,It is snggested that the,
social slogan "smaller-classes eanals better learning" is a\ useful
aphOIISI whose utility has "been: delonstrated. Its current validity or
 future validity, wvithout redefinition of terms is in doubt. “
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Q Efforts to improve schools, whether

changes in class size or n instr IE,{lctlonal
practices, often fail to make a distinction
between the act of teaching and the ex-

.perience of learning. Because ‘the criteria,

and performance areas involved. in school
changes aree~not clearly deltneated, the

- sevaluation ,of projects:-often focuses too
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sharply onsome aspects of the situation —

what pupils do on tests — and fdcuses -
* insufficiently on other dimensions — what

teachers do in classes. It is.true that pupil
learning is generally assumed to be the *
intended outome of the act of teaching.
But, the teachmg dact and the student’s
learning arenot the same.

Teachers and students may.engage in

the teachmg act, yet both partles may- -

remain uncertain as to whether"or in what
‘way, learnmg took place. Since the
teaching act s a reciprocal process and 1s”
not entirely a repetltlous ‘pattering “of
uniform behavior, it is at Jeast reasonable
to assume that instances of the teachmg
act lead to some types of student ledrning.
tWe admit. that we may not always bé able

-to link each teaching act to its speciﬁc

consequendds.; Nevertheless, 1t 1s not
essential in designing school improvement
programs that we state the relationship
between teaching and learming ~ if

- professionals teach better, then students

will learn more — as the mgyor claim to be
|nvest|gated or as the basic rationale of the
lmprovement project.
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Administrators can legitimately im-
plement improvement prograni$ that seek
to change the quality of teaching per se. By °
changlng the behavior of the teaching, one
isalso changing the role o daily life of the
student, éven if these changes are not
‘reflected’ on indicators of cognitive”
knowledge. On 'the other hand, ad-
ministrators -often design change *
programs to improve learning without
incorporating efforts aimed at altering the
nature of the teaching act directly or at

“altering therole of the teacher.

LY

The basic problem in desngmng change
effort$’ and.in assessing them is deter-
mining which processes or consequences

L ‘count™ and by “how much” Is it

teachlng or learning that is to be changed"
In what ways? So it is with ¢lass size. One
needs to know what is to be changed, and
how that change is tobe measured%

The distinction between teachthg and*
learning is a usgful one in analyzing
change éfforts. In analyzing the issye of?
class sne other distinctions are
necessary. What is needed
working sense of what a school is: a loose
confederation of classes, or a complex
social organization. School' is B place
wheré both class instruction and learniffg
take place While student tearmng may be
the raison d’etre both for the school and for
the act of instructing, the school as an
organization and the process of instructing
are related, but they are quite dlfferent
things.

When one talks about the school, one

is some _

-

may “mention the students’ rate of .learn- -

ing. One must also consider the ,unit’s

. social context and the processes it engages

ip While interacting with its privironment

.The Class Size/Quality of "Edu.catmnal Process Relatlonshlp :

about the mstructlonal process one is in
_fact’ consndermg the technological or
" production * processes of the school.
Instruction, therefore, is one, kuit only one,
of the critical processes that are evident in
the school as a social orgamzatxon With
respect to the issue of class size, therefore,
to say that smaller classes lead to, or
relate to, better student learning ldrgely
begs the > question.By relating class size, or
the allgcation of resources .only (or
largely) Yo ¢he impact on-the nature and’
consequences of the mstructlonal'process
one tends {0 ignore the impact of decisions
to mamtam smaller classes on -other
critical social processes of the school and
also to ignore the contribution of these
other processes to the welfare of the school:
and to student learning’

The key question- in considering class

§lze is ‘whether it is the -pature of the -
-school as an organizatior — in which the

smaller classes exist — that accounts for
thelarger share of any observed increase
in stuuent learning, or whether increased,

learmng can be brought about directly, .

simply by increasing the number of small
classes, regardless of other aspects of the
school orgamzatxon -

* In relation fo the cost-benefit notion, the
question is whether for a given amount of
money one would, improve organization

u

‘wablhty and,br student learning more by

investing in more small classes, or by
investing in other efforts of .the school as
an organization, such as supervision,

curriculum developriient tasks -groups¥ -

joint planning time or student directed
activities. In all'probablhty, it is not an
either-or proposition, but rather a matter

. of balance: smaller classes are beneficial,

— an area frequently called “public

relations.” One must give some, thought to
the structure <and functlomng of the
decision-making process, as well as to
efforts to coordinate various components
within the school unit. When one talks
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but only if they exist in combination wnth
other strong support structures and social
processesr In shorf, converting a school ,
into 4 confederation of small classes, into a
relatively- simple undifferentiated social
unit, is an unwise pplicy choice, since such

-
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sideration theconcept of the total school as

a social organiz8t) on. ¥
. The dftferent/notions about the school
“that is, whetHer it 1s perceived as a
complex organizatiom’, or a loose con-*
’ federation, 13ad to dafferenr questions for
“+ . the instrictional staff. Jhe difference is -
that the staff would have to{move beyond

small classes?” to asking, ‘What does one

. doabout small classeg?"*~ \

. The “in class” question assumes that the
- * instructor’s scope of -concern and time

. frame relateg tostrategies for teachug the |

~ given group of childrenassigned to him.as,~

particular child, a few éhxldren within the
class’ grbup, or the class as a whqle

" that response will apply only to those
particular students, net to other classes
,and not to the school as a whole.
To ask .the questions “about smbll.
. classes” “is to ask about institutional
-design, and not about particulir in-
struetlonal strategies as they .relate to.a
given groip-of individuals. When con-
. sndermgomstxtutlonal design, one’s scope of
+ concern and time framé,-for example
would shift to-cohsideration of the nleed to
integrate  differentiated. - mstructlonal
strategies found fo exist.among the smatl
classes-and to determine how small class
units could relate to family life styles and
educational preferences.
“1In -effect _one, would shift the soclll
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who looks at leaming as a personal event

existing, ir, an] organizational setting.
Attemptmg to observe the impact of class
size without consldermg the school context
that surrounds, “the classes is something
| like trying to study families without noting
* their community. It can- be done, and in
fact is done, bul perhaps the enwrohfnent
which is:being ilgnored makes the greater
and more meaningful djfference. To
ignore the confext in wilich classes exist is
to assume,-in effect, that -classes are °
mterchangeable unifs; that is, that clase A
of 16 studentsfin school X is like class B of
16 students i school Y. In assuming that
classes of the same size are inter-
. changeable {from school to school, is

must then also either assume that dif-
ferences betWeep schools are so slight as
to be overcome by differences among
« classes of various sizes or simply assume
that there, are no differénces among
schools that relate .to what goes on in
classes. In discussions with laygén or
indeed in negotlatlon sessions, classes are
often referred.to as if they were all of a

ct, sc)mehmes about types of classes

a declsbon p\.ould faxl to take. into’ con- *

* asking ‘What does oné"do differently in

a class. The focus-of attention is- elthe!'{

. . Whatever strategy the ‘teacher designs, .

- perspective from that of the psychologist’s _

.. to the perspective of thes social
" psychologist or sociologist who"looks at
’ social'processes .useful social structures

_ 4 assuming that they are equivalent, one -

kmd ‘we | 'talk about classes within a .

for sp&:lal types of youngsters, but rarely

do we talk about'classes within a school in

a districk JJpon reﬂechcn,. However, it is

- _clear that classes arenot interchangeable,
largely because there are very importast
differences ameong schools. lkt us consider
this point briefly:

* = Perhaps there are 1denuf1ahle types of

s¢hoots. We believe .that there are three |,

sets of variables that can be used fruitfully
1n attempting to ldentlfy types of schoolsin
. which _classes exist: 1) environmental .
exchanges (or types of relations that exist
* between families n the school), 2j
authority-reward- systems (way. of in-
volvmg staff in. decisions with different -
scopes.and time frames), and 3) learmng
technologles (the predominance “of
.selected -instructional sfrategies that
crealg varying roles for youngsters as
, learsiers). While th:e intent here is simply
o suggest that types of schools provide
dlfferent social environments in which
< classes of varying sizes exxst some brief
deéerlpt:on of the vanables used to
) descrlbe schools may be helpful.
Flrst' it should be povinted out that the
: vanables do not directly deal with status
vanables such as_the social or econemic
status of the’ child or-his family. Status’
varlables ‘are obviously important, but as
surrogades,\or stand-ins for perfolmances
or actual behavior; they are too gross and
static_to wpﬁxre the slight but very im-
portant variatibns ip what schools actually
do in their effotts to educate childrer

Further, schoels thh assigned attendance |,

areas. cannot change the- status- of the
families they serve, byt they do have some
flexibility in changlgg the patterns of
interaction and-the sense of values that
‘guide their behaviors.
As for the first area in, whjch schools
may vary, patterns of sch l-community
* relations, Litwak and Meyer have
developed what 'they call a “balance
* theory.”t A ng to their pective,
families operate as primary groups, while
schools e;nst- as forrAal otrganizations
called “bureaucracies:”’. These tw" dif-
ferent group structures are antithetical, in
terms. of what one does to becom
membegeand the tasks he is expected
perforrff. Difficulties in coordinating their
various activities arise over the in-
volvement of experts and non-experts ih -
uniform and non-uniform behavior. School
embloyees, as expert$, have largely non-
uniform ;tisks to perform. Non-experts,
who frequently demand uniformity, can
‘undermine the effectlveness of the staff.
What the school must do is to find a way to
coordinate home and school by balancing
involvenient and detachment so that
neither structure, home nor school, un-
justly dorminates the other. Coordinating
efforts involve use of communication
linkages or linking mechanisms, such
detached worker opinion leade
auxiliary voluntary associations, mass

.« o
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_ school as a social organization can be

_ with pupils; those that foster llerarchlcal

4

medla etc™Schools, 6r administraive
stgle of .working- vut'h this task, can-be
iied as tottypes. Classes in dxfferert
types of schools are Rot the same, even
though the number of students assigned to’
asingle teachermaybethesame .
Authority-rewards systems, reflecting *
styles of leadership behavior, can also be
changed -over time; thus,-their impact
upon the effectiveness and efficiency of the

modified and.is not a constant from sc

to school nor class to.class. Schools might
be descrlbed as being of three types: those
that foster among teachers’ autonomous
power and individualistic rewards,
derived largely- from direct interaction |

power, with teacher rewards derived from
exchanges with the principal, who en-
forces or exempts people ‘from centrally
formiilated rules and regulations; and
finally, the third type, those schools that
foster -cooperative power arrangements -
that éncourage joint problem solving
vefilires. These are not, of -course, pure *
types. No school is elthcrall one, or allthe .
other, bt schools do tend to stress dif-
erent patterns Classes taught. by
.teachers m context are not, we suggest,
the' same as classes that exlstm a different
context. d

Finally, schools differ in their use of -’

“specific instructional stra'tegiw While

much is said -z2bout -open” schools, or
‘structured schools; such labels frequently
lack clear operatioral definttions: On the

. Oother hand, the Indicators of Quality (10Q)

research did clearly define and record the
observed frequency of specific classroom

. activities, such as lecture, demonstration, "

X

small group work, mdlwdual work, ete.
Furthermore, the‘style of activity in the
-IOQ research was .the best .predictor of
positive mizan scores, Thus,-the evidence
suggests.that schools vary.ig their relative
use of selected classroom activities.
Schools, we -suggest, could usefully be
described if a profile of their instructional
strategies could be constructed.

. In summary, we suggest that
discussions and research of class size
would be more useful if they dealt with
some of ¥ee significant relationships that
exist ‘between a resource allocation plan
(more teachers for-srhailer classes) and ,‘
the Social processes that constituté the
environment of these sinaller.classes. We
should start looking for types of schools in
. which varying types of classes exist. In
“addition to being more fruitful for
research, the focus on school types as the
context for classes of various sizes is also *
pragmatlcally more useful. In effect, we
are saying that school administrators have
more influence over Schools as social
orgamzatlons than they have influence

_over the” political processes of school

boards and communities, whose. actions
v ‘ ]
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would be necessary to change tbe resource
allocationpattern significantly. :
In-attempting, to point oyt t.he

_ significance of the school context in-

Jooking at the question of class size, we are
also dealing with the question of cntena of
success. By focusing the debate regardmg

_¢the use’of resources oa class size and -

studegtperfomxance we tend.ongnorethe
welfare of thé school as a whole,and
criteria that might be applied tosthe
school's functioning..

As- with other school improvement
“programs,.student 1barning and/or better
‘teachin are most often stated as criteria
to be ed-m measuhng the impact of
changes _in class size. While the en-
couragement of studefit-learning may bé
the school's primary social function; or, at

« least, . the purpose most acceptable in the
rhetoric of school politics, there are
criteria of ,success other than studeit

” learning that we could use in judging the

quality of a school. Teacher morale,
parental support, esthetics of the physical
facllmes,,or the adaptablllty of the school
‘as"an orgarization are examples of other
valid“eriteria. In Jlooking at the policy _

_ question of'glas$siZe, it is obviously very .
2 important th'at we select appropriate

criteria before we enter into an. in-
terpretation of .the data related to the
criteria being used. There is without doubt
a vested interest-for some parties in at-
tempting ‘to cast the reseaich question in
terms of, student learning: Do smaller

classes promote more learning? Given the .

primacy of the learningThetoric, onehas a .
better chance of getting public support for
. his particular resource demands — more
classroom teachers for smaller classes —

if he can at least imply that these smaller »

classes are crltlcally related to some setof *
highly -valued or desired outcomes
student “learning, rather "than better
schools or happier teachers.

To pose the question about class size in
terms of student performance, however, is
to yield two fundamental-points. First, the
claim “if moreé classroom teachers, then
smaller classes, and if smaller classes
than more learning)’ states the economic
aspect of the-issué in, terms of more or
fewer classroom teachers. In so doing, we
have at least implicitly said that schools
are composed essentially, if not ex-
clusively,. of classroom teachers; we have
accepted the loose confederation notion of
the school. Schools are currently much
more complex, than that. We know that
measures. of staffing adequacy, attempts
to count instructional and support per-
sonnel of Various types, aremore accurate
and useful ways of viewing:the array of
expertise and posmons found wnthln
schools. -

Perhaps the notion that “schools
classroom teachers” as mdicafed by a
range or average class s;ze was-a

le nohon dunng th expansive

-
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3ears Inthe60's thegeneral economy.was

good and school staifs were.mcreasmg in

sizé, Jue’to rising student enrollmentsand
the greater range and vanety of services
that were Being included in the school
program. Now, the general economy and
enrollment patterns are quite different.

Choices alse become different. Perhaps'

pohcv makers shnft from considering how
many classroom teachers and how many
specialists are needed to whether
classroom teachers or specialists - are
needed. o

The choice between classroah teachers
and. specialists takes ofi -new meaning in
the new socio-economic context. With an
increasing awareness that the few
economy will increasingly depend “upon
growth in human potential, not in the
accumulation of material goods that
require exploitation of natural resources
and increased productdn, the schools’
interest in developmg instructors and
other personnel who function program-
matically outside the classroom and with

clients who aresoutside the 5-18 age-range *

will also increase. Thus, -schools as
organizations, in order to survive in their
new social environment, will become more
complex. School gowth will be in per-
sonnel who perform in jobs that are
largely just now emerging. To- commit
larger blocks- of the school's current
resources-to classroom teacher posmons
in order to reduce class size may in fact
jeopardize the schools’ chances-for ‘sur-

* vival and the sghools’ éffectiveness as one

of the communities central agency of
educatlon
~ The "rélative economic question,

therefore,.is not ¥more of fewer classroom *

‘teachers” but is rather “classroom
teacher.or other instructional personnel.”
*Setond, thé-“more classroom teachers
equal more learning” claim narrows the
scope of the economic policy question, and
it also introduces the black box.notion of
organizational change. It fails to deal with
the specific behayiors that people are to
undertake within the environment created
by establishing smaller classe$. Like the
mysterious electrical black box; two wires
(resources) lead into the box and two other
wires (outputs) lead out the other side, but
nobody knows what, if anything, goes on
inside the black box. Since nobody knows
what the black box is supposed to do,
ngbody can judge whether the box does its
job well. To make this type of claim in the
discussion of . classes suggests that

.engagement_in activities .is of no social

consequence, or that engagement is to be
taken as a given, perhaps beyond direction
or change. With respect to the latter
notion, that engagement of students in
instruction can be assiimed, e ad-
vocaies of open education make such
claimg, based upon their observations of
childrerf. Children are curious, they ob-
serve, and when placed in a rich en

- »
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‘wromnent children will explore and create

their ownlumngtasks yith little or no

extemalgundance.Wedomtmshtoargue

that children wili.not use environments for
theic own growth, ,nor that open
educational strategies -are inappropriate

in st 6ofsmallerchsss We are at- *

tem to suggest that, rather than

makmg tie -black  box assumptlon. .

claim specification of -instructional

strategies, for small classes should be-
made exphcxt. Small chsm do_not -
inevitably lead to.specific -instructional
strategies. In making the claim more
explici the “more classroorh teachers=

more 18 claim must be expanded:

more classroom teachers = better. m—

struction,= more learning. In this- case, ’

“better mstmcuon" must be defined.

It iS aiso possible, as we have suggested,,
that student learning is not the criterionof
success; thus, perhaps one should ask a
different question, putting asnde for the-
moment our concern for ihe socnl en<
vironment in which classes exist. Instead
of- asking, “Do smaller classes “lead -to
better larnmg"" we might ask'some of
theotherqmstlonsthatmaybeseenmﬂne ]
accumulated research - about- class snze
For example:

‘ Do,small classes promotesbetter in-
struch&:" - .
Do small classgs increase teachers
knowledge of puplls" .
Do small classes improve tea&ner
miorale? - -

Do small classes encourage*parental

participation? -

Do small classes facilitate better~

planning? €

Do -.small classes promole better

student and attendance discipline?

Do small classes provide more flexible .

2nd adaptive schools?

. wosmall classes make better schools"
Having looked at various meaningful

ways that the %uestion of class size could

be posed and.the range of different_an-
swers one gets by shifting the question, it
1s time to consider a basic problem: Is the -
matter about class size a meaningful
quesuon" Certainly, this is-not-a smqle
questxon and to deal with it as “small
classes= morglearning” or simply, “.smﬁll
classes are befter” .is to engage in
uniformed rhetoric. Sarasonzsays fhereis
no real ‘queskion..He .recogmzw ‘that the’
discussion about class size generates
heafed debates and is based” on deep-

seated feehngs, but he tries to point out .

that, the digcussion is a .cultural

phenomena and was never intended as a°
research question. He traces the notion
that smaller instructional groups yield
more learning, to the two related social
conditions: the tutorial system -employed.
by the wealthy and the pragmatics of
instructing the masses in very large
groups. Naturally enough, those employed
to teach large groups were certain that

’
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they could be more effective-if they had
“smaller classes.” maybe semething like
“tutorials. Over tinie classes did become *
¢ smaller; schools didgget better; and pupils
" didlearn more. But this change represents
" complex changes in the society and did not
resulb, from~planned- chranges based on
empirical researeh invplving adjustn

of sizes of classes. Thus, “smallerc

better learning” is a seful aphroxsm or

Social slogan, "whose. utility -has been

» .demonstratéd. Its cutyent validity or °
- future vahdlty, without redefinition of
terms, is‘very much in doubt. As a
research question, terms-certainly must
be operationally defined and the protlem
approached in a design that pemuts
meaningful ~'interpretation of the in-
formation:-generated by the study. Let us

turn to these needs: redefinition of the .

research question and the inatter of a

research design. Further, we hope to show

that these two concerns should be related
. for anewresearchventure. _ -

First, the notion of class size unplm
nothing more than a resource allocation
plan; that is, more workers assigned to
classes_In studies of other organizations,
one would not usually start with a resource

-allocation plan, but*would rather attempt
to get some definition of the nature of the
technology or work pattern, In' the éase of
schools, this would mean that one'should
_first specify the nature of the instruetional
strategy and the range and variety of
teaching acts anticipated or dwred The
assumption that teachers are latgely
autonomous professionals working in self-

L
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conlamed classrpoms is no longer entirely
valid, although such organ.zaum of the ~
teaching fask may be the most Prevalent
among all schools Team teaching and
multi-unit schools.are also evident, One
would then consider the organization of
ipterrelations among - assigned personnel
necessary tc facilitate the tecnnolog)

The problem arises when one ttempts
to define wnat is predominately a s&t of
interpersonal activities as instructipnal -
technglogy. A basic consideration is
whether-orre considers the teaching act the
same at different grade levels gnd within
the different content ageas. It possible
that since the teaching act isa reciprocal
one invelving 4, teacher and at Jeast one ./

pupil and ‘since that pupil grows or
matures over time, that there is -a
developmental aspect;fo the teaching act
itself. In other words, the similarities
observed over time may mask a subtle or
less evident shift in, emphasis’ or
delineation of rolés among- these par- *

&

ticipating i in the teaching. Common sense

would. support this observation. Thus, a
workable. definition of ‘the instructional
technology #ould have to be stated in
relationtu age level of the students.

The implication, of thns defi mtxon of

'mstruchonal technology for the-study of

class size are evndent If the instructional

" technology -of schools Varies with the age

levels of pupils,-and if the orgamzatlon of
schools is based-oh that techoology, then.
school organizations in which classes exist, *
will also vary with-the development or

»
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’ agm'of 5upus The optimal or best class
size then would ,depend -upon the . -

organzational-level. In “early primary
vears, for example, because the. in-
structional technolegy “ used with very
young children requiresfrequent intensive
interaction «small grcup work) schools
would be orz,amzed into small work units-
yith multiple. workers (self-contained
classes with-aidgs). On the other hand,
~since youhg adolescents are developing,
independence within a peer group context, ~
the instructional technology would be
different (projects, reports, etc.) and the’
school organization wouid be different as
well (coordmated teams).

1t would be naive to sugg&st that schools-
across America consciously design their
organization- to reflect some devejop--
mental notion of instructional technology. -
.The reverse condition, however, is con- *
ceivable; that is, one could test the idea :
that schoels progmaucaﬂy developed a,
“theory of practice” over time in their+
interchanges ‘with puplls. What " is
necessary is a data. bénk’that records the
frequency of mstructlonal activities in -

classes of all grade -levels among many ° .

schools. Indicators of Qualify research
«provides such data. The analysis will-be -
prese ted]nafuturexssue
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