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To: 	 Bruce Reed (ww 2) 

Elena Kagan (ww 2) 

Barbara Chow (room 260) 

Mike Cohen 

Mary Casell, (fax: 54875) 


From: 	 Jon Schnur 

Date: 	 October 9, 1998 

Re: 	 Attached options for class size bill. 

Attached are three options for class size. The first is Senator ¥urray's version of the 
Administration's initial class size bill. The second is a draft report language would accomplish 
the same general goals. The third is the language used during the Tobacco negotiations. 
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105m CONGRESS S. 2209
2D SESSION 

'1'0 reduce cl8$S size in the early grades and to pro\':ide for teacllex- quality 
imp.l1lVernent. 

IN THE SENATE O}4" THE UNI'rED srrA1.~ES 

JD"'¥! 24,1998 
l1.rs. lirnRAY (for herself, llr. KE:,\~"EDY, )11". DODD, lit. DASCm.tE, lts. 

l1oSEY.EY-Bn....t:'X', .l1rs. nOXEU, )t.r. LEVI':'\, .:vir. n.onn, .l1J'. LIEBElnrA"S, 
lir. REED, lll"'. L...:cTE::mEuo, Ms. L_"'~1)mEt;, loll". '!'onulC..'EM..I, Mr. 
BnYA"S • .llr. KElUtY, lit-. .A.K:AK...., .llr. GIJE~~, .Mr. BJ'X'GAl\I.A..~. and :\1.8. 
.ll'llrC'I..sKl, intnxIuced the foUowing bill; which was .read twiee rind re
ferred t.o the Conunittee on Labor and lluman l~ourees . 

A BILL 

To redu~c class size in the ea.rly ,gra-dcs and to provide 

for teacher quality impro"eroent. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa

2 tives of the Unit-ed States oj'America in Congress assembled~ 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


4 1.~js Aet may be cited as the "Class~Size Reduction 


5 and Teacher Quality Act of 1998". 


6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 


7 Congress finds as follows: 
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1 (1) Rigorous research ha.s shown that students 
, 

2 attending small cla.sses in the early grades make 


3 more rapid educational progress than students in 


4 larger classes7 and that these achievement gains per-


S sist through at least the elementary grades. 


6 (2) 'rhe benefits of sma.llcr classes are gr~tcst 


7 for lower acbicving7 minority,. poor, and inner-city 


8 . children. One study found that urban fourth-graders 

9 . in smaller-tha.n-average classes were 0/4 of a school 

10 year ahead of t.heir counterparts in la.rger-than-aver-. 

11 age classes: 

12 . (3) rrca.cbers in small. classes can provide stu

13 dents with m'ore indjvidualized attention, spend more 

14 tilne on. in.stru~tion· and less on other tasks,· cover 

15 more material effectively, and are. better able to 

16 work with parents· to further their children's cdu-. 

. 17 	 ca.tion. 

18 (4) Smaller cla-sses allow tea,abers to identify 

19 and work more effectively with students who have 

20 learning -disabilities . and, potent.ia.lly,. can reduce 

21 . those students' need for special cducation services iR 


22 the later grades. 

v 

23 (5) Students in smaller classes are a,ble to be-

24- come morc actively engB,;,aoo in lea.ruing than their 

25 -peers in la:rgc classes. 

~(I)
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(6) Efforts to improve educational acbievem.ent 

by reducing "class sizes in the early grades s.re likely 

to be more successful if

. 	 (A) wcl!-prepared teachers· arc hired and 

. appropriately assigned to fill a.dditional class

room positions; and 

(B) teachers receive intensivc, continuing 

training in working 'effeetively in. smaller class

room settings. 

(7) Severa.l States ha:ve begun a.serious effort 

to . reduce cla~s sizes in the early clemcl1ta.r.y grades, 

but these actions may be impeded by fina.nciallimi· 

tations or difficulties in hiring wcll-prcpa:rcd tca.ch

crs. 

(8) 1'he }t'cderal Govcrruncnt can assist in this 

effort by providing funding for class-size reductions 

in grades 1 through 3, and by helping to ensure that 

the new teachers brought into the classroom arc well 

prcparoc:L . 

SEC.S. PlJRPOSE. 

. 'l'he purpose of this Act is to help ~ta.tes and local 

educational agencies, recruit, train, and hir9 100,000 addi

tional teacbers over a 7 -year period in order to-
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1 . (1) reduce class sizes nationally, in grades 1 

2 thr~ugh 8, to an av~ragc of 18 students per class

3 room; and 

4 (2) improve tcacl1ing in the early grades so that 

all stndcilts can learn to read independently and well 

6 by the end of the third grade. 

7 SEC. 4. PROGRAM FUNDING. 

8 Ji'or the purpose of carrying out tws Act, there are 

9 authorized to .be appropriated, IUIla 8PO' appDilfJaiAtii: •• 

8' 8Il!' 'iii'" ip the rrrcamnx Dot. othcnFisQ apprapwMoC, 

11 $1,100,000.,000 for fiscal year 1999, $1,300,000,000 for 

l?-, fiscal year 2000, $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, 

13 $1,700,000,.000 for fiseal yeaI' 2002, $1,735,000,000 for 

14 fiscal year 2003, $2,300,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, and 

$2,800,000,000 for each of the fiscal ~"cars 2005 through 

16 2008. 

17 SEC. 5 • .ALLOTMENT TO STATES. 

-18 . (a) REsERVA'1'io~ FOR EV.AI~UATlO~.-}l'rom the·. 

19 amount a.ppropriated by section 4 for oach fiseal ye8l', the 

Soorctary may reserve not more than $2,000,000 to carry 

21 out the evaluation described in section 14. 

22 (b) RESERvATIO~ FOR 'TIm OUTL1'L~G .AREAs A."\ID 

23 THE BUREAU OF L'iDlA.~ AFFAlRS.-li'rom the amount 

24 appropriated by section 4 and remaining 8.fter reserving 

funds under subscetion (a) for catili fiscal year, the Scc
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rotary' shall reserve a total of not more than 1 percent 

to make paymCllts, on the basis of their respective needs 

for assistance under this Act, to

(1) American Samoa, Guam, the United States 

Vn-gin Islands, and the Commonwealth of the North-

em Mar:ia:na Islands for activities that are approved 

by the Secretary and consistent with the purposes of 

this Act; and 

' (2) the Secretary of the Interior for activities 

that arc approved by, the Scercta:ry and consistent 

with the purposes of this Act, in schools operated Or 

' supported by the Bureau of'Indian Affairs. 

(c) AI.LLOTME:'fl' TO STA'.1'ES.
'. . 

(1) L'1 OENERAI.l,-~'rom the amount a,ppro

priatcd by section 4 and remaining after rescrvmg 

funds under subsections (a)' and (b) for e~h fiscal 

year, .the Secreta.ry shall allot :to ea.eh State an 

amOlUlt tha.t bears the same rclationship to the rc

ma.ining amount as the amount of funding the State. . 

received under section 1122 of the Elem~ntary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 for. the previous 

fiscal year bears ,to the total a,mount available for 81

location under that section for thc previous 'fiscal 

year. 

http:Secreta.ry
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1 (2) REAI...LOTME:sT.-If any State chooses not 

2 to participate in the program under this A-ct, or fails ' 

3 tQ submit an approvablc application, the Secrctm:y. 

4 shall reallot the State's aUotlncnt to 'the remaining 

5 States, in a.ccordance with paragraph (1). 

6 SEC. 6. APPLlCA'l10NS. 

7 (3) .APPLICAT10~ REQUlRED.-The State educational 

8 ag<mcy of each State, desiring to', receive an allotment 

9 under this Act shall submit an application to the Secretary 

10 at such time, in such form, ' and containing such infonna

11 tion as the Sccrotary may require-. 

12 (b) ComE)ITs.-Each a.pplica.tion sha.ll include

13 (1) the State's goals for using ftmds under ,this 

14 Act to reduce a.verage class sizes in regular elass

,15 rooms in grades 1 through 3, including

16 (A) a. description of current class sizes in 

17 regula.r classrooms in the local educational 

18 agencies of tho State; 

19 , (B) a description of the State's plan for 

20 using funds ~dei- this Act to rcd.uco the avcr

21 age class sizo in regular classrooms in those 

22 , grades; and 

23 (C) the class-s~c goals in rcguiar class

24 rooms the State intends to :roach and, a' jus

25 tification' fOT- those goals; 

.S 2i09 18 
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.	.1 (2) a description of the Sta.te educational agcn

2 cy's plan for allocating program funds within the 


3. State, including-:

4 (A) an estimate of the imp8.et of those ano· 


cations . on class sizes in thc individual local 


6 educational agencies. of the State; 


7 (B) an assuranccthat the State cdu

8 ca.tional agcncy:will make the plan public within 


9 the State; and 


. (C) 8. description of the current and pro-' 


11 jectcd capacity of the Sta.te's school· fa.cilities to 


12 accommodate reduced class sizes; 


13 (8) 8· description of the Sta.te educational a.gcn- . 


14 c:Y-'s strategy for improving tea.cher quality in grades 


1 .through 3 within the Sta.te (which may be part of 


16 a. broader strategy to jmp!oVe tca.cher quality gcn~. 


17 erally), including

'. 18 (A) thc a.ctions the State educational agcn

19 cy will take to ensu,rc the a'\1W.sbility, within the 

State, of a pool of well-prepared tea.chers to fill 

21 the positions created with funds under this Act; 

22 . and 

23 (B) . a dcscriptio~ of, how the ~ta~.edu..; . 

. 24 cational agency and the local educational'agcn

cles in the State will ensure tha.t~ 

?(/;-XJ;) . 
(3Yt. 

I 
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1 (i) individualS' hired for positions cre

2 ated with funds provided under this Act 

3 (which may include individuals who have 

4 pursued alternative routes to certification 

'5 or licensure) will meet all of the State's re

6 quirements . for full ccrtifica.twn or, licen

7 sure, or will be making satisfactory 

8 progress toward achieving full certification 

9 .or licensure within 3 yea.rs of such hiring; 

10 (ii) tea.chers in first through third 

11 grade will·be prepared to toach ~ea.ding ef

12 fectively to all children, including those 
.. . 

13 with special needs, and will take part in 

14 continuing' professiona.! development in ef

15 fective rca.cling instruction B.nd in tcachlng 

16 effectively in small classes; and 

17 (iii) indhliduals hired as. beginning 

18 teachers mfirst through third grade will 

19 be required to pass a teacher competency 

20 test selected by the, State; 

21 (4) a description of how the State will use athCl' 

22 funds7 including other ~"ederal funds, to improve 

23 tcach~ quality and reading a,chicvcment within the 

24· State; 

t(6X?"X6)(tJ 
'(1./) 
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1 (5) a deseription of how the State will hold local 

2 educational agencies that usc a. significant portion or 
3 the grant funds made available under SectioIl 

4 9(a)(2)(B) a.ecountable for tba.t usc of funds; 

5 (6) an assura.nce that the loca.l educational 

6 agency and the schools served by the local edu

7 cational agency will. comply with the requirements of 

8 subsections (a) and (b) of section 12; and 

9 (7) an assurance that the State educational 

10 agency" will submit such reports and information as 

11 .the Secretary-may reasonably require. 

12 (e) APPROVAL OF .APPLICATIO~S.-Thc Secretary 

13 shall approve a. State educa.tion~ o.gen-cy's application if 

"14 the a.pplica.tion meets the requirements of this section and 

15 holds reasona.ble promise of a.chieving the purposes of this 

16 ".Act. 

17 SEC. "I.Wfl'BIN-STATE AlLOCATIONS. 

18 . (a) STATE-LEVE1., ExPE~Es"-Each State may usc 

19 not more than a total of 1/2 of 1 percent of the amoWlt 

20 the State receives un~er this Act, or $507000, whichever 

21 is greater, for a fiscal year, for the ad~strative costs 

22 of the State educational agency and for State-level a.ctivi

23 ties described in section 8. . 

24 (b) GRA...~TS TO LOCAL EDUCATIO~.1 AGE~CIES.-

.92209 IS 
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1 (1) .ALLoCATIO~.-Ea.ch' State educational 

2 agency shall use the a,mount allotted to the State 

3 and not reserved under subsection (a.) for a fiscal 

4 year to make grants to local educational agencies, 

for the purpose of reducing elass size and improving 

6 instruction in grades 1 through 3, on'the basis of---.; 

7 (A) current or projected class sizes in reg

8 ular Classrooms in grades 1 through 3 in the 

9 local educa,tional agencies; and 

(B) the relative ability and effort of the 

11 local educational ageneiesto finance class-size 

12 reductions With fuuds provided by the loeal edu

13 cational agencies. 

14 (2) :V[A."~R.-Ea.ch State shall a.ward, the 

grants described in paragraph (1) in such a manner 

16 as to ena.bIe local educational agencics to reduce 

17 their aVCl"agc class sizes in rcgular classrooms, in 

'18 grades 1 through 3, to the average class size pro

19 posed in the State application. 

(3) SPECIAl.. RULE.-NotwithSUll1ding para

21 graph (1), each State shall ensure, in awarding 

22 grant funds under tWa' subsection. for a. fiscal year, 

23 tha.t each local edueational agency in the State, in 
24 , which at least' 30 percent of the children served by 

the a..:,acncyarc from lo'\,,-incomefa,uillies, or in which 
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1 there arc at least 10,000 children from such faJni· 

2 lies, receives not less thaJl the amount that bears the 

3 same relation to the grant funds as the amount the 

4 local educa.tional' agcnc;r received of the State's ano-

S cation under section 1122 of the Elementary and 

6 Secondary' Education Act of 1965 for the prcceding 

7 Dscal yeaJ' bears to the amount all local educational 

8 ' agencies in the State received under such section for 

9 such preceding ~~ca,r. 

10 (c) liALvrE~.A..'\lCE OF EFl'~R'.r.-

11 (1) I~ GE)J'ERAI...- A local educational agency 

12 may l"cccive grant funds under this section for any 

13 fiscal year only if the local educational agency sub
, , 

14 mits to, or has on fila 'with, tha Sta.te educational, 

15 agency an assurance that the loca.l educa.tiona} agen

16 cy will spend at le8.st as much funding f)'om non

17 li'ederal sources as tile local educational 80acilcy 

18 spent mthe previous 
" 

year for the combination of

19 (A) teachers in ragular classrooms in 

20 gra,des 1 through 3 in S(.'11001s receiving a.s&st

21 anne undcr tlus Act; and 

22 (B) the quality-improveD1ant, activities de

23 scribed in section 9(b). 

24 (2) WAIVER OR MODU....ICATIO::-.J.-'l'he Secretary 

25 may wa.ivc or modify the requirement of pa.ragraph 

1(e-) : 
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. (1) for a local educational agency if the Seerotary 

2 determines that doing so would. be equitable due to 

3 exceptional or unc(}ntrollabie circumstances affecting. 
4 that agency. 

SEC. 8. STA'f.E.LEVEL ACTIVITIES. 

6 Each State educational agency may use the funds the 

7 State educational agency reserves for State-level activities 

8 under section' 7 (a) to. carry out activitics dcscnoed in the 

9 agency's application, which ma.y include a,etivitics such 

as

11 (1) strengthening State teacher certification or 

12 licensure standards; 

13 (2) developing or strengthening, and admln
, 

14 istering, teacher competency tests for begiwing 

teachers; and 

16 (3) 'progra.rri moIritoring and other a.dm.inis~~ 

17 tive costs associated with operating the program 

18 under this Act. 

19 SEC. 9. LOCAL USES OF FUNDs.. . 

(a) L~ GE~.-

21 ' (1) CLASS SIZE REDUCTlO~s.-Except, as pro

22 vided in p8J'agra.ph (2), each local educational ~-

'23 qy sha.ll use all ~he grant. funds the agency receives 

24 'from the Sta.te under this Act that arc not r~served 

under subsection (b), to pay the ~'ederal share of the 

http:p8J'agra.ph
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costs for the salaries of, and benefits for, iJ:le addi

tiona! teachers needed to reduee class sizes in grades 

. 1 through 8 to the level set by the State as the 
. . 

State's goal in the State a.pplication. 

(2) ADDITIONAL TEACHER LEVEL ACHIEVED.

A local educational agency that has reached th<:, level 

descnocd in paragraph (1) may use the ,grant nmds 

received from the State under this Act and not re

served under subsection (b) to pay the }4~edera.I share . 

of the costs or- ' 
. . 

(A) ~aking further class-size reductions in . . . 

grades 1 through 3; 

(B) reducing class sizes in lcindergartCn or 

other grades; or 

(C) . undertaking quality-improvement 00

tivities under subsection (b). 

(b) QUAI.JTY IMPROVEl\{EYf RESERVATION.

(1) l~ GEmRAI",.-Eachloca1 educational agen

cy shall reserve not less ,than 10 pcrecnt or the grant 

funds the agency receives under this Act for· ea.ch of 

.. the fiscal yoa.t'S 1999 through 2003 to pay the }4'cd

eral share or the costs of carryi11g out activities to 

ensure teachers ,vho will tca.ch smaller classes arc 

prepa.r~ to teach reading and other Subjects ~ffec-

is tivcly in a· sIDaller class setting . 

•82209lS 
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1 .. (2) ACTIVITIES.-'rhe u.cthities described ill 

2 paragraph (1) may include

3 (A) training teachers in effective ·rcading 

4 . instructiona.! pra.ctices (mcluding pra.ctices for 

5 . tca.ching students who experience initial dif

6 Dculty in learIling to read) and in effective in

7 struetional practices in sma.ll classes; 


8 (B) pa:ying the costs for un~crtificd or un

9 licensed teachers hired to tca.ch gra.des 1 


10 through 3, to obtain full certifica.tion or licen

11 sure within 3 years of such biring; 


12 (C) providing mentors or other support for 


13 teachers in grades 1 through 3; 


14 (D) impro\-ing recruitment of teachers for 


15 schools that have a. particularly difficult timc 


16 hiring certified or licensed tca.chers; and 


17 (E) provicling schola.rships or other a,id for 


18 education and education-rcla.ted expenses to 


19 paraprofessionals or undcrgradua,te students in 


20· order to. expand the pool of well-prepared, and 


21 . certified or licensed, teachers. 


22 SEC. 10. COST·SHARlNG REQUIREMENT. 


23 (a) . }I"'EDERAl~ Sl:IAREi.-rrhe }I"'cderal share shall be 


24· not more than-
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1 (1) ~oo percent for local educational agencies 

2 with child poverty levels greater than or equal to 40 

, 3 percent; , 

4 (2) 95 percent for local cdu~.tiona1 agencies 

with child poverty rates greater than or equal to 30 

6 percent but le!1)s than 40 percent; 

7 (3) 85 percent for local educational 8,;,ocncies 

8 With c.hlld po'\'orty rates greater than. or equal to 20 

9 peroent but less than 30 percent; 

(4) 75 percent for local educational agencios 

II' with child poverty rates greater than or equal to 10 

12 percent but loss than 20 pcrco~t; and 

13 (5) 65 P?l"ecnt for local educa.tional agcnoiC$ 

·14 with child pov~rty ra.tcs less than 10 peroent. 

(b) LOCAI,I SRA.RE.-A local educa.tional agency' shall 

16 provide the non-}j'lederal share of a.ctivities assisted under 

17 this Aet through cash expenditures from non-}i'ledcral 

18 sources, except that if an agency has allocated funds under 

19 section 1113(e) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu· 

ca.tion Act of 1965 to 1 or Illore schoolwide programs 

21 und.or section 1114 of that Act, the agency may use those 

22 funds for the nOIi-~"'Iedera.l sbare of a.cthrities under this 

23 program tha.t benefit those schoolwide program~ to the' 

24 extcrtt consistent ,vith section 1120A(c) of that Act and 

notwithst.anding section 1114(s.) (3) (B)· of that Act. 

IC(gX/) 
(b) 
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1 SEC. 11. CARRYOVER OF FUNDS. 

2 Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any 

. 3 funds received unqer this Act bya State or by a.local edu

4 ca.tional agency shall remain available for obligation and . 

5 expenditure by the State or local educational. agency for 

6 1 fiseal year beyond 
.' 

thc succecdiilg fiscal year described 

7 in section 421 (b) of .the GcmeralEducation Pro\;sions Act. 

8 SEC. 12. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

9 (a) . SCHOOI.l REPORT.-Ea.cb school benefiting from 

10 the program under this Act, or the 10c81 educational agen;. 

11 cy serving that school, shall produce an a.nnual reEort to'-.. . . 

12 parents and t.he genera.! public, :regarding student a.cmeve

13 ment in rca.cling for studcnts served by the school or agCD

14 ~T, respectively (using available' mridence of reading 


15 achievement of the students in gTades 1 through 5 and 


. 16 the assessments the St.ate uses under part A of title I of 

. . 

17 the Elel11cn~\ry and Secondary Edueat.ion Act of 1965, 
. . 

. 18 disaggI"egated a.s required under that part), a.verage class' 

19 size in the regular elaSS)'OOlUS of the scboolor schools 

20 served by the ~O'Cncy, respective}:\r, and teacher ecrtifi

21 cation or licensure and rcla.ted acpiiCnrlc qua.lifica.tions for 

22 tcaehcrs' in grades 1 through 3in the sc~ool or thc schools , . . 

23 served by the agency, respectively.. 

24 (b) ~OCA1J EDUCATIO~A1.1AGE~CY. REPORTS.

25: . (1) L'lTERl1vl REPORTS.~Ea.ch local eduCational 

26 ~O'Cncy sha.ll provide each year, to the State edu

-82209 IS 
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cational agcnay, a report summarizing the iriforma

tion reported by, or for, the schools served by the 

agency, under subsection (a). 

(2) SUBSEQUEYr REPORTS.-Within 3 years of 

receiving funding under this Act, and each year 

thereafter, each local educational agency shall pro

vide evidence, to thc State educational a.:,O"CIlcy, of the. 

reading achievement of students, in grade 3, 4, or 

5 in schools served undCI' thi~ Act, which shall b~ 

(A) in a form determined by the Sta.te edu

cational agency; 

(B) based on the assessments that the 

local educational a.gency is using under part A 

of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, or on comparably rigor

ous State or local assessments; and 

(C)· disaggrcgatcd to show the achievement 

of students in individual schools and of students 

sepal1ltcly by race and by gender, as well as for 

students with disa.bilities, students with limitcQ 

English proficiency, migrant stud~nts, and stu
~ 

.dents who arc cconomi'cally disadvantaged. 

(0) PROGItAl:t IMPROVEME~T PLA..~."";"A local cdu:, 

cational agency with schools that fail to sho\v improvement 

in reading a.cbicycment within' 3 y·ca.r$ of receiving funds 
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under this Act sha.ll, with the a.pproval of the State cdu· 

cational agency, develop and implement a program un· 

provcmcnt plan, to improve student performance.. 

(d)· REPUCEDLOCAL AI.J..ocATIO~S.-lf a school 

participating in the· progra,m under this Act fails to show 

improvement in the rca.ding achievement of students in the 

school .witbin 2. years after the fiscal year for which the 

local educational agency develops a plan under subsection 

(b), the State educational a.g(m(~y shall reduce the a.mount 

ma,de ava-Hable under this Act, for ea.ch fiscal year sue-

needing the fiscal ye8.r for whiab the determination is 

made, to that local educational agency by 8.na.mount equal 

to the amount made a:vailable under this Act, for the fiscal 
. . 

yeaJ" for which the determination is made, to tha.t school. 

The Sta,te eduea.tional agency sl:;m.ll eontinue to so reduce 

the amount made a"railable under this Aet to that school 

until the school demonstrates improvement in the reading 

achievement of students in the s~ool in aceorda-nee with 

the plan. 

SEC. 18. PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE SCHOOL TEACHERS. 

Each local educational agency receiving fundS under 

this Act shall, after timely and meaningful.consultation 

with a.ppropria.te privat.e sehoql officials, provide for the 

inclusion (in a· ma.nncr proportionate to the number of 

2S children residing in the area. served by the agency's project 

-s D09 IS 
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under this Act who a.trend private schools) of private 

school teachers in the professional development activitics 

tl;Ie agency and the schools served by the agency C!RTry out 

with the funds. 

SEC. 14. EVALUATION. 

Using funds reserved under section 5(a), thQ Sec

rotary shall carry out an evalua.tion of the program au

thorizcd by this AC!t, including a. mea.su.rcment of the pro

gra.m's cfl'cctivenessin accorda.nce with the amendments 

made by the Government Pcrfo:rma.nce and Results Act 

.. of 1993. 

SEC. 15. WAIVERS. 

The Secretary may, at thc request Ofel Statc edu:

cational agency, waive or modify a· requirement of this Aet 

if the Sccretary determines.that such requirement impedcs 

the ability of the State to ~~:- out the purpose of this· 

Act and that providing such a. waive!" or modification ,vill . 

. better promote the purpose of .this Act. 

SEC. 16. DEFlNITIONS. 

. In this Aet: 

(1) LOCAl-A EDUCA'l'IO~AI-A AGE~CY.~The tonn 

"local educational agency" has th9 meaning given 

that term. in subpa.ragrapl'l;s (A) and (B) ?f sc~tion 

14101(18) of the. Elementary and Secondary' Edu

cation Act of 1965. 

-s 2209 IS 
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(2) SECRET.ARY.-Thc term "Scc:rctary" means 

the Secretary of Education. 

. (3) STATE.--':'Thc term "~ta.te" means each of 

the several Statcsof the. United Statcs, the District 

of Columbia., and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

o 



Provided further that shall be available to demonstrate effective approaches to reducing 
class sizes, with quality teachers, in order to improve educational achievement in the early 
elementary grades to be expended in accordance with the statement of the managers on the 
conference report accompanying this Act. 



DRAFT 
10/6/98 

"Statement of the Managers" language on 

Class Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Initiative 


The conference agreement provides $ , within the Education for the 
Disadvantaged account, for the first year ofan initiative on class-size reduction and quality 
teaching. The conferees agree that the purpose of this initiative is to demonstrate the impact of 
smaner class sizes, employing well qualified teachers, on educational outcomes in the early 
elementary grades. 

The conferees are impressed by the gains in student performance in a ber of schools 
that have reduced class sizes. Most significantly. a landmark study of a fo -year experiment in 
Tennessee found that smaller classes, in grades kinderg~en through 3, sulted in improved 
student outcomes in aU types of schools, with the greatest effects in i . er-city classrooms. 
Follow-up studies found that these gains continued even after stud ts entered larger classes after 
the third grade. Positive results have also been found in class-siz reduction experiments in North 
Carolina and Wisconsin. Smaller classes allow teachers to proice more individualized instruction 
to students, to spend more time on instruction and less on o~er tasks, and to cover more material 
effectively; they also allow teachers to work more effective ywith students who have learning 
problems and, potentially, can reduce these students' nee' for special education services in the 
later grades. Class:..size reduction can be particularly b eficial in the early elementary grades 
because students in those grades are learning to read d to master the basics in math and other 
'subjects. 

The research available to the conferees also makes it clear th class-size redu~tion efforts 
will not succeed unless the additional teaching slots are filled "Wit ell-qualified teachers, and 
unless those teachers are prepared to take advantage of the 0 ortunities presented in a smaller 
learning environment. Merely placing an adult in front of lassroom is not the answer. For this 
reason, the new initiative introduced through this appro ation stresses employinent ofqualified 
teachers in addition to class-size reduction. 

The purpose ofthe initiative is to provide all States with the opponunity to undertake 
class-size reductio~ efforts in the early grades, using well..;qualified teachers. Under the initiative, 
the Federal Government would not dictate any particular instructional or class-size reduction 
strategy to the States. Each State would be free to pursue its own objectives and plans. The 
Committee's goal, however, is that the 1999 appropriation will finance the first step in reducing 
class sizes in grades 1 through 3 to an average of 18 by 2005. 

The conferees direct the Secretary ofEducation to allocate funds for this initiative to the 
States (including Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia) on the basis of each State's relative 
share of prior-year :Title I grants under section 1122 ofE-SEA, except that the Secretary will 
reserve up to up to 1 percent ofthe appropriation for programs in the Territories and in schools 
supported by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and up to $2 million to carry out an evaIuati~n ofthe 



.. 

.' 

initiative. . . . . . \ ,,__ . 
. . ~. . 

The conferees further direct that the State e~agency (SEA) of each State 
desiring to participate in the program will file an a~o the Secretary. The application 
shall include: (1) a description of current regular classroom sizes in the local educational agencies 
(LEAs) of the State~ (2) a description of the State's plan for using program funds to reduce class 
sizes in regular classrooms in grades 1 through 3 in the'State; (3) the regular class-size goals the 
State intends to meet, and a justification for those goals; (4) the SEA's plan ~or allocating 
program funds within the State, including an estimate of the impact of those allocations on class 
sizes in the LEAs ofthe State .. a description ofthe current and projected. capacity ofthe State's 
school facilities to accommodate reduced class sizes, and an assurance that this plan will be made 
public within the State. 

The conferees also direct that the State application include the SEA's strategy for 
improving teacher quality in grades 1 through 3 within the State, including a description of the 
actions the SEA will take to ensure the availability ora pool ofwell-prepared, certified t~chers to . 
fill the positions created with program funds, a description ofhow the SEA and LEAs will ensure 
that individuals hired for the positions created with program funds (including those who have 
pursued altermitive routes to teacher certification) meet all ofthe State's requirements for full 
certification, or will be making satisfactory progress toward full certification within three years; 
and an assurance that the individuals hired as beginning teachers in grades 1-3 will be required to 
pass a teacher competency test selected by the State. The Secretary may also require the 
inclusion of additional information in the application. 

States shall use their grants to make subgrants to LEAs for the purpose ofreducing class 
sizes and improving instruction in grades 1 through 3. Each State may use up to one-half percent 
of its grant or $50,000. whichev~r is greater, to administer the program and for State-level 
activities described below. The conferees direct that SEAs use the remaining funds to make 
subgrants on the basis of: (1) LEAs' current or projected class sizes, in regular classrooms, in 
grades 1 thrc;>ugh 3. and (2) the relative ability ofLEAs to finance class-size reductions with their 
own funds. SEAs may operationalize these requirements ina manner appropriate to needs and 
conditions in the State. but must provide each LEA in which at least 30 percent ofchildren are 
from low-income families, or in which there are at [east 10,000 such children, with a share of the 
State subgrant.funds that is at least equivalent to the share of the State's Title I funds that the 
LEA received for FY 1998. . 

. States may use the funds they reserve for State-level activities (as described above) for 
such activities as strengthening teacher licensure and certification standards, developing or 
strengthening teacher competency tests, and program monitoring.. The SEA shall describe its plan 
for the use of State-level funds in its State application. . 

The conferees direct that, at the local level, LEAs use their subgrants to pay the .salaries 
.and benefits of the additional teachers needed to reduce class sizes in grades 1 through 3 to the 
level set by the State as the. State goal. In addition, each LEA shaH use at least 10 percent of its 
subgrant for activities to ensure that teachers who will teach in sm~er classes are well prepared 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 

cc: Cynthia Dailard/OPD/EOP 
Subject: Here's the Class Size draft legislation--prepared 3/28 for Senate Commerce Cmte by OMB 

SEC. [bbb}. IMPROVING ELEMENTARY EDUCATION. 
(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED- The Secretary of Education shall use 

amounts made available under section [xxx} (a)(2) for a fiscal year to award 
grants to States and local educational agencies to train, recruit and hire 
elementary school teachers for the purpose of reducing the average class size 
for students in grades 1 through 3 to not more than 18 students per teacher. 

(b) REGULATIONS REQUIRED- The Secretary of Education, not later 
than March 1, 1999, shall promulgate regulations as the Secretary 
determines necessary to assist States and school districts in providing 
smaller class sizes with qualified teachers in early grades. Such regulations 
may include provisions rdating to-

. (1) the use of funds by the State, including the awarding of 
grants to local educational agencies; 

(2) teacher preparation and certification; and 
(3) accountability for improved student achievement. 

(c) STATE PLAN- . 
(1) IN GENERAL- Each State desiring a grant under this section 

shall submit to the Secretary of Education a State plan at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by such information as 
the Secretary may require. 

(2) CONTENTS- Each State plan shall demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary of Education that-- . 

(A) the activities assisted by the State with funds made 
available under this section will be ,conducted in compliance 
with any regulations promulgated under subsection (a); 

(B) the State will use the funds made available under this 
section to reduce class size for students in grades 1 
through 3 in elementary schools throughout the State, 
focusing on using the funds to train, recruit, and hire 
teachers for elementary schools serving communities with 
the lea~t available resources for such activities and the 
largest class sizes in those grades; and 

(C) of the funds that are made available to the State under 
this section, the State will make available to each local 



, 
" 

educational agency that serves children in grades 1 through 
3 and in which at least 30 percent of the ~hildren are'from 
families below the Federal poverty level, at least as great 
a percentage of such funds as the percentage of funds 
provided to that local educational agency as compared to 
other local educational agencies in the State under part A of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
(3) APPROV AL- The Secretary shall approve a State plan submitted 

under paragraph (1) if the State plan meets the requirements of 
this subsection. 

(d) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT- Amounts made available to a 
State under this section shall be used to supplement and not supplant other 
Federal, State and local funds provided for programs that improve ' 

elementary education as provided for in this section. Amounts provided 
to the State under this section shall not be reduced solely as a result of the 
availability of funds under this section. 
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:1 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Council of the Great City Schools, a coalition of the nation's largest urban public, 
school systems, surveyed its membership to determine how they were using new federal funds 
that became available this school year to reduce class sizes. Some fortymajor city school sys
tems with the nation's largest class sizes responded. Responses from the school systems indi

'cated the following: 

• 	 Approximately 3,558 new teachers have been hired in'40 of the nation's largest school dis
tricts this fiscal year with new federal class, size funding; 

, 	 ' 

• 	 Some 7,762 new teachers received professional development with new federal class size 
funding, as have 14,953 current teachers- or over 22,000 teachers receiving critical train
ing on instructional practices and methods; , 

• 	 About 90% of the new teachers hired in the 40 responding urban school districts were fully-
certified despite the difficulty in finding qualified teachers; , 

I 
• All 40 urban school districts responding to the survey (100%) hired new teachers with the 

federal class size funding; 75% provided professional development to new and current 
teachers to enhance teacher quality; 33% of the urban districts used funding for recruiting 
new teachers; and 10% used the federal funds to test new teachers to ensure that they met 
state standards; 

:1· • 	 New urban teachers were hired for grades 1-3 in the critical shortage areas of literacy, 
mathematics, bilingual education and special education; , 

• 	 Funding under the federal class size reduction program has been flexible enough to assist 
the responding urban school districts in their efforts to end social promotions? provide after
school instruction, and target aid to low-performing schools; 

I 


• Interesting programs include Philadelphia's innovative approach to recruit, train, and men

tor beginning teachers, Columbus's effort to strengthen'accountability and turn around low

performing schools, Boston's Transition Program to end social promotion, and Long 

Beach's internship program to prepare and certify emergency teachers hired through the 

state initiative; 


The class size program in the responding urban' districts have also leveraged state and local 
resources to reduce class size and improve the quality of teacher skills; I • 

• 	 Continuation and expansion of the program will be critical for urban school efforts to accel
erate achievement gains, ensure quality teaching, turn around low-performing schools, and 
,recruit highly qualified instructors. 



t 
,I Reducing Class Size in America's Urban Schools 

. By the, . 
COUNcic OF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 

INTRODUCTION 

Ensuring that every class and eyery student has a qualified teacher providing instruction 
to the highest standards is one of the stiffest challenges facing American public education. This 
goal is becoming harder and harder to meet in the nation's urban schools, however, as enroll
ments rise, facilities age, and pressure for smaller classes mounts. But the research is getting 
stronger all the time that reducing class size pays concrete and long lasting benefits, particularly 
for poor children. Reducing class size gives every student more of the teach~r's time, and allows 
children more individualized attention to meet their learning challenges. This report was pre
pared to give policymakers a better idea about how federal funding is being used to reduc;e class 
sizes and to spur academic achievement in America's urban schopls. . 

WHAT DOES THE RESEARCH SAY? . 

Many education critics view efforts to reduce the number of students in American class
rooms as a waste of money, claiming that student performance does not improve apprecIably in 
smaller classes. More and better studies over the last ten years, however, have shown that these 
claims are incorrect and that smaller class sizes can produce significant increases in student 
achievement and enhance parent and teacher satisfaction with the educational process,,· 

The most definitive study· linking achievement and smaller classes was Tennesse,e's Stu,. 
dent Teacher Achievement Ratio, or Project STAR. The longitudinal Project STAR studied 

I· over 6,000 children from 1985 to 1989, during which time students progressed from:kindergar

I 
:1 

ten to fourth grade. Project students were placed in three types of classes: small (13-17 chil
dren), regular (22-25), and regular with a full-time teacher aide. yvhile noadvantage was found 
in larger classes having a teacher aide, students in the smaller classes demonstrated significantly 
higher achievement on both standardized and curriculum-based tests than either of the large 
classes. Higher achievement began in the first grade, anq. continued through second and third 
grades. The results of Project STAR also showed that the greatest benefits of smaller classes 
were found in inner-city schools with the poorest students. Follow-up studies on partici
pants in Project STAR found that children who were originally enrolled in smaller classes conI. tinued to outperform students who had begun in larger classes well after the third grade . ' 

.J Another·well-known effort involved the "Class ·Size Reduction (CSR)" program in Cali
fornia. Enacted in the summer of 1996, the California program mandated that all 1 51 and 2nd 

graders,leani in classes ofno more than 20 students. Kindergartners and third graders also bene

I fited, with over 90% participation in the 1999-2000 school year. While logistical concerns arose 

'I 

,regarding the quickly formed program, a preliminary evaluation shows positive results after the. 

first two years. Benefits for all students in CSR classes and across:-the-board achievement.· 
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gains were found in the third grade--the only grade wh~re it was possible to compare learners 

in CSR and non-CSR classes. Teachers in CSR classes also reported spending more time with 

problem readers and students with individual needs and less time on discipline. Another posi

tive finding in California involved higher satisfaction of parents and increased contentment 

with the education system due to more regular contacts with teachers. To date, California has 

placed over 1.6 million students in reduced-size K-3 classes. 
 I 

A quasi-experimental study is currently being performed on the "Student Achievement 

Guarantee in Education (SAGE) Program" in Wisconsin. SAGE, a five-year pilot program, is 
 ,I 
designed to increase the academic achievement of high poverty students by reducing the stu

dent-teacher ratio to 15:1 in kindergarten through third grade. Results from ihe 1997-1998 

school year showed that first and second grade students in the small SAGE classes tested higher 
 I 
in math, reading, and language arts. The 1997-1998 results also showed that African-American 
students in the smaller classes outperformed African-American students in larger classes. ,IQualitative research from'the SAGE Program also reported that teachers knew their students 

better in smaller classes, required less time for management and discipline, and had greater op

portunities for individualized instruction. Similar results were found in 1996-1997 --the first 
 Jyear of the program. Since SAGE also promotes a rigorous curriculum, ongoing professional 

development, and before-and after-school activities, the positive findings demonstrate the suc

cess that trained teachers can achieve in small classes and supportive surroundings. 
 I' 

CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM (PL 105-277, SECTION 307) 

:1 
Signed into law on October 21, 1998, the federal Class-Size Reduction Program aims to 


bring some 100,000 new, qualified teachers to America's classrooms. The law provides federal 

funds to local education agencies (LEAs) to reduce class sizes to 18:1 in Grades 1-3. At least 
 I' 
eighty-two percent (82%) of the federal funds were to be used to recruit, hire (inciuding salaries 

and benefits), and train certified classroom teachers. Up to fifteen percent (15%) of an LEAs 
 :1,federal allocation can be used to test new teachers to meet State certification requirements and 
to provide professional development for existing teachers. No more than three percent (3%) of 
the funds could be used for administrative costs. I' 

An important component of the Class-Size Reduction program is its emphasis on help

ing the neediest children. The formula allocates 80% of the program's resources based on pov
 Ierty, consistent with the research showing that benefits are strongest among poor kids. 

Federal funds for the first year (Fiscal Year 1999) of the Class-Size Reduction Program 

were set at $1.2 billion- with almost $300 million dollars targeted to the neediest students 

in urban schools. The initiative would allocate $12.4 billion over} years, reducing average 

class sizes in the early grades to 18 nationally, and meeting the goal of hiring 100,000 new 

teachers. The Clinton administration's request for the second year of the program, FY 2000, 

was $1.4 billion. 
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WHAT THE CLASS-SIZE REnUCTIONPROGRAM IS DOING IN URBAN SCHOOLS 

School districts across the nation received a total of $1.2 billion for the first year of the 
Class-Size Reduction program, $281 million of which was allocated to 54 Great City School 
distriets- the largest and neediest urban schools in the nation.' Forty (40) urban districts re
sponded to this survey, where federal support was used to hire 3,558 new teachers, whose total 

. salary and benefits equaled almost $168 million. The Class-Size Reduction program provided 
1,074 new first grade teachers in urban schools, as well as 431 new second grade teachers, 465 
new third grade teachers, and 481 new teachers in other grades. I The new teachers were hired to 
serve students in urban education's areas of greatest need, including literacy, mathematics, bilin
gual education and special education. ' 

Figure 1 

Total Number ojNew Teachers, Salaries and Benefits Provided with 


Federal Class Size Reduction Funds, by Grade in Urban Schools 


I, 

I 


'. 

I 
: Teachers 

I Grade One I Grade Two Grade Three I Oiher 
I 

1,074 431 .465 . 481 
i I.' 

: Salary and Benefits I $45,004,094 $17,859,159 $20,366,595 $17,451,294! 

I 

Total * 

3,558 

$167,788,761 

*lndividual grades do not sum to total since some districts were unable to provide a per-grade breakdown 

I 

Current teachers are also benefiting from the Class-Size Reduction program~ with over 
$10.2 million in new professional development services to 14,953 existing urban instructors. 
These teachers have received training to improve their current instructional practices, learn new 
technologies and information systems, and serve as mentors for new educators entering their 

I 
. schools. Ten school districts use the federal funds exclusively for the salaries and benefits of 
new teachers, using state and local funds for professional development and recruitment, show
ing a comprehensive and coordinated effort to provide more instructors in the early grades. 

New Teachers

I, Of the 3,558 new urban teachers hired under the Class-Size Reduction program, only 
three districts employed instructors with emergency cre~entials, a total of only 404 teachers 
(11.4%). The remaining 3,154 new teachers, almost 90% of the total, have full certification. 
Cities were also able to combine federal resources with state aid. New York City, for instance, 

. was able to supplement its state initiative by partially funding 788 teachers with federal money, 
bringing the number ofclassrooms affected by the program to well over 4,000. 

In addition, some 7,700 new urban teachers are receiving professional development with 
, . 

I. Since some respondents were only able to provide the total number of new teachers, and not a per-grade break
down of new hires, individual grades do not sum to totaL 
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Class-Size Reduction money. Almost $7.9 million are being spent training 2,075 new first grade 
teachers, 1,276 second grade teachers, 1,133 third grade teachers, and 1,485 new teachers from 
other grades.2 

Figure 2 

Number ofTeachers Receiving Professional Development with 


Federal Class Size Reduction Funds, by Grade in Urban Schools 


I 

i 

I 

"'Individual grades do not sum to total since some districts were unable to provide a per-grade breakdown 

Current Teachers 
The Class-Size Reduction program also assists existing educators, providing in-service 

training to 14,953 teachers already in the classroom. Over $10.2 million in federal CSR funds 
have been spent in urban schools improving the instructional practices of 3,696 first grade 
teachers, 1,922 second grade teachers, 3,169 third grade teachers, and 5,562 teachers from other 
grades.2 In all, almost $32 million of first-year Class-Size Reduction funds have been used to 
provide professional development to 22,255 new and current teachers in the nation's urban 
schools.3 

. Figure 3 


Usage ofFederal Class Size Reduction Funds. by Percentage of Urban Districts 


Grade One Grade Two Grade Three i Other Total ... 

i New Teachers 2,075 1,276 1,133 
I 

1,485 7,762 

Current Teachers 3,696 1,922 3,169 
i 

5,562 14,953 

t'. 
100% U 

~ I 
Hiring New Teachers 

75% U 

~ I I 

I
25% U 

~ I I 

Professional Development 

Exclusively for Salaries and Benefits 

Recruiting 33% U 

~ I 

I I i I10%UTesting 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%. 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0% 

2. Since some respondents were only able to provide the total number of new teachers or current teachers receiv
ing professional development, and not a per-grade breakdown, individual grades do not sum to total. 

3. Certain districts were only able to provide the total amount of federal funds spent on professional development, 
and not the amount spent exclusively for new or current teachers. The amount spent on professional development 
for new teachers (approximately $7.9 million) and the amount spent on current teachers (approximately $10.2 mil
lion) do not sum to the actual total amount spent on all professional development (approximately $32 million). 
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I 
I Recruiting 

Funding under the Class-Size Reduction program can also be used to recruit new teach
ers and to test them on compliance with state standards. Just over $2.1 million in CSR funds has 
been spent by urban schools on recruiting costs, including $146,134 on advertising, $133,503 
on travel, and $75,000 on hiring bonuses. The most popular recruitment tools have included at
tractive hiring packages (such as moving expenses, paying college tuition, etc.) on which school 
districts spent $761,800. Some $372,594 was spent on other activities, including the creation of 
staff recruitment positions and induction programs for potential hires. 

I 

I 

I 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF FEDERAL CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAMS 


IN THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS 


I 
The Class-Size Reduction program is flexible enough to allow urban school districts to 

meet their very different needs and challenges, but focused enough to ensure that the important 
goal of hiring qualified teachers is met. The following is a description of the ways some urban 'I 
school districts are using the federal class size reduction funds to improve student achievement. 

IAtlanta 
With federal Class-Size Reduction funds, the Atlanta Public Schools have hired 58 new 


teachers, who are now working in 41 low-performing schools in high poverty areas throughout 
 'I 
the city. The federal funds support schools implementing the "Success for All" program and 
supplement the state-funded class-size reduction program, "Georgia Special Instructional Assis
tance," and other reform efforts. Expansion of the program would enable the Atlanta Public I
Schools to reduce class sizes in a larger number of low-performing schools. 

,IBirmingham 
The Birmingham Public Schools have hired 7 new teachers for Grade Two and 16 new 


teachers for Grade Three, employing them in schools under "Academic Alert". Birmingham 
 I' 
used its federal class-size reduction funds to ensure that all students are reading on grade level 
by the end of Grade 3. Both new and current teachers receive training with the federal funds .. 
Future efforts will include expanding locations from which top teachers are recruited, providing 'I 
targeted professional development in high need areas, offering stipends for mentor teachers to 
assist new hires, and focusing on recruitment and hiring of special education teachers. I' 
Boston 

The Boston Public Schools hired 38 new instructors with the federal Class Size Reduc Ition funds, supplementing its "Transition Program." An alternative to retaining students who 
are not ready to advance to the next grade, the Transition Program serves Boston's desire to re
duce class size as well as end social promotion. The 15 month program provides a small learn I 
ing environment, well-trained teachers, and intensive classes: giving low-performing students a 

chance to master the material they missed, learn the material from their intended grade level, 
 ,I 
,	"Each participating school must select a research-based literacy program, 
and receives technical assistance and professional development in its imple Imentation." 


-Boston Public Schools 
 I 
and at the program's conclusion, rejoin their peers back on schedule. The Transition Program, 

which is one part of a comprehensive literacy and math initiative, is funded mostly through lo

cal funds, but also receives support from Reading Excellence, Title I, Eisenhower grants, IDEA, 

and other external funds. 


Page 9 



I' 

I 

I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The building blocks of the Transition Program involve smaller class sizes in Grades 1-3, 
pro~iding extra instructional services for students in transitional grades, and providing after
school and Saturday classes to tutor students in small groups. Instructors hired through the pro
gram are literacy/math specialists, who teach third grade for two-thirds of the school day, coach 
other teachers for the remaining third, and work extended hours each day to tutor students after 
school. Specialists working in early learning centers focus on the first grade. 

Broward County 
The Broward County Public' Schools used its federal Class Size Reduction money to 

. hire 74 new first grade teachers in 51 elementary schools throughout the district. The elemen
tary schools were selected based upon test results on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement 
Test,(FCAT) and their actual class size in the 1998-1999 school year. The district also uses Ti
tle I funds. to reduce class sizes in an additional 58 elementary schools. Further support would 
ensure that all schools have the opportunity to participate and achieve. 

Columbus 
The number one goal of the Columbus Public Schools,is to ensure that all students can 

. read at or above grade level by the third grade .. The federal Class-Size Reduction grant comple
ments the district's reform efforts to achieve this go~L . Funds were used to hire 58 teachers in 

"These funds allow the District to provide a smaller learning environment in 
our highest need schools, which will serve to facilitate language and commu
nication skill development- the basis of all learning." 

-Columbus Public Schools 

13 Title 1. elementary schools, further extending the district's smaller learning community phi-. 
losophy. The Columbus program supplements a state effort to reduce class sizes in all kinder- ' 
gartens. The additional federally-supported teachers provide small class sizes of 15: 1 in grades 
one through three, reducing the number of students per teacher by an average of 10. 

Denver 
In. Colorado, the Denver Public Schools are using Class-Size Reduction money to fund 

its "Primary Lead Teacher Project", hiring 12 new teachers who attended training this past sum
mer, and will continue to attend training twice a month this fall. Their responsibilities include' 
group work and 2.5 hours each day with children in programs such as "Reading Recovery", 
"Descubriendo La Lectura", and "Success in Early Reading." . The Primary Lead Teachers 
work regularly with small groups of students, taking children from large classes during literacy 
instruction periods-and providing more individualized instruction. ' 

The remainder of the day for Primary Lead Teachers is used for staff development, plan
. ning and organizing, conducting demonstration lessons, and co-teaching in primary grade class:' 

rooms. Primary Lead Teachers also mentor new teachers, and provide release time for veteran 
teachers to work with their less-experienced colleagues. Primary Lead T.eachers also gather as-
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sessment data, and help other classroom teachers (10 to 15 teachers a week) use the results to 
guide instruction. 

Des Moines 
In Des Moines, federal Class-Size Reduction funds are being used to increase the num

ber of all-day kindergarten classes from 27 to 49. Over 83% of the elementary schools in Des 
Moines now provide all-day kindergarten, at 35 locations. In addition to providing smaller 

"The federal class size funds supplement allocations and a determined effort 
from the state and local level, which provide standardized district-wide diag
nostic assessment, reporting to parents, instructional materials, and profes
sional development." 

-Des Moines Public Schools 

classes in kindergarten, the Des Moines Public Schools are using federal funds to lower class 
sizes in grades one through three, establish more classes, and provide team teaching and student 
assessments-.,.-consistent with the "District Improvement Plan". The federal funds have supple
mented state and local efforts by hiring 24 new kindergarten teachers, 3 new first grade teach
ers, and one new teacher in both second and third grade. 

Long Beach 
California was one of the first large states to initiate its own class-size reduction pro

gram, allowing Long Beach a waiver from the U.S. Department of Education to use federal 
class size funds to improve teacher quality or reduce class size in other grades. The waiver 
granted to Long Beach Unified School District (LBUSD) permitted the district to hire 15 new 
teachers for the ninth grade, as well strengthen the teachers they have already hired, through in
ternships and programs to help teachers achieve full certification. LBUSD uses federal CSR 
funds to support five internship programs to prepare .and certify emergency teachers hired to 
meet state requirements to reduce all early-grade class sizes below 20 students. The internships 
lead to a Multiple Subject Credential, with courses being offered on school district campuses 
and incorporating LBUSD content standards. In addition, all interns perform at least 30 hours of 
classroom instruction in support of the State's reading initiative, while under the observation of 
a mentor teacher. Interns have a university advisor, as well as a New Teacher Coordinator and 
a New Teacher Support Provider, both of whom meet regularly with the intern, giving feedback 
after observing teaching sessions. Federal Class-Size Reduction funds help reimburse emer
gency-permit teachers receiving grades of "B" or better for the cost of tuition, textbooks, and 
related fees. The federal funds also provide materials and stipends to the New Teacher Support 
Providers for their coaching. 

Miami-Dade County 
In Miami, there are 207 new teachers participating in professional development activi

ties supported with federal Class-Size Reduction funds designed to improve classroom instruc
tion. There are 62 new teachers in the first grade, 76 new teachers in the second grade, and 69 
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new teachers in third grade. They attend, professional development activities along with an 

equal number of current teachers (207), participating in core courses which include Effective 

Tutoring Techniques, Classroom Management Practices, The Use of Data Analysis of Student 

Performance, and Co-teaching Methods. Class-Size Reduction funds are also used to supple

ment the district's Comprehensive Reading Plan by pairing new teachers with veteran teachers. 

This allows instruction to be delivered in'classes with fewer than 18 students. 


"Milwaukee 


I Like other Great City School districts, Milwaukee uses its federal class size reduction 


I 

funds to focus on reading and literacy challenges. In this' effort, Milwaukee has hired 89 new 

'first grade teachers, as well as' 7 new 'second grade' teachers and 1 new third grade teacher. 

Teacher training, for both new and veteran instructors, includes attending Title 1 Literacy Con


I 

ferences and workshops on' How to Teach Reading/Language Arts and Working with Strug

gling Readers. The district, is involved in a variety of reading reform efforts, including larget ' 

Teach, SAGE, Let's Read Milwaukee, Community Learning' Centers, and Goals 2000. ChlSS

Size Re~uction works in conjunction with these programs. Federal funding in support, of the 

I teachers is also coordinated with Title VI and Title I, and with reading, language arts, and with 
early chlldhood curriculum specialists. Class Size Reduction Subcommittees, composed of 
teachers, parents, school and central office staff, were aJso formed in Milwaukee, to ensure 

I successful program implementation. Continued funding would allow Milwaukee to expand its 
efforts to hire more bilingual teachers for grades' 1-3. 

I New Orleans 

I 
Ov~rone hundred new teachers (109) were hired by the New, Orleans Public Schools 

with federal Class-Size Reduction funds, and placed in twenty-six locations-mostly schools 
requiring Title I improvement plans.,This addition to the teaching corps,brings the total number 

I 
of instructors in Grades 1-3 to 370 in New Orleans, and makes 1 teacher available for every 18 
students. Intensive professional development is provided to these teachers with the federal, 

"Intense professional development will be provided ,to meet the teachers' 


I needs, a.nd to help, them meet the students' needs.", 

,-New Orleans Parish School District 


I funds. In addition, a team of highly trained individuals-mentors, consultants, and teacher liai
sons-provide on-going support. Services include informal observations; diagnostic video tap

I ing and analysis; instructional demonstrations; curriculum and pedagogy skills 'development; 
before, during <;tnd after-school consultation, and team meetings, and specialized training insti

,I tutes based on student needs assessments. The designated schools use their Title II allocations 
to provide professional development in math, science, and reading-activities which are tai
lored to meet each school's specific needs. 

I New York City 
Funding from the federal CSR program, along with State funding, is allocated to New 

I 'Page 12 
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IYork City's 32 Community School Districts and to the Chancellor's District. All districts were 


instructed to distribute funds to hire teachers to reduce class size or implement alternative mod

els to provide smaller group instruction. Alternative models were to be used where additional 
 Ispace was not available for more classrooms. In order to supplement the already-existing State 

program, New York City was granted a waiver to use Federal funds in kindergarten, in addition 

to grades one through three. New York City uses its federal allocations to fund the full salaries 
 I
of 808 new teachers, while partially-funding the salaries of an additional 788 new early grade 

teachers that were not covered by the State program. Approximately $9 million in Federal funds 

are used for the professional development of over 1,500 new teachers, as well as in-service 
 ,I
training for current teachers. The participation rate of current teachers in the federal program 

was unavailable, but all 80,000 teachers in the New York City schools are eligible. Funds are 


• also used to set up district centers for instructional development, to expand early childhood and I 
elementary education coordination, and provide early childhood. professional development. 

New York City expects to reduce class size for approximately 90,000 students, or 27% of the 

K-3 enrollment. 
 I 
Norfolk INorfolk Public Schools used federal Class-Size Reduction funds to-hire one additional 


. teacher at each grade level in grades one, two, and three at nine high-poverty schools in the dis

trict- a total of 27 new teachers in the early grades. The new teachers were matched with ex
 Iperienced teachers to form instructional teams responsible for all students in each class. To

"The new teachers hired were matched with experienced teachers to form in I 
structional teams ... Together they decide on a team teaching model that best 

suits their instructional styles and the needs of their students. 
 I

-Norfolk Public Schools 

gether they develop a team teaching model that best suits their instructional styles and the needs I 
of their students. Several teaching models were presented for consideration by the teams at a 
professional development conference held prior to the opening of school. In subsequent work
shops, teachers will be supported in their team efforts and trained in best instruction~l practices, I 
including the latest brain research about how children learn. The teams plan lessons and resolve 
problems together, and experienced teachers model practices they have found to be the most ef Ifective. 

Oklahoma City I
The Oklahoma City Public Schools spent the majority of their Class-Size Reduction 

funds on hiring 41 new teachers in low-performing and/or high poverty schools, including 11 
new first grade teachers, 10 second grade teachers, and 20 third grade teachers. Professional I 
development activities, as well as on-the-job support, are provided for these teachers to learn 
how to utilize lower class sizes to teach children more effectively. Professional development ac
tivities and in-service support are provided-by teacher consultants-veteran teachers from the I 
district who have' special training as professional development trainers and mentors, and who 

I 

I 
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"Class-Size Reduction funds are supplementing our reform efforts inestab
:lishing choice schools, and our implementation of effective school programs." 
I ',,', ' " " ,,' -Oklahoma City Public Schools, 

are resident teachers in the Oklahoma City Public Schools. The district expects that Class~Size ' 
Reduction funds will increase student achievement, provide more individualized attention for 
students, reduce discipline problems, increase instructional time for reading and math, and in
crease teacher flexibility. The federal funds supplement other state and local funds: Where 
space is not available to establish new classes, the newly-hired teachers are teamed with other 
instructors to co-teach, ensuring that the benefits of small class size and increased contact are 
maintained with small instructional groups. These teachers will receive special training and as
sistance from teacher consultants in effective co-teacl:ling strategies. 

Omaha 
, , 

Omaha Public Schools used the federal class size funds to hire 30 new teachers- 9 
teachers in both first and second grade, and 12 teachers in third grade. All new teachers hired 
in Omaha with Class-Size Reduction' funds ar~ assigned to a veteran mentor teacher, with 
whom they must meet regularly. In addition to the tYPical training' provided to new teachers be
fore they enter the classroom, Omaha aisoprovides professional development throughoufthe 
school year. Monthly.sessions include workshops in Behavior Management Training, Class
room Management, Use of Assessment Data, Teaching For Mastery, and Effective Practices. At 
the conclusion of the first year, new teachers must meet with their mentors to discuss progress 
and next steps. 

Philadelphia 
Toe Philadelphia School District has designed~n innovative approach to class size, re

duction to overcome two major obstacles-a shortage of space for additional classrooms and ' 
the difficulty in hiring certified teachers. The district has hired 288 new teachers, 34 of which , 
have full certification. This alternative certification approach involves hiring recent college 
graduates who are intensely trained in early literacy' development and partnered with veteran 
teachers, who will also receive intensive professional development. These "Literacy Interns", 
the remaining 254 new teachers, undergo. a rigorous professional development program de

"Philadelphia has focused on students in kindergarten and first grade, using 
federal funds to accompany their Early Literacy Framework. Funds for the 
second year~..wOliid afford the opportunity for more high poverty kindergar';' 
ten and first grade classes to participate." 

-Philadelphia Public School District i ' 

, signed by the district. Pairing new teachers with vetenin partners, the teams will be teaching in 
self-contained, reduced-size classrooms, delivering research-based literacy instruction in kin
dergarten and first grade. The professional development will include a nine-day Summer Insti

. Page 1,4, 
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I 
Itute on balanced approaches to literacy development, a two-week practicuni where the Literacy 

Interns will work with students in a classroom staffed with an experienced teacher, a seminar 
with adjunct faculty drawn from local colleges and universities during the 1999-2000 school 
year, and Mentoring Workshops throughout the year. Philadelphia received a waiver from dis I 
tributing funds solely to Grades 1-3, due to its continued efforts to provide a rigorous kindergar
ten experience in early literacy. Consequently, Philadelphia has focused its federal funds on the Idistrict's Early Literacy Framework for kindergarten and first grade students. Funds for the sec
ond year of the Class-Size Reduction program will allow more high poverty kindergarten and 
first grade classes to participate. I 
Salt Lake City I 
The Salt Lake City School District has directed its federal Class.:.Size Reduction funds to 
schools with the largest population of at-risk students, hiring 20 new teachers, including 7 new 
first grade teachers, and 11 new ESL and literacy specialists. Federal money is used to staff the I 
district-wide literacy initiative, including improved instruction for English Language Learners. 
Plans for using the Class-Size Reduction funding emerged from 'site-based decision-making Isessions, and included plans for additional regular classroom teachers, teachers for multi-age 
ESL classes in the primary grades, literacy specialists, and additional part-time teachers to re
duce class sizes for reading/language arts. I 
Tucson 
Tucson has been using its own funds to pay for recruiting costs and the professional develop I 
ment of current teachers, focusing federal Class-Size Reduction funds on the salaries, benefits, 
and training of 52 new teachers in Grades 1-3. Federal funds are used to hire additional teach
ers to implement the district's priorities on school-wide improvements, literacy, achievement I 
gaps, and student performance in schools below the 40th percentile. 

I 
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Summary of Class-Size Reduction Efforts in the Great City Schools 
The following figures represent aid that the Federal Class-Size Reduction funds have provided 

for the Great City Schools. 

Class-Size Reduction funds 

directed to urban schools: 


Number of new teachers hired: 


Cost of new salaries and benefits: 


Number of new teachers 

receiving professional development: 


Number of current teachers· 

receiving professional development: 


Cost of professional 

development for all teachers: 


Recruiting costs: 


Testing costs: 


Areas ofgreatest need: 
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$281 million . 

3,558 

$168 million. 

7,762 

14,953 

. $31.8 million 

$2.1 million 

$3.9 million 

Literacy 
Mathematics 
Bilingual education 
Special education 



I 

I
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Council ofthe Great City Schools "Class-Size Reduction "Survey Results 


Scho,olbistrict 

Anchorage

Atlanta 
Boston 

Broward County 

Cleveland 

Columbus 

Dallas 

Denver 

Des Moines 

Detroit' 

EI Paso 

Fort Worth 

Houston 

Indianapolis 

Jefferson 

Beach 

~os Angeles 

Memphis 

Mesa 

Miami-Dade 

Milwaukee 

Nashville 

New Orleans 

New York City 

Federal Class ., 


SIze AllciCa:i:ion 


$1,845,702 

$3,110,313 

$1,562,510 

$4,132,500 

$4,981,000 

$3,037,137 

$5,17.1 ,868 

$2,583,983. 

$854,694 

$13,315,320 

$1,700,000 

$2,513,796 

$8379,760 

$2,649,205 

$2,779,119 

$3,861,000 

$1,119,873 

$10,718,155 

$6,218,480 

$1,811,871 

$4,520,913 

$61,190,120 

it 6f'<±tirrerit TanH 


~ ~:~~cael~l~i" 'b!t!f~~~:h/-~, 'c •••f6til :.' 

it of New Total Salary ihd . Prafessioniii Cos;ts.fo{hlF . ·.. Re~i-uitihg •... :tb~a:!h~dng' . 

Teachers Benefits D~~lopiheriL.· T eachet~:. ,,:~ ~t6sts Costs ';AreaofGreatest Need 


40 $1,479,386 o $86,105 Reading 


58 $3,110,313 o $0 Reading/Math 


23 10,195 55 $25,000 $38,000 $0 Reading/Math 


38 . $2,670,420 304 $633,225 $0 $0 Literacy 

74 $4,015,977 o $0 $0 ,$0 Early Literacy 

82 $4,981,000 o $0 $0 $0 Grade 1 

58 $3,037,137 o $0 $0 $0 Reading 

75 $3,216,300 600 $775,780 $208,634 $75,000 

12 $731,232 300 $1,826,267 $0 $0 

~9 $820,794 o $0 $0 $0 Reading/Basic Skills 

240 $12,591,360 o $581,200 $0 $0 Reading/Math 


51 $1,683,000 315 $17,000 $0 $0 


58 $2,320,000 o $52,688 $0 


167 $7,017,211 167 $143,440 Reading 


32 $1,154,148 o $0 


92 $2,734,700 o $0 $0 $0 


15 1,518 $1,892,000 $0 $0 English/M~th 


203 $8,657,179 9,482 $7,800,000 $700,000 $3,800,000 Special Education/Math/English 

76 $3,388,916 o $240,000 $iI6,254 $0, 

32 $1,119,873 o $0 $0 $0 Reading 

207 	 $8,439,100 207 $1,546,658 $77,250 $0 


97 $5,491,406 300 $727,074 $0 $0 Reading 


33 $1,496,748 NA $272,001 $0 $0 


108.5 	 $3,662,619 217 $581,289 $96,800 $8,138 Sp.Ed/Math/Science 


808 $50.400,000 NA $9,000,000 $0 




# of Current Total 
reach~rs Professional 
Receiving Development . Total 

. Fedetal Class # of New .Total Salary and . Professional.' .. CoStsf6rAlI ,~~cruiting '. TotaITest!i1g 
School District . size Allocation Teacher~ Bene6'ts D~velppment' Teachers" . Costs C~sts,·· . 

Norfolk $1,393,861 27 $1.257,000 162 $74,407 $47,816 $14,500 Elementary High Poverty Schools 

Oklahoma City $1,482,261 41 $1,327,990 0 $146,701 $0 $0 High Poverty 

Omaha $1.508,098 30 $910,410 464 $226,214 $326,231 $0 

Orange County $2.550,276 72 $2,438,064 0 $0 $26,281 $0 At-risk 

Philadelphia $12,795,416 288 $10,484,250 254 $1,919.000 $325,000 $0 Special EdlBilingual EdJMath/Science 

Pittsburgh $2,365,675 42 $1,444,160 0 $3.00,000 $0 $0 Sp.Ed/Library Services/Foreign Lang. 

Richmond $1,200,000 25 $1,211 0 $0 $0 $0 Special Ed.lMathematics 

Rochester $2,376,000 41 $1,675,159 0 $462,791 $15,000 $0 Elementary Education 

Sacramento $1,900,000 31 $1,200,000 425 $700,000 $0 $0 . Reading/Math 

Salt Lake City $661,092 20 $634,269 85 $13,607 $0 $0 ESLlLiteracy 

San Antonio $2,886.204 46 $2,300,000 18 $432,931 $66.687 $0 Reading/Math 

San Diego $3.868.104 63 $2,800,507 0 $1,067,597 $0 $0 Literacy 

San Francisco $1,606.764 37 $1.574,629 80 $32,135 $0 $0 Math/Literacy 

Seattle $1,560,686 34 $1,273,000 0 $215,000 $100,000 $0 
Tucson $1,604,269 52 $1,501,708 0 $54,433 $0 $0 

(T8l:ALS1~; ;,$ZZOD6i;925.•.. : .·,3i558;J,;·:;$J6i;~$8Wilt '{:'. :l4,953\::.,:C:$3i;a44,543 E,·i:·$2.l~53:... \$~63~}] 

n= 40 

I, Total Salaries and Benefits, Professional Development Costs, Recruiting Costs. and Testing Costs do not sum to total Federal Class Size Allocation. 

At the time of this survey, some districts were unable to determine exactly how all of its federal allocation would be and therefore reported the 

funds which had already been budgeted or spent. 

- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -. - - 
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Council ofthe Great City Schools "Class-Size Reduction" Survey Results-- NEW TEACHERS 

# ofNew Teach~rs' Ne~ Salaries, and: 

School Disitld 'Grad~ One Grade Two . Grade Three' , Other 
,', 

Total Grade9he, : Graderwo Tti'ree'" 

Anchorage 40 40 $1,479,386 $1,479,386 
. Atlanta 9 49 58 $0 $482,634 $2,627,679 $3,110,313 

Birmingham 7 16 23 $115,742 $694,453 $810,195 
Boston 38 $2,670,420 
Broward County 74 74 $4,015,977 $4,015,977 

, Cleveland '82 82 $4,981,000 $4,981,000 
Columbus 16 20 22 58 $864,000 . $1,080,000 . $1,093,137 $3,037,137 
Dallas 75 75 $3,216,300 
Denver 4 4 4 12 $243,744 $243,744 $243,744 $731,232 
Des Moines 3 I I 24 29 $70,283 $33,910 $31,222 $685,380 $820,794 
Detroit 80 80 80 .. 240 $4,197.120 $4.197,120 $4,197,120 $12,591,360, 
EI Paso 18 17 16 51 $594,000 $561,000 $528,000 $1,683,000 
Fort Worth 27 16 15 58 $1,080,000 $640,000 $600,000, $2,320,000 
Houston 127 13. 27 167 $5,336,442 $546,250 $1,134,519 ' $7,017,211 
Indianapolis, 4 19 8 32 $156.447 $632,596 ' $327,683 $37.422 $1,154,148 
Jefferson County 92 $2,734,700 
Long Beach 15 15 $727,000 ' $727,000 
Los Angeles 203 203 $8,657,179 $8,657,179 
Memphis 30 28 18 76 $1,337,730 $1,248,548 $802,638 $3,388,916 
Mesa 9 6 3 14 32 $314,964 $209,976 $104;993 '$489,940 $1,119,873 
Miami-Dade 62 76 69 207 $2,527,653 $3,098.414 $2,813.033 $8.439,100 
Milwaukee 89 7 1 97 $5,114,516 $296,029 ' $80,861 $5,491.406 
Nashville 11 5 17 33 $498,916 $226,780 $771,052 $1,496,748 
New Orleans' 40 37 32 109 $1,345,127 $1,251,784 $1,065,708 $3,662,619 
t:-!ew York City NA NA NA NA 808 NA NA NA NA $50,400,000 

. Norfolk 9 9 9 27 $419,000 $419,000 $419,000 $1,257,000 
Oklahoma City 11 '10 20 41 $356,290 ' $323,900 $647,800 $1,327,990 
Omaha 9 9 12 30 $273,123 $273,123 $364,164 $910.410 
Orange County 72 $2.438,064 
Philadelphia 144 144 288 $5',192,250 $5,292,000 $10,484,250 
PittSburgh 10 20 12 42 $361.792 $610,048 $472,320 $1,444,160 



# of New Teachers N ew SaJari~es and Benefits 

School Distdet Grade One Grade Two Grade Three .Other Total ,GradeOhe .' (;radeTWo 

Richmond 7 6 12 25 $350,000 $300,000 ,600 $1,211,600 
Rochester 13 14 13 I 41 $531,152 $571,998 $531,152 $40,857 $1,675,159 
Sacramento 31 31 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 
Salt Lake City 7 II 20 $269,009 $5,620 $38,124 $321,516 $634,269 
San Antonio 46 46 $2,300,000 $2,300,000 
San Diego 63 $2,800,507 
San Francisco 37 37 $1,574,629 
Seattle 34 $1,273,000 
TucsonI .... y
TqTA~s'i' 

27 

,i .. 1,074. 

17 

431 .. ' 

8. 

..465' .(481 .. 

52 

3,558 '., . 0 

$794,173 $490,943 $216,593 $1,501,708 

'.,$4S';P04;094',..$Ji,85Q,159., ...• $20;3~~,5?5 :;$i7A5J,2.94·,;$1'(J7,7~8;7~h· 

n= 40 


1, Since some respondents were only able to provide the total number of new teachers, and not a per-grade breakdown, individual grades do not sum to total. 


----------------~---



-------------------
Council ofthe Great City Schools "Class-Size Reduction" Survey Results-- PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 

. ,' , ,New Teachers ",', ,CufrehtTeilchers ,._.... :; :,;: AlLTeiichers 
. - . ',~ ," , 

~ > . 

School',' ," 

Grade ' Grade Grade Total Grade 'Grade Grade ; -. ~Total' " Total> : 

District One" Two Three Other Nunib'er 'Total Cost ." "One' ' Two' Three 'Other' Ni:unber, totai~oSi ,',d~mb,er' :T6t~I~¢o;" 

Anchorage 40 40 $86,105 40 $86,105 
Birmingham 7 16 23 7 10 11 27 55 78 $25,060 
Boston 38 304 342 $633,225 
Dallas 75 75 200 200 200 600 675 $775,780 
Denver 60 $84,000 300 $1,742,267 360 $1,826,267 
Detroit ' 80 80 80 , 240 $581,200 240 $581,200 
EI Paso 18 17 16 51 125 105 85 315 366 $17,000 
Fort Worth 27 16 15 58 $52,688 58 $52,688 
Houston 127 13 27 167 $71,720 ' 127 13 27 ' 167 $71,720 334 $143,440 
Long Beach 15 15 1,518 1,518 1,533 $1,892,000 
Los Angeles 1,137 ' 852 697 1,083 3,769 $1,560,000 2,653 1,141 2,4,40 3,248 9,482 $6,240,000 13,251 $7,800,000 
Memphis 30 28 18 76 $240,000 76 $240,000 
Miami-Dade 62 76 69 207 $773,329 62 76 69 207 $773,279 414 $1,546,658 
Milwaukee 89 7 1 97 $363,537 100 100 100 300 $363,537 397 $727,074 
Nashville 11 5 17 33 $24,038 $247,963 33 $272,001 
New Orleans 80 74 63 217 $422,098 80 74 63 217 $159,191 434 $581,289 
New York City 1,598 1,598 $9,000,000 
Norfolk 9 9 9 27 $44,600 9 9 '9 135 162 $29,807 189 $74,407 
Oklahoma City 21 18 20 169 228 $146,701 228 $146,701 
Omaha 41 29 52 122 157 168 139 464 586 $226,214 

Philadelphia 144 144 288 $1,419,000 125 129 254 $500,000 542 $1,919,000 
Pittsburgh 16 14 12 42 $300,000 42 $300,000 

, Rochester 13 14 13 1 41 $462,791 41 $462,79L 

Sacramento 31 31 425 425 456 $700,000 

Salt Lake City 5 5 $5,471 33 26 26 85 $8,136 90 $13,607 
San Antonio 28 28 18 18 ' 46 $432,931 

San Diego 63 $1,067,597 63 $1,067,597 
San Francisco 37 37 80 80 117 $32,135 



, ,New Teachers Curre.it Teachers, AliTeachets .',,',.' ',',' " 
, , 

-', ",:"School Grade . G fade Grade TotaL Grade 'Grade Grade 'Total' 'TotaJ" ' 

District ' On~ 'T*o Three Other Number Total Cost One . Two Three' Other<.Nurribef· total Cost 'Nui+ibe~>' 

Seattle 34 $130,000 $85,000 34 $215,000 
Tucson 27 17 8 52 $54,433 52 $54,433 

TOTALS) 2,075 1,276 1,133 1,485 7,762,,' $7,889,308 '3,696 ',1,922 3,169, 5,562 14,953 '$10,220,900 22,255 ,!S31,844;543 

n= 30 

I, Since some respondents were only able to provide the total number of new teachers, and not a per-grade breakdown, individual grades do not sum to total. 
Certain respondents were also only able to provide the total amount spent on professional development, so the individual breakdown for new or current teachers 
do not sum to the total spent on professional development. 

- - - - - - - - - -.- - - - - - - - 
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-------------------
Council ofthe Great City Schools "Class-Size Reduction "Survey Results- RECRUITING 

Sch!Jol District Total Ad vertising . Travel " Bonuses Packages Other Description 

Birmingham 

Dallas $208,634 $38,634 

Los Angeles 
 $600,000 

$\\6,254 
Miami-Dade $77,250 
New Orleans $96,800 $3,500 $6,500 $86,800 

$47,816 $\,000 $2,000 $44,816 StafflInduction Program 
Omaha $326,231 Recruitment/training 
Orange County $26,281 $8,000 $15,503 $2,778 Postage/supplies 
Philadelphia $325,000 $325,000 Recruitment staff 
Rochester $15,000 
San Antonio $66,687 
Seattle . $100,000 

IJPTALS" n.·.. ~·.:':o>.,$2;143;953 ..•. :$146,()3f""Jt3~;5Q3,' .·.. $Z5iP()Q·~;;j:~$Z61,800~;. ~,..$377i5.941 

n= 13 

I. Memphis has allocated $11 6,254 for recruitment, but.had spe!!t at the time of the survey. 
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ApPENDIX A 

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM 


PL 105-277 




I 

I 


.Class Size Reduction Program I PL 105-277 

I 
 SEC. 307. (a) From the amount appropriated for title VI of the ,Elementary and Secondary Edu

cation Act of 1965 in accordance with this section, the Secretary of Education 

I 

1. shall make available a total of $6,000,000 to the Secretary of the Interior (on behalf of 


the Bureau ofIndian Affairs) and the outlying areas for activities under this section; and 

2. shall allocate the remainder by providing each State the greater of the amount the State 


would receive if a total of $1,124,620 were allocated under section 1122 of the Elemen., 


I tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 of under section 2202(b) of the Act for fiscal 

year 1998, txcept that such allocations shall be ratably increased or decreased as my be 

necessary.


I (b)( 1) Each ~tate that receives funds under this section shall distrib~te 100 percent of such 

funds to local educational agencies, of which -. ... 


1. 80 percent of such amount shall be allocated to such local educational agenCies in . 


I proportion to the number of children, aged 5 to 17, who reside in the school district 

served by such local ~ducational agency from families with incomes below the pov


I 	 erty line (as defined by the Office of Management and Budget and revised annually 
in accordance with section 673 (2) of the C01l1II1unity Services Block Grant Act (42 

I 
U.S.c. 9902(2») applicable to a family of thesize involved for the most recent fiscal 
year for which satisfactory data is available compared to the number of such indi
viduals who reside in the school districts served by all the local educational agencies 
in the State for that fiscal year; and . 

I 	 2. 20 percent of such amount shall be allocated to such local educational agencies in 

I 

accordance with the relative enrollments of chilqren, aged 5 to 17, in public and pri

vate nonprofit elementary and secondary schoois within the bounda~ies of such 

agencIes; 


(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if the award to a local educational agency under this sec
tion is less than the starting salary for a new teacher in that agency, the State shall not make 

I the award unless the loc,al educational agency agrees to form a consortium with not less than 
1 other local educational agency for the purpose of reducing class size. 
(c )(1) ,Each local educational agency that receives funds under this section shall use such 

I funds to carry out effective approaches to' reducing ,class size with highly qualified teachers 

I 

..to improve ~ducational achievement for both regular and special-needs children, with par

ticular consideration given to reducing class size in the early elementary grades for which 

some research has shown class size reduction most effective. 

(2)(A) Each such local educational ~g~ncy may pursue the goal of reducing class size 

I through-

I 
1. recruiting, hiring, and training certified regular and special education teachers 

and teachers of special-needs children, including teachers certified through State 
and local alternative routes; 

2. 	 testing new teachers for academic content knowledge, and to meet State certifi
cation requirements that are consistent with title II of the Higher Education Act 

I 

I 




I 
Iof 1965; and 

3. 	 providing professional development to teachers, including special education 

teachers and teachers of special-needs children,consistent with title II of the 
 IHigher Education Act of 1965. 

2. 	 A local educational agen~y may use not more than a total of 15 percent of the award 
received under this section for activities described in clauses (ii) and (iii) of subpara Igraph (A). 

3. 	 A local educational agency that has already reduced class size in the early grades to 
18 or less children may use funds received under this section  I
1. 	 to make further class-size reductions in grades 1 through 3; 
2. 	 to reduce class size in kindergarten or other grades; or 
3. 	 to carry out activities to improve teacher quality, including professional develop I 

ment. 
1. 	 Each such agency shall use funds under this section only to supplement, and not to 

supplant, State and local funds that, in the absence of such funds, would otherwise I 
be spent for activities under this section. 

2. 	 No funds made available under this section may be used to increase the" salaries or 
provide benefits, other than participation in professional development and enrich I 
ment programs, to teachers who are, or have been, employed by the local educa
tional agency. I(d)( 1) Each State receiving funds under this section shall report on activities in the State 

under this section, consistent with section 6202(a)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. " I(2) Each school benefiting from this section, or the local educational agency serving that 
school, shall produce an annual report to parents, the general public, and the State edu
cational agency, in easily understandable language, on student achievement that is a re I
sult of hiring additional highly qualified teachers and reducing class size. 
(e) If a local educational agency uses funds made available under this section for profes
sional development activities, the agency shall ensure for the equitable participation of I 
private nonprofit elementary and secondary schools in such activities. Section 6402 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 shall not apply to other activities 
under this section. I 
(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES. - A local educational agency that receives funds 
under this section may use not more than 3 percent of such funds for local administra
tive costs. I 
(g)REQUEST FORFUNDS.- Each local educational agency that desires to receive 
funds under this section shall include in the application required under section 6303 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Of 1965 a description of the agency's pro I 
grams to reduce class size by hiring additional highly qualified teachers. 

This title may be cited as the "Department of Education Appropriations Act, I1999'i, 

I 

I 

I 
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ApPENDIX B

I CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM SURVEY 
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I Council ofthe Great City Schools 

I 
 "Class-Size Reduction" Program Survey 

The following questions regard the funds your district received from the 

"Class-Size Reduction" program for the 1999-2000 School Year. 


I School District: _______________ Phone: ____________ 


Name of Person Responding: __________ Fax: . __________..:..-__

I 
Note: Please provide projected or approximate numbers if actual amounts are not yet known. 

I 1. Actual amount of district's "Class-Size Reduction" program (CSR) grant award: 

I 2. Amount of CSR funds district has spent on recruiting costs: Total: 

I 


Advertising: 


I .. Travel to interview prospective teachers: 


Hiring bonuses: 


Hiring packages (paying for'··college tuition, moving expenses, etc.): 

I Other (please list activities below): 

I 
3. Please complete the table below for the new teachers that your district has hired, or plans to hire,

I with CSR funds. "Area of Greatest Need" represents the critical sUbje'ct or shortage areas in your 
district (i.e. mathematics, ~pecial education, etc.). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4. 	 Amount of CSR funds district has spent on: 
Testing new teachers for academic content knowledge: 

Testing ne~ teachers to meet State certificate requirements: 

. Feel free to contact Manish Naik at (202) 393-2427 with any questions. 
Please fax the completed 2-page survey no later than September 3; 1999 to 

Manish Naik at (202) 393-2400. Thank you.. . 



I 
5a. Amoul!t of CSR funds district has spent on professional development: 

New teachers: I 
Current Teachers: 

5b. Please provide the number ofcurrent and new teachers who have received, or are planning to I 
receive, professional development with CSR funds. 

I 

I 

I 


TOTAL 

I
6. Please list the CSR-related professional development activities for teachers in your district. Also 
indicate with an "x" whether the participants were new or current teachers (or both), and the total 
amount of CSR funds spent on each activity. I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

7. How would your district spend a 15% increase in the annual CSR allocation funds if they 
became available to you for the 2000-2001 School Year? 

I 

8. Which of your reform efforts aimed at turning around the lowest-performing schools will the I 
federal CSR funds supplement? 

I 

Feel free to conract Manish Naik at (202) 393-2427 with any questions. I
Please fax the completed 2.page survey no later than September 3, 1999 to 

Manish Naik at (202) 393·2400. Thank you. 

I 

I 



fI'i ,I .1 ~I / 9 9 ;, .. DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL ~006 

From: COrl::;·i"WI·~e J. El!:'w(;cs on 07/19199 D7:55:12 f't'J! 

Re:;ortJ Type: Record 

To: St8 the distribution lisl al the bottom of this nw:;s~ge 

CG: James J. Jukes/OMBlEOP@EOP, Robert J. Pellicr;i/OIVIBJEOP@EOP Ei<Jrb2Jra Gh(lWiOMI3!EOP@EOP 
S!)oject: HR 1995 - R~II~ and summary of amendments 

After reviewing the rule (text below), we are recommending tnat the SAP go forwan~ to the House without 
change; '8xcept to delete references to the Rules Committee. 
.'38ndra: The SAP (directed to the House) is on ttle i-drive fot' your consideration <"':1d release to the 
H()U~3e. once you receive any c!earancbs that you feel are l\£3cessary. Thanks . 
•'" _.- ........ _-_._-_ ..- .. Forvlaroed by Const;;nce J Bow'E!rsJOM6JEClP.on '0'7/19;9907:51 PM .- ...--.• - .......... -..-~..--.. 


F:-orn: .Jarne~. J. J~lk!';s I'm 07119i99 07 :28:43 PM 

r:~{:<::urd Type: Rer.or<l 

T·' ' CCJns13nca J Bowers/OME3/EOP@EOP 

f;C: 
:c:Ll>j'H;~: HI"C 1995 - ~~LJle <tncj "' .... , ,"nary of 3nl.:?rleJITlenis 

i. Slf:.Jctured (tlle 

.,~. Provides orle hour ot general debate r:;quallj ,Jivided and controlled by 
tile chairman ':'10 ra,'/king rr,inorif)i member of the Committee on 
Educf.ltion <W. :r'l<'; VVorkfc.'rce. 

3. MaKes in order trli.:! Commitwe on E(Jucation ar:d tile Workforce 

arm~l'drnent in the nature of a substitute now printeclln tile bih as an 

origina! blli fa!' [Jur,J('Jse of amendment which shall be considered as read. 


<'1. M;;;kes iii order only those amendments printed in the Rules Comrnlltee 
rl!'por:.. Wi11ch may be offered only in the order print~)d in the report, may 
b,.~ offered only by a Member designated in the report, shan be 
Gonsidere\j as read, shall b3 debatable for the tirm:! specified in the report 
equaljy divided and conrrolled by the proponent and an opponent. shall 
not be subject to amendment. and shall not be SUbjl~Gt to a demand for 
d;vi:SiQn Of tile question in the House or in the Committee of the Wllole. 

5 Waives all roims o~ or(J·er againsl the amendments printed 111 tl)c ref,)LlrL 

f, }\lIr)\-'lS the Chairman of tile ComrnlltHe of the Wtlole to postDone vo.es 
dtJrinp cOn!-;iderAtion of the tJiIi. and to r8duce voting time to five minute::. 
Oil :? p.-)'Stponed question if the 'Jote follows 2l tif.:een minute voW 

7. P,ovirlt~s onemo!iQn t!) recomrnit wit; lor witho'.!t Instructions. 

PRESERVATION PHOTOCOPY 
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07/19/99 22:19 FAX 202 456 5557 ._- .------,- -----_. ---.------. DO~IESTIC POLICY COUNCIL I4J 007 

SUmmary of Amendments Made in Order to H.R 
'1995, The Teache~ Empowerment Act of 1999 

Goodling #17 Modifies the "Troops"to-Teachers" program; stnkes 
language a!lowing the state to establish a new within state funding formula; 
strikes language requiring states to target competitive grants to high need 
local education agencies; changes language relating to public 
accountability concerning student achievement; changes language relating 
to accountability in the State application; and extends the National Writing 
Project through FY 2004. (30 minutes) . 

LaziolWilson/Duncan #19 Recommends mentoring programs and 
outlines the essentia! components for carrying out these programs which 
are designed to improve the initial teacher experience; strengthens the 
alternative certification program; ensures that teachers seeking alternative 
certification are qualified to teech and know the subject matter that they 
are hired to teach in the classroom. (10 minutes) 

Castle/Fletcher #9 Allows states to use funds to provide assistance to 
local educational agencies and eligible partnerships for the'development 
and lmplementation of innovative professional development programs tllat 
train teachers to use technology to improve teaching and learning. (10 
mitilltes) 

Mcintosh #7 Provides for the active partiCipation of parents'.under tt1e 
Teacher Empowerment Act which specifically ensures that parents have 
the opportunity to review the local application for fundS so that they are 
participants in d:::ciding how these funds will be spent. (10 minutes) 

Fletcher #8 Allows SChoo!s to use professional development funds for 
programs that provide instruction in how to teach character education. 
(10 minutes) 

Andrews #20 Urges local education agencies to take into consideration 
thet properly trained principals are a vital part of a quality education when 
SUbmitting their requests for teacher training grants. (10 minutes) 

KucinichiAndrew$ #18 Seeks to establish a National Clearinghouse for 
Teaching Entrepreneurship, to encourage teaclier interest and involvement 
in entrepreneurship edUI;ation. (10 minutes) 

Hilleary #3 Allows the secretary of Education to Include competitive 
grants to I'leedy rural school districts as an optional use of funds available 
to him (10 minutes) 

R.oemer/Davls #10 Creates. a competitive program, based on tile model 
of the Troops-to-Teachers program, to recruit and train midcll;;? canaer 

profeSsionals so they Gould enter tile teaching profession in high-need 
lecal educational agencies. (10 minutes) 

Mink #1 Creates a program to provide grants (or public schoolteachers 
who take sabbatical leave to pursue a course of study for professional 
development. (10 minutes) 

PRESERVATION PHOTOCOPY 
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Crowley #5 Exp~esses the Sense of the Congress that high quality 
teachers are an important part in the development of our children and that 
it is essential that Congress works to ensure the quality of teachers IS the 
highest possible as they instruct our Children. (10 minutes) 

Martinez #21 Amendment in the nature of a SUbstitute Provides 
$1.5 billion in FY 2000 for teacher training and professional development 
activities: authorizes $1.5 billion in FY 2000 for class size reduction 
activities and provides flexibility for states that are not .in a position to 
reduce class sizes as rapidly as other states; reauthorizes and expands tl1e 
Reading Excellence Act, the National Writing Project, the Troops to 
Teachers Program, the Eisenhower Clearinghouse for Math and SCience, 
and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards; and 
provides $500 million for profeSSional development specifically for special 
education teachers, (40 minutes) 

" Summaries derived from information submitted by tl'le 
amendment sponsors. 

Me.§saqe 8&:..;.nt'-T'-0:.:.,:______________________ 

Sandra Yamin/OMB/EOP@EOP 
M"';'rY I.'CaSseIlJOMB/EOP@EOP 
Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP@EOP 
pauUiddle@edgov @ inet 
Jonathan H. Schnur/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Bethany Little 
Broderick Johnson/WHO/EOP@EOP 
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~ Jordan Tamagni 
,.. 06/25/99 12:34:39 PM 

Record Type:. Record 

To: See the distribution list at the. bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: Radio 


Draft 6/25/99 12:30pm 

PRESIDENT WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON 

RADIO ADDRESS ON CLASS SIZE 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

June 26, 1999 


Good morning. This month, schools across America are letting out for the summer 
and school districts across America are planning for the fall. Today, I want to talk about what 
we must do to help our schools prepare for the school year ahead - and prepare our children 
for the future - by reducing class size in the early grades. 

For six-and-a-half years, my administration has made improving our children's 
education one of our highest priorities. This year, in my State of the Union address, I outlined 
a plan to demand that our schools, our teachers, and Qur students meet high standards. My 
plan would hold states and school systems accountable for fixing failing schools. It would 
require that every public school teacher in America is qualified to be in the classroom. And it 
would insist that we put an end to social promotion, but in the right way -- by investing in our 
public schools: from funding after-school and summer school programs to modernizing and 
rebuilding 6,000 schools across the country. 

One of the most important investments we can make in our children's education is 
reducing class size and improving the quality of teaching. Recent research confirms what 
parents have always known: Children learn better in small classes with good teachers. And 
that makes a difference in how well not only in the early grades, but right through high school 
graduation. 

But in far too many of our nation's schools, 30 or more students are pressed 
desk-to-desk in a single classroom. Too many teachers spend more time maintaining order 
than maintaining high academic standards. And with the largest school enrollments in our 
history still to come, the problem is only going to get worse. 

If we are serious about preparing our nation to succeed in the 21st Century, then we 
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Tanya E. Martin 
12/12/97 11 :32:33 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N.Reed/OPD/EOP . 
cc: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP, William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: Basics Qfu 

1. Number of teachers: 

1996 2.6 million public elementary and secondary teachers (est) 
(1.5 million in elementary and 1.1 million in secondary) 

2. The 2 million teachers over 10 years estimate includes more than replacements: it is based 
upon· increased school enrollment (baby boom echo ) and increased teacher retirements (original 
baby boomers). 

The estimate of 2 million teachers anticipates that a little over 1 million will be new-to-the 
classroom teachers and the remainder will be teachers returning to teaching from central offices, 
other professions etc. 

3. Estimated number of teachers in grades 1 and 2: 247,300 

4. Estimated number of teachers in grades 1,2, and 3: 367,700 

5. With 100K teachers, we could bring cla·ss size down to an average of 19 in three grades. 
With approx 106K teachers, we could bring class size down to a maximum of 19 in three grades. 

We're working on tabacco-funded scenarios and will be meeting on the formula funding possiblities 
this afternoon. 

Bruce 1\1. Reed 

I Bruce N. Reed 
12112/97 10:01:02 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP. Tanya E. Martin/OPD/EOP. William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Basics 




· 
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Could you fill in a few #'s for me? 

How many teachers are there altogether? 
When we say we ,need 2 million over 10 years. are those allre'placements? 
How many teachers are there in grades 1 & 2? 1, 2 & 3? ' 

Also. ltd love to hear how you design wizards are coming with the idea of paying for this through 
tobacco. It occurs to me that you might want to think up an option that gets to 100,000 teachers, 
even over 7 years. With lOOk teachers. could we reduce class size below 20 in ,3 grades?? 
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uNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

November 1,1999 

MEMORANDUM . 

TO: 	 John Podesta 

White House Chiefof Staf~ .d 


FROM: 	 Marshall S. Smith ..I Y ~ 

Deputy Secretary (A) fh;V . 


RE: 	 Conference Report for the Department's FY 2000 Appropriations Act 

Having read the conference report for the Department of Education's FY 2000 
appropriations act, I wish to call your attention to a serious problem. The conference 
report, which would appropriatc·$1.2 billion to support Un class siZe/teacher assis,tance 

. initiative." permits but does not require school districts to use such funds to carry out 
"class size reduction activities." Included in the report is the following proviso: 

Provided, That, ifthe local educational agency determines that they [sic] 
, wish to use the funds for purposes other than class size reduction as part of 

a local strategy for improving academic achievement, funds may be used 
for professional development activities, teacher.training or any other local 
need that is designed to improve student performance. 

This extraordinarily broad proviso appears to authorize the uSe ofappropriated funds for 

vouchers or similar arrangements. This back-door effort to allow and promote vouchers 

comes just one week after the House voted against a voucher provision in Title 1. No 

other Department program, including Titles I andVI of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of1965, contains such broad authority. 


For reasons the Secretary and I have articulated on many occasions, I strongly oppol'e 

allowing federal funds to support private school vouchers~ Contrary to th~ assUmption of 

voucher advocates, there is no parallel universe ofprivate schools ready, able, and willing 

to take on the job of educating 48 million public school students. Moreover, research 

does n,?t confinn that private schools offer a better education than public schools; indeed, 

there is evidence that once family educational background and income are taken into 

account, students in public schools perfonn as well or better than students in private 

schools. Finally, precisely because pnvate schools are designed to provide alternatives 

(in purpose, sludent composition, and curriculum) to publicly supported education, 


WASHINGTON. DC. 20202-0500 
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voucher programs present enonnous difficulties with respect to ensuring public 
accountability for educational results. A more, sensible approach to increasing 
competition within school systems-()ne that we have supported with federal funds for 
several years-is the development ofpublic charter schools. Such schools remain 
accountable for public funds, even as they help stimulate school improvement. 

The main point is that the only way to fix the public schools is to fix the public schools, 
not to abandon them. The class size reduction initiative is an important step in this 
direction, as' a recent report of the Council of Great City Schools confirms; This report 
found that 3,558 teachers have been hired iIJ. 40 of the nation's largest urban school 
districts under the class size reduction program enacted by Congress last year; that these 
teachers are working in areas ofhighest need; and that the program is enhancing teacher 
quality. Strong experimental research shows that class size reduction in the early grades 
is an effective way to boost student academic achievement and to build a solid foundation 
-for fllrther learning. The conference repo;rt completely undermines the purpose ofthis 
program, which is to target.federal funding to class size reduction. Congress should keep 
the focus of this program on smaller classes in the public schools and not divert the funds 
to private school vouchers . 

. I appreciate your attention to this matter. Please let me know if you would like to discuss 
it further. 



CLEAR PURPOSE Funding must be used Unfocused block grant that Funding must be used primarily to 

FOR THE primarily to reduce could be used for any purpose reduce class size in the early grades 

PROGRAM clas~ size in the early including vouchers for private to an average of 18. 
grades to an average of schools. 
18. 

DEDICATED Funding to support the Failed to guarantee any funds At least $1.3 billion to support the 

REVENUE SOURCE 29,000 teachers hired for reducing class size. 29,000 teachers hired last year and 

FOR"REDUCING last year and to stay on continue toward hiring 100,000 high 

CLASS SIZE 
track to hiring 100,000 quality teachers by 2005." 
new teachers by 2005. 

---------------- 

STAY ON TRACK Hire 100,000 teachers 

TO HIRE 100,000 " by 2005 ·to reduce class 

NEW TEACHERS size in the early grades. 

REQUIRING New teachers must be 

TEACHER highly qualified. 

QUALITY 

LOCAL School districts should 

FLEXIBILITY be able to use a portion 

FOR of the funds to train 

TEACHER 
teachers and test new 
teachers but not for 

TRAINING vouchers and other 
unrelated purposes. 

VOUCHERS INotUrldingcan be used 
for vouchers for private 
schools. 

No guaranteed funding to retain 
existing teachers or hire new 
ones. 

Local option. 

Funding could be used for any 
purpose including vouchers. 

Funding CQuid be diverted from 
the public schools for vouchers 
at private schools. 

Stays on track toward the 
President's goal ofhiring 100,000 
new teachers by 2005 to reduce class 
size in the early grades. 

All teachers hired must be fully 
qualified. 

School districts can use up to 25% 
of funding to train teachers and test 
new teachers but not for vouchers 
and unrelated purposes. If more 
than 10% are uncertified teachers 
can seek waiver to use additional 
funds to get them certified. 
No·tUrlding·canbeusedforvouc____ ~ 
for private schools. 

No accountability for any use of School districts must publicly report 
the funds, including vouchers. to parents on progress in reducing 

class size with quality teachers. 

~ 


y( 


~ 

~ 

.~. 


~. 


.~ 


~ 

ACCOUNT ABILITY I Public reporting of 
FOR RESULTS 	 progress in reducing 

class size with quality 
teachers. 



CLASS-SIZE· REDUCTION oCurrent law 

SEC. 307. (a) From the amount appropriated for title VI of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in accordance 
with this seetionthe Secretary of Education

(1) shdi make available a total of $6,000,000 to the Sec
retary of the Interior (on behalf of the Bureau of Indian Affairs) 
and .the outlying areas for activities under this section; arid 

(2) shall allocate the remainde.r by providin~ e~ch State 

of 000 were allocated under section 1122 of the 
Elementary an Education Act of 1965 or under 
section 2202(b) of the Act 0 ear 1998, except that 
such allocations shall be ratably increaiSlsm-oAJ:.....d 

(b 1) Each State that receives funds under this section sh8JI 
distribute 100 percent of such funds to local educational agencies, 
of which- . 

(A) 80 percent of such amount shall be allocated to such 
local educational agencies in proportion to the number of chil
dren, aged 5 to 17, who reside in the school district served 
by such local educational agency from families with incomes 
below the poverty line (as define4 by the Office of Management 
and Budget and revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Community Seryices Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 
9902(2») applicable to a family of the size involved for the 
most recent fiscal year for which satisfactory data is available 
compared to the. nwnber of such individuals who reside in 
the school districts served by all the local educational agencies 
in the State for that fiscal year; and 

(B) 20 percent of such amoUnt shall be allocated to such 
local educational agencies in accordance with the relative-enroll
ments of children, aged 5 to 17, in public and private nonprofit 
elementary and secondary schools within the boundaries of 
such agencies; 
(2) NOtwithstanding paragraph (1), if the award to a local 

educational. agency under this section is less than the starting 
salary for a new teacher in that agency, the State shall not make 
the award unless the local educational agency agrees .to form a 
COIl8ortium with not less than 1 other local educational agency 
for the purpo~e ~fre~ucing class size (except as provided 
in subsectlon (cX2)(D» . 

[NOTE: Elsewhere in the Act, there will 
be appropriated $1,400,000,000 for " 
fiscal year 2000 to carry out this 
section. ] 

the same percentage of that remainder as it received of the funds allocated to 
St~tes under section 307(a)(2) of the Department.of Education Appropriations 
Act, 1999. 

\ 
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(c)(l) EaClilocareaueational agency that receives funds under 
this section shall use such funds to carry out effective approaches ®to reducing class size with highly qualified teachers to improve 
educational achievement for both regular and special-needs chil
dren, with particular consideration given to reducing class size 
in the early elementary grades for which some research has shown 
!;:lass size reduction is most,effective. 

(2)(AfEaCh. 8uch-loca.t educational agency may pursue the goal 
ofreducin class size throu~h- ' 

(' . .. . . . 
special educa d teachers. of special-needs chil
dren, including teachers ce . e and local alter

. , 
(li) testing new u:ache~ for a~ademic, content know~edge,

and to meet State certification reqwrements that are conSIstent 
with title n of the Higher Education Act of 1965; and 

(iii) :providing professional development-to teachers, inc1ud
in" speClal education teachers and teachers of special-needs 
children, consistent with title II of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965. . '_ 
(B) A local educational agency may use not 'more than a total 

of 15 percent of the award received under this section for activities 
described in clauses (D) and (iii) of subparagraph (A). 

(C) A local educational agency that has already reduced class 
size in the early grades to 18 or less children may use funds 
received under this sectiOn- - . 

(i) to make furtherclBBB-size reductions in grades 1 through 
3' . 

• (ii) to reduce class size in kindergarten or other wades; 
or . 

(iii) to carry out activities to improve teacher quality, 
inc~':lcMn'-professi9.nal development. . 

"(D) -rralOciil educational agency has already reduced 
class size in the early grades to. 18 or fewer children and 
intends to Use funds provided under this: section to carry out 
professional development activities, including activities to 
unprove teacher quality, then the State shall make the award 
under subsection (b) to the local educational agency without 
requiring the formation of a consortium." . 

..-~-" ..--.""' 

(3)Each such agency shall use funds under this section only 
to supplement. and not to supplant, State and local funds that, 
in the absence of such funds, would otherwise be spent for activities 
under this section. ' , 

(4) No funds made available under this section may be used 
to iiIcrease the salaries or provide benefits, other than participation 
in professional development and enrichment programs, to teachers 
who are, 'or have been, employed by the local educational agency. 

. . . 
(.) recruiting (which may include the use of signing bonuses or other 

financi~1 incentives). hiring. and training fully qualified regular and special 
e~u~atlon teachers and teachers of special needs children who are certified 
Within the State (which may include certification through State or local alternative 
routes) and who demonstrate competency in the content areas in which they . 
teach;, ,,' . <' . 

I 

'-d 

" "'.. 



(j) 
(d)(i) Each State receiving funds under this section shall report 

on activities in the State under this section, consistent with section 
6202(a)(2) of the Elemen~ and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

(2) Each school benefiting from this section, or the local edu
cational agency servin, that school, shall produce an annual report 
to parents, the general public, and the State educational agency, 
in easily understandable language, on student achievement that 
is a result of hiring additional highly qualified teachers and reduc
ing cl~8 size. . . 

(e If a local educational agency uses funds made available 
under this section for professional development activities, the, 
agency shall ensure· for the equitable participation of private n'on
profit elementary and secondary schools in such activities. Section 
6402 of the Elementary and Secondary Education· Act of 1965 
shall not apply to other activities under this section. 

(I) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-A local educational agency that 
receives funds under this section may use not more than 3 percent 
of such funds for local administrative costs. 

(g) REQUEST FOR FuNDS.-Each local educational agency that 
desires to receive funds under . this section shall include in the 
application required under section 6303 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 a description of the agency's 
program to reduce class size by hiring additional highly qualified 
teachers.. .. 

(3) Each State and local educational agency receiving funds under this' 
section shall publicly report to parents on the progress in reducing class sizes, 
increasing the percentage of classes in core academic areas taught by fully 
qualifi.ed teachers who are certified. within the State and demonstrate 
competency in the content areas in which they teach, closing academic 
achievement gaps between students, and improving student academic 
achievement as defined by the State. 

(4) Each school receiving funds under this section shall provide to parents, 
on request, the professional qualifications of their child's teacher. 

(h) No funds received under this section may be used to pay the salary of 
any teacher hired with funds received under section 307 of the Department of 
Education Appropriations Act, 1999, unless, by the start of the 2000-2001 school 
year, the teacher is certified within the State (which may include certification 
through State·or local alternative routes) and demonstrates competency in the 
subject areas he or she teaches. ... 

_!' 

l~ 

http:qualifi.ed


October 29, 1999 

STATEMENT ON COUNCIL OF GREAT CITY SCHOOLS CLASS SIZE REPORT 

DATE: October 31, 1999 
LOCATION: Behind the Oval Office 
BRIEFING TIME: 4:00pm - 4:10pm 
EVENT TIME: 4:15pm --, 4:25pm 
FROM: Bruce Reed 

I. PURPOSE 

To release a new report by the Council ofthe Great City Schools on the benefits of 
smaller classes, and to urge Congress to fund your class size initiative. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Today you will release a new report by the Council of the Great City Schools on the 
benefits of smaller classes for students. The report demonstrates that your class size 
reduction initiative is helping ,schools across the nation improve student learning by 
enabling them to hire additional highly qualified teachers in the early grades, where 
students learn to read and master the basics. Urban districts report that your initiative is 
flexible enough to allow them to meet their unique needs but focused enough to ensure 
smaller classes in the early grades. Today you will call on Congress not to renege on the 
bipartisan commitment made last year to fund this important initiative. 

RAISING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT BY REDUCING CLASS SIZES IN THE 
EARL Y GRADES. Last year, Congress made a down payment of$l.2 billion t9ward 
your goal of hiring 100,000 new teachers to bring class sizes in the early grades to a 
national average of 18. The first teachers hired with that down payment began teaching 
in classrooms nationwide this fall. Today, you will call on Congress to keep its 
commitment and finish thejob. Unfortunately, Republicans have passed an 
appropriations bill that eliminates the class size initiative and fails to guarantee that a 
single cent will be used to hire a single teacher to reduce the size of a single class. 
Research has shown that class size reduction in the. early grades is one of the most direct 
and effective ways to boost children's academic achievement. 

EDUCATION LEADERS EMPHASIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
PLAN. In the report to be released today, the Council of the Great City Schools finds 



that there is strong demand for the dedicated resources provided by your class size 
reduction initiative -- and that these resources are making a tangible difference. The 
Council is an organization of the nation's largest urban public school systems, working to 
improve K-12 education in the inner city, and governed by superintendents and education 
board members from 58 cities across the country. You have worked closely with this 
group and many oth~rs at the local level to fight irresponsible cuts in key investments for 
our children's future. Among the findings of the Council's report: 

• 	 Teachers hired under the class size reduction program are working in areas of highest 
need, including literacy, mathematics, bilingual and special education. 

• 	 Teacher quality is being enhanced through this program. Over 22,000 urban teachers 
are receiving high-quality training, and urban schools have been able to provide new 
and current teachers with critical training on instructional practices and technology. 

• 	 In just the first year ofyour class size initiative, 3,558 teachers have been hired in 40 
of the nation's largest urban school districts to reduce class sizes in the early grades. 

REPUBLICAN EDUCATION BILL IGNORES THE VOICES OF TEACHERS AND 
COMMUNITIES. Making targeted investments in class size reduction is a common
sense strategy that teachers and school leaders across the country support. And yet, as 
you will point out today, Republicans in Congress are undermining such investments by 
breaking their pledge to dedicate funds for smaller classes and by shortchanging other 
key programs. The Republican education spending bill: 

• 	 Abandons the bipartisan commitment to fund your class size reduction initiative, and 
provides no guarantee that the teachers hired for this year can continue teaching. 

• 	 Fails to hold schools accountable for results by providing no funds to turn around 
failing schools; 

• 	 Underfunds after-school and summer programs, denying as many as 800,000 students 
access to a safe place to learn during after-school hours when most juvenile crime and 
drug and alcohol abuse occur; 

• 	 Shortchanges teacher quality and recruitment, and eliminates the Troops to Teachers 
program that enables retired military personnel to teach in high-need areas; 

• 	 Underinvests in educational technology and the GEAR-UP program, denying more 
than 130,000 disadvantaged young people the help they need to get into college 

• 	 Fails to fund your plan to build or modernize 6,000 schools across the country. 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

Briefing Participants: 
Loretta Ucelli 
Andy Rotherham 
Paul Glastris 
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Statement Participants: 
YOU 
Mike Casserly, Executive Director, Council of the Great City Schools 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

Open Press. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

YOU will greet Mike Casserly in the Oval Office, and proceed to the podium on the 
driveway outside the Oval Office. 
YOU will make a statement and depart. 

VI. REMARKS 
To be provided by speechwriting. 
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September 6, 1999 


CLASS SIZE-TEACHER QUALITY EVENT 


DATE: 
LOCATION: 

BRIEFING TIME: 
EVENT TIME: 
FROM: 

September 7, 1999 
Brooke Grove Elementary School 
Olney, Maryland 
11 :20am - 11:50am 
12:45pm - 2:05pm 
Bruce Reed 

I. PURPOSE 

To release $33 million in grants to raise teacher quality, call attention to the success of 
your class size initiative, and layout the shortcomings of Republican tax and budget 
plans. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Today, you will travel to Brooke Grove Elementary School in suburban Maryland to' 
announce the release of$33 million in TeacherQuality Enhancement Grants as part of 
your ongoing efforts to raise teacher quality.' In' addition you will meet with two teachers 
hired with funds from your class size reduction initiative and point out that Republican 
tax and budget plans threaten this program and other important domestic programs. 
After visiting a class at the school, you will address an audience of approximately 800 
parents, teachers, and students from Brooke Grove Elementary. School started at Brook' 
Grove last Wednesday. 

Reducing class size in the early grades AND improving teacher quality 

• 	 Pitting the priorities of reducing class size and improving teacher quality against 
each other creates a false choice. Your class size reduction initiative coupled with your 
other efforts to increase teacher quality-including the grants you are releasing today
allow states and school districts to'reduce class size in the early grades with high quality 
teachers. 

• 	 Improving teacher quality through high standards and professional development. 
The grants you are releasing today, Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants, are part of the 
Higher Education Act reauthorization that you signed last year. You are releasing $33 
million in grants to 2,5 partnerships in 22 states. The grants will promote comprehensive 
approaches to raising teacher quality by encouraging partnerships between universities 
and local school districts. The grants are awarded to partnerships that include at least one 



" 

college of arts and sciences, a teacher preparation program at the same university and a 
high-need local school district.' The goal of the partnerships is to raise student 
achievement by improving teacher quality. The partnerships will work to improve 
teacher recruitment, preparation, licensing, and certification. In addition, they will 
develop more effective ways to support teachers in the classroom and hold teacher 
preparation programs accountable for the performance of their graduates. 

For example, in Maryland, Johns Hopkins University, the University of Maryland, 
Morgan State University, the Baltimore City Schools, and four other high-poverty 
Maryland school districts have formed a partnership to recruit, train, and mentor 1390 
teachers for high-need schools. The partnership will provide tuition for qualified 
candidates, work with the universities to develop curricula and evaluate teacher candidate 
portfolios, and work to retain teacher candidates for at least fi've years in high-need 
schools through loan forgiveness or stipends. 

In North Carolina a partnership will explore new ways to ensure that all classroom 
teachers have strong content knowledge and will develop ways to expand school-based 
training for teacher candidates. In Kentucky, the partnership there also includes business 
partners and will work to develop accountability structures to measure the impact of 
teachers, on student learning. 

In July, Secretary Riley released $43 million for 52 new grants to raise teacher quality 
and address teacher shortages in high-need areas. 24 of those grants were for statewide 
efforts and 28 were for partnerships between school districts and universities to attract 
new students into teaching. 

In addition to these grants, and the ones you are releasing today, your proposal for the 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act includes several 
initiatives to raise teacher quality such as the Troops to Teachers program that recruits, 
trains, and places retired military personnel in teaching positions, and your Teaching to 
High Standards initiative which overhauls several current programs to create a new 
standards-based professional development program. 

• 	 Research ,and common sense support reducing class size in the early grades. The 
landmark STAR study in Tennessee found that students in smaller classes earned 
significantly higher scores on basic skills tests in all four year and in all types of schools. 
Smaller classes were found to make the greatest difference for minority and 
disadvantaged students. Follow-up studies to the STAR study found that students who 
start out in small classes,are also less likely to drop out of high school and more likely to 

,get good grades in high school. In Wisconsin, students participating in that state's class 
size reduction effort also outperformed their peers in larger classes. 

Republican proposals threaten education programs and other key domestic priorities 

• 	 Republican plans undermine a bipartisan effort to ensure funding for smaller 
classes. Last year, a bipartisan agreement was reached to make a down payment on 



your plan to hire 100,000 teachers to reduce class size in the early grades to a 
nationwide average of 18. In July, the Education Department awarded funds to help 
local school districts begin hiring the first 30,000 teachers as part of this program. 
These teachers are now in classrooms across the country. While you want to finish the 
job of reducing class size in the early grades, House Republicans have passed a bill that 
undermines this class size initiative and fails to guarantee that one cent will be used to 
hire a single"teacher to reduce the size of a single class. 

Republican tax and budget proposals squeeze out other key investments in education 

• 	 The Republican tax and budget plans could force dramatic cuts in funding for 
education. You will cite Administration estimates of the long~term impact of the 
Republican plans on key investments to improve our schools and expand access to 
college. In the tenth year alone of the Republican tax and budget plans, the nation could 
be forced to deny support to nearly 6 million students in high-poverty communities; 
withhold from 520,000 children the assistance they need to learn to read; deny 430,000 
kids access to Head Start; slash Pell grants, and block hundreds of thousands of students " 
from the opportunity to work their way through college. 

III. P ARTICIP ANTS 

Briefing Participants: 

Secretary Richard Riley 

Bruce Reed 

Loretta U celli 

Andrew Rotherham 

Broderick Johnson 

Jordan Tamagni 


Greeters: 

Governor Parris Glendening 

Senator Paul" Sarbanes 

Representative 'Connie Morella 

Representative Ben Cardin 

Thomas Miller, Maryland Senate President 

John Hurson, Maryland House Majority Leader 

Tod Sher, Maryland House Delegate 

Jerry Weast, Superintendent, Montgomery County School District 

Eoline Cary, Principal, Brooke Grove Elementary School 


Stage Participants: 

Secretary Richard Riley 

Governor Parris Glendening 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 

Representative Connie Morella 

Representative Ben Cardin 




Jerry Weast, Superintendent, Montgomery County Public Schools 

Eoline Cary, Principal, Brooke Grove Elementary 

Susan Davis, new teacher hired through your class size initiative 

Jessica Goldstein, new teacher hired through your class size initiative 


Program Participants: 
YOU 
Secretary Richard Riley . 

Governor Parris Glendening 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 

Representative Connie Morella 

Robin Davis, teacher 


IV. PRESS PLAN 

Open Press. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

YOU will arrive at Brooke Grove Elementary School, meet greeters, and proceed to 
.' 	 Ms. Dale Tepper's first grade classroom,accompanied by Principal Eoline Cary. 

YOU will meet the two teachers hired with funding from your class size initiative at 
the first grade classroom, Mrs. Robin Davis and Ms. Jessica Goldstein. 
YOU will participate in a discussion with first grade students and depart. 
YOU will proceed to a third grade classroom, greet students, and depart. 
YOU will proceed to the Recreational Field. 
YOU will be announced, accompanied by Principal Eoline Cary and Robin Davis, 
teacher. 
Governor Parris Glendening will make welcoming remarks and introduce 
Representative Connie Morella. 
Representative Connie Morella will make brief remarks and introduce Senator Paul 
Sarbanes. 
Senator Paul Sarbanes will make brief remarks and introduce Secretary Richard 
Riley. 
Secretary Richard Riley will make brie~ remarks and introduce Robin Davis. 
Robin Davis will make brief remarks and introduce YOU. 
YOU will make remarks, work a ropeline, and depart. 

VI. REMARKS 

To be provided by speechwriting. 

VI. ATTACHMENT 

Talking Points for first grade. classroom visit. 
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must do more to help all ofour' children succeed in school. That is why last year, I sent 
Congress an unprecedented proposal to bring down class size in the early. grades. With 
bipartisan support, Congress approved the first down payment on my plan to put 100,000 
well-trained teachers in the classroom. 

Today, I am pleased to announce that later this week, we will deliver on our promise 
'with $1.2 billion in grants to help states and local school districts begin hiring the first 30,000 
well-trained teachers for the new school year. 

We know that smaller classes will help our children to succeed in school. We know 
'that higher quality teaching will help our children to succeed in school. And we already have 
the plan to make it happen - if Congress makes good on its promise. 

Unfortunately, there are those in Congress who would back away from our 
commitment to reduce class size. Congress came together across party lines.to make this 
promise - and they should come together 'again to keep it. So today, I" call on Congress to put 
politics aside and put our children's future first -- and finish the job of hiring 100,000 ' 
highly-trained teachers. 

We have a chance to use this time of prosperity to improve our children's education 
and to help them make the most of their lives. Education is not a partisan issue anywhere in 
America - and it shouldn't be in Washington. Let's make this summer a season of progress
for our children, for our schools, and for our future in the 21st Century. 

Thanks for listening. 

Message Sent To: 

Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Jonathan H. Schnur/OPD/EOP@EOP 
Dawn L. SmalisIWHO/EOP@EOP 
Loretta M. UceIliIWHO/EOP@EOP 
Joseph D. RatnerIWHO/EOP@EOP 
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HR 1.995 DOES NOT MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL STUDENTS 

July 16? 1999 

Dear R.resentative: 

On beh.a:J!ofthe Leadership Conference on Civil Rights (LCCR), the nation's 
oldest arid, largest civil rights coalition representing people ofcolor, women, 
children, ,labor. gays and lesbians, older Americans, people with disabilities, 
and civil liberties and human rights organizations, we write to express our 
opposi~o.i1 to the Teacher Empowennent Act of 1999 (HR 1995) unless it 
includ~s, class size reduction as a separately authorized program and ensures 
that ali: sfude~ts benefit from quality teachers to meet their particular needs, 
LCCRsupports class size reduction in order to increase achievement for all 
studentiand,believes that the key to real academic improvement lies in 
upgrading1eacher quality for all students. .. .,' 

Rese.I;U"ch.hasshown that small class size improves achievement, particularly 
for low-mcpme and minority students. Professor Cecilia Rouse found that 
Milw:a~e students attending schools with lower class sizes made 
"substann.31ly"faster gains in reading" than students attending other public, 
magne~ anch'oucher schools in Milwaukee. A study of the Wisconsin SAGE 
progiElin f'Oood that sudents in the smaller class size "enjoyed significantly 

LCCR'i$-also concemed that HR 1995's in·state formula will shift resources 
away frqm.-hlgher poverty schools. HR 1995 fails to direct sufficient 
resO\~ce.~it9 the schools that need the most help: the highest-poverty schools 
in each-st~8;nd district. Children in these schools are failing to achieve the 
academi~:pmonnance standards set by states under the Improving America's 

-"Equality In a Free, Plural, Democratic Society" 
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Schools Act in alanning n~bCiJ;s I,lIld they are frequently shortchanged by unqualified teachers and 
inequitable school financm.g~Y~in8. LeCR strongly supports a retention of-bn-geting of resources 
toward those schools with,thel:ireatest need. 

, '" . 

LCCR believes that in order'io~e that all students have the opportunity to achieve challenging 
student'perfonnance stand#~;professiona1 development programs must train teachers to me~t the 
educational needs ofdiverse :Studerits, including girls, minorities, students with disabilities, students 
with limited English proficjen~y,~d economically disadvantaged students. It is critical that 
advancing teacher skills ~~'pi(}fessional development takes into consideration the different 
needs and learning styles ofdjvetSe students. HR 1995 does not ensure that all students benefit from 
quality teachers to meet theirp#ti8:ti.lar needs. 

Finally, HR 1995's accoun:tabjli~~ and public reporting requirements do not go far enough. Parents 
have an absolute right to kriowh~Sic facts about their child's school, including their teachers' 
qualifications. The public t~rliIig and parent right-to-know requirements in the bill need to be 
strengthened to require au. states:~o,produce and disseminate report cards ,on the state's and each 
district and schools' professi~ SUJff qualifications. 

We urge you to vote against'RR.:: W95 unless it includes provisions to ensure that the educational 
needs ofall students are met,;:j:DCiUding the class size reduction program as a separately authorized 
program. Ir'you have anyq~6,~s:; please call Nancy Zirkin, at the American Association of ' 
University Women, 2021785~7120~:William Taylor, at the Leadership Conference on CivQ. Rights,' 
202/659-5565, or Wade Heri,dersOtl.at the Leade.rship"Conference on Civil Rights, 202/466-3311. 

, .' ,~ . 

Sincerely, . 

{0Je-tte;.J~ 
Wade Henderson, .;;; t-kin-'-,--

1frr4L 
William Taylor. 

Executive Director. ~Chair, LCeR Vice-Chair, 
Leadership Conference Education Task Force, Leadership Conference 
on Civil Rights 

:'\ 

, American Association, on Civil'Rights 
of University Women 
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Teacher Quality Grants Release and Class Size Event 

Question and Answer 


September 7,1999 


Q: 	 What are the grants that the President announced today? 

A: 	 To.day the President released $33 millio.n do.llars in Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants, 
designed to. create comprehensive and lasting change in o.urteacher preparatio.n pro.grams. 
Twenty-five grants are being awarded to. inno.vative partnerships between institutio.ns o.fhigher 
educatio.n tl;1at prepare teachers an~ high-need scho.o.l districts to. transfo.rm their recruitment, 
preparatio.n, licensing, certificatio.n and ongo.ing suppo.rt o.f teachers. In releasing these grants the 
President highlighted the need to. co.ntinue hiring well-prepared teachers to. reduce class size in 
the early grades, when children learn to. read and master the basics, to. a natio.nal average o.f 18 . 

. Q: 	 The President also spoke about class size and referred to some in Congress who are 
backing away from a commitment to reducing class size. To what is he referring? 

. A: 	 Last year, with bipartisan suppo.rt, Co.ngress appro.ved an impo.rtant do.wn payment o.n the. 
President's plan to. hire help states and lo.cal scho.o.l districts hire 100,000 well-prepared teachers 
o.ver seven years. Just as Co.ngress came to.gether acro.ss party lines to. make this co.mmitment 
last year, the President is calling o.n them to. ho.no.r and build o.n that co.mmitment this year. The 
Republicans in the Ho.use have passed legislatio.n that fails to. ensure funding fo.r reducing class . 
size, thus undermining o.ur natio.nal co.mmitment to. meet this challenge .. The President also. 
po.inted o.ut that the Republican's risky tax scheme co.uld slash appro.priatio.ns available fo.r class 
size reductio.n and many o.ther impo.rtanteducatio.n initiatives by mo.re than fifty percent. 

Q: 	 A recent evaluation of California's class size reduction initiative shows mixed results 
. including an increase in the percentage of uncertified, inexperienced teachers, especially in 

low-income school districts. Isn't the President's class size effort going to recreate this 
problem nationwide? 

A: 	 No.. The President's initiative will help pro.vide smaller classes with well-qualified teachers 
acro.ss the natio.n. The Califo.rnia study sho.wed gains in student achievement after o.nly two. 
years o.f smaller classes, but it po.inted o.ut impo.rtant co.ncerns abo.ut the inadequacy o.f reso.urces 
in lo.w-inco.me scho.o.l districts and abo.ut the qualificatio.ns o.f so.me o.f the teachers hired. The 
President's initiative is designed to. avo.id precisely the kind o.fpro.blem described in that study. It 
requires that teachers hired with federal funding be fully certified, sets aside significant funding 

. to. help teachers get the training and pro.fessio.nal develo.pment they need, and targets extra 
reso.urces to. lo.w-inco.me scho.o.ls districts. 

Q: 	 Most school administrators agree they'd like to lower class size, but they cannot find 

teachers to fill classrooms now. Where will the new teachers come from? 


A: 	 The President's initiative permits so.me funding to. be used to. recruitnew teachers and pro.vides 
flexibility fo.r districts to. hire teachers o.ver several years to. give time fo.r planning and 
recruitment. The grants released to.day and the successful Troo.ps to. Teachers pro.gram, which 
places retiring military perso.nnel and o.ther mid-career pro.fessio.nals as teachers, are o.ther ways 

http:scho.o.ls
http:lo.w-inco.me
http:qualificatio.ns
http:lo.w-inco.me
http:appro.priatio.ns
http:suppo.rt
http:suppo.rt
http:transfo.rm
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the Administration is seeking to expand the pool of teachers. We are also proposing more 
scholarships for talented young people who agree to teach in high-need schools. 

,Q: 	 Do class-size reduction efforts really affect student achievement? 

A: 	 Yes. Research confirms what parents and teachers understand intuitively: children do better in 
smaller classes. For example, a landmark study from Tennessee - Project STAR - demonstrated 
that reducing class sizes in the early grades significantly increases children's reading and ' 
mathematics scores; the gains are partiCUlarly significant among disadvantaged students and 
minority students. A recent study in Wisconsin also found that students benefiting from that ' 
state's class size reduction effort putperformed their counterparts in larger classes on 
standardized tests. 

Q: 	 Why is the federal government getting involved in what seems to be a local issue? Isn't it 
the responsibility of states and local school districts to reduce class size? 

A: 	 The President's initiative does not dictate who should be hired or what these teachers should 
teach. Instead"it creates opportunities for local communities to hire more and better teachers, and 

; to better support those teachers, so that they can improve educational achievement for all 
children. The President believes that children across America deserve the opportunity to benefit 
from learning in a small class with a well-prepared teacher. ' 

Q: 	 Where will schools put new teachers and new classrooms? Many school buildings are, 
already overcrowded and pressed for space. ' 

A: 	 While we make investments to reduce class size, it is also essential to build and modernize the 
school buildings needed to'accommodate those smaller classes. That's why the President has 
proposed tax credits to cover the interest on $25 billion in state and local bonds' to help build and 
modernize 6,000 public schools. The Republican tax plan would support the modernization of 
only one-tenth as many schools. ' 



July 14, 1999 

MEMORANDUM TO JOHN PODESTA 


FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Meeting with House Education Democrats 

Thursday, July 15th 
, 4:30 p.m .. 

I. PURPOSE OF MEETING 

You, Secretary Riley, and I will meet with Gephardt and House Democrats to unite Democrats in 
opposition to the Republicans' Teacher Empowerment Act, which could come to the floor as 
early as next week. Secretary Riley sent a letter last month recommending that the President veto 
the bill in its current form because it severely weakens the President's class size initiative. We 
currently expect that most of the caucus would side with us on a class size amendment or 
substitute, but without a strong push from us, we may have trouble getting enough votes against 
final passage to sustain a veto. 

The White House called this meeting, and the Education Department has extended invitations to 
the House Democratic leadership and Democratic members of the House Education and 
Workforce Committee. Members who have already confirmed include Gephardt, Kildee, 
Andrews, Woolsey, Miller, Roemer, Sanchez, and Clay. Other members likely to attend include 
Bonior, Fros't, Menendez, and Kennedy. 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. The Democratic Plan 

As you know, the President proposed the class size initiative in his 1998 State ofthe Union, and 
with strong Democratic support, secured a $1.2 billion down payment in the omnibus budget bill 
last October. Many members of both parties took credit for'this victory last fall, and this funding 
was distributed to states this month to help school districts across the nation hire an estimated 
30,000 teachers to reduce class size this fall. Our FY2000 budget includes $1.4 billion for class 
SIze. 

Over the next six years, our proposal would reduce class size to a national average of 18 in the 
early grades. Local school districts can use up to 15% of the funding for professional 
development and teacher quality; the rest goes for hiring and recruiting teachers to reduce class 
size (and in a concession we made to Republicans last October, for hiring special education 
teachers). States and districts can use all of the funding to reduce class size in other grades or to 
improve teacher quality if average class size in the early grades has already reached 18. Some 
states and school districts have received waivers to replace the class size target of 18 with a )t 
target of20 when further reductions in the early grades are constrained by shortages of qualified 
teachers or adequate space. 



To hold onto more Democrats, we would be prepared to support a Democratic substitute that 
offers more flexibility in at least two important areas. First, we would support making it easier 
for states with pre-existing class size reduction initiatives to use federal funding to meet their 
own targets, even if they are slightly above 18. Second, we would support making it easier for 
school districts to phase in a class size reduction initiative more slowly -- and to use class size 
funding in the early years to recruit and tn;,.in the qualified teachers needed to effectively reduce 
class size later. 

This year, as part of our ESEA legislation, the Administration proposed a permanent 
authorization of the class size initiative. We also proposed consolidating three programs - the 
Eisenhower math and science program, Goals 2000, and the Title VI block grant - into a singl~ 
funding stream Jor teacher quality of $1.2 billion at FY99 levels (in addition to a separate J ~ 
funding stream for class size of$1.4 billion in FY2000 and more than $11 billion over six years). 

B. The Republican Plan 

The Republican bill, sponsored by Goodling and McKeon, would consolidate Goals 
2000, Eisenhower, and class size into a $2 billion teacher quality block grant for FY2001 (and 
such sums for FY2002-04). States and districts would decide whether to spend the money on . 
professional development, recruitment, merit pay, tenure reform, class size, or other purposes 
related to teacher quality. 

The bill severely weakens our class size initiative in several ways: 

1. 	 There is no guarantee that districts will spend any money on class size. The bill 
nominally requires districts to spend !fa portion" of their funds to hire additional 
special education teachers or to reduce class size. But this provision could be 
waived when a school district can demonstrate either that the funds will be used 
for teacher quality or that a class size reduction initiative will result in any 
negative consequence on their ability to improve student achievement. These 
standards for granting waivers are so loose that school districts could easily justify 
waivers from any requirement to reduce class size at alL 

2. 	 It eliminates any focus on the early grades and on any meaningful target for class 
size reduction. The research clearly demonstrates that smaller classes in the early 
grades - especially at 20 and below will work to give students a strong 
foundation in reading and the basic skills. Under the Republican proposal, for 
example, school districts could use the money to hire a small number of additional 
teachers to reduce middle school English classes from 35 to 34 - a reduction 
which would not significantly benefit students, teachers, or parents. 

3. 	 It does not include a dedicated funding stream for class size reduction. Instead, 
local school districts would have to choose between using funds to reduce class 
size or invest in professional development and teacher quaJity. (The Republican 
proposal also weakens our provisions to target money to low-income areas and 
will therefore divert both funding and· quality teachers from the districts that need 
it most. Unfortunately, that flaw in the Republican plan will not help us with some 
suburban and moderate Democrats.) 



In committee, Democrats unanimously supported the Democratic substitute but two 
Democrats, Roemer and Holt, then crossed over to support the Republican bill. 

Because the House bill is extremely unlikely to be taken up in the Senate - Jeffords doesn't want 
to consider it, and Lott would be wary of bringing any education vehicle to the Senate floor -- the 
ultimate fate of class size will be resolved in the appropriations context again this year. A 
lopsided House vote for a Republican bill undeimining class size will make it more difficult to 
sustain support for a high level of appropriations for class size this year. To maximize the 
leverage of the President and of Democratic appropriators, itis critical that House Democrats 
support the President with a veto-sustaining margin against the Republican I!teach~r 
empowerment" bill when it reaches the House floor. 



Talking Points on Class Size Reduction 

I. Last year, we accomplished a great victory together on behalf of the American 
people. We should build on that victory. Together, we made a large down payment 
on hiring 100,000 well-prepared teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. 

-- Last year, we proposed an initiative to help states and school districts hire 100,000 
additional qualified teachers to reduce class size in the early grades and to raise the 
quality of education. Our proposal focused on reducing class size in the early grades 
and promoting teacher quality. 

-- In a major victory in the FY 1999 budget negotiations, the President and 
Congressional Democrats obtained $1.2 billion 'to hire ,the first 30,000 teachers. In the 
FY 2000 budget, we proposed $1.4 billion to support atotal of 38,000 teachers. 

II. The Republican "Teacher Empowerment Act", (H.R. 1995) recently adopted by 
the House Education Committee fails to continue and build on this progress. 
That's why Secretary Riley has recommended that the President veto this bill .. 

-- The Republican bill would include class size funding in a broader teacher quality bill 
but allows it simply as an "eligible purpose". It would not require a dedicated stream 
of funding for class size or the achievement of any class size goals or targets. 

-- Under the Republican proposal, a State could spend virtually nothing on class size 
and still receive Federal class size funding. According to this bill, districts could seek 
a waiver from using any funds to reduce class size for just about any reason at all. 

-- We strongly support maximum flexibility for states and districts and a clear focus on 
teacher quality. The President's initiative and the Democratic alternative offered 
during the markup achieve those objectives while retaining a focus on smaller classes. 

-- For those of you with concerns about· flexibility, we are prepared to support a 
Democratic substitute providing more flexibility in class size initiatives. Secretary 
Riley will discuss this further. But the bottom line is that this isn't a debate about 
flexibility, it's about whether we wind up with a bill that will actually reduce class size. 

III.Moreover, the House bill is dead-on-arrival anyway in the Senate, so the 
ultimate fate of class size will be resolved in the appropriations context again this 
year. That's why it's critical to maximize our leverage in the appropriations process 
by supporting the class size initiative with a veto-sustaining margin against the 
Republican bill when it reache~ the floor. 

IV.Now isn't the time to back down to Republicans, but to build on last year's 
victory. Let's make sure students and their families across America get access to 
smaller classes and better teachers. 
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Martinez McKeon 

Authorization $IB for FY 2000 - doubles to $2 B by 2004 $2,019,000,000 for FY 2000; such sums to 2004 

State Formula 50% poverty/50% population 50% poverty/50% population 

Minimum/Territories - Y2% to BIA and Territories 
- 114% minimum to States 

- Y2% to BIA and Territories 
- Y2% minimum to States 

Within State Formula - at least 90% to LEA's 
60% poverty/40% population 
- 20% must be competitive within State for Goals-like 
activities 
- 4% to State Higher Ed Agency 
- 6% for State level activities 
- 116 of al1ocation·for administration and evaluation 

- 95 % to LEAs 
- 80% formula of 50% poverty/50% population 
- 20% competitive 

- 2% to State Higher Ed Agency 
- 3% for State activities 

State Accountability - % of teachers without State licensing for grade and subject 
area 
- % of teachers with emergency certification or provisional 
status 
- % of teachers w/o major or minor in the subject area the 
teach 
- progress on indicators 

IF State has report cards 
- % of core acadeinic classes taught by out-of-field 
teachers 
- % of core classes taught by emergency certified or 
provisional teachers 
- average statewide class size 

If no report. card, then report same to public in other 
means. 

Competitive grants - activities related to development and effective 
implementation of cuqicula aligned with state content and 
p·erformance standards; and 
- professional development activities aligned with those 
standards 

For State Activities 
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State Level Activities - improve State content and student performance standards 
and aligned assessments 
- technical assistance to LEAs 
- Develop systems at LEA and school level to recruit, 
select, hire, ~entor, support, -evaluate, and reward principals 
and teachers 
- redesign and strengthen licensure systems for educators 
- develop performance based assessment for licensure 
- develop alternative routes to certification 
- develop assessments to test teacher content knowledge and 
teaching skills 
- prof dev. linked to standards 

operate a teacher academy for mentoring and ongoing 
support for teachers 

- reforming certification or licensure to ensure:_ 
teaching skills and content knowledge for assigned 
areas; they are aligned with State standards; teachers 
have knowledge and skills to help students meet 
standards 
- support during initial teaching years; establish, 
expand, or improve alternative routes to certification 
- recruit and retain highly qualified teachers and 
principals 
- reform tenure systems and implement teacher testing 
systems 
- measure effectiveness of prof. dev. activities 
- technical assistance 
- promote reciprocity of certification and licensure 
- deliver intensive prof. dev. through technology or 
distance learning 

Higher Ed Activities - Assist teachers in the first 3 yrs in classroom through 
mentoring and coaching; team teaching; observation; fewer 
course assignments; & more preparation time. 
- prof. dev: in core academic subjects 
- technical assistance for planning, implementing, and 
evaluating prof. dev. 

- ensure that teachers have content knowledge in core 
academic courses 
- sustained high-quality activities to ensure school staf 
are able to use State standards and aligned 
assessments; including intensive programs for teachers 
who will return to school and instruct others in school 
- no sirigle person can receive more than 50% ofLEA 
funds 
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Local Activities Activities to raise student achievement by: 
- recruiting teachers through signing bonuses or financial 
incentives 
- providing education and training, including tuition and 
fees 
- assist teachers during first 3 yrs by: mentoring and 
coaching; team teaching; observation; fewer course 
assignments; & more preparation time. 
- provide prof. dev. aligned with standards 
- summer institutes and immersion activities for teacher 
teams 
- subsidize fees for Nat!. Board of Prof. Teaching Standards 
- Teacher participation'in aligning curricula and lesson 
plans with standards 
- peer assistance and review for teaching staff 
- local professional networks for prof. dev. opportunities 
- incentives to obtain certification or proficiency in field 
with shortage 
- advance local reforms to align with State standards 

\ 

- Activities that give teachers, principals, and 
administrators the knowledge and skills to provide 
students the opportunity to meet challenging State 
content and performance standards 
- Must use a portion of funds to recruit, hire, & train 
~ertified teachers to reduce class size(subject to 
waiver) 
- Initiatives to recruitteachers, including: signing 
bonuses and financial incentives; people from other 
fields; increased opportunities for minorities and-' 
disabled; through alternative routes of certification 
- Initiatives to retain teachers and principals, including: 
mentoring to new teachers by master teachers and new 
principals; and incentives for teachers with record of 
success with low-achieving students 
- Programs to improve quality of teacher force, 
including: innovative programs, including use of 
technology; delivery of programs through technology 
and distance learning; tenure reform; merit pay; 
teacher tests; programs for instruction for children with 
different learning styles, disabilities, and gifted and 
talented; di~cipline programs 

Limitation 1: all activities must be related to 
curriculum and content areas teacher teaches or 
designed to enhance ability to use State's standards for 
subject area ( exception: discipline). 

Limitation 2: Programs must be research-based, of 
sufficient duration, and tied to State standards. 
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Local Accountability 
reporting 

- % of teachers without State licensing for grade and subject 
area 
- % of teachers with emergency certifi9ation or provisional 
status 
- % ofteachers w/o major or minor in the subject area the 
teach 
- progress on-indicators 

INOT SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSED 

Technical Assistance - 2 years -to me~t goals, otherwise State must provide 
technical assistance 
- If State fails to take action, Secretary can rescind 
administrative' funds 

'\ 

- .. State fails to meet Limitation 2 (Programs must be 
research-based, of sufficient duration, and tied to State 
standards.), LEA may request technical assistance 
from State or after 2 years, be required to provide 
Teacher Opportunity Payments (TOPS) 

TOPS - LEA (or in case of above, shall) may allow 
teachers or ~oup of teachers to receive funds directly _ 
for professional development activities as previously 
defined. 

National Activities - Improve State standards 
- Develop performance based systems _ 
- increase portability ofpensions and reciprocity of 
credentials 
- Recruitment and retention of high quality teachers and 
principals 
- Develop alternative certification programs 
- Teacher recruitment clearinghouse and job bank 
- Principal recruitment 
- Principal prof: dev. 
- School technology center 
- Eisenhower Clearinghouse 

- Teacher academies 
- Alternative routes to certification 
- model professional development 
- Eisenhower Clearinghouse 
- National Writing Project 

"\ 
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Troops/Transition 
Program 

- Contains our language ~ 

- Poverty level eligibility at 35% (ours says 20%) 
. -

Continues Troops; not our expansion, R's are hoping 
to lure us onto their bill , 

Class size . - Stand-alone provision 
"' - Admin. langua~e 

An allowable expense under the local activities 

Math and Science $300,000,090 minimum, subject to waiver Same as previous year, subject to waiver 

Unique provisions 

'----

- National Writing Project 
- Mink's sabbatical program .' 

'----

- TOPS program 
- Prohibits Secretary from mandating national 
certification or teacher test 
- Allows private, religious, and home schools to 
participate 

~ 



Additional Views - H.R. 1995 

Teacher Empowerment Act 


Rep; Tim Roemer 

Rep. Rush Holt 


Teacher quality is one of the most important factors in the education of a child. A good 
teacher makes all the difference in the world to a student. We must be able to ensure that any 
individual who steps in front of a class or group of students is highly qualified and prepared to 
teach in their classroom. 

Teachers must receive a high quaiity education at our institutions of higher education, or 
through a rigorous and intensive alternative route to certification. Once in a school teachers must 
receive support and mentoring from experienced teachers and others who can help with the 
transition to the real world of teaching. Teachers must continue their education and professional 
development through effective, research-based 'methods of improvement that improve their skills. 

Both H.R. 1995 and the Democratic Substitute represent significant progress in bringing 
Democrats and Republicans together on education reform. Both bills go a long way in advancing 
the dialogue and presenting important answers to difficult questions. It is significant that in the 
Committee's discussion of these measures, both sides agreed on the importance of the issues 
facing us on teacher quality, reducing class size in the early grades, and sustained professional 
development. 

However, neither bill is sufficient at this stage. Both contain strong elements, and both 
have their deficiencies. There is a strong likelihood that by working together in a bipartisan 
manner, we can merge the strengths of the two bills . 

. A strong bipartisan bill will promote the significant importance of having a highly 
qualified and well trained individual in front of the classroom. A strong bipartisan bill will 
promote flexibility to encourage districts and States to reduce class size in the early grades when 
they have the classroom space and high quality teacpers to make such a program work. A strong 
bipartisan bill will also promote high quality preparation for new teachers, and encourage 
ongoing professional development for experienced teachers. A strong bipartisan bill will require 
States and local districts to invest in math and science training so that our teachers are prepared 
to lead the way to the 21 st Century, recruit new teachers from all walks of life through the 
expansion of the Troops to Teachers program, encourage professional development for 
principals, and hold States and local districts accountable for improved student academic 
achievement and teacher quality. 

The elements now exist to develop a strong bipartisan bill that will improve professional 
development and(recruitment efforts for our teachers. Working together as Democrats and 
Republicans, we must increase the opportunities for teachers and the students that they teach. No 
greater task lies before us than working together to improve our education systems. We are 
obligated to ~ork together towards that end. 



To: TR 
From: David 
Re: Teacher bill 
Date: 7/13/99 

Attached is a copy ofHR 1995 as passed by the Education and Workforce Committee, 
and a side-by-side analysis of both Republican and Democratic versions of the bills. There have 
been significant changes subsequent to the markup which are not reflected in either the bill or the 
side-by-side. 

Also attached is a copy of the Additional Views that you and Rush Holt submitted for the 
. record, commenting on the mark-up hearing on the teacher bill. 
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Earlier this summer, MVU tcsted the 
program. About 670 students enrolled in 
classes ranging from microbiology to 
music appreciation. 

Credits transfer to most of the state's 
major institutions and are not labeled as. 
Intemet classes on transcripts. 

"These classes are on par with any 
offered on a campus," Subbarao said. For 

example, the University of Michigan 
recently accepted an English class from 
Subbarao's class for its full three credits. 

There arc drawbacks, however. 
"You really have to keep yourself 

motivated and disciplined enough to get 
on-line and do the work." Fornal said. 

Instructors also have conc:ems, such as 
the added work for them. 

Where docs all this leave the future of 
teaching and education at the 
conventional campus? 

The virtual classroom is not 
considered a threat to real schools. 

"I don't think that the physical campus 
will disappear. This is just another option 
for students," said Subbarao .• 

14. Richmond Times Dispatch 
July 23,1999 

City schools scores erode 
Some principals to be fired or moved 

uy ROBIN FARMER 
Times-Dispatch Staff Writer 

Not one Richmond Public School met 
the state's eventual accreditation 
requirement on the latest round of 
Standards ofLeaming tests. 

Overall, most schools had more gains 
than losses. But some had significant 
drops in scores, prompting 
Superintendent Albert Williams to say 
some principals will "be let go" before 
school reopens. 

Sources say at least two elementary 
school principals will be reassigned. if 
not fired, and at least three high school 
principals next month will be put on 
notice that the scores must improve next 
year. 

"Our principals have to be 
instructional leaders." Williams said 
during a special School Board meeting 
held yesterday to examine the scores, 
which arc the fmal results. "It's no longer 
fashionable," Williams said. to make sure 
the buses are on time and that lunch is 
served. At schools where scores dropped 
significantly "we have to take whatever 
steps we need to take." 
. Board members said they would back 

up Williams' on the hard personnel 
decisions. "We have accepted mediocrity 
for so long and we can't continue to do 
so," said member Bill Midkiff after the 
meeting. "We can't continue to do that 
and he knows it If he doesn't hold his 
people'S feet to the fire we shall certainly 
bold his feet to the fire." 

Midkiff said Williams expressed 
concerns about some principals last year. 
He had the board's support to change 
them then, but Williams decided to give 
the principals another year, Midkiff said. 

As to the test results, "They're 
depressing,II Midkiff said.' "It's hard to 
get enthusiastic when 40 [percent) to SO 
percent of our kids passed • . . and SO 
[percent] to 60 percent failed." 

Of ille district's 52 schools, six arc 
close to meeting the accreditation 
requirement, which calls for 70 percent 
of students to pass tfte sla'.e mandated 
tests. (The exceptions are third-grade 
history and science, in which only '0 
percent of pupils must pass). 

Schools that officials say arc close to 
meeting the accreditation mark next year 
are: Fox, Fisher, Munford and 
Southampton elementary schools; 

Binford Middle; and Richmond 
Community High School. All 46 
Richmond students enrolled in the 
Governor's School passed their SOls .. 
The Governor's School draws top" 
students from across the region. 

Schools with significant declines in 
test scorcs include: Blackwell, Cary, 
Fairfield. FranCis, Patrick Henry, 
Maymont, Swansboro and Whitcomb 
elementary schools; . . Elkhardt, 
Henderson, Minnis and Thompson 
Middle schools; and Franklin Military, 
Kennedy and Jefferson high schools. 

"We've got a lot ofwark ahead of us," 
Board Chairman Mark EmbJidge said. 
"We were hoping that at a minimum each 
school would show an increase in each 
one of the test scores. While we have a . 
handful of schools that have a very good 
chance ofbeing accredited next year, we 
have a number of schools that went 
backward. 

"We hope the superintendent explains 
to US why we had these schools that went 
backward . . . and what the 
administration plans to do to makes sure 
each one of the schools is accredited by 
the year 2007.... . 

--7 15. Philadelphia Inquirer 
July 23. 1999 

Teaching, learning at the same time 
"Literacy interns" will target reading - and reduce student-teacher ratios. 

By Susan Snyder School District has attracted an teacher. 
INQUIRER STAFF WRITER unexpectedly high number of More than 1,500 people inquired 

In a highly competitive teacher applicants from varied backgrounds in about working as a "literacy intern" in 
recruitment market, the Philadelphia the search for a new kind of classroom kindergarten and first-grade classrooms 
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this fall. And more than 900 ended up 
applying for 265 available positions. 
Those selected met the minimum 
requirement: a bachelor's degree in a 
field other than teaching and a desire to 
do the job. They are spending part of the 
summer attending a nine-day training 
institute - a crash course, if you will 
- in how to teach young children to read 
and write. Kindergarten through third 
grade is considered to be an ideal time to 
make sure that students are reading on 
grade level. This could help them 
succeed in the rest oftheir schooling. 

Among the interns is Eileen Thiel, 46, 
a former bank trust.administrator who 
will take about a SO percent pay cut to . 
fulfill what she sees as a more 
worthwhile cause. "I felt this was such a 
good thing - teach young children to 
learn how to read and give them a good 
start in life - that I'm willing to give all 
that up," said Thiel, the fonner PNe 
bank executive who will cam nearly 
$28,000 as a literacy intern and commute 
daily from Hatboro to Bregy School in 
South Philadelphia. 

Others include: 
Faith Laubenheimer, 2S, who wasn't 

sure what she wanted to do with her life 
but thinks she may find the answer in 
young, moldable minds. 

Marian Eikerenkoctter, 49, an 
assistant pastor and former medical office 
manager who wants to help city children 
excel. 

Kealy Dangerfield. 3S, a stay-at-home 
mother and former welfare caseworker 
who wi1l send her twins off to 
kindergarten in September and is ready 
for something else. 

Kin Ly, 21, who has painful memories 
of struggling to read in elementary 
school and now wants to help other 
children overcome such barriers. 

The interns wi1l be paired in 

classrooms with a certified teacher and 
charged with providing one-on-one and 
small-group instruction in literacy. The 
district is paying them with federal funds 
specifically targeted at reducing class 
size. Philadelphia docsn't have the space . 
to create more classrooms - or enough 
certified teaching candidates to fill 
existing vacancies - so officials opted 
to reduce the teacher/student ratio from 
about 1-30 to 1-15 by placing the literacy 
interns in existing classcs. ]n addition to 
the summer training by the Philadelphia 
Education Fund, an independent 
nonprofit group that supports school 
district reform efforts, the new teachers 
will get support when the school year 
begins from their partner teachers, roving 
contingents of master teachers in the 
district's Teaching and Learning 
Network, as well as a core of retired 
teachers and university eduCBtors who' 
will serve as part-time adjunct professors. 
City education officials say the model 
may be the long-term answer to solving 
the teacher shortage that often fmds the 
district starting the school year with 
vacancies. It taps another pool, draws the 
recruits into the teaching arena and gives 
them crucial early support. "We have the 
opportunity to really get this righ"" said 
Barbara Moore Wi1Iiams, director of the 
Teaching and Learning Network. The 
priCe tag for the training and support for 
literacy interns stands at nearly $2 
million - which comes from the more 
than $12 million in federal funding 
earmarked for the district's program. The 
interns will teach under emergency state 
certificates. To qualify, they mu:rt 
complete nine credits this year, six of 
which wi1l be fulfilled through their 
attendance at the institute, a two-week 
internship at a summer school, and other 
training. They also must be enrolled in a 

teaching certification program. About 70 
percent are recent college graduates 
while others are switching careers. 
Roughly 70 percent are female, and 45 
percent white, 40 percent African 
American, 10 percent Latino and S 
percent Asian. Some have minor 
experience in schools, such as volunteer 
work. Dane Watts, 30, has done more 
than that. He was a. teacher, though not 
certified, at a private school in 
Philadelphia "I was plarming to go back 
to graduate school for teaching. This 
allows me to do that at the same time," 
said Watts, who has a bachelor'S in 
history from University of Pennsylvania 
and who served as an aide to former U.S. 
Sen. Harris Wofford. Kealy Dangerfield, 
who has a bachelor'S degree in 
communications from West Chester 
University, likes the program's support. 
"We'll be .mentored and worked with, 
which is a real plus, rather than going 
into a classroom cold," Dangerfield said. 
In the institute, interns are leaming 
principles such as eliciting students' 
knowledge about a book topic before 
reading it They are also learning about 
child development "This is really 
positive for new teachers. It gave me 
confidence," said intern Heather Gladish, 
24, who completed the training earlier 
this month. Her mother, Marie Louise 
Gladish, a teacher at A.B. Day School in 
the Martin Luther King cluster, is excited 
about being paired with a literacy intern 
(not her daughter) in her classroom this 
fall. She said it's difficult for one person 
to give as many as 30 youngsters enough 
attention. "I'd have different centers 
s;oing on in the classroom and I'd wind 
up running back and forth.·· she said. 

"It's a shame that all tl-e teachers in 
Philadelphia can't have this experience," 
Gladish said .• 

16. Baltimore Sun 
July 23, 1999 

Stokes calls reducing class sizes a priority 
15 pupils per teacher is candidate's goal 

By Gerard Shields Sun Staff improve math and ~ing scores. grades one through three. 
In 'a campaign pledge yesterday, Stokes made the statement while Stokes, who sat on the city school 

Baltimore mayoral candidate airl F. appearing outside Mount Royal board for two years before stepping 
Stokes said he would work with the city Elementary and Middle School, where down to run for mayor in December, 
school board to reduce elementary class class-size cuts are credited with took credit for helping to initiate the class 
sizes to 1S students in an effort to increasing math and reading scores in reductions from 29 to 21 pupils in the 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: Bruce Reed 
'White Hou.ore Office ofDoIllestic Policy 

FROM: Alexis L. Schuler 
Office ofSenaIOr Patty Murray 
2021224-0223 

DATE; April 14, 1~99 

RE: Proposed 'WhiteHouse Press Conference on Reducing Class Size 

Proposed Media Event 

National Vihite House press conference on the afternoon ofApril 29, 1999 to announce new 
results from a long-term study conducted in Tennessee public schools, announce Senator 
Murray's legislation to auihOri7..c a six-year effort to help local school di::;tricts hire 100,000 new 
teachers and emphasize the administration's cJa'Ss Si7.e reduction initiative. The study'::; results 
clearly demoDsrraie the long-term benefits to students who attended smaller class sizes in the 

"early g.rades. J 

Message 

Investing in education must be.ft national priority. According to STAR Researcher Alan Kreuger. 
reducing class sizes in the early grades is one ofthe most cost~e1Tective ways to improve . 
education,. particularly for minority and economicaJly disadvantaged students. Congress should 
authori:z.e a six-year effort to hire 100.000 new teachers. Research proves that children who 
attend small classes benefit t:broughout their lives: 

Partieipanu 

President Bill Clint<?n 

Vice-President AI Gore 

Secretary ofEducation Richard Riley 

Senator Patty Murray \ . 

Elementary School Teacher 

Researchers~ . . . 


, Helen Pate-Rain. Chait, Health & Education Research Operative Services, Inc. (HEROS) 
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Jayne Boyd-7..aharias. Director, (HEROS)· 

Alan B. Kreuger, Princeton University 

C.M. Achilles. Eastern Mic.bigan Univernty Professor 

BaCkgronnd 

In i 985, the Tennessee Staie Legislature approved $12 mi11ion 'dollars for Dr. Helen Pate-Bain to 
COllQ.yct th~ Sty~tIT~h~ A~hieY~ment RatiQ (STAR) Proj~ct. The sm!iy cQmp~-.i "',;m!iemic 
achievement ofmore than 6,000 Tennessee primary school children (K-3) who were randomly 
assigned to smal1 classes (13-17 students)~ regular-sized classes (22-25 students) or regular-sized 
classes with :full-time teacher aides. The results of t~i~ early study consistently favored small 
classes. 

Subsequent follow-up studies WeJX conducted through the HEROS non-profit research agency. 
Preliminary anaIysi~ ofthe da:ta demonstrates thal students frow small cllilSses ill the early grades: 

• 	 had higher SAT scores 

• 	 enrolled in more college-bound courses (e.g., foreign languages, advanced math 
and science) . . 

• 	 had bigher grade-point averages 

• 	 had fewer discipline problems 

• 	 were less likely to drop out of school 

Discussion 

The findings ofthis study, which strongly support the President's class size initiative, give him. 
an opportunity to refocus the attention of ap. Americans in tlris impo~t en,deav~r. Beca~c this 
study was conducted in the Vice-President's home state .of~cnnessee, 1t offers him an excellent 
opportunity to talk about his plans for improving education 10 the 21st century nnd the 
impo:rtance ofthe effort to hire 100,000 newteacht:I"S and reduce class size in the e.'1.r1y grades. 

During the debare on the Ed-Flex legislation, th~ issu: ofre~ucin~ class size became ~ focus of 
the discussion. The next vehicle for this lebrisIatlOn., ESEA, IS unlikely to be ~en up III t1;1e 
Senate untH the late surnmer. at the earliest. In the meantime, the release of thlS research data 
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all0\\;'S us 1.0 continue the conversation about reducing class size; 

The STAR schools project is widely respected amung educators across the country. Raising the 
visibility ofits findings through a demonstration of the administration's support will increase the 
pressUJ:'e on the Republicans to support the initiative to hire 100,000 new teachers. 
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Health &Education Research 

Operative Services, Incorporated 


213 C:umbwltznd J),.ivt:, LJ:Nnon, 7i!nncIs"",,,,37087 
6151449-1Y04, FAX 615-444-#26 

February 25. 1999 

The Honorable Senator Patty Murray 

The Honorable Senator Edward M. Kennedy 

173 RusseU Building 

Washington. DC 20510 


Dear Senators Mu'!BY and Kennedy: 

We are wrfting to endorse your "Class Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Act of 1999." As 
the founder and a principal investigator of STAR (Pate-Bain) and the senior research 
associate with STAR since 1986 (Boyd-Zaharias), we can say with full confidence that the 
findings of this landmark study fully support class-size reduction. . 

HEROS. a nonprofit research agency which we established in 1996 is the primary source for 
Project STAR follow-up studies. We have continued to collect data on the children who 
participated in STAR. As of last June most students from this cohort had completed high 
schooL At the end of their 10tn grade year, Elizabeth Word. who was the State appointed 
Director of STAR, joined HEROS'team to conduct a follow-up pilot study.. This small study 
helped us to determine what types of data we could collect on these students. We are 
currently attempting to collect information ,related to their high school achievement (type of 
diploma, GPA, retentions. etc.) We hope to complete analyses on these data this summer. 

The results from the pilot study were encouraging. These data showed more students from 
small classes had enrolled in college-bound courses (e.9 .• foreign languages, advanced math 
and science). and had higher grade point averages than stUdents who attended regular or 
regular-aide classes. Findings also suggested that small-clas$ students progress through 
school with fewer special education classes. fewer discipline problems. lower school ,dropout 
rates, and lower retention rates than their peers who had attended regular-size and regular
size classes with full-time teacher aides. 

There is now good evidence that children learn most during the first three years of life. In 
aligning with this research, it makes sense that the first years of school are also the most 
Important years of a student's educational career. STAR and other sound research <.e.g .. the 
SAGE project in Wisconsin) show that your class-size act will help ch~ldren a~ro~s thiS 

country obtain the foundation they need to succeed in school. and ultimately In life. 
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Your Act is supported by research. by parents, and by educators_ Of course there will be 
some who don't understand the research or grasp the value of smaller classes. One of the 
most outspoken critics of class-size reduction is Eric Hanushek. In an effort to help him 
understand our research findings we shared our data set with him and allowed him to 
conduct his own analyses_ However, he still does not seem to understand ,the study nor the 
importance of the findings. We believe, as Gerald Bracey has pointed out that Hanushek's 
research methods are not sensitive or sophisticated enough to measure the true 'effects of 
dass size. We are confident in the results of our study. and for every 1 outspoken critic we 

. have, at least 4 strong supporters. Some notable constituents include Frederick Mosteller, 
Professor Emeritus of Statistics at Harvard, Alan Krueger Bendheim Professor of Economics 
at Princeton, Professor Donald Or1iah of Washington, and Professor J.D. Finn, State 
University of New York at Buffalo. 

\'t/e are encosing several documents which we hope will be beneficial to your work in passing 
the "Class Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Act of 1999". Please feel free to C<?ntact us 
for any further information you might need- ' 

Sincerely, 

J 

- . /'\ ~1 ;!, .a'
,,,\ ,: I I f n '1-, U/~~~, v~· '-_ Vft 

Helen Pate-Bain. Ed.D. 
Chair 

~~,~ Boyd-Zaharlas, Ed.D. 
, Director' 

Enclosures 
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Febrwiry 26, 1999 

The Honorable Senator Patty MunDY 
The Senator Edward M. KeD.Jltldy 

I have done research on the ~DOmif: and c:dnr:ationrdbencfits of smalJer cl~ siZes since 1990, [a 
writing to summarize some of my researc::h fmdiQgs thai are most relevant for the "Cll:lSi Si: 
Reduction and Teacher Quality Ad. of 1999." Pl~ repel free to contact me if you would like further 
info~ation concerning the :findings that I SlJtI:J.t2l8riz below, or a copy of the un.dedying research 
studies, , 

• I believe the most compelling avic1enc;;e on the effect-of class size on student test ~IXJTeS is derived 
from the Tenn~c,n; Project STAR c::xperimcnt. nus smdy l11Ddomly assigned 11.600 ~tudcnts and 
their teaohers to three types of classes begin;ng ici me 1985..S6 school year: small classes (13 .. 17 
students), regular-siz.e classes (22-25 ~)"aIu:l reguiar-size classes vvith a. teacher's <side. The main 
conclusions that J and others have drawn from ~ the STAR data. are: (1) on avetage, perfot111.W'lCe 
on stJm~~ increased by 4 pen::entile pointB by the and of the first yew students am:nded a small 
class... irrespective ofthe grade. in whidI the studt:m:fhst d.c:ndcd B small class; (2) after initial assignment 
to a small ~, student pc:f~~ by about ODe :peRlentile point per year relative to those in 
r:egular..s:izc cl:asses; (3) teacher mdes have UWe or no e~ on 9tUdent achievement; (4) c:la.ss size bas Ii 
larger effect on n:...t. SCOleS far mioo:ri1y sn,Qcuts III:Id for'tho:>e on free lunch. My research has found that 
attrition and transitions ~ class types dld. not invalidate the experiment's rnaitl conclu:sions. For 
policy purposes.. these results suggest that ~ elasr.; -size. in the early gndes' for at least one y~r -~ 
~y for minority or lQw-mQOmc students - gem;rate6 the most bwlg for the buck, 

.. Tam cWTently involved in a lQng-1mmfoIIow llf -of the subjects of the STAR experiment. Students 
who moved along, on pac;e would lmvc bccil bipl!I(;hool seniors last year. For these students. I was 
able to link infonnation fiom the ACT and SAT exams to the STAR dzdabase. My preliminm:y results 
indicate that students who were assipcd to small dasses in grades K-3 WeN more likely to take either 
the ACT or SAT exam tbun were students 'Vibo were aasigned to regular-s:i:t.e classes. The attached 
figure displays :tesult& for vQfious groops of~, Il'or black stUdents, the difference in test-taking 
ta1l.."S- was sUbstantili1: 32.~1o of black 'stUdents assi,gned to regUlar-size classes took one of the college 
cnmmcl: C::Xl:~rns. whgo<;aS 40.2% of those a.ssI.gaed to s:mall classes tnok one of the coUege en1l'l!nce 
e::!UUl11!1. Indeed, reducing class siZe for black students c;;losel1 nearly two-thir~ of the: gal' in the 
college-rest-taking rates betv.reen black artd:"wb.i12 studcllts in regular-size classes. Moreover. my 
n::sults indicate that despite the 22% mQteaSe in thc.n1,lmber of black student..q in small classes who took 
the ACT OT SAT exam, there was no djminutioft in their avemg~ performance on the exmn. OveJ"all, 
43,6% of students who 'W~I: assigned to suUill classes'took the ACT or SAT exam, whill!l 40.0% of 
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students assignQd to regwar·siz.e classes toOk: the cx.a.m; the 3.6 pen:entagc point diffeifenlial was highly
sta:tisticaJ.ly sigllificant. . ... 

• Some have criticized tho STAR ~cm~Usc it is argued that test scores did not rise each 
year students were in a smaJi claises. But this g;iticiSl'D mikes me· as offthe mark becaUse the Students 
\11&0 we:re assigned to SlD.a1l cl856:es"had I.asti.ng benefits from tru;:ir UIlProvcd learning environments, 
regardless of whether the benefit increased ~ yea.r they were in a small class. Othet's h~vc lU'gued 
thnt the results of the; STAR experiment S1aD.d in contrast to 11 massive l;ter.a1Dre that overwhelmingly 
11nds that cla.-.s size does nat· affect stwlemt acbievement. Again. 1 think: this criticism is nol 
compelling. Indeed, a careful snalySis indi.~ 1hat IliUcb gf the previous literature nn c}a'!'s size is 
consistent with the .o:sults of the STAR ex.periinent. The st::oond attached figure displays 95% 
~onfidence intervcS1s from 25 estimates in the l.itss.tu(e that provided :mffic:ieo.t detail to calculate such 
intervals. In essence, these confidence intCl'v8Is display.the range ofpossible £lndings from each study 
that would not be rejected by a statistical test' at the 5% level. The figure ruso indicates m¢ ¢ffect sb:e: 
(in standard deviation units) found by the STAR. ~erim~1. The flgure -makes cl~nr that the findings 
in the past liter:ature are not very ~; most studies CSJmot rule out a wide range of effects of class 
Si7..e on achievemont. Moreover, half' of the previous studies contain the effect !ri7.e found from the 
STAR experiment in their 9:5% confidem:e interval. In view of the better design of the: STAR 
experiment than previous studies, I would ~ much mon= 'wlO7ight on the: STAR experiment. 
Nonetheless. it is reassu.ring to note that 8 .:arefW summary of the past literature by Larry Hedges of 
rhe UniverSity uf Chicago c::oncludr:St "the d~ are more consistent with a pattern that includes at leas I 
some positive relation 'bctwcl:ll dollars spent on ecluc;ation and output" than with a pattern of no effects 
or negative effects." 

. . 
• A:finaI point ~ 1 would empbasi7e is that ndsing test scores should not be the final goal of the 
edUc:f1tionai system. Sbm~ tests provido at best an imprecise indicator of the efficacy of our 
eduQtional system. It is importu.D.t to c:waluate the cffect.Qtreducing class size on outcomeB in addition 
to test scores. In a 1996 survey artide (,'Labor Market Effects of Sch~l Quality: ThfJ~l:Y and 
Evidence," published mDoes Money Matte,.? ediUld by Gary Bunless, Brookings .Press) Davld Card 
.and I found rlutt mDst studies in the literu.ture have found that increasing expenditures per student. or 
reducing class size. is associated wid!. higher. ~ for ~nts when they subseq~ntly ente: the 
labor market. The·average study has found mat I'41Sm8 expenditures pt::r :itudent by lO~ is associated 
with 1~5% higher earnings for students over ~ lifetime. 

I hope you find this summary ofuse. 

Two figures enclosed. 

http:I.asti.ng
http:sta:tisticaJ.ly
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February 28, 1999 

The Honorable Senator Patty Murray, WA 

The Honorab Le Senator Edward M. Kennedy, M:A 


Dear Senators Murray a:nd Kennedy; 

Thank you both for caring about young students in America's s~}looIs. Educators 
. and parents have long known about a "class-size effect" in schooling. 

As one of the four principal investigators of the STAR experiment and ::l person 

who has c~n~ucted cl~s-size research since' 1984, I am heartened that policy person'" 

are reeognJzmg and usmg the powerful STAR results. Constituents in both of your 

states have reviewed and praised the STAR study. 

The large (over 11,000 students), longitudinal education experiment (STAR) 

conducted in Tennessee, 1985.1989, its continuing analyses. and other studies have 

scientmC'..alIy substantiated this class-si7..E effect and its benefits. 


Professor Di::mald Orlich (Washington) commeuted abo~t STAR in Illg Kappan 

(1991, April) as follows: 


The study lasted for four years and. in my opinion. is the most significant 
educational research done in the US during the past 25 year.;. (p.632). 

After a year-long review of STAR, Professor Emeritus P,Mostelle[' at Harvard 
said in The Future of Children, (1995),5 (2) that; 

... the Tennessee class size project, ... illustrates the kind and 
magnitude of research needed in the field of education to strengthen 
schools (p. 113).... it is important that both educators and policy makers 
have access to its statistical information and understand its implieations. 
(p. 126). 

Wisconsin's SAGE project has demonstrated student gains similar to STAR's, 
Governor Thompson has ineluded funds to expand SAGE in his budget. Michigan has 
instituted a pilot class-size reduction effort. In spite of its hurried implementation~ . 
California's class-size reduction (CSR) is already showing positive student academIC 
gains. Texas, Tennessee. Utah, Neva.da. and other states :Ire. joining international, 
efforts Ruch as in British Columbia and The Netherlands. Wtthout fnnfare and natIonal 
cOlnmissions. lhe states are leading in using erlur..ation resea.rch tu irnprove schools 1'01' 

small children. but they need the help that the mur.h needed "Class Size Reduction and 
Teacher Quality Act of 1999~ can provide them. Research on class ~i7..e shows what 
class sizes are appl"opriate for young learners and what cls!';s sizes let teachers leach 
effectively. Indeed, what research supports the large dass sizp.s we now h,ave for . 
:schools? What do the following havt:! in common: horne schoohng, P.xduslve pnvale 

C. 1\1. Acl:ldlUG page 

mailto:sneclcle@yahoa.L"Om
mailto:achillec@fcae.acast.nova.cdu
mailto:charles.achilles@emich.edu
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schools, special classes, special projects. apprenticeships, etc? What education 
improvemenL relies on larger classes? . 

The benefit:5 of small classes are the ARCD's of Quality: Improved achievement 
for a1;1 ~tu~enr: in Academics,.Behavior (fewer discipline problems). Citizenship. . 
(partIclpation In school) and Development (e.g., reduction in special education 
problems). Smi111 classes provide Equality: All students get the same treatment. More 
importantly. small classes offer Equity: Those students who need the benefits of smttU 
dasses and individWll attention most get the largest benefits. Wenglinsky's (1997) 
national study found: , . 

In other words. fourth graders in sma1Ier-than-average classes are about a . 
half a year ahead of fourth graders in larger-than-average dasses (p. 24).:. 

) 
The largest effects seem to be for poor students in higIl-cost arcas. (p.25). 

Some non-educa.tors argue that cIa:ss size does not make a difference, but they 
typically use pupil-teacher ratio (PTR) data to criticize class-size results. CLASS SIZE 
AND PTR ARE NOT THE SAME, and arguments using these as synonyms arp- flawed. 
Class size is the number of children in a teacher's room dRily and for whom the teacher 
is accountable. The PTR is generated by dividing the number of stud.mts. usually at one 
site. bya.Il educators or eVen adults who serve thc site, including administratorI':, 
counselors, special teachers, etc. Class size is often 10 or more than the PTR. Class-size 
change does help student:s in many ways; PTR change does not much influence student 
outcomes. ([his may explain the poor 'results of Title I). 

Adults must speak for young children by developing sound education policies. 
What if kids voted?' (See attachment). Does anyone believe that they'd vote for larger 
cla~s:es? Small classes are a direct benefit to each young chUd. All who attend small 
classes benefit from them, and the benefits are reciprocal for teachers: students. and 
parents. 

Just as the l.arge Framirigham I-Ieart Study has ehanged the 'health knowledge 
and habits of many adults, so may smaller classes be education's equivalent of better 
health. Project STAR and its legacies have provided more than 15 years of solid class
size data. These data should become part of thc ba:::;e for RducatiQn policy. 

ClalSti-size researchers could pre05ent ioformation to policy makers at the Fl::!deral 
level. The a~ailable studies and positive evidence of class-size benefits are large and 
growing, and access to the latest information cou:d help poli:y ~akers develop well 
informed education policies. Small classes constltute' educatIOn s IRA for young 
students, tUld for adults. We welcome the opportunity to support your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

C~,/?! t4'~;--;;:> 
c. M. Achilles 
Profp.ssu[' 

CMA: jw

ATTACHMENTS: "Wha.t: jf Kids Voted?M . 


Two Tables of class-size results from 

Aohilles (in Press) ~t's Put IGds FirSt, Finally. 


C M, Achilles pae~ ~ 
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Project· S TAR 
'TI-JE TENNt::SS~E STUDENT/TEACHER ACHIJ;.VEMEN' "AIIO STUDY' 

Baclc.gro4n~ & 1999 Update 

WHATIS STAR?: 
• 	 A lar~t.':-l<ctllc:, lU1Jr-y~r, lonSltudinal. e,.perimlllnlili stuLly of r~dL\Ccd ch.:ss lSi7,c,. thnJ i!'i L;nn.sid~.:.d .lonL~ 


of the 1l1Ost impOTtl:t-nt eUUCi1lionar, jnv,:~stjgntiolls ever cunied nt.ll und i1hlsr.r~n01S tho killd ~:md l1lagnil,l.Idl;! 

ofJ'cst:JU'ch nC::l!ded in tho fidd of ticiucation t,l sLTt::!nf"tthun schools," I):'rcdel'ick Mo~tdlel\ rrolbsstlr ' 

Elllllll'ilur; ur M,uhamatical StatisLics lt~ Hm-vilrd University (Slllntller/Fall 19£)5), Thf! I·).~tlln: (~j' , 

Childrttn: ('rilic41I,If,\'Ut:."./ilr Childr~n tmd V()Ulh.~', 5(2), p. 1D-l27.J . 


• 	 Sound reseJ;U'Ch which "'lell'Vcs.no (jotlbt that small clugst;:~ have an a.dvl;\nta~c. over IlIrg~r I'.lla::;st:!oI in 

I'eudjng lind 1l1ftttt in the: early primary b'Tudc:s." IFinn, J, D" &. Achilles C. M. (1990, F~~II), ArulWl:rS 


.md ql1eBtjon~ abnUl class ~j"c;: t\ Sl~ltcwiC1c: cxpel'iment:. American Ec:Jucntional Rcsc~lrcl,'l.loul·t"u-1f, 

27(3), 557-577.,] .... . . 	 . 

• 	 ~ober( Slavin, Jolln l1opkim; Univ~1liiLY,Uf1 "ERA rC1:\CIDr. prajsed ~ro.iecl STARls dCHii:£11 ~tl1d 

integrity ,md f,:ulll!d i[ a '!""atcrsh~ event" in re~~Llf{;h, 


. 	 . 

HOW WERE STAR FUNDS OIJTAliVEfJ AND USeD?: . 
• 	 1-l1.~loJ1 Patc..Uain pl'esented Tt:mnt::ssec Legisll1tOrs wirh du~ positive l'cfluHs Irom I,aT c.1~I..:;s-si:r..c study 

that.had been c:nndUJ.;ted within one Metropolitan DavidsonCt}tm~y $cho(IL P.no-B.,hi obtflincd 1'1 $1.2 
milliun uul1lir Ic.l,t'islat.ivc appropriation t()complc:te ~TAR. Out L)f .$12 million. $ll,67'J,g7') were 
use" tOt [~achcJ' ~nd b::scher uide ~Il\rie~. . 

/ 

HOW WAS THE .sTAN STt)oy DESICNED7: 
• 	 All Tenne~~t:e ~chool!'i were invited 1:0 participate. . , ., . 
• 	 l~t'ICh ~hol)1 had Lo havo ~t laasl: one'of each 1,11' lilt! thrc:-e clas~ lyp~~: small (13 to 17 St.UdelltS), 

r~g.lJlar (22-26 stl)dents). an(ll'eguluT with a full-tIlTU,' toachc\' f:liclc (22-26 s~udellt!i) f(;r the wHhin 

f,-:chonl design. . . 
• 'ihe SNdy included 79 schools in 42 Systl.1fllS which rel:!lJ.lla:::d in nvtIT 6.000 stLlt:lon[S per graau lovl~1. 

.. Schnnl:..: from inn~-city;'rurfll, urban. and suburban InDt~1iul1s wt!lr~ include,1 in rhc QXPrJrim~lL 


.. All sl~ld~nLs (md [I!achcrs were raildomly I:lJisi~n~t.lltl lhcil' c.:h1::iS ~ypc. . 


WHAT WERE THE MAIN FINDINGS FROM ST.I4R?: , . 

'. At euch gnluc;: it:>;vcl (K:-3)~ and across an !';ch(\(\l jl,la;atium:, the ~l11ull cl~'U'~IJ~ m;il~o tbo lUL!t\u~t ~~I;\.rc.s 


fIn the m,:uTn-I'efel'enced Swnford AJ.:.hievemenl Tc:lsr (SAT'} ~In(j rile crirenoJl-rt::1el'cnc,ec.i BaHle :-:kllls 

Fij's[ Test (llSF). TheISt: rt::suill-i wen:. hoth ~tatif<ticallyand cc\ucationfl.l.\y Yig,'\HicHl1l. . 


STAR Math Percentile RanKs.ST AR ReaQ1f19 Percentilu Ranks, 
Kindergarten - Grado 3, 1985-1989Kindergarten" Grade 3,'1986'!"1989 

70 - - •.. _-.' _._-_.' -"] 

• Small 

• 	 Regular 

o Regular/Aide 

http:lell'Vcs.no


, 04/14/99 16:06 1;}0 
~012 

~ILE' No. 699 04/12 '99 15:26 ID:NEA GOV," RELATIONS 20'2 822 7309.... 	 PAGE :3 

WHA T WERE OTHER IMPORTANTFINDINCS FROM STAR? 
• 	 The Greatest Gains C)n the SAT were Du.u:fe ill fnnt:r-Cily ~mall eJ[tSsc.s, 
• 	 The HigllOS,1 SCO!L'!S on the SAT and BSF were made in Runt! Snmll chl.~scs. . 
• 	 Tile CLl~SSCS that scon:d in lh" LOp I0% on the SAT 'Tot,)1 RI:.. dinlt ~lrC identified as I'bllllw:-;; 


18 of the LUp 33 classes were small in Kini.l~rYi.1rtcfl. 

22 ofrhc top 34 classc!' werr:: smAll in First Urade, 

23 of the top 34 cIQS~$ wate small in SecomJ ('rrat1~. 

25 "I' Uw LOp 32 classes were sOlull in Third Grado, 


• 	 ~nllt::r-Cily (PrG-domjna.n~ly Minurity) !itl.ldr.::nts in small cla.."i~t:.~ UIWUyK llutsCtJfed inner-city tll:udenl:-: 
In regular' al~ regularhl1Qe t::.1;:tsscs. This sl'Igge.<.;L'i Lhal fimall classes arc very bl:.l1dicilll Ln minflrily 
~llldcnts, Non-f'ree r,l.Jn{~h Min'.ritias in subUl"ban ::;m;.111 c.1;.t,o,;:'IL!s pctfonne:d as well tts NCln-I"rc~l 
Lllnch Whites. 	 .. 

• 	 The IidTQ~tivc tc<~bt:r rt;;::;i;:!:I.rch (Ruin, Wutc.l, Lintz, 19??) rr:ve"l~q r;~rlj.l.in [I..,,,ching pnlcticcs, 
characteTli.itic~. anti tAlmrnul'licatjon skills that. when cL)mbincd with small classei.i pl'nductl mUfti 
effccliyc l~l.1Tning: . 
·CI'I!:IlLivt:: Writing. Hands on E>rperiem.:e:;, L~u.rning Centers, Use ofManipl.lln~ivas 
• Guod Listener, Immediate }<'ee4ft'lm.:k, Monitoring, I)rcphlllfl.:d Im"tru~linn, Well On;.tlllizl:!d 
• A83Cftivc Discipline, lligh Rxpel.:;J..ation:;;. Peer Tutoring, Reteuchil1ij 	 
• Effective COlmnunicaLinn WiLh Pan:~·nts, Love orChildrcn . 
• r..nthusinsni. Flexibility. PUli~nct!> Sense nf HLImo! 


- Ability to o,!l'\[~I.blish effective cnmmuniclllioll with the hom£!. 

-Ability to itl'vo]ve the family in the! ec.luctnion ofthcir children.. 

• Ability to teach p.arenL<; ;'(')W to \ldur.:h their children . 
• Ability [("t make hume ",sits, 

WH4 T POLICY IMPLICIt T/ONS RESUL TEO FROM STAR?: 
• 	 Ttjnnc~sce's school finance pllll1, lh~ Ba...~ic Ed~lclltion J:'>lan, includes incent.ives It)}" schol)ll'Iyg~(:I(I::; [0 

reduce class Si7~ to 20 Of lewer studonts ill the efll'ly pril11u~'y gr~~~ (K-l). 
• 	 APPI'oximatcly 30 st:alcs acros5 the: U.S. lInc.l !:il! \I61'n1 Ihrcjgll c.outltrics have used tile STAR lin"lingt' 

to initiate steps toward smaller cla.'fKeli, 

WHA T IS THE CURRENTSTATUS OF PROJECTSTAR? _' 

The Tl:nncsscc Legislature and ptivuii: fU'-lnLiuti.()ns have f~ln'll.!d llUROS, Inc. t«:' cllrlduCL Ibllm'V-Llp 

studies throu~h the end nrlhe STAR stl,dems' high schoot~raduatiun IlI1d beyond. The l'till-scale stLlL1y 

nfthe entml flrsmall primary c:1asscs (K-J) un Inllg-1t:rm so~i~loutC(lrlleS illclucic:s I'csc:~rch I'eh\t~d to 

tllghcr education•.iuVCI'lilc d~l..Qnlil.ll"l and aclult prison rates, anq welf~u't: llnd employment ~uc;urjty. Thi!:l 

I'cscftrcn is sLilI in pruf::;T~:;'s. Pr.:!Jimimuy tlndings St1l.1W: ' 


• 	 iftt% small~ch:l.ss, ##% r.eg"Ular-clas!'l, &. ##% n~glllar/aide-dW:l1-! ::Ilnd61'Itel Ct";n1plotcd high schL:J(11 

, 1101l0T!> Rnglil'th CLIUn;I.!S. 


• 	 ##% small-L!IQ!o!s, ##% rl:~uh.lr-cluss, &. ##% rcgul"\L'/aide-clus~ :3buJeoLo.: c.umplt:.1cd ;:j foreign 

langua{.;t; l..:()urSI! dLllin~ high school. . . , . 


• 	 .##% srnu.ll-chl!ols. ftlJ% rcgula[-cll:iSs, &. ##% regular/aide-c!I\SS ~lLldc:nts completed advanced 

m~lthcmatics COl.ltse during high school. 


• 	 111'1 Wf15 the overt1.11 high schuol Grade Poil't AVerage (GPA) Ihr sll'1ul1-cll.1ss SlLlt.lufl[S; thu rU~\llm


c.lll$s'Students' GJ1A was 00. and the l'e~Uh.l.Hthre class students hi~d Iii Ci PA (If ##. 

• 	 #-/f'% ~mul1 class, ff#%1 regular-du.>il'C, anLl JI.II.% reg."llflr/aidc-clilS8 students ll-TuduIlL!::LI. frorll high 

school. . . . 
• 	 ##% or ::;rl'lall-c.:lass st4dc;;nt!!l rc:.c~iv~u an hOn.ors diplonia; ##% of I'egular-clui!illi :oILUdenlS I.I.ntl/#i%, \1J 


rcguli!'r/a.ide~cll:l.Ss studenlS 111so r~~l"cd M hOllors cliplomu. 

• 	 ##014, ul' t>m1lll-class studentl!i I't:ceived u l'I!~~llar/vQci.\tional high schooj diploma; ##% of l'l:l.\wlur-class 

:O:~tldcnts and fffl% ofregular/aidc-cl~~$ s[udants also I'.:c:eived U r~g;uh.\r/yut.:.ClLit~nul diplom~l. 

PRAFr 

http:rcguli!'r/a.ide~cll:l.Ss
http:overt1.11
http:small~ch:l.ss
http:r;~rlj.l.in
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• 	 #;7% ofsmaJl-c:lass NllIL1l'!nls rl)C(~ived a specinlldducaliol1 dipllJlllfl~ ##% f.)f ~1;~11~\r-c!ass stUdt:I11:StU1U 

~ orreguI3rlaiLfc-cl2!ss students ul~u received spccial cdUCtlLiun dipJoTllE}s. 


• 	 ##% ofsmall-class students received an aUt!nuancc diplom!l; ##'H, fl'I'·reJ,!,uhlf..ch~ss studt:llt.;:c untllJ.#/i!r, 

ofreguh~r/aidc·cJass students u.ll'Ill received an attenaonce diploma. 


• 	 #fi% of small~cluss students completed ehh~r Lhe ACT Allsesslll(:Jl,t Ol' Schola.stic Aptitude Test 

(SAT) college entEaDCe exams; ##%. llr rl!gular-i.:li:lss s~w:iC::l1l:s ~lllt.l #,#o/.) ('II" nJ£lil<lr/aide-clulS,s sludl.)nLs 

ul~() completed either the ACT or SAT. . 


• 	 11,' KRl!F..GER W,V'TS OTllr:·R ACT/SAT INJo'O. IT CAN 00 tU~REo 

!,'IEnos. Inc.. aMQunccd rel~ t,)Hhe nrsf P1lblic vel'si(lh Oflhr::: Project STAR small ChIKK-Ki:t.i.: rCHctll:ch 
d'Ltabi.~sc. The dutuf,u.....~ is acc(lSsiblc via the World Widi:. Web m www.tolalink.n~tI-h~rolli. 'IN~ web Sile al!;'j~ 
fci.1tures up-U1-lht"7-rninu[c information on the omciaJ ProjecT SJ'A I~ rl;lngi1.lldim,\ rc~allrch l'e:gult~. 

For ma" infannatian an Projoct STAR. please cantact: Jayne Boyd-Zaharias. Director, 

Health a Education Research Operative Servi&8s (HEROS), Inc., 


PO Bas: 1271. Lebanon. TN 37088-1271 

Phone: (615) 449-79Q4. FAX: (615) 449-7904, .,wnudl; b,~,~~)s((illl.!.li!t\jl'\r,.ne.t. 


Halen Pate-Sain, Chairporson:(334) 64D-701Z 

HEROS, Inc- is a 501 (c) (3) nonprofit organization. 

DKA~T 


www.tolalink.n~tI-h~rolli
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~I:l"" .~...,.'U 
'.I'b.. IIf!!.et. o~ Aca......., • 1IIIa11 m... ... ~•••~:&.y .,:0..... un eoll••• 

a.I.~"Dc. .I~ 


~ a ......... ....s D-:l.... N. Whit;..~.1 


.~iftQ.~D Uhiv.~.4~y. ,.. ... .. 

P~Qj8dtSTAR _as an a~.~i~G~ in ~~ 11,IOQ ~Cu4en~8 aDd ~h.t~ ~~Aabe~p i~ 
9t'lt.d.s k-3 "'U~Q ranc:rQlJlly •••I.P.-4 to a JiJM1l al••• (:1.3-17 at.'Iold.ntd', lr.g'U.1A&"~"j.llle 
s;:lndS [:a:a-:zs 1!It!\ldenc.).. OJ: ~...-.:i.1Ie ala•• with • J;.ell"hoZ' .:Lda witWIl ItO 
Tann(UUllel:S pUbJ.ic .choolB. 'rile ."'P.1'f;JIUIIlt. ~ w11:h Idnd.Z'S.~t;1IrL BE\USGftt.1iI in: ern. 
~985-BS dchoo1 ~~. ~t~ f~. vear•• ~~ etu4en~D wara r.~uZ'nad ~o zoegular
,,1•• Dl.c"UU~8 - ero:t.ei. .'l'M .elol4fNl,a:. ..", QlaV84 &loa.g on paea W~.1d hav. grAllluII"ell1 
from high sgl)gol 1ft ~b. 8pi.ftlr uf 15UII, 'ft) "t.nd.QO r:luI impact. of h.v!lng 
~&&andad • Bmall.ar o1aa. ~B .~~tary a.baGl UP .cu4an~8· ~Qn9.~arm .d~ca~~onal 
ou~cames. we a.k.d ~, Z~- and tDe COl1-a- ao.~d/.dY~~ianAl T••~ing Service 
to linK: i.nfC)1:18atian on ll1;h '.~J. ••Qiln" in ~ oJ.••• Qt 3.990 wh.c tClOK ch.c ACT 
or ~AT -.:am to lI:'&Clo:rd.8 chat. .. p~"" on ell. 11.1!i00 a~u.d..ntD flron't 5'roj.dt. $1'A.1l, 
r.~~l.as of ~.~. the rrQj.c~ .~ .t~~. ~..idad in 1918. ~h. ~~R~lting 
da~aQbSe con~~i~ ~nfo~t1on gn ~.e~~ pro~.ct 'T~ Q~Q4.nt. 1~ the ~l.~a Qf 
1.5I!il8 wrote a::l.tllEir t:h. A&:'f W ~T ....11'1, t:Iua.s.C' t:..8C .Go~e. and infClzma~:t.on f~oftl ~b. 
b~~~ro~d qu.s~iann.1~••tud&Qe. t111 o~t: .ban chllY taka e~ Act or BAT .~a~. 
TbiB is the £1rst da~~u. ~kat p.~t. • loD.f·t.~ ...minat1on ot th~ b.ba~!o~ 
iUlQ p,u:I!t:-b:i.gh acboel aiJgir.1il,C,icom. Qr: 1I'I'Ojaot II1.'AI. PAJ"t..ie1pan.e:II. Th~. axBcut;,VQ 

SWlTlll111%y d.e:lIIor:J.beB Ol.ar ia:l.t:.£al fiJ'l4iDEfll fOa:" ••tURpls ot" ypa:ra t:hen 'i coa ProjaOt: 
$TU. tu;:uciar.u::'51 who ,.,.,ra h ....,.h ."Beo~ .,-.aIDp :1n 1188. 

ipeoif1' lin41nga 

• Ofb- maiD X'••ul.t_ a:-• .tl-1Wltl'.1:..""'~ J'l~d 3., 'rId.• ·ft£l\ol&"a a:".rQ:r~s I:h. 5u!S'.I;'I;u~nt 
of st~~enea wbD ta~ .,ch.r ~D ACT D~ the saT .~m by the type DE ~l••s they 
--rB~g.~9PCq to .~e~ tb.1~ ~n'tia1 ~.~ &n P~oj.C& 8T~. The f~~~•••~e 
~.~D~teA for all .~~,. ~~..1ft.d, ro~ vbi'. and bl.~k etudents ooparacely, .nd 
fo~ ~c~~n~. who reQe~V~ ,~ D~ ~.duc.4-p~i~ 1unch In *t 1eaat ona y~"r in 
gra4tlllil k-l. For Uta en~;1.111 .....1•• I'~ 1 1D4:1.Clat•• that 43."lt cd! IiIta.d..~I:.• .,hel 
ware ~on~gned to 4 .mall cl••• ~a~ .iCba~ the ACT o~ 1~~,D~am, vbereau 4D.P' af 
eno." aauigned to & ~l.ar'-.'tII.c:¢.". tC!l!llC-on. of thQ 8311.Q11I.. an4 :I~. g, Df 1:;~C"ie 
••lIIi!!ina tl to • x-egq1a¥'-.i•• r.l1....1tll An .ida t::.Qolc\ CIne ot ph. 0 ..l1\li. Tho l. ~ 
pere.nt.ge point. bisha~ &••~-caktDa ~At. ,~ ell. a,~~.~t_ ae~~dn.s to .mal~ 
c14u'IIICUI ral.acive to Chell....Lpad tQ rafl'Ul.ilJ'-lIiz. cla•••• was oeatt11i1t.:f.olllly 
sigJri£ioanC at: tba . OS lev.l, ~"t 1."'8, t:t:.i. 4J.~I!.'t'.nga i. un~ikel.l' 1:0 t1.aV

ts 

occurre4 by cbance, 

lAJ.llft lU'uegaJ:" 1.. e.ba ......i.M BrDe•••I\t.. al! EloonownicD ADd. PIli:tUc A~~atr. ~t 
pri.:u:etcm T.JI'l1v.ra:l.e.y .nil .......J:"dh ".OCI:l.ae." 01: ~h. Wat:!CliHll. B\oIlL"••u al Scona,rd.o 
aeDU&%p~- Diana Wh~c~~. t. • 9~.d~.~••e.~d~c in the .C~~1CB De~.rt~p~ A~ 
pr~c~~=n'Dn!ver.ie.y, 

. ~', 

http:OCI:l.ae
http:pere.nt.ge
http:p,u:I!t:-b:i.gh
http:infClzma~:t.on
http:r.~~l.as
http:5'roj.dt
http:Bmall.ar
http:ero:t.ei
http:IIf!!.et
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~ I'igu.r. :l alJJc indio.t.•• t:bac att.a41ng ••ma11 C;J.dDIS ",.11 part.igul&l:.'~Y aitoee:Lve 
1n ra:lllr.:t.ng t:he propgrta.(m IIiIIg 1ir1aak .&:....t;. -wna .,.gt. Dna oS: en. cQl.lege am:.ran.OIlil 
co,~l11I!I. Only 11."It or bl.ack .cu!ha.'C':1I iJi 1:'.....1 ......£.... .:1...... wret_ l:h. ACT or SA'!' 
.~ftm. wluU'..... 4C1.2't of IIl.ak .t.u......t. ill. ••11 el"••11 ~D~. t.a coll...,. antr.n.Cla 
B,lIUIm. Ta !if&iD aClIMI "."apacci... _ =-- .p:t.~"cI. D£ t.hJ.••f~.Clt:, !lOta ~bAI:. I:Jlat::k
wh1f;.e S-p in teilr;il1li II c:II.:lI11i11til_ .a.t.rall.o. '-'11 WiIlIl 1'3. J pe;r;gent~9'e point:. ~ar 
JI.",dancl!I in :.guJ..r-ai•• 131••••• ; aDd G.1. PIIJ'Cleot::Zlse peint:. tar Bt:ud.nt~ in 8mall 
Ol.~i'lI5Ci'll • Tl'1v.a, 4t:tondi.ng • amall cl... n4W:lld !.lh. black-white gap in the 
Clallag.-.n~~~C7e-t:••C·CakiQg ~aC. ~ S~ p.~o.nt. . 

-
• &o.rU••:r rQ.QlL'rQ~ 4=d1 ~re:5.~a .~ 'IaII. !~ I:hati l'IU.~r1t.y 8\:u4entlS !Wet Btylhll'li:1I 
on trBs lunaft .xh1~~~ad e~ ~••t ••~ V.i~. ~ toet ~corqu as A QQns.~.ftg. ot 
&t!t!endins • ptr\=Ioll 0.1...... TM ~'ruU~1I Jon ,.1gure 1 ClORlPl.llI11lent: 0 3o"fUiUlt 1;bar. ~... 
bt!»en fO\U'J.4 .:cma1.lIteDcl:y C1:lrOugluillolt. .~j ..,.c STAR: Rl1.nGllr1t::y at:ucl.nt:JiI 'b.n..~:L!;sd moat 
from al:.~andin~ i:I. DRI4~l al.aJI'B, m)4 ....ll -Ql••~•• war. It.I:.l6 ea conltlL4i!er:ably nlil.'J:'.'J:'0w, 

although noC elL=inat.., ebe .ap iD edueae'DKa1 p.~!Qrma"a- b.t"en bl~e~ and 
""hi t.1!2 at;w.dt'tnCfi!.. . . 

• 7abl. ~ provid.. Z~~~ .vldCaaa on ebe o!~ea~ ot 1:11a.. aiz. on the pereDn~ 
Qf "c~dant/3 whD tee" ella c:soll..a••nl:X'IIDC8"". 'fila f:L.1I1: ehr•• C'O~ulhni1 ot. 'I'.bl. 
1 oon~K!n ~h. data u.a4 ~o caa.e~e~ .tgur. 1. To .n.u~. ~.e our ~pult!~ are 
no~ gUIIiII I:.Q .xt:.riU11!10,;us f.g~a, w...t.:l.llllAa.4 ....r':&'•• QS! lQg;j,..~.t.c regrllJlllaionlt .t-1:& 
wh1.oh .... !:Ionl:1."cl1.4 for I:.n. at:udllllt.· raaa, .~. fZ'lIle Qr rail,..g<\ld-pri.allO lunah 
atat:ua I an.Cl c,h_ ap4to~e1." 8111i1i"U:azj al:dlllOl ItiI gr .,he ilttond.d. Our find1hgJl war. 
~nc::b.il\n8ed wh.n VA: ~cnc:al..leQ for r:.hII.. va~:lGl.a. Bet We -lftPhaat,a t:.ha ailllPl.llr rill'" 
eabul&tigna. N~thDl•••• the ~G~~ gDl~ vI ~. t.~l~ ~part$ A Jltati.~~Q.~ 
~e5t ar t:b. n~l+ bypg~.i~ ca.~ ~ct.1c~a.-typ••••tgnm.~~ ~a unr.~Ac.4 ~c 
t.he iikeli.hQod. ch••eut!laa~ _it:•••It:hall: ~h6 ACT ",r fJAr.a:&rn. With Cbe eXl:llIpr.:!OIl 

of w"11:.. at::\.l<!$t4I:III. I:.b.a. t:.••t:.. ind.i.cat. i:.h.t it iii! ver)!' unllk.l.y t:Jlat t;hc 
D~e.1:'VO'" 4!frerenr:::... 111 t:....,:. -takintJ :at.•••eZODBS the chzo•• cypell oS! Cll_lIn~:I "f(Juld. 
ha~e QQ~red by Chane_, 

• T.Jd\e..... :l.S II !IIcace a,p ..,2d.O'h • n'MJlaricy of DulJ.qa-ao\lpd .c",dfSncCl I!:ak:u chili ACt' 
CJ;usm. T4t.le.:';: iIInd. l pZClVicl. "*JI~t:. t:.&bul.c:.ian. o!! tb.llll t."t- t:.tc:!ne :r_I:.BIiI tor 
t:ht!t JtC'I' and. t:CIl:' cba ,cJL'l'••~ f,Dt' r;f ,'Sa atldlant:., wroc:. I:.ho ~ EUIO&1tI while f.Wer 
t-han n W'roe. t:lJ,• .lA'1' .An1. me .S,........t:.cI. rqpulu 1n 1'&1;1+8111 a anI;! :.I ind~c.clt 
~h.~. cgmpa~sd te .tudonc••••1,"__ Cg.r-.ul~- ..~ta c~••••• , 8t:ud_nC., •••1gD_d 
to D~ll cl~G.e. vero ~r. likelV ~a taka tb. aer .~a~, and war. mara lik.1y ~c 
CaKe the SA~ ~m. 

• Ole.. Siao m.yDg~ hay. Le ab~ ~ 1& .Cu4aae. fa~ .~l~•• cl~.acp ~a rai8e 
\I;~ l1.k.U.hoo4 e~r: at:..adeu1:. blur 'tb. ~ QJ: 15I~'I' IIIIXa.tnII. ~. find b~1!I.1: scu,t;S4!lJl:-1I 
who we~B ini~~dl1y &••i~ tg a Ql..~ wit:b a~~2& 8cudant~ thc!¥ f~rst V••~ 1n 
!ii'1:;'oje.CI: S1'JlJl ".11:'. Il'101:'. It.k.1y to tllkw ~U IDt C);I;' IIA!' ex.", !:han atWS.nta 'WM ..,.re 
.IIIDignllc3 ~o cl,aase. "'1toh 36-:10 .~u.4aftt.L &ad .t;\lclent_ Who Wllra allll;sn.4 cl••••~ 
uieh 16.. :,jJQ a~~ent:.1If wore mol!'e :J,.il.kaly ,?a t!•• ell. AC'I' or SAT .xalll t,h.n .!;l.ld_nUI 

~a war- aas1gneQ eo ~l••a•• ~cb .1-38 .~ud~t•. 

a W. QC net know h~_ ~y .t:~nt. whD cook th.ACT or B.T ...m have aceup11y 
enrcile4 in ~olieglll, or =- l'I'I8I'Y ya*J:-. a' hi,glla...du....ticn t.blill:Y will. 1.I1.f:..il'llAt.ly 
c;:o!l'lP16Cel. B~t:. ~.Ollild aD lIP a.aa:L.,.1. 0': 1;;ha Mgp 8C1lu;:Jol CUa•• of :1'7:11 tI.t..b.... , 
we faun" ehat; hi.gb "ahuo;}.. atlAior. ~a t::1:IQ1c eba 1&.c::r oz SA'!' ~.m cQ&l\tl11i1t;UI~ ILf'L 
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a V ClX'I.I!1f:S a'! 3..63 lIlQre Y'IIall'11t of ."hQo11JJ8 t::Jt,.II.D ."'Iotdane;' Who 11111 not t.1I~ one of ell_ 
gol.l.agica a,~n;:~"nr;:. 6A"'rntJ. af'l::.IIJ:' edDCYcil;;U.1JI f'OE' tort. I:'IJ". iln4 90nc:itlr GIl t:Jls 
filt:uQane•. 

• I..4..t.11', we:. examinei;l 'Cb. or:••t: .aa.....to\ldeac••"b1ovocS I:It\ t:l'le AC'l' and .11.'" a:IaR'fI\ff, 
For CII!:udq;n:u WhQ coo'" t:ba S3l.'Z' but. not:. t:h. Aet e.fII, we. ggDvwa"~.d Cbtt1r SAT BOOI:'S 

~co qn ~~ .quiv.l.~C .CQ~ ~.!~i • oad~~~de ddV8~Op.O by ~a.a.r~h~ra a~ ebe 
CQ11aga 80.....0. i'gr any .C\lMI:JC- IIbo 1I'&'Dt;iI t.b...CIt' exam va \Iliad tlh. • .1l' ACT IICO.U, 
evan if hm or .be a180 ~ook Cbe 'AT 8¥am. The ~v.r.ge ACT ~.d~ paorea w.~. 
~rtu.l.l.y identl~l !Q~ .~~t•. who ..~e ~••Asna~ ~o .m.11 and ~fiI~Ular:-8i.8 
cl.udaQ. Pol:' ~h~ f~ll ••~. ot 3 ••12 ~••t:. t&k.~d. ChD average .t:uden~ in .mall 
and r15SI.l:).a:':--(II.1.lElI ~lil.8•• ~m ..~.c:l a 1.1.3 oornpoal1t.. ACT .core. Hg~.OYQ:a:' t 

a••~g"mlint. to • ama.ll al... tid naE:. .pp..-r t.o .lc..:a: '\::.hllll ...raga t.••t. lI(1are fOl: 
say of: t:h••WPS'~OU:P. c~.t. .. __11\.4 U .• a., 1:s1.ek, .wb1c••nd froe oZ' r.dueGla
p;r:!ca l...aneh pcudeqca J. I'lilaC .1:\141•• bava t'1NlI'J..s thar. ayor-Dee ~1I!l&ttr:. l1C1oraa t.nd eo 
lS.c11n1lil when mars IIt",tSant.. clllc. t:h. 0011",a aAc;r!'aDce (lXilm. baa.u8e ua. I'NIrginal. 
t6ft1;. t.aker. a~. \lfttall:.&, .•euct.nt:.,. t~ ~_. average at.uclant- :In t.b. STAll 
oxperimant, howev.;:, .I;;,......i • •••:Iop.dec 11.11 01••••" 'fJea--. IDDr. lU::.~y to f,akQ 
tha A~T o:a:' S~T ~. ~~ ~ .Ya~" .~~ af tbo.. t" amall 01._... ~~~ nor: 
da=~1ne. on. po••~ili~y te ehat che~w .~. t.wo off.acting .tt_cta! (1) _cored 
in¢:s:'eaa.c:l fer fiho•• W'h.o lIfQ1Alcl \ave ot.h• ...,i.•• ~j.t:l!:an the .xaftl.i (~) d~e ."'tliticmal 
st~dentfil whQ COQK t:.h. calle,. ontr&n~ .x.~ baeaw•• tb.y .~tapQad • um.ll. al~ag 
~r. we.k..:!!" St:'U.ClanC8. CItl ."..rq•. 

CRpS*"P;"gD 

At:t:on~anee in • SmIll1 al••• ia g:a:a••• k-3 .,.••~. ~Q have r~i~.Q Cbll ltk~lihnQd 
ch.~ ~C~4cn~_ ~a~a .1ehar ~. aet ~ 8~ 0011D~B-entTanc. exam. S!n~. ~oat 
oollo~es in ~. U.8- ~eqai~. _~u~t. t.o c~. ei~baT ~Iw Acr or ~~T .xam t:~ ~ 
admitted.. w;:t1..II. f:1t'ldinv. _un..t:. tM.~ lo",k'il18' cl'l.s., 81.. in thlll •.t._ne.ary 
schaal otra.d.liIs ca'i••• clI. pra~d ~.. as;u.dtmt.. will ecc.nd aO;Ll._s.· "lh. 
ben-f!:t.a1P-l. =£fec:t: ot: -.ll..r -=1-..... on coJ.l"_ ••p1rat:l.on. -"giU'S t:.o be 
particular~y ...~ong for m~.~~y8~»~t;a, aDd .e.~4.n~. Qnfr~. cr ~adbced-p~~~e 
lunc:h. xncBt!lIli••t.~"""U=. 'Ii .mall c:11..........r .. Co h_"'tJ C:U~ ~he ble.rJk.-~h:Lt. 
gil" in the prgbabi1it.y af ,:1Ild.I:qr a c:l:fl1....,lPlt:ano. ..am ~y anDre: ~.nBn ball. 
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who ~ake ~h6 asam. 
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Project 5 r A R 
THE TENNESSEE STUDENT/TEACHER ACHrEVEMENT RATIO STUDY 


Background & 1999 Updat.e 


WHA TIS THE DIFFERENCE 8E7WEEN CLASS SIZE & PUPIL TEACHER J(A nO? 
• 	 CI~s size and pupil '\e2Che.r ratios (PTR) are not the S3.1lle. Arguments using these two·tenns as 

synonym.:: 24"""e flawed. Class sizE: is th~ number ofchildren in a. teacher's room daily for whom the reacher 
is accountablo. The PTR. is g:n'l:':I3.ted by dividing the number ofStud.ents usuaUy at one site by aJ I 
educa;:ot'S. in;;ludlng adminiSt:r2.t0fS, COUllSelor( sp.eeial [eachersl etc., and other adults who serIte the sit,-. 
Class si2ii! ofi:~ i..eludes 10 or more students than the PTR. Class si%e c:..hange docs help .&lUd~ts in many 
v,-ays. PiR c-h::mge does !!2! influence studenr oUtcomes. 

Wft4 TIS STAR?: 
• 	 A large-scaJe~ four..year, longitudinal. eXl'enrnenraI study of reduced class size, that is c;on:;id~ed "one of 

the most important educational investigations ever carried oU'[ and illustratl!S the kind and r.nagnitude of 
resea:rcli needed in The field ofeducation to srrengrhen sc.hools,"· [Fred¢ri(!k Mosteller, Prof~:::;:::;or Emeritus 
ofMatlJern2.Iica! Staiistil:S at Harvard University (SummerlFalJ 199:5). The F~JIlJ,re ofChildren: Critical 
issueS'for Children tOld Youth.,;. 5(2). p. 1) 3-127 ..] 

• 	 Sound research which ':"leave~ no doubt that small class~s have an aQvanmge over l;;u-ger classes in reading 
and math ill the early primary ~~S:) [Finn. 1. D., & Adt.illes C. M. (1990. Fall). A11S'W"ers and questions 
about c.lass si2:e: A S"1..a:re\l\o.irle experiment. American Educational Research Jouwal, 27(3), 5':57-577.] 

.. 	 Roben Sla,,;n, John Hopkins Uni....ersity~ an AERA reactor; pr3ised Project STAR's design :and integrity 
and called ita "w.aIerShed evenrU in research. 

HOW WERE STAR FUNDS OBTAINED AND USED?: 	 . , 
• 	 Helen Pate-Bain present:d Tennes.se~ Legislators 'Withth~ positive ffOlSUitS from her cla.s5"size smdy tha.t 


had b~ conducted ',;\:ithin one ~£ropolitim. Da"'idson County school. Pate-Bain obtained a $12 

million dollar legisla:dve appropriation tocornplete STAR. Ont 0[$12 million, £9,679,819 were used 

for teacher and t:e.:acber aide salaries. 

HOW WAS THE STAR STUDY DESIGNED?: 
• 	 All Telmessee schools .....-en: invitxd t.o patticipat..e. 
... 	 Ea.ch s~hool had to have at Jeast one ofea.ch of the three class types! small (13 to 17 grudents), regular 


(.22-26 StUdents), .wd regular -u.-ith it. full-time teacher aide (22-26 students) for the within s.chool design. 

• 	 The stu.dy included 79 schools in 42 sYStems. This resulted"in a~er 6,000 students per grade level. 
• 	 Schools from i.nne'r-clty~ rural. urban. and. suburban loca.tions were Included in rhe experiment. 
• 	 AU stUdents and teaChers ~'I':re llVldomly assigned to their class type.· . / 

I
/ 
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WHATWERE 71IE MAIN FINDINGs FROM STAR?: 
• 	 AI each grade: le'1:el (K·3)) and across aU school1oci.'\tioIlS. the sm3.l1 classes made 1:lte highest scores on 

the nonn-r-eferenced Stanford Achievement Test and the criterion-refe;renced Basic Skills First· Test. 
These n::sul~ were- both statistiC!ally and ~~ucationaUy Significant. 

STAR Reading Percentile Rank$, STAR Math Percentile Ranks~ 
Kinder9a.rt.~n -: Grade 3.. 1985-1989 Kindergarten - Grade 3, 1985~1989 

• Small 

_RagllJar 

[J RegularJAide 
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WHA T WERE OTHER IMPORTAIITFINOINCS FROM STAR? 
,'. The greatest eams on the Stanford Achievement Test'were made in imter-cjry SlrulU \:lasses, 

• 	 The l1ighestscores on the Stanford Ac:hievement Test and the Basic Skills Fi15t test WCre made in 
IJ.l!3l small clas~ , ' 

• 	 Ofthe classes that .scored in the tcp 1 0% On the Stanford Achievement TL!!st in Total Reading; 
• 	 18 ofthe top 3~ Kindergarten classes wac SMALL classes (Year 1) 
• 	 22 ofthe top 34 First Glade classes were SMALL classes (Year 2)' 
• 	 23 ofth:top 34Se..cond Grade c:lassC!s ~ Slv.lALL classes (Year 3) 
• 	 25 oflb.e lop 32lbird Grad.e class~ were small classes (Year 4) 

• 	 ,Inner-Ci1y (predominan'rly nW:Iori,ty) students in small classes al'V\-,ys oUiscored inner~c?ty sru~nl.$ in 
regular and regular/aide c:lasses. This suggests that small classes are very beneficial to minoritv 
students. Non-free lunch minorities in suburban small' classes pedormed as w~ll as non-fu:e lunch 
whites. 

• 	 The effective teacher research (Bain, Word. Lintz. 19?'?) revealed ccrWn !eachillg practice.s, . 

clJmact...-rLctics1 and communication skills that v.ilen combined with small classes produce more 

effectj-'l.'c leaminlf. 

• 	 Creative Wrien!!. Hands OD EXperiences. LeamingCenters. Use ofManipulatives 
• 	 Oood Listener,. Immediate Feedback, Monitoring, PrepIanned Instruction, Well Organized 
• A55i!I'tive Discip'~ High Expectati.on5. Peer Tutoring. Reteaching 
It 'Effective Communication with Parents. Love ofChildren 
• .Enthusi2sm. Flex.ibUity~ PatiCJlc=~ Sense ofHumor 

.. Ability to, establ~sh e:ffcctive comIt.nmicatiOn with the home. 

• AbilIty IO involve the family in the education oftheir children. 
• Ability to teach parw.ts how to teach their children. 


'. Ability to )::IlaIce home visits. 


WIi4 T POLlCYIMPliCATIONS R£SULTEO FROMSiAR?: 
• 	 Tetm.essee'"s school finance pl.an, the Basic Education Plan. iIIeludes incentives for school systttnS to 

reduce class 5ius to 'ld or fev.-cr sUldents in the catly prima:)' grades (K-3). , 
• 	 Approximately:W st:a.teS ao-oss the-'U.S, and several foteign (;OUhtries have used the STAR fin.din~s 

to initiate steps to~-ard smaller cl.asscs. 
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mtATIS THE CURRENT STATUS OF PROJECTSTAR? : 

R.ece~t ana1YSeg show that at leasr three years in a small class are necessary in order for the benefits to be 
sustained ~ugh latt:r grades. Further. the benefits ofhavirig been in a small class in the primary years . 
genera:;tlY mcrease from. grade: to gIade..The effects ofsmall classes • .;Xpressed in easy-IO-undE'.fstand 
temlS (months ofs~hooling) using the ~8rade-equivalent·· scale which is familiar to educators~ parall~l 
~se reponed ar~ler. In terms ofmonths ofschoo~. stloldents in smaIl classcs eXceed their countelparts 
In ~ar classes 1n e-o;e:ry grade and are about a halfyear (2.8 ~ 5.7 months) ahead in their school 'Work by 
&~~~3. . . ". ' 

Ad...Il!tIll'.~es ofAttending a Small Cll!S:i in K-3 
:Reported ill M'Ontbs of S.;hoDling 

lt~ .. Math Word Smdy Skills 

~ .s~ L6mOnths .S monilis 
G~'l .1.2 mon'lhs 2.$monw .8 months 

'1 G:ad:2 3..9mOll1hs l.3mantliS S.7mcnths 
GruieS 4.6 months :l.S tmmlh.!o . 4.7 mOQths 

In grades 4~ 6, ~d g - after an pupils returned to regular':'~d".e classes -- resull!l showed that, SD.ldltnts who 
entered smaIl cla3ses in kindergarten had better long-tezm O\ltcbm.~9 than those who boga.a in first grade. 
Also, there \¥-ere S!3tistically significant differences itt achicvemqt between~et1ts who attendcdstnall 
classes for on~ two, tb:ree~ or toW' years_ .Long-term effects are significant on some. teSI~ in :fOme grades 
(4, 6~ audior &) for pupils "'-"ho attended small classes for th1'ee years, and on all tests in all gn::.des for 
pUpils who iluended muill cl.asscs for four years. 

Long-re:rm AdvantageS orAtte!.1ding. 11 Small Cla.:is COl rOut Yt:arS (K..3) 

Reported iLl Mantia "rSchoolin~ 


, 	 ..---- Selene!!! 
,,~ 

I~ rMathI 
1,6 IIlOllths 5..9 mOIlIh.99.1 mont'bi~~4 
6.7m.cmIbs~.4 months92rnomhsrOsade 6 
I Yr. j mo.] Yr. 1 mo.J Yr.2.mo_I GradeS 

(Fin". J.D.• GI!n,er. S.B.• Achillc:s, eM_ Boyd-Zl1barias. J .• J999) 

The Tenn,",ssee Legislature and private foundations 'bye funded HEROS,IllC_ to eonduct follow-up 
studies thro~ the end ofthcSTAR students' high. sc.hool gradllation and bayonet The full-scale srudy 
ofthtt .effect ofsmall primary cJasses (K-3) on lortg~l.mn sacisloutcOmes inc;lucks research rel~tcd to. 
'higher edUC3tiOn, juvc:nile detention and adult prison rates~ and we1far~ and employment SeCunty- ThlS 

research is still in progress. Ptelimiumy ~ show: 	 _ . . 
• 	 .tffl% small-class., ##0/0 regular-elas$, &: ##O/a regular/aide..class StUdents complet<:d. hJgh school 


honors English coun;c:s. . .' . '. . . 

• 	 ##% sman..class,. ~/a re:gular-elass. & ##""/a regular/aide-class students completed fl forr:1gn 


language c:ourse dUrtng hi~ school.' . .' '. .. . 

• 	 ~/a swall-dass. ##% reguilU'-elass.. &:. ##% regular/aide;'class students cO:rn.pleted adVlmced 

math~es course duri.ng high school. 


• 	 27.3% of~aU~s... 23-4% 'ofregular-cl8Ss~ and 21.4D/& of regular/aide-c)ass studentS graduated 
. 	 'With an overall CPA;'r40r higher (in Tennessee, :>"ttldellts mking and passing an honor£. course.. . 
. rec:eiveancxtra point - i.e. a 3_5 in an hont;)l'S course Oount53S a. 4,;)). . ' 

• 	 69.5'1% ofSIIUilI-Glass~ 65.4% ofrcgclar-class. and 67.2% ofregula:r/aide-c[O!I.~s students graduated 

from high sr;;bool on scll:cdule. . 

http:lortg~l.mn
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• 	 233% ofsmell.-clas5:, 29.0% ofregular -class, and 28.% of regular/aide-class studen'bi dropped out 
ofhigb s.cbool prior ro completion. \ 

• 	 #rr~ ofsmall-class smdCDlS received an hOllors diploma; ##% ofre~ar...claSs stUdents and ##% of 
regular/a.ide-cla$S smdents also received au honors diploMa. 

• 	 35.9% ofsmali-cIass,. 31.3% ofrcgular-classv and 32A% oflegularlaidc-class students graduated in 
~ lop 25% o:ftbllili- class. 

.. 	 Acr and SAT: 43.1% ofSmall-class. 40.0% ofreguIar-class, and 39.90/0 of regular/aide-class 
SIllde:o.ts toQk eimer the ACT or SAT exams. Since mast colleges in the U.S. require studenTS to take 
either the ACT Or SAT exam to be admitted, these f'mdings suggest that lowering class size in the 
eJemenrary school gtarles raises the prospect that students will a.t~lld college. The benefiei~ effect 
ofsmaller classes on college aspirations appears to be particularly strong for minority students, ilnd 
students on free or redllCed-price lunch. Indeed, atteDdan<:e in. small ds,$e$ appears to have £!ut 
the black-while' gap ib the pTob3bility of taking a college-elltranee exam by more than half. 
Past studies found that average test ~res teo.d to decline when more (weaker/marginal) students 
tske the ACT or SAT eX2JnS. H()~ve.r, attending a small class appears to raise the probability that 
students ,-,,-rite the ACT or SAT exam, Without lowering the o"'erall a\'erage score of stUdents who 
uke lhe exam (K:rueger and Whitmore, 1999)

HER.OS.ln~. announced relea!!ie ofthe fir.;t public version of the Project STAR smail class-size resenrch 
database. The d.ar.abase is accessible via the World Wide Web at ww:w.telalinkndl....heros. This web she also 
features up-to~the;-minu'tcinfurm.atioJl on me official Project STAR longitudinal reseazch results. 

For more information on Project STA~ pleqe co~tact .Jayne Bayd..Zaharias. DirQctor, 
Health & Education Research Operative SeNices (HEROS), Inc_. 

PO Box 1271., l.ebanan. TN 37088-1271 .. 
Phone: (615) 449--7904, FAX: (615) 449-790~, e-mail: heros@telaliD.k.net 

Helen PatD-Bain, Chalt~rson:,(334) 540-7012 

HEROS. Inc. is a 501 (c) (3) nonprofit organization. 

mailto:heros@telaliD.k.net
http:HER.OS.ln
http:SIllde:o.ts


141007DOMESTIC POLICY COlmCIL04126/99 08:31 FAX 202 456 5557 
III 007o4i20/99' 11: 58 GO 

---~------ -----,------_.. , 

Shol't- aDd Lone...term Effects ofSmaU Classes l . 

J~.D. Finn and Susan 13_ Geri:Ier, State Universisy ofNeV( Y~ at Buffalo 

Charles M. Achi11es, hastem Micblgan Univemity 


layne Boyd--bharias. HEROS,Inc. 


. Exeeutive SWDlUIII")" 

Tennessee's Project STARhas become a modeJ for researchers and policy makers 
who want to see edncati~naI intl.'!'r'\lentions based on fiIm seieniific evidence. It was Q 

controlled experimerl1:. rare in educatianal settings. It 'Was extensive.. involving almost 
12,000 stUde:ats who panioipatcd in small (13-17) or reguLar (22-25) classes 'for up to 4 
years, and '\lvho were fOllowed throughout eIementaIy:- and high...school grades and beyond. 
At lQe end ofeach year') researchers administered both standardized. achievement tests aDd 
ucunieulum-based tests" tied to locally-developed learning objectives. 

Original atlal}'3CS of STAR data (Word.El...!!L. 1990; Finn, & Achilles. 1990; 1999) 
showed that students in small classes had snperior ac:ade:m.iQ achievement 'to students in 

. regular-size classes io..every seh~ol subject in cveJl grade (K-3)? Funher
7 
in eaeh grade, 

minority students or students attending inner-c.ity schools reaped the greatest benefits of 
a.ttending a small class. The mechan:ls1n3 that explain these advantages are the 
improvements in leaming behavior. increased engagement in school, deaeased disruptive 
01'" withdrawn behay.;or exhibited by students who attended SIl1all classes~ and increased 
teae11er time on ~(~F~ 1998). 

This report descrIbes a refined analysis ofthe STAR results from ,grades K through. 
3~ and new findings abOUI tbl: contiuui.llg effectS of small c;lasses in grades 4-8. after all 
srodents retumed to .regular-size classes. 

Howlargewel"e thebeDe.fitsofsm.s.lIc~sesduringtbeyears ofexpertmentatioD (K-3)? 

CUI' reanalyses of the STAR data added 8e'1feral fearutes to the earlier work. We 
employed newerstatistir:;a1 models(wmerarchicallinearmodcls~) particularly appropriate fOf 

data collected at several levels (ie., .students.. classes" and schools), and we expressed the 
effects of small classes in easy-to-undetStand terms - months of scboohng ... using the 
"grade-equivalent" sc;alc familiar to educators. 

'The patterns of staIislical significance paralleled those reported earlier; Significant 
beneftts ofsmall classes were found in all subjects -wety year (K~3). The.wagnitude ofthe 
small-cie:us adliantage - the difference od:Ween the averag\!!\. performance of students in 
smaJ1 classes awi smdents in Ia.I:ger ciSSSIV5 .- nmged from about. 2110 to 3/10 ofa standard 
devi31io~ with the largest ~ll'!lativen impact found at the end ofgrade 1. In tenns ofmonths 

, I Paper prep.are.d. for C::1:IJlBn:mz on The: Economics of St.hool Reform. MAy 23 -26, 1999. Copies 
of lhe I:.Dm,pl.,-re paper will be available fi'Om J. Finn a.t the Graduate School of Education, SUNY!Buffalo, 
408 Chri.staphcr Baldy Hall. su£ralo, NY 14260; phon!!:. 71t'i-64:5-24B2~ e.mail1lnn@,aS09u.buffal9·edu . 

mailto:e.mail1lnn@,aS09u.buffal9�edu
http:ac:ade:m.iQ
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ofschooling:> the small-class advantages are "approximately: 

Jgi GRADEl !:!RADEl. §ltADE3
MSlbematics 1.6m-os. 2.lmos. 3.3 mos. 2..81llo~. 
Rea:ting 0.5 mos. 3.9 mos.1.2mos. 4.6 mo.s. 
Word Study Slalls O.5rnos. O.8mos 4.7 mos. S.1 triOS. 

Smdca:ris in small classes exceed their cOWltCr:parts in regulilU" classes in every grade and are 
about a halfycar (2.& .. 5.1 m()nths) ah~ in meirsebool work by the end ofgtade 3. 

. . 

Did tbe benefits ofsmall classes carry over into later grades? 

AceordingtoR.amey andRamey (1998). the most important principles ofeduc:.a.tional 
interVentions mat have en.duriDg effects are: (1) The tim.Wg of thr: intervention must be 
appropriate; (2) The program must be iotense. spanning many hours. days~ and weeks; (3) 
Theprograrn ID.U8tprovide direct - not intermediaty ..:..leamiag experiences. Project STAR 
metalf thi-ee conditions. It began with the start of formal schooling; pupils were kept in 
smaIl classes all day~ everyday~ for np to fouryears; smaIl classes a.ff'ccted both teaching and 
bming behaviors dirccdy. 

We examined ~demie achievement in grades 4. 6~ and 8 - aiLer all pupils returned 
to regular-size classes -- fur studen.ts who began STAR inkindcrg~ or in :first grade, and 
for students who attended a small class for one, two, three, or four years. We asked tw'b 
questions: (1) Did the benefitS efsmall classes in K-3 continue into later gr.a.dcs? (2) How 
many}-eats should a pupi1 :spend in small Glasses to ~mre that. the benefits will endure? 

,~ 

Tbe rcsuJls were con~t for allschool subjects in all three grades. First, students 
who entered small classes in kindergaru:n had better lDng-term outl::omcs than those who " 
began in first grade.. . 

Secolld.. there were statistically significant differences in achievement between 
students urhoatt.cnded small classes for one, two, three, or fOur years. Long-term effeds are 
significant on some tests in some mde.s (4, o~ and/?f 8) for pupils who a.ttend.ed small 
classes for threeyears. and on all tests in all md§ for pupils who attended small classes 
far/oW'years. The advantages ofanendinz a ss:na11 class for four years (K-3). in months of 
school.iDg. are approximately! 

GRADE....L CBAD.E6 GBADltA 
Mathm:aatics 5.9 IJ105_ SA mos. 1 yr, 1 mo. 
Reading !U lOes. 9.2 IIIDS. I yr. 2 mos. 

7.6.mos. 6.7 mos. 1 yr, 1 1110.Science 

Our analyses show that at least three years in a small class are nCtieSsary in order for 
the benefits to be ~ through later grades. Ftltther~ the benefits ofhav;ug been in a 
sm;ut class in 'the primary years ~erally in~rC3Sc from ~e to grade. 

http:a.ttend.ed
http:studen.ts
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Note 
, 

2. The findings have Oecn confJlined using several statiMical ap-':toachc:s (Go1ds~cin&. 
Blatchford, 19:98; Kru.eger, ill press). The results have been repheated In other Sites, for exatnplc) 
Tennessee's Project Cb311enge (Achilles et ~ 1995) md Wisconsin's Project SAGE (Molncu,\ 
Swith. &. 7...ahorlk. 1998). 
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www.e~tsov/pnbslClassSizel1itJ.e.htrnJ
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Al.iiD B - !trt.tegraZ' a.ud Diane K. Wh;i:t.more~ 

Princeton Univers1~y 


prOj eel: STAR "'<:1.::; ~ experil!lliW.t. .;.n which l.l., 600~t:.uc'l.e;nts and their, 'i:e.achers in 
grades k-~ "-'e::-e .rB.D~ly ill.Eisig:aed tc a .9rna.ll. claas (:U-l.'J zt::"llaen:c:..s) , regular"sl.ze 
claS$(~2-2S s:''l.lde.nt~). cr z:egul;ar-s1ze e~"Ba vit:h a. <cea.c:her aide nt.]l.i..o. 75 
'ru;'I:Qsssee pubJ..:ic a~!:IoQls_ 'lb.e I!.XpEllrj,ftleDC begl!lll vit:l::!. kinde~al."to!m 5t.Ud.e.tlCS in. c:he 
~~65-e6 school yea: A:te~ £our years. all g~Uden~swere returned to regulax
size c:1a.ssQa~ i"rOjec'C S'.t'J\R s'Cl.\dent:S who moved iillong on paC::Q "fcmld have !1J:ad:l1ated 
fl:om high s~cQl .itt t.be sr-i.I::lg of 1399 ~ TCI a.et:el:l\'l.1ne 1::be ' 'l.mpac:n; of lur.ving 
a:r;t.e::u;led <it sS)ll11~ class in el~ta;ry. sciloOl on. :ilt:1.1.<:1e:nt.s' lons-term eciucac.icual 
ouec~" we asked. AJ:::'rM rnc. iiiLUlS the CgJ,le!Je Bo.:J.rd/Hd.v.CCltic:nal. '1'li;lat.:i.ng 5erv~ce; 
too li..~ infc=r.icn O~ high e:c.:r.l.Xll sen.iors :i.ft ~ class I.'lf! 1999 whQ took t--lte ACT 
or SAT exam ~o reeerdP ~hat "'e provided on. the 11.600 Btudet1~S -frgm Pl:'oject ST-.R, 
re~~~dles6 of where =b$ pro;ee~ S~Ak a~udcnts resid~~ in ~3ge. Tbo resUlting 
databa8B .c~~a:ns ~c~~ion on whs~er p.oject S~AR Gt:udencs 1D,tbe cla5s of 
1£19.6 wrote e:U:.he:r 'Cbe "At:."r 0;- SA'1' I!!~m. t.he:1r tl!l~t; lIiIcc~ef and ;i.n£:ormatian fl:"cm I:;b.e 
baekglot;lw::.d que~:n:.i.o~=,e student, .f.:i:l.~. out: when tl:l.ey 't;iiLke the ACT QiO SAT ~,,"m. 
'l'hisist:he ·.fi~l:Jt daeabase 1:ha:c: pe~:i.t:.s a. lClog-te::m CXJllllinat;Lon of tile b!!:havior 
and ~O$t~high Sebool aspiraeians of Project: s~ parCicipaaes. This EXecutive 
S'I:I%mDa;!:y desc:ri.:hl!!s our initial fi1'l.d.1Ugs for a aample·of more than ~,ooo P;oje~t; 
S""'..A:i. .8~d~;;s w.ho ....-ere ~l::!. sc:hool sl!!IJiors j,n lll!'tl; 

• rhe !Da;in ~u1ts a%'e :i.2lust:r:ated in Figura 1. 'l"~& figure rl!!lporcSi t:.~e l=le:r;cent 
of fH;;udents We t,;ok ei'l:hl!:lr tAe ~ or Che SAT exam :by the. type of class they 
Wer'e assign1:!1:.1 co atte:cil their init.ial yea:z: .i.:.a Projeet: S'I'AIL rhe figtU:"es a.t.:'e 
r~po~t;~d ~O:!:' all 8eud4!:n~s comb::b1ed, ·fQX' whi1:* a.ftr! j:)laC!k S~'nient:B separ;atoely. and 
for sturlen.L,s ll41Q- .rece:i.vcl:i1 f1:'ee or red.ut;ea-pr;icl!! l.w:u::h in at: 1eas~ one.. year in 
9r.J.d.QS' I:a 3 •. Fo:' '!::he ent1re -tlaJ'n!jl1.e, Flgure: 1 ;i.ndieatea tbat 43 .7\" of :;t:ude~ru:..I!t who 
were aSl'li911ed '1:0 a s'INilll c1ass tock eit:har ~c: ACT or SAT ex",,", whereas 40.0\0 of 
1:.bose a5:Jignct:\ !::c a ::'egIlla;r-s1ze c1ass 1;QO)C one of the exams. and 3S1.9\- of tho.!';e 
i!LSsigned 1:0 a.. %egulal"-si,'ze c;la.s~ wl.l:h ii.D. aide t:.Clok one of the exam~. Th2 3.' 
perCC%:l.tags El0::,z:.t: mg:ber r.:e.s<c.t:uinS' :ra~e for t~1t ~tudent:s I!lss1gncd ::.0 _small 
clasaes rel~~iv~ tQ those_assigned ~O regul~-~1.2e claGses wa~ s~a~~Dc10~lly 
sig.n.:l£:icant a.t: 't:htoi!. •OS . 1evcl: t.l::t.at:: is, t.h~s dHfe:c'ence i~ unlik~ly' t:.c .~ave: 
oc~rred by ch~ce. 

!.Alan lC.rue.ger i~ the Seud.hei.rn .Prgfes~or of: 1EgO:&:l.Qrnics _a.nd: Puhli·c Affai.r:iil at: 
l1r~on. oni:ve:ra:Lr.y 801:14 a. .~d.rCh A.ssec.i.u.te of !!he Nat;ional· B~eau cf Economic 
RR~&arch- O~ane Wbiemore is a 9r~~te 8tud~t.in r.ne Ecc~!~a C~pa~~m=nc a~ 
Prin~ton oni~~~ity. 

http:8tud~t.in
http:A.ssec.i.u.te
http:Seud.hei.rn
http:t.l::t.at
http:regul~-~1.2e
http:9r.J.d.QS
http:1'li;lat.:i.ng
http:s:''l.lde.nt
http:regular"sl.ze
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• P;'9'J.;:.1::e l. a1so ~dica.b!s that aetenc:iing' a srru"ll C'la.l:i~ Iio'iil.B "'articu.l.arl"" ........
.i:::!. •• b . ' IT;r ..... .J.. • .:1: ve 
~:I.%1g.., t Ii1 JJrcpo:d:':Lon ofblac:::k stud.ez:u:s who Wl;'ot:e =ne of t..b.c·college entrance 

exa.ms. O.Cl..Ly:3.1- 7% of hlaQJo: students: in :re.gular-size cl.!!U'15I111a Wl.""ot:~ the ACT or S1i.'l' 
ax.a:m.. W:!:l.erof:;.a~ 40. 2\' o£ bl.adc: !lt11de.nts in s.mall clas:\iJes wrot:.e r.l1e college' eutranct!! 
ex::lm. To S'~:tl:!. ,Ilcm~ perspec-t::ive. on t:c.e m.ag'n.itudl:-,of t:.hilif t!lf::eC:!I:.• not-iii: tl:!a.'l:. bJ.'::"'::l<;
~~ te 9a~ .::..n taIcU!.$".a c:ol.l.ag-e «l:1::t".a:w::'e exam vas 13.3 pereenta:.ge pc:L~t::s fOl:" 
s ...ude:c.t.::;; 1r! :l:"es-4er-sl.ze c1a.sse8, B.T:':td 6".:1 JiX!l';E"tlent.age po1nt:.s :tor stw!:.encs in gmall 
e.1asses. '!'hc.s, a.t!:ending a $1'llall claa.s. :reduQQtI l;be bladc-w.b.:l.ee gap in the 
colle:gI!!l.,en.b:Ql:u::e-te:;~-t;.a.ki.ng rat:e by S4 percent. 

• Ba.::l:l.i~ I"eeearc::h on Project ST'J!I...~ haS .fo'll.'lld rl!:at m2.no:t".i.cy st.uden.ts a:c'ld seuel=n.es 
on free l~ch ~~keQ the 9~aeest galns in ~e8C aco~~s as a. acnaaquence of 
&t:t:enc:i::Lng a .5mal.l. cl.lil5B. "!'he £iJ::I.d.ings in FiEf!.l;"~ 1 cOft!pl.emen.t a rasule that ha::l 
been found ~s:ist:e:ntly t:hroughou.t Proj~t S'fMt 11IitI.Qrity stuCle:rlt~e bene£iteQ.11105t: 
from at:.t:.e=d.i!:l.9" a =-ll class. ond'Smal.l c:l""saes were tilhj.e. 1:.0 C:OllSi.::lera.bly %1a.rrow. 
al~ough no~ el~~e. ,th~ ~p iu eaucatianal perform~ee bcc~~cu black and 
'W'i:..:i..:¢1 Clit:u.de:c.t:.... 

• ~able 1 ~:ovidea fur:her evidenc~ on the eff~~t o~ cla~~ aize on Cbc pe~cen~ 
::;:.f st:uc!e.:::t.t:.s who t:.ock !:.h!"! collll!ll9'1iI ez:I.t.a.nce exam. The'firsl:. I:.hree columns .of Ta..ble 
::!. cc:::!.tain t;he da.ta used to C:O;n.51;rucC lrJ.9 u l:'e 1.. 'ICI ~ure. tha1; ou:r' results are 
~O~ d~ ~o ex~rK:eOu~ f&~o~s, we estimated a ser~e~ of ~og~st:ic regrea~~ons in 
which we con~rolled ~or cQe scudents' race, sex. r~ee or ~educed-pr~ce' 1.unch 
stCIl:us • .:lo.nd !::.he. specifiC: elel'lU!!!n1:a:y .sc:hex>;L he '01: Che at:t.:enl1ed.. 0tl.2': l::1.nd:.i..ngs were 
unchallged When I\ole coneX'olled t:or these v.:lor.ia:bl.u. so we empha.si.;c:e. r:.l'le aimpl.cr raw 
ta.~latio:!l5. None~elessr.!!he fol.).::c.a. colum:r:J. of the. table rapDns i;( st.a.l:istical 
tea;:. of eb.e Dyll A~t:hes.i.a thAt: .in:Lt::i.al, eJ.III.5S-type. assi~~ i.s unrelat:.e.d t,o 
the lilc.c!=l..:ihoc:K!l t;ha :;u;.~t; wri.tes eitb.$t" ehe ACT OJ:' SAT ~tu. W.:!.tll I!.l:!e extleption 
o! \.thicf! students; ~a tests indicate 'that: i1; isve;r:y 'UlllikelY -ehat che 
QJ:)sc..-veC! d.i:ffer~flee5 tn ceat-t:£tlrdn9 Tate,. a.t:rOss t1ia thZ'ce t:y'!?ilIJO Q~ classes I<fo'\l.ld 
~'\.-e oec:u--:QQ .by <:~c:c. 

• Ten:::UltSu;:ee :1..5 a s:ate :l:l YJ1ich til majority of college..hol.l.nQ St:;ude.nt8; t:ake the ACT 
~a'!!\_ 'rahl;es::l .:lond· 3 p:rovi.de sepsrate c.ab!.\lat:ions of 'l:hl:!! tl!!!ot-tak:i...o.g ;['at:es .for 
ch@ ACT a:nd. ,for t:he SAT; SOIDe 40% of STAR SCUc!litits 'W;"01:-e. t:l:\.e. ~'!' 8:lGJ.m while. fSloier 

chan. ,=Ii w:t'Ot.E: the-SAT E!Ximl_ The 4uagg;r:oega.ted. res\llcs in "Tables 2 and .3 ::!.nd.:i.ci:;at.e 
'!:.hac, c~pa%Q~ eo stu~ents assigned ro re~la~-si2e clas~e8. ~tudeAts assign=d 
to srr.al~ clasee.sWR.:"e mClZ'Q l;i.J;e.ly to t.ake the AC"1'~al'll, ~d wel:'e more U.k.e.ly 1:.0 

cake eh.c fiiA'r exS"ltt. 

• Class ~i~e may not have eo shr1nk to ~s students fo~ smaller c~asBes to raise 
t:.he l:i..keli.b.ood that seudfl:nta l=4k~ the: AC:'T' 0;[' SAT e.:KIa.mS. liTe find ~t; ~I;.udtml:.s 
who were :i.fti.:.ially assigu.ed t:.o a c1.ass w:i.tb.' '41-25 seumnts thei"t' ~:i~!iilt. year ill 
projece ST.JUt we:r::-Ii! m.o~ l~ly 1:0 tilke tb.~ ACT ,oJ: SAT exam ~;;ln .stlld::r.U::'.21 who were 
assigned. co cl.allU";le5 \l'i.W 26~;30 a;eu<ie.;g.ta. And St\.uiBZJ~Si1 who we:re.a.ss:...gn.ed cl.assl::lS 
wi.t:h lEi~2D stti.dent:.s ""1:re IROre likely CD 'C.ilke the A~ oZ'SA'l' exam .t:..I:UIn lii1::u4e.nt:..s 
who loIe:o iiJs~:i.gued to classes \,pit.n 23.-25 sl:.udenl::s. 

• H do not kDQw bQv ~y students who cook ~~e ACT or S~T ~~ navQ actu~lly 
ert.::':J.l.e4 :i...:1 ee1lase. or:hew 1I\alJ.y yeat"~ of h:i.ghe.)!" edueat.i.an tb~y 1'.01'1.1.1 ul.t::.i.m.ate.ly 
cornplec.. aut ba~cd on an ana1y~is of the High Scheol Class of ~912 Da~aba~e. 
\ole :found. that Mgh IilQAoQl sen:Lors ....ho t;QoX t.he ACl' or S)!l.~ exaJrl c:oft\PJ. ete.d 3.1:1. 
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ave:rage of 1.63 12IO:e year~ at &lehooling t:han 15t:uaent.s -rho did not;. I.;a.ke 01'1e of the 
colle~ I!!:i::I.t1:anCe exab1a, 'af!!~:r: con&:t"olling fol"' the rac=e v.nd gende:: of the 
5~uQeI:.i:.s 

• I,a.say, . "r'""e &:lQmirled the test: IfiICOres students acbie,",ed on t.he AC,";('.;;md, SAT ~IM' 
:Or students too"ho took the SAT but !lcn: the .ACT e:Itiilln. we cc:l:tVert:ed ~b.Q:i.r SAT ilcare 
to ~ ACT ~~l~= sea%a U5~ a concordance dave~opBd ~y researchers at cbe 
Cel1ese ~d. ~Qr ~y s'l:Ui:!enc who '''ft:U::e the AC:T ~ w@ USBQ the.;i.~ ,,"ell' DC!Ore 
ev~ ~f he or' ~he al$O took cba ~T exam. The average ACT ~e9t scoreo wer~ 
Yi~lly ~dent~ea1 ~C~ .cuden~6 ~ho yere Qas1gn@d to $m~~l and rcgularM 8ize 
olasBes. .Por t:he :full SaJllPle o:E 3. (Ill test; taker-F.!, the a".er.a.~e ~tudeIlt i.~ small 
and reg-ular-Si.:ze c:la&4;le,s bot:.h. ea,:r;ued a. 1.9.3 ~Bit:e ACT ceara. MoreQ~r. 

eB~ignmen'l: to a small ~ass di~ not ~~~ear to al~er tbe a~er~ge ce$~ score for 
any of: 'O:bQ sUbg:coupg tha.t we ~tia:U1cd. (i.e., hlack, ......h.ite and f.ee or ~dt.1c:ed
p2:'i-:1!t l.l.:l.ch students}. past: s't.uclicEi have lounQ that avezage: ~e.e iSeeres tend to 

d=Q"l~a vhen '1lIOl:"e f;tudC=:f:s -c:.ake the eCl11llwe entra:a.ae e,xan'l. ~ec;allsd: thl!!. ma.:rginal 
t:ese t:lk~r5 a:!!'e. 'Wcii.ke: .t:.....Q@nCS thaTl "t.he aye:!:B.~e st:w1e.n.1:, In the STAR 
e::c:oeril'l'll;!Z:O~. boweYe:z;, ;;>tl::u::!ent.~ t&ss~gned 1:0 13~1 elasse!1I "fere more likelY to ta.ke 
tl:::.~ A<::::'1? 0::: SAT ~. but the l!.'V1!!raga sC'Ol:'e 'Ill! tbJ::Ise. in sm.a~1 clasl:aa did. l"Lot 

dec~~:e. One pgssibility ~Q ~t chere al:'e ~wo offaeccing ef~eccs: {1) s~ores 

increased. for thOs~ 'W.b.c \iOuJ.d ave otherwise 'lllD:i1:.1:.eIl t::he e.xd1Jl; (2) the .a.dd.:U:ianal 
BtUQe~Cg who ~oQk the cQllege ent:ranc=e exam beo~use they attended a small Class 
vere weaker s~~den1:.5, On av~se

CQn.Slus;cn 

Al:tendan~e ~ a 8111a11 l:lass 11\ gl:"a.iie.9 10;::"1 8:ppe~:t'O 1::0 ha:vc ra~se~ the likelihood 
'I:ha.~ stud~'t.51 ':...u;e e:!:tl:u::r the Aer 0: j;>.T collc:ge-en.1:ro.ta.c. ~QliI. s~nc<: most. 
coll.ect<!:s in the tI'-S. r';'qu1.-e stud.4il~t:..e to 'C~aeit:b.e.:r the ACT Ol;" SAT exarn co be. 
admi.tted. -::bese f'in~~ SU!iS"~De cb/:lot:; low~:i:n.g ~lass ui:tl: in 'C.he: elelm!:nta.~ 
scbQol grade~ raises t:he p~ospect: t:.ha.t student,s will at.tend ccl.l.l!!9"E!. Tht!! 

behefiaial ef£ec':. of sma.l.le:r classe~ an <:ollege OI.spiro.1:.icn:;I appeare to. b1i: 
pa:rticul.a:.;r;ly :s'tl:;"O:'lg fO:!: ro:iIlOr~l:.Y students, and BI;UQencs on £:res al:' reduc¢d.-pr~c~ 
l~- :J:::!le.eed; iiit.tendatu::e in small. cl.a.GSes appears to ha:voe cut .the blac-k-\ihi'ee 
gap iA ehe probab.:l1is;.y of t:..aJcing a c:ol.lege-ent.ra.nce exam :by ,nore tnan balf, 
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}i':';;:.h tloe ass:!.tl'Cir.n!;;t.'l elf ~.$. IhC., Wet PlI:"levided' t::he AeT and l!:TS 
D~an~z~t!9n3 QOmP~tar riles w~~h eo~taiDe~ aa~ral variables from the STAR 
Ci.:I:c.aha.se. .:.nclutUJlg Ci:emographic da1:a.. ~la=!lI =.a!:i!!ll1l1\e.t'J.t. a:ncl ~;r:il'llaryscilool t~sc 
seorel'5. T".flli:: ACT aJ:I.d SAT 43.'ta. '\fIere merged eo these rt!lccll:'d.a on Project STAR 

students Or!!. 'I:h~ basi.s C:1f ':!hl!! .'SC.~I:iN1t.a' nalnes;. <iiates of :birth ;:md soc~Q,l Sec:urit:y 
numbers. rf a STAR :t:"ecaz-Q vas miD~illg inforPtac..ion on cr.lliil cf t:.hese chree 
ident::i£~~rs, the ~in1~ ideDtifis.~ ~X@ used tQ complete che marg~r. The 
a.ta. wezoe merged 'l:oge~er by Searching mh!!r ~ iI.ZI.Cl SAT l:ecord..c ror the eu tire 
U.S., so any z:n:.uden'C: who Qad {DQ~Ci away fZ"OflI 1'ezmessee I!IhDuld Qt;ill be includ~d. 
f.n thQ sal:!lple. Ai:rout! pe%'detlt lef eM STAR I!Itt:\d.ent::s who were .ide:c.ti.£:i.Q!:i ~y the 
:5e<!rcl:r. ugc:r.:.t:!::=. 1;COJ( !i:he AO or SAT exazn out:si.dt! of Tennesa~~. Onee 'Cl'>e dat.a. 
~e merged 'C:ogetbe=. Che st::uden~s' na~8, daeea of birth. and Social se~uri~y 
num:be.rs v~e COttcl!!;l!lJ.J.ed CQ .9.reserve confidentia.l:U:y. 

Se.ve:!:'al cb.acl'<a int:U.caeed 1:ha:: th-e 4a~a 'Wel:e l~;& 9Z"opcrly. For examp~e, 
the. co:::-:::,elat::lea :bet'Ween t::he stucien'l:S' Acr !lcore percen1:::i.le. :t"ank ana their Sth 
~de T~::iIl'.;tee Ccmprcb.ensive AssaslilaJon!; Progr;;lm (TQP1 '!'es'e pereant:.ile r&nk ~ 
.90, ~hich :i.s ev~ b~gher t::han the co~e~ac~Qn het:.~e.fl ~he studcn~ lro grade 
Stanford Ac~~~~~ 7ect Sco.~ percentile and eheir 7'C:h ~=ad~ TCAP percen~~le 
( .74). Add!t.iona.11y, t.he..ex of th. a~d.'liln'Cs bas8d on the1l:' S'l'.J!.R >:'Ell::ora.s rnatcheCl 
their Se.);; in t;he At:"'.!' record.s i.:i .99.?to of t::.'J,.S1!UI. 'l'be:se checks sug'9'I!!!lt:. ehal: STAR 
stu~en~s we~e cor~Occly li~ked to ~heir ~T and SAT record.s. 

'I'he At:T a:c.a SAT cldtabases ~e organized by graduat1ng high sc:hcQl classes. 
only \':)$1I\l:llarS o£ 9B 1t1.g:b. school Clcl$S of 'l~98 WI!!:r:'e inc~ucled .in the ACT anli SA!I' 
:I;"~or<ls 'Chat: t;o:nned 'ehe ~i.&I of the sea.r:h. 1w it con~n::queDce, STAR stUde.rl.l::s Who 
repc~'C:~Q ~ gra4e or tor ~Ome ethe~ reason were Dot high Sehoo~ a~niorS in 1998 
c.oulr:!l nat he Plat:.~ecl toQ Cileil:" .AC1' and ~'l' t'eeerd.s. evllUl :1.£ I:hey had t:aJcell one ot 
t:he ex:a.tI2$ Because. af: t:.his foature at! the da.'Cl!L. we restr1ee OUl," sample to the 
a\:b.net: Q: 11.3S7 students who ware ~ s-rade le....-el based on in1:oZ"llU'l.'I;:ion ~ha.~ we 
b.a:lz'e a." l!>t:1:I.c:!!c::o:c.s ,.,:b.~ wrote tile ~C:AP exam. t:.hrough t;.htiil eight.h g:r:::i\t1e. /LS a fur1;her 
r.::heck. l:I.owever t we: zoe-ealC1:&lated Pisure 1 fo~ the entire ::ample. Qf 11, rOoo 
at:u.dIilll1=S :i., Ot:X database ~~ch incJ.ucies· .::atu4el'l.t.s 'Who fell behind and 'W1ill':e noe 
hiqh school seniors in .S99), an4 find qtUllit.i!I\t.1v ely sim1.1ai rea"Ql.es as in P1.gur.e 
1. 'l'b:us. our :results are :rol:Iust w the 1nclus1.Cl:I. of st;uCient:s who have fallEOfl 
bebind. grade l~l.. 
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. Figure 1 . 

Students Assigned to Small Classes were More Likely 


to Take the ACT or SAT College Entrance Exams 


~ 

• Small 

-Regular 
., Reg/Aide 

o= u 
~ 
~ 

All Wbites Blacks .Free Lunch 

Notes: Figure show s percent of students who took either the ACT.or the SAT exam, by their initial 
dass-sjzeassignrnent. Sample consists of9,397 STAR students who were High School seoio(S 
in L998, free lunch group Includes studen Is who ever received free 01' reduced-price Junch grade k-3, 
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Table 1,. Percent Taking Either ACT or~AT Exam 

Mularnrbta .,. 
SmAil ' Regular RegullrlAlde LogU.AdjUsled

,.'- 'f<.J.... -: 

P·valul 

0.019 ' All Siudenu. 43.7 40,0 3S.9 
0,026Frea Lunch 30.8 26:5 26.2 

Stack 40.2 ' 31.1 34.0 0.006 

White ' 46.3 ~5.0 44,i' 0.285 

Note!: SIilloTtl~ la, IUD 9,307. ~:2.64, 3.1 BO,and I,m, M\ltlillml~ logll fndudoall!lIial-dll8t> 8111911mlnl. f8C1), 'Bit, 11'60
lWlch aM Inllht .choll dumm~ valilldl)Q., Tbl) ,ample OQnsiate afllOOool1 wlla MVIf mpado« .. 9111111. and fr.ea Wbc:h 
mIWUIIJ,I wll6l t.r a atlidarn eyer til wlueci~!I OJ raducedllrlOliluncl1lra grildiu 1(.:1 
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Table' 2.. Percent Taking ACT .Exam·, 

MUftNltli1tt . 
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Table 3. ,Percent Taking SAT E~a~. 
I ' erMultlvarla~8 
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Smalt RoguTar Regular/Aide log11.~djUGtl3d fa 

til·P..vah,. 
..... 
0'""' 6.1 6.2- S.2- 0.026All Stud.ents 
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ror Iml11ediate Release MarGh 5. 1999 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

r strongly' support the efforts of Senators Murray and Kennedy to offer a class size 
amendment to the Ed-Flex bill. We must make a long-tenn commitment now to hire 100,000 
110\V. \vell-prepared teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. The Republican Leadership. 
is wrong to try to shut down debate on this bill before a class size amendment can be voted on. I 
urge them to allow an up-or-down vote on this amendment, and I urge every Senator to vote for 
it. 

30-30-30 



PO 


This year, we have an important opportunity to work together, across party 
lines, to· bring true progress to America's public schools. We should start. right now 
to make the reforms and targeted investments we need to prepare our children for 
the 21 st century. 

I welcome the idea of greater flexibility in education for states and school 
districts, tied to greater ac;countability for results. For this reason, I urge the 
Senate to pass an Ed-Flex bill this week that provides both expanded flexibility and 
strengthened accountability in education. 

But we must do more to give our children a world-class education. That is 
why I strongly support the amendment that Senators Kennedy and Murray will offer 
this week to build on our bipartisan efforts of last year to reduce class size in the 
early grades. As you recall, Congress voted across party lines to provide a down 
payment on my class size reduction initiative in the FY 1999 budget, by 
appropriating $1.2 billion to help communities hire about 30,000 teachers. The 
Kennedy-Murray amendment would finish the job by authorizing $1.1.4 billion more 
over six years to help commuriities hire 100,000 well-prepared teachers to bring 
class size in the early grades down to a national average of 18 students. 

As parents and teachers across 'America understand, smaller classes can 
make a profound difference for our children. Studies show that teachers in smaller 
classes give more personal attention to students and spend less time on discipline; 
as a result, students in these classes learn more and get a stronger foundation in 
the basics. Across the country, students in smaller classes outperform their peers 
in larger c;lasses. And reduced class size makes the greatest difference for minority 
and disadvantaged students. 

It is important that we act now on a long-term commitment to reduce class 
size, because communities will soon begin to receive the funds we appropriated last 
year for this purpose. Communities will not be able to use these funds as 
effectively as possible unless they have confidence that Congress will provide 
continued support to reduce class size for years to come. Passage of the 
Kennedy-lVIurray amendment will ensure effective local planning as school districts 
move to put this new initiative into effect'. 

I am asking you to show continued and long-term support for this effort to 
reduce class size across the nation. Therecan be no better way to demonstrate a 
commitment to work together in this Congress to strengthen the quality of 
education. 



CLINTON VICTORY ON SMALLER CLASSES WITH QUALITY TEACHERS 


President Clinton's Goal Administration's Proposal Final Agreement in 
Omnibus 
Appropriations 
Bill 

President's 
Goal Met 

CLEAR PURPOSE Reduce class size in the early 
grades-, 

Reduce class size in the 
early grades 

FIRST STEP TOWARD 
HIRING 100,000 

$1.1 billion in first year 
~ool districts hire 

$1.2~bi1liOnin~ first year 
-He scho I districts 

TEACHERS 35,000 teac~ers in the first year 
~a seven ear-initiative to hire 
Iv~~vteachers 

-hi~ 31,000 eachers in 
the lH:st_ . 

TARGETING Tar~ to high poverty Targeted to high poverty 
NEEDIEST / ~Sing Title 1 formula communities, with 80% 
STUDENTS of funds allocated by 

poverty and 20% by 
population count 

GETTING DOLLARS 
TO LOCAL SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 

99.4% of funds to local school 
districts; 

0% for federal administration 
0.5% for costs to state of 
PJogram administration and 
testing ofnew teachers 

0.1 % for evaluation 

100% to local school 
districts 
O%for federal 
administration 
0% for costs to state 
of program 
~dministration 
and testing of new 
teachers 

0% for evaluation 

ENSURING Requires that local school Establishes 15% cap for 
TEACHER QUALITY districts spend at least 10% of 

funds on improving teacher 
quality 
New teachers must meet 
state certification requirement~ 
New teachers must pass 
state-selected competency test 

local school district 
expenditures on 
improving teacher 
q~ality 
New teachers must meet 
state certification 
requirements 
School districts may use 
funds for teacher 
competency tests 



ACCOUNTABILITY 
FOR RESULTS 

I 

Participating school districts 
or schools produce an annual 
report card to parents and the 
public on student achievement 
and class size 

Participating school 
districts or sch06ls 
produce an annual 

report 
card to parents and the 
public on student 
achievement and class 
size 

t/ 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cathy R. Mays/OPD/EOP. Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: 

Top Rea'sons to Reduce Class Size: 

1. Increased Student Achievement. Conlcusive research in Tennesee, Wisonsin, Indiana and North 
Carolina confirm what parents and teachers know from experience -- small classes promote 
effective teaching and learning. In the Tennesee study, researchers found that students in smaller 
classes earned significantly higher scores on basic skills tests in all four years and in all types of 
schools -- urban, suburban and rural. The effects of smaller classes were largest for minority and 
low-income students. 

2. Reduced dicpline problems. In smaller classes, teachers report that students had fewer 
discipline problems allowing more of the classroon time to be devoted to learning. Students also 
paid more attention, asked more questions, and increased their participation in classroom 
discussion. 

3. Increased instruction time. Teachers report that smaller classes allow them to provide more 
individualized attention to students, identify and remediate learning problems earlier, and cover 
material more effectively. 

4. Continuing achievement gains. Smaller classes in the early grades help give students a solid 
foundation in the basics that allows them to maintain higher levels of achievement. Follow-up 
studies in have shown that the achivement gains continued when students returned to larger 
classes after the third grade. 



10/10/98 14: 10 

MRR 20 '98 02:24PM OFFICE OF DEPUTY SEC 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 

~~T~O~tROlINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OH'O 
OKLMlOMA 
OREGON 
PEN NSYLVA.NIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CA.ROLINA 
souTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOM!NG 
PUERTO RICO 
OUTLYING AREAS 

TOTAL 

Total Allocations 
EY 1999-2005 
$212,269,243 

29,163.203 
191.376.153 
127.094,069 

1,397.655,780 
118,415,890 
115,480,802 

30.741.974 
36.240.369 

. 563.396,359 
327,427,717 
33.900;890 
36.857.172 

548,174.868 
192.301.609 
87.524.037 
92.339.744 

214.764.120 
322.238.009 
48,746.392 

166.900.465 
245.702.459 
549.709.510 
146.072.173 
210,023,65B 
212,112,715 

42.917,112 
53,460.359 
37.214.145 
30.007.357 

271,656,869 
105.219,567 

1.143,265.730 
234,278,899 
29.991.443 

504.298.107 
146.215.789' 
114,806.227 
557,514,161 
41,295,822 

158.490,632 
32.687.347 

216.711.096 
1.063.084,481 

55.663,942 
29.562.521 

185.270,647 
182,511.317 
123.609.977 
210,944.513 

27,304,025 
442.178.333 
, 24.210.000 

$12,421.000.000' 

Average 

~B.Ii$.:.~~!i*~ 
20'.90 
20.20 
23.80 
20.20 
'Z7.70 
23.70 
20.10 
23.70 
21.40 
24.00 
21.00 
21.80 
22.00 
22.09 
20.80 
20.80 
20.10 
22.60 
20.10 
18.60 
23.80 
21.40 
25.50 
22.90 
22.00 
21.60 
19.00 
18.20 
20.90 
20.10 
21.$0 
19.40 
22.00 

. 24.20 
18.40 
22.50 
19.40 
22.50 i 

21.80 
19.90 

·19.60 
'9.30 
22.20 
19.00 
24.80 
18.70 
20.30 
23.10 
19.10 
21.90 
1830 
20,00 

21 

2'1.90 

• Reflects the withholding elf $2 million per year for national evaluation of the program . 
.. Average class size was estimated from repol't$ of firs!. second, and third grade teachers 
of self-ecntained and departmentalized classes in the 1993-94 school year. Since t11e 
i993.Q4 scnooLyear. sev'lral States have begun programs 10 reduce class size. 
--- The number of new teachers funded In year 7 in each State was eslimated using 
1.Ilate-specifle estimates of newly hired teachers for grades 1-3. The leacher COllI estimates 
include salary ano benefits. and were derived from data reponed in the 1993·94 Schools 
and Staffing Survey and the CPI for education. 

PRESERVATION PHOTOCOPY 

Teachers Funded 
i.J.:L~QQ~ 

2,161 
119 

1.828 
1.360 
9.271 
1,053 

678 
212 
230 

4.718 
3,044 

261 
370 

4.359 
1,452 

897 
939 

2.048 
3.564 

43' 
'\ .125 
1,952 
3.:n7 
1.148 
2,458 
2.220 

442 
587 

'l.. 	 30(1 
.254 

'1,637 
i.077 
6.650 
2;368 

352 
<,.03 1 

, .IS 6 ~ 
841 

3.497 
268 

1.528 
395 

2.161 
11.155 

515 
241 

~.648 
1.361 
1.047 
1.547 

257 
7,961 . 

'.022 

106.042 



Michael Cohen 

10/08/98 05:33:04 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP 
Subject: class size numbers 

Education Department estimates that if we get $500 million we could'add almost 18,000 new 
teachers, and $700 million would result in roughly 25,000 teachers. 

, I 
\ 

, 
\ 



10/15/98 
Class Si;te Simulations: Stat& Allocations Based On Titlo I Share and Eisenhower Shar& 

And Th& Greater Of The Two 


Allocatlon Basad Allocation Basad Grootar Of 

Qn Ti~I~1 §har~ ~ IhUtI.Q 


US TOTAL 1,124,6,19,453 1 ~ 124,619,463 1,194,000,000 


ALABAMA 19.413~279 17,581,251 19,413,279 

ALASKA 2,667,573 5,623,097 ' 5,9~3,097 

ARIZONA 17,508,087 17,378,574 ' 17,50B,087 

ARKANSAS 11,623,964 10,711,502 11,623,964 

CALIFORNIA 127,899,128 129,177,934 129,177,93~ 


COLORADO 10,833,395 13,154,489 13,164.489 

CONNECTICUT 10,558,933 11,353, mi 11,353,179 

DELAWARE 2,611,549 5,623,097, 5,823,097 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 3,360,381 5,623,097 . 5:623,097 

FLORIDA 51,524,144 51,848,131 51,848,131 ' 

GEORGIA. 29,909,345 29,858,145, 29,909,345 

HAWAII 3,100,485 5,623,097 5,623,097 

IDAHO 3,310,860 , 5,623,097 5,623,097 

ILLINOIS 50,137,659 48,544,320 50,137,859 

INDIANA 17,593,219 20,096,000 20,096,000 

IOWA 8,004,299 9.449,330 9,449,330 

KANSAS 8.451. 81 0 9.582,885 9,582.865 

KENTUCKY 19,f341,601 17,068,628· 19,841,601 

LOUISIANA 29.471,026 23,677,659 29,<171.026 

MAINE 4,455,197 5,623,097 5,623,097 

MARYLAND 15,261,308 ' , 17,.485,082 17,485,082 

MASSACHUSETTS /22.447,648 22,114,039 22.447,648 

MICHIGAN 50.275.610 44,786,678. 50,275,610 

MINNESOTA 13,346,446 16,662,118 16,662,118 

MISSISSIPPI 19,206,820 15,019.439 19,206,820 

MISSOURI 19,403,212 20,568,788 20,56S,788 

MONTANA 3.925,131 ' 5,~23,097 5,623,097 

NEBRASKA 4,889.:'>45 ·5,B27,594 5,827,594 


. \NEVADA 3,409,012 5,623,097 5,623,097 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.702,773 5,623,097 5.623,097 

NEW JERSEY 24,637,934 27.414,745 27,414,745, 

NEW MEXICO 9,619,782 8,703,204 9,619,782 

NEW'(ORK 104,517,491 85,879,596 104,517,491 

NORTH CAROLINA 21,468,563 . 24,678;787' 24,678,)'87 

NORTH DAKOTA 2,742,908 . 6,623.091 5,623,097 

OHIO 46,139,496 45,080,185, 46,139,498 . 

OKLAHOMA 13,372,051 13,529,819 13,529,819 

OREGON '10,503,175 11,564.476 11,554.476 

PENNSYLVANIA 50,982,529 47,833.137 50,982,529 

PUERTO RICO 40.440,447 2s.o49,556 40,440,447 

RHODE ISLAND 3,713,080 5,623,097 5,623,097 
SOUTH CAROLINA 14,495,110 14,295,423 14,495,110 
SOUTH DAKOTA 2,989,496 5,623.097 5,623,097 
TENNESSEE 19,773,491 20,066,133 20.066,133 
TEXAS 97,206,460 89,596,331 . 97,206.460 
UTAH 5,090~676 7,691,587 7,691,587 
ve:RMONT 2,686.220 5,623,097 6,623,Q97 

. VIRGINIA 16.976,780 21,038,247 21,038,24]. 
WASHINGTON 16,693,194, 19,619,284 19,519,284 
WEST VIRGINIA· ('1,301,032 6,779,082 11,301,032 
WISCONSIN 19,291,366 20.118,645 20.118.645 
WYOMING 2,505,740 5,623,097 ' 5,623,091 



OCT, -14' 98 (WED) 14: 11 US SEN COM ON L&HR TEL:202 224 5128 p, 002 
LO/14/es 12:37 t:r202 ·101 BUO r~D/OliS/as laJ Cia 2 

10/14/9B 
CIa,1S1S Blze Siml.llatlonB: Campariaon af Stllte Allocations FI~sed On TitJo I sharo, Title VI Share. 
On SIl% Title I Sharo/5Q% Title VI SharD ~nq BORtld 50% Poverty Countl5Q'Yo SchQQI Aged PopuliUian Count 

AIIQ~tilm Qfl6eQ Alioc:alian B:l~ AlIoQtltian BIiI&er:l On Allocalion 61l1ie£1 On 
50lul100 SalelyOn 50% TIIlIt I Share 6 50D

,(, Poverty & 
\ Ii~ tSbare nl!Ull Siler..! liCrq llIJl:! ~ 5b~ fig-6.l!dlaCiI AQa..Emr. 

U3TOTAL ~1 ,aa7IOOO,{10Q 51,Ca7,000,01;10 511,091,000,000 $1.01'17,000,000 

ALABAMA IS' Il. 'SUItO 516.346,024 $17,267,Q53 517,1:106,492
v-AL.ASI<.A :2,57&,340 5,<436,000 ; 5,435,000 5,435,000

AR.IZONA 1fi,9l!2..427 16,908,041 16,!i!il,El60 18,2B8,3C3
ARKANSAS 11,235.1;.\3 10.1'19,236 10,519,1S3 1D.606,604

vCALIFORNIA 1::23,820,795 128.437,205 124,067.511 1l3,tirO:14~
V'COLORADO 	 10,471,00Q 15,244,155 12,5ft6,1i76 12.495,32.0
veONNECTICUT 10.205,728 '2,1)43,~63 10,862,022 10.311.755
vDELAWARj; 2."117,soa 5,436,000 5,"135,000 5,435.000
velSTRICT or- CDLUMRIA S,247.9-rJ 5,4~5,OQO ,5,436,000 5,435,000
V"fLORIDA-	 49,aOO.61a 51,686.383 49,965,492 :)1.423,876
vGEDRGIA 2a,9a~,1152 29,341,022 28.674.4113 29,a99.257

V\iAWAII 2.B9S,n1 5,435.000 6,4~5,OOO 5,435,00(1
...mAHO ,3,258,102 fi,"35,OOD 11,4.35,000 G,426,OOC

ILl-INCIS 4B,.4150.512 46.955,2111 46.956,421 43.IiOC.2:i7 
--1NOIANA 17,004,712 22,811,868 10,GJ3,~1!4 19,565,911
'-10WA 7,736.S49 17.265,599 9,37D,=i59 9,165.260
v/AANSAS 8,1sa,oaO 'O.61Q~21 9,262,952 8,996,50<\

KENTUCKY 18,QIW,G?3 14,S74,B12 16.641,1&7 , 6,S9G,649 
LOUIS1A~ 	 ZI'l,485,1ee 19,a73,993 23,30).,307 23,469.1i49~INE' "1,:\06.167 5,435,000 5,435,000 5,435.000

vMARYLANO 14,7!lfl,BOJ 19,4.11,736 lG,fMfi,7BO 15,f.i06,721
MASSACHUSETIS 21,69!l,165 21,502,611 21,a12,25B 1~,:S72.li95
MICHIGAN 46,693,B49 39,OBO,211 43,096,B74 39.0llQ,574

A'iINNESOTA 12.,8(19,996 19,494,362 ' , ~,BB5,4'J2 15.619,3~
MISSISSIPFI 18,,Ij(i!:i.2S9 11,564,261 14,788,108 14.412.939 

AlISSOURI 18.151,158 21,525.3119 HI.B43,31f1 20,421.741 
, jONTANA l.79J,BJ2 tl,435,1l00 5,435,000 5.435,000 

AEBRASKA 4,725,193 Ii,BS8,534 5,721MHl S,43!j..~OO 
EVAOA 3.294,97a 6,140,140 ~,43S,OOO \436,000 

/NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,612,383 5,435,000 1:1,4:15,000 5,4J~,ooa
,/NEW Jt=.RSEY 24.001,086 29,643,535 '6,+42,3411 24.69a,390

NEW fv1EXICO 	 9,297.992 ?,6S..9B9 ,,)34,572 1l.8,O,07ti
(\t....NEWYORK 101.0,"1.293 671433.~P8 82,71 ',698 73,ZD2,27C 
~ORTH CAAO\..INA ~C,7SD.421 27,872,fJ62 23,671,199 24.748,991
,/NORitl DAKOTA ~,eb' ,155 5,.36,cioo 5.4JIi.OOO 5,4lli.DOO

OHIO 	 44,596,091 43,7&6,&90 43,404,020 41,91;'.19.4
........oKLAHOMA 	 12,924.740; 
 13.683,006 13,101.509 14,026136 
/O~EGON 10,151.835 12.500,670 11,164,38a 10,"94,622

PENNSYLVANI.A. "!!I.277.121 -44,693,969 4O,225.!i07 ~',347.n97
PUERTO RICU • :1S,087,680 17,BtiG,!i37 27,899.41Sa :17 ,602,0,(B 

-"""RHODE ISLAND 3,1)46,B08 5.435,009_ 6,43S.000 6.435.000 
/SOUTH CAROUNA- 14,Q1D,2JB 14,329,031 13,951,114 14,510.401
AOUTH DAKOTA ,<.889.497 f/,1I.35.000 5,43/i.OOO 5.435.0QO 
........TENNESSEE 19,112,051 20,072,594 19,2S3,348 20,S;:\!J ,')56 
~EXAS-. 9:3,9&4,823 e, ,OS, .029 ali ,OR?.850 69.190.1l2

vOTAH 4,!l20,!i84 , 0,275, lOO! 7,512,323 7,663,300
_VEflMONi 2,!i~fj.391 5.435.0ClQ 5,"S5,oao 5.435.000 

/VIRarNIA 16,41a,B~£i 24,~59,75!i 20,2f.1l;j.14tj \ 
\ 

21,3711.512 
./WAS HINGTON 	 18,'34,7SI! 2.2,01 S,69Z 1B,B1 !i,a53 \ 11:1,S48,l?J

WEST VIRGINIA 	 10,923,003 6,B02,436 a,Sea,9gB 8,036,918 
18,646,06_ 21,On.801 19.513"042~ WlSCON"'N \ 1~'fi3.031.-/' WYOMING 	 2,421,021 5,435,000 5,435.000 5.435,000 

• Indudes a small aisle, minilYlum of 112 of 1 ~e,ca=l1t 
" 

~~ 	
,,-. 

// 
/ 111 



,WPD 


PROPOSED MODIFiCATIONS TO THE GORTONIGOODLING DRAFT PROPOSAL 
FOR LOCAL TEACHER QUALITY GRANTS 

NEW LANGUAGE IN ITALICS; DELETIONS WITHIN BOLD BRACKETS 

Local, Te'acher Quality and Class Size Red'uction Grants 

Purpose 
,~.. 

Amends Title VI o(the Elementary.,and Secondary Education Act to create a new 
Part D. The purpose of this new part is to provide funds to local educational 
agencies to alloW such agencies to hire high quality teachers, including special 
education teachers, ,land] reduce class size in the early grades to a national goal of 
18, and raise student achievement. 

Use of Funds Part D: 

Local educational agencies shall use funds made available under this section 
to improve teacher quality, reduce the number of children in regular classes, and 
raise student achievement through [for] one or more of the following activities: 

• 	 Hiring new high quality" teachers who have successfully completed an 
academic major in the subject area in which they plan to teach and possess 
strong teaching skills; , 

• 	 Hiring new high quality teachers through State and local alternative teacher 
certification procedures; 

• 	 Reducins, class size by increasing the ratio of classroom teachers to students; 

• 	 Providing professional development to'teachers to teach special needs 
children [and to reduce'the costs associated with teaching children identified 
as special education students]; 

• 	 Providing professional 'development to teachers consistent with Title II of the 
Higher Education Act Amendments of 1998; 

• 	 [Providing for' the· acquisition and use of instructional and educational 
materials to assist classroom teachers to improve students achievement; or,] 

• 	 [Providing for teacher] Testing new teachers using State competency exams 
based on the subject areas taught by the teacher, or content deemed 
appropriate by the State for elementary school teachers. 



", 

Funding Limitation 

• 	 None of these funds shall be used to increase the salaries or provide 
additional benefits to currently' employed teachers. 

• 	 No local education agency may use more than 5 percent ofits allocation for 
local administrative costs. 

Special Priorities 

• 	 In hiring new quality teachers under this section, local educational agencies 
may give priority to hiring new speciql education teachers, teachers of ,-' 
Limited-English proficient students, teachers in subject areas with a shortage 
of qualified teachers, ,and teachers in schools with large class sizes. 

Funding Formula ' 

, 

• 	 OV,er and above the money' currently allocated to Title VI activities, an 
additional $,1'. 1,billion will be dispersed pursuant to this part. ' 

• 	 For purposes of this, part, the State educational agency shall distribute 100 
percent of these funds directly to local educational agencies based' upon the,

',' . 
formula in the title I of the Elerhentaryand Secondary Education Act adjusted 
for the hold-harmless provision [under this section (this is the current Title VI, 
formula' which is d,istributed based on student enrollment in public and 
private 'nonprofit schools within the local education agency based on the' 
following criteria: 

Children living in areas 'with high concentrations of low income 
families; 

Children from low income families;' and: 
Children living in sparsely populated areas.)] 

Application Process 

There will be no new application required. Instead, Local Education ,Agencies 
will submit to the State, in its application for funds under Title VI, a description of 
how they will meet the requirements of this part. The State shall be responsible for 
ensuring compliance by the local, education ~gencies. 

Annual Public Report Card 

• 	 At the end of each sch,ool yeaiin which a school receives funds under this 
program, the local education agency shall issue a report card on that,school 

/' 	 ; 



toparents and the general public. The report card shall provide 'clear, and 
easily understandable information on (1) class size reduction'goals in grades 
1-3 and other grade levels determined by the LEA, (2) actual class sizes that, 
year (3) teacher certification, licensure ,and related academic qualifications for 
teachers, (4) student achievement levels in reading in grades 1-3, and in 
other grade lev,els and subject areas determined by the local education 
agency. 

• 	 Based on the public report card the state may require a local education 
agency to take appropriate corrective actions as a condition for con~inued 
receipt of funds; 

Local 	Control 

If the local education agency [decides] determines by an affirmative approval 
of the local school board;' that it [do not need funds] has met its goals for reducing 
class size and raising student achievement [under this pa~t for the purposes of 
hiring quality teachers and reducing cla'ss size,] then the local educational agency 
can spend these funds on activities under section 6301. 



Permits Pilot Testing only for Items that may be embedded in ate tests 

Sec. Notwithstanding any other provisions of Federalla ,funds provided to the - , 

Department of Education or to an applicable program may t be used to pilot test, field test, 
implement or administer any federally sponsored national t st in reading, mathematics or any 
other subject: Provided, That the National Assessment Go eming Board (NAGB) shall retain 
exclusive authority over the development ofvoluntary nati nal tests as described in Section 307 
of the Department of Education Appropriations Act; 1998; Provided, that NAGB may conduct 
studies to determine the technical quality of test items t~ may be ttsecl: 881el)/for the purpose of 
incorpor~~ in state or local tests in order to measure student progress against National 
Assessm~~~fEduction Progress benchmarks. 

AND ·\A.\44,,~ \~ 
NAS Study on Embedding NAEP Items in State and Local Tests 
The National Academy of Sciences shall conduct a study of the technical feasibility of 
including items from the National Assessment of Educational Progress or other tests in state 
and district assessments to provide a measure of individual student performance against 
National Assessment of Educational Progress standards in 4th grade reading and 8th grade 
math.ematicsgt . . . 
~AAt4PrlI-tA~rTPf'ifs~ann;r~~e~. The National Academy of Sciences shall report the results 
ofthe study to Congress by June 1, 1999. 

Report Language 

The Corrimittee bill provides that the National Assessment Governing Board 

retains exclusive authority over the policies, direction and guidelines for 

voluntary national tests for 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The bill 

includes language prohibiting the use of funds to pilot test, field test, 

implement, or administer any federally sponsored national tests. 


The Committee recognizes that many states and local communities have already 
developed tests aligned with state and local academic standards, and may wish 
to have an efficient way of also determing how well students perform relative to 
the National Assessment of Education Progress achievement levels. Therefore, 
the bill also provides that the National Academy of Sciences conduct a study to 
determine the feasibility of incorporating items from NAEP or other tests into 
state or local tests for these purposes. Further, the Committee bill permits NAGB 
to conduct studies to determinedthe technical quality oftest items developed under 
its authority for these purposesfl Such studies may address issues including how 
well students understand and interpret the questions, how different ethnic, racial 
or gender groups respond to the questions, if the questions measure the content 
area they are supposed to measure, if the questions are too easy or too difficult for 
the target popUlation, if the questions assess the range of skills and abilities of all 

i 
\ , 

'",
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-Class Size language 10/14, 10:30 am classlan7 

"Provided further, That, notwithstanding any other provision oflaw,$1;100,000,000 shall be . ! 

available under Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to be allocated 
such that each State and, within each State, each local educational agency, shall receive the same 
share of funds as it received under section 1122 of that Act for fiscal year 1998,to carry out 
effective approaches to reducing class sizes with quality teachers (including recruiting, hiring, 
and training teachers, including special education teachers, and testing new teachers for State 
certification) in order to improve educational achievement in the early elementary grades, which 
shall be expended iIi accordance with.the statement ofthe managers on the conference report 
accompanying this Act and such regulations as the Secretary ofEducation determines are 
necessary to implement such statement, including regulations to ensure that States and local 
educational agencies are appropriately held accountable for class size reduction and improved 
student achievement: Provided further, That in expending funds made available under the 
previous proviso, no State educational agency may use more than one-half ofone percent of its 

. allocation or $50,000, whichever is greater, for administrative costs and State-level: aetivities and 
no local educational agency may use more than 5-percent of its suballocation for local 
administrative costs: Provided further, That no funds for the class size. reduction initiative under. 
this heading may be used for Federal administration. 

CONCEPTUAL AGREEMENTS [Suggested language here and under Open Issues could be 
statutory or report language.] 

Teacher Quality and Hiring 

Local educational agencies shall use-funds to reduce class size by hiring and improving 
the quality ofteachers. Suggested language: 

"Hiring;~~~1h\-q~~~rtified teachers 'that possess strong te~ching skills, including 
teachers of special education and teachers certified tmough statt: and local alternative 
routes; 

"Providing for testing ofnew teachers using State competency examinations based on 
subject areas to be taught, or c,ontent deemed appropriate by the State for elementary 
school teachers; 

"Providing professional development t9 teachers to te~ch sp~cial needs childiTenr;. '~l 

~iding professional develop~ent to te~chers consistent ~ith Title II of the Higher 

Education Act Amendments of.i998;i.~~,1'lu..\-~"",-,~~,\O"CD ~ 

No new application 

Agree on principle ofno new a~~"",",.I-L!.oo---'_ 


.arum on whether to include lass size descriptio 'n Title I or Title VI application., 


http:a~~"",",.I-L!.oo


Suggested language: 

"There will be no new application required. Ins!ead, the local education agency will 
submit to the State, in its application for funds under [Title I/Titie VI], a description of 

,/ 

how it will meet the requirements oftllis part. The State shall be responsible for ensuring 
compliance by the local ,education agencies." 

School Report Card suggested language: 

"At the end of each school year in which a school receives funds under this program, the 
local educational agency shall issue a "Class Size Reduction' and Teacher Quality 
Accountability Report" forthat school to parents and the general public, which shaH 
provide clear and easilYi understandable infoITnation on 

) 

"(1) class size reduction goals in grades one through three and other grade levels 
determined by the local educational agency. , ' 

"(2) actual class sizes that year. 
"(3) teacher certification, licensure and related' academic qualifications ofthat, 
year's teachers. 
"(4) student achievement levels in reading in grades one through three and in 
other grade levels andsubject areas determined by the local educational agency. 

"Based on such accountability report, the State may require a local educational agency to ' 
take appropriate corrective actions as a condition for continued receipt of funds." 

OPEN ISSUES 

ef.C<~ . 
Maintenance of iJ~s ~uggested language: " , . . ~.' 

'~A local educa~ional agency may receive grant funds under Part D onlY/f has ontile with 
the SEA an assurance that the LEA will spend at least as much, from non-Federal 
resources, as the LEA spent in the previous year for the combination of: 

"a) teachers in regular classrooms in grades 1 through 3 in schools receiving 
assistance under Part D; , 

, , 

"b) teachers in each other grade and subject area for which funds under Part D are 
expended;' and ' 

"c) the other quality improvement activities eligible for support under Part D. 

"The Secretary may waive or modify this requirement if he determines that doing so 
would be equitable due to exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances." 
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9:30 PM 

1 1. In the appropriations language, insert the following in the 

2 . appropriate ,place: 

3 "of which $1,166,300,000, which shall become available on 

4 July 1,,1999 and remain available through September 30, 2000, 

S shall be available, notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

6 to carry out Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

7 Act of 1965 in accordance with section 3XX of this Act, in order 

8 to reduce, class sizes in the early grades, using well qualified 

9 teachers and thereby improving educational achievement". 

)0 2. In the numbered sections of Title III of the Labor!HHS/ED 

11 appropriations bill, insert the following: 

12 SEC.3XX. (a) From the amount appropriated to carry out 

13 this section, the Secretary of Education

14 (1) shall make available a total of $11,000,000 to the 

IS Secretary of the,Interior (on behalf of the Bureau of Indian 

16 Affairs) and the outlying areas for activities under this 

17' section; and 

18(2) shall allocate the remainder by providing each 

19 State the greater of the amount it would receive if a total of 

20 $1,089,000,000 were allocated under part A of title I of the 

21 Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) or under 

22 title II of the ESEA for fiscal year 1998, except that such 
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1 allocation~ shall be ratably increased or decreased as may be 

2 necessary. 

3 (b) Each State that receives funds under this section~ 

4 (1) may reserve not more than one-half of one percent 

5 for the cost of administering this section; and 

6 (2) shall distribute at least 99.5 percent to local 

7 educational agencies in accordance with their respective 

8 allocations for fiscal year 1998 under part A of title I of the 

9 ESEA except that, if a local educational agency's award under 

10 this section would.be less than the startin~ salary for a new 

11 teacher in that agency, the State shall not make that award 

12 unless the local educational agency agrees to form a consortium 

13 with at least one other local educational agency in order to 

14 reduce class size. 

15 (c) (1) Each local educational agency that receives funds 

16 under this section shall use those funds to carry out effective 

17 approaches to reducing class size with quality teachers to 

18 improve educational achievement for both regular and special 

19 needs students, and shall give priority to reducing class size 

20 in grades 1 through 3 in accordance with research findings 

21 showing that class-size reduction has the most benefit at those 

II grade levels. 

23 (2) (A) Each such local educational agency may pursue 

24 the goal of reducing class size through

2 ) 
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(i) recruiting, hiring, and training 

2 certified regular and special education teachers and,tea~hersof 

3 special-needs children, including those certified through State 

4 and local alternative routes; 

5 (ii) testing new teachers for State 

6 certification requirements that are consistent with 

7 section 202(d) (2) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA); and 

8 (iii) providing professi'onal development to 

9 teachers, including special education teachers and teachers of 

10 special-needs children, consistent with title II of the HEA. 

11 (B) A local educational agency may not use more 

12 than a total of 10 percent of its award under this section for 

13 activities described in clauses (ii) and (iii) of 

14 subparag~aph (A). 

15 (C) A local educational agency that has already 

16 reduced class size in the early grades to 18 or less may use its 

17 funds under this section to- . 

18 (i) make further class-size reductions in 

)9 grades 1 through 3; 

20 (iil reduce class size" in kindergarten or 

21 other grades; or 

n (iii) carry out activities to improve 

n teacher quality. 

3 
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1 (3) Each such agency s~all use funds under this 

2 section only to supplement, and not to supplant, State and local 

3 funds that, in the absence of funds under this section, it would 

4 spend for activities under this section. 

S (4) No funds made available under this section may be 

6 used ~o increase the salaries of, or provide benefits (other 

1 than participation in professional development and enrichment 

8 programs) to, teachers who are, or have been, employed by the 

9 local educational agency. 

10 (d) (1) Each State receiving funds under this section shall 

11 report on activities in the State under this section, consistent 

12 with section 6202(a) (2) of the ESEA. 

13 (2) Each school benefiting from this section, or the 

14 local educational agency serving that school, shall produce an 

1S annual report to parents, the general public, and the State 

16 educational agency on student achievement and class size in the 

17 school and on the effect of the activities carried out under 

18 this section. 

19 (e) Section 6402 of the ESEA shall apply to this section 

20 only with respect to professional development activities . 

* * .... .... * 

4 
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Provided further, That this pro'Vis/on is to ca1'lY out effecti'Ve approaches to redudng class size 
with quality teachers to improve educational achie'VementE. the early elementary grade~for 
both regular and special needs students; . 

Provided further, That local educational agencies may pursue the goal ofreducing class size 
through recruiting, hiring, and training certified regular and specUd education teachers and 
teachers ofspecial needs children, including those certified through state and wcal alternative 
routes, testing new teachers for state certification, andproviding professional development to 
teachers, including special education teachers, and teachers ofspecial needs children 
consistent with Title 11ofthe Higher Education Act Amendments of1998, except that not 
more than ten (10) percent ofthefunds pro'Vided under this provision may be usedfor testing 
ofnew teachers andprofessional deveklpment: 

, 




2( 

summarizing the information reported by its schools. Within 3 years ofreceiving program 
funding, each LEA's reports shall provide evidence of the reading achievement of students, in 
grades 3, 4, or 5, in schools served under the program; such evidence shall be based on the' 
assessments 'required under Title I, or comparably rigorous State or local assessments,·and shan 

. be dis aggregated as required under Title I. An LEA with schools that fail to show improved 
. student achievement in reading within 3 years shall, with the approval of the SEA, develop and 
implement a progciIn improvement plan. If a participating school fails to show improvement 
after an additional 2 years, the SEA shall reduce the sub grant to the LEA by an amount equal to 
the share ofthe LEA's sub grant attributable to that school. 

.. 
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"Statement of the Mamigers" language on 

Class Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Initiative 


" 
The conference agreement provides $1,100,000,000, within the School Improvement 

Programs account, for the first year ofan initiative on class-size reduction and quality teaching. 
The conferees agree that the purpose of this initiative is to reduce class sizes in the early . 
elementary grades, employing well prepared teachers, in order to improve student achievement in 
reading and other basic skills. The conferees' goal is that the 1999 appropriation will finance the 
first step in reduchlg claSs sizes'in grades 1 through 3 to 'an average of 18 by 2005. 

',.*., .... 

The conferees direct that the State educational agency (SEA) ofeach State desiring to ] t.o w...> 

participate in the program will file an application with the Secretary. The Secretary, through ~\'t.....~ 
regulations, will establish requirements for the application. 

"(.;c..,_<:\.~.,\......:;...\,:-\*"'-::....~ 
The conferees direct that, at the local level, LEAs use their subgrants to pay the salaries ~ 

and bene'fits of the additional teachers needed to reduce class sizes in grades 1 through 3 ..te--*ltlioH'le-
le¥el set by the State as the State goal. Teachers hired for new positions shall be required to meet 
the State's requirements for full certification, or must be making satisfactory progress toward full 
certification within 3 years. All new teachers hired with program funds to teach grades 1 through , 
3 must pass a teacher competency test selected by the State. In addition, each LEA shall use~ ,-f.l. -? 

leas]l°percent of its sub grant for acti:vities to ensure t~at teachers. who :vill teach in small~r (f.- ~nk~.l\>' ~ 
classes are well prepared to teach readmg and other subjects effecttvely m a small class settmg. "->-

Further, an LEA that has already reached the S~ate goal ~or cl.ass-size reduction in grades 1-3 'J 
may use subgrant funds to make further clasS-SIze reductIOns m those grades, to reduce class NO 

sizes in ~the~ grades, or to undertake additional quality improvement activities. ;)\'\...r ~ 

The: conferees direct the Secretary ofEducation to establish, through regulation, 
graduated matching requirements beginning with as percent match for LEAs with a 30-40 
percent poverty rate up to a 45 percent matching requirement for districts with less than 10 
percent child poverty. 

In order to permit LEAs to implement this initiative in an orderly fashion, the conferees 
direct that any funds received under the program by an SEA or LEA shall remain available for 
obligation and expenditure by the SEA or LEA for one fiscal year beyond the period ordinarily 
provided by the General Education Provisions Act. 

Finally, the conferees direct that each school benefitting from the program produce an 
annual report to parents and the general public on its student achievement in reading (using the 
data it would prepare under Title I, and disaggregated as required by the Title I statute), average 
class size in its regular classrooms, and teacher certification and related qualifications. This 
information will enable the public to judge the effectiveness of the program. The conferees 
further direct each LEA receiving funding to provide to the SEA, each year, a report AP\ 
. . . . ' c c 1- - lets, \ 

. "l.. <;-7) 
. .;/D c) __ '2-)\ r- , 

~o qo2-~(\,'~ 



Class Size language 

"Provided further, That, no ithstanding any other provision oflaw, $1,100,000,000 shall be 
. available under Title VI of he Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to be allocated 
. such that each State and, ithin each State, each local educational agency, shall receive the same 

share offunds as it rece' ed under section 1122 of that Act for fiscal year 1998, to carry out 
effective approaches t reducing class, sizes with quality teachers (including recruiting, hiring, 
and training teachers, and testing new teachers for State certification)..inorderJ9irgprove 
. educational achievement in the early elementary grades, which shall be expended in accordance 
with the statement of the managers on the conference report accompanying this Act and such 
regulations as t}1e Secretary ofEducation determines are necessary to implement such statement, 
including regulations to ensure that States and local educational agencies are appropriately held 
accountable for class size reduction and improVed student achievement: Provided further, That in 
expending funds made available under the previous proviso, no State educational agency may 
use more than one-half ofone .percent of its allocation or $50,000, whichever is greater, for 
administrative costs and State-level activities and no local educational agency may use more than 
5 percent of its suballocation for local administrative costs: Providedfurther, That no funds for 
the class size reduction'initiative under this heading may be used for Federal administration. 

',. 

; Sc.\.........\. ~.A:. G..--l 

.~ T~ ...~\....r G.v...\.\~ , 

.(!) No ~ ~\\'t ....~ 
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COI1"1ITTEE ON LABffi NO. 774 P'~'2 

EoIlOldAI'f! .uggested lanpapon teaclJeCi that pulL, from the list thl\tll'fts Bueed Qn, and 
eolhmsg soml gf themi 

HiringD.f!w high quality certified teachers that possess strong teaching sldlls, including 
teachers of special education and teachers certified through state and local alternative routes; 

[state use offundsJ: 

Providing for testing ofnmV' teachers using Stateoompetency examinations based on 
subject areas oithe teacher, or content deemed appropriate by the State for elementary school 
teachers; 

[10% activities]: 

Providing professional development to teaohws to teach special needs·childrell; 
• " I / . 

.Providing professional development to teachers consistent with Title IT of the Higher 
Education Act Amendments of 1998; 

.. 
ISSUE: Is there an agreement to make professional development only 10% ofthe funds?· Ifso. 
language needs to be drafted that way. 

'"" \ .J. 



PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE GORTON/GQODLING DRAFT PROPOSAL 
FOR LOCAL TEACHER, QUALITY GRANTS -- 10/13 REVISED ' 

NEW LANGUAGE IN ITALICS; DELETIONS WJTHIN BOLD BRACKETS 

Local Teacher Quality and Class Size Reduction Grants 
--, 

Purpose, 

Amends Title VI ofthe Elementary and Secondary Education Act to create a new Part D. The 
purpose of this new part is to provide funds to local educational agencies to allow such agencies 
to hire high quality teachers, including special education teachers, [and] reduce class size in,the 
early grades to a national goal of18, and raise student achievement. 

Use of Funds Part D 

Local educational agencies shall use funds made available under this section to improve 
teacher quality, reduce the number ofchildren in regular classes, and raise student achievement 
through [for] one or more of the following activities: , 

• Hiring new high quality teachers who have successfully completed an academic major in 
the subject area in which they plan to teach and possess strong teac?ing'skills; 

• Hiring new high quality certified teachers, including through State and local alternative 
teacher certification procedures, in order to r~duce class size in the early grades; 

• Reducing class size by increasing the ratio of regular classroom teachers to students; 

• 	 Providing professional development to teachers to teach special needs children [and to 
reduce the costs associated with teaching children identified as special educatio~ 
students]; 

• 	 [COMBINE THE TWO PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS AS 
FOLLOWSJ Providing professional development to teachers consistent with Title II of 
the Higher Education Act Amendinents of 1998; or, Providing for [teacher] Testing new 
teachers using State competency exams based on the subject areas taught by the teacher,' 
or content deemed appropriate by the State for elementary school teachers; except that 
the total spent on these forms ofprofessional development may not exceed 10% ofthe 
funds provided under Part D. 

Providing for the acquisition and use of instructional and educational material~ to assist 
classroom teachers to improve students' achievement;] 

Funding Limitation 



• None of these funds shall be used to increase the salaries or provide additional benefits to 
currently employed teachers. 

• No local education agency may use more than 3 percent ofits allocation for local 
administrative costs. 

Special Priorities 

• 	 In hiring neW quality teachers under this section, local educational agencies may give 
priority. to hiring new special education teachers, teachers ofLimited-English proficient 
students, teachers in subject areas with a shortage o/qualified teachers, and teachers in 
schools with large class sizes .. 

Funding Formula 

• 	 Over and above the money currently allocated to Title VI activities, an additional $1.1 
billion will be dispersed pursuant to this part to States in accord with the Title I formula .. 

... 	 For purposes of this part, the State educational agency shall distribute 100 percent of 
these funds directly to local educational agencies based upon the formula in the title Iof 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act adjusted for the hold-harmless provision. 
[under this section (this is the current Title VI formula which is distributed based on 
student enrollment in public and private nonprofit schools within the local education 
agency based o~ the following criteria: 

'Children living in areas with high.concentrations oflow income families;' 

Children from low income fanlilies; and 

Children living in sparsely populated areas.)] 


Application Process 

There will be no new application requited. Instead, Local Education Agencies will submit 
to the State, in its application for funds under Title VI, a description ofhow they will meet the 
requirements ofthis part. The State shall he responsible for ensuring compliance by the local 
education agencies. 

Annual Public Report Card 

• 	 At the end ofeach school year in which a school receives funds under this program, the 
local educational: agency shall issue a report card on that school to parents and the 
general public. The report card shall provide clear, and easily understandable 
information on (1) class size reduction goals in grades 1-3 and other grade levels 
determlned by the LEA, (2) actual class sizes that year (3) teacher certification, licensure. 
and related academic qualifications for teachers; (4) student achievement levels in 
reading in grades 1-3, and in other grade levels and subject areas determined by.the 



local education agency. 

• 	 Based on the public report card the state may require a local educational agency to take 
appropriate corrective actions as a condition for continued receipt offunds. 

[Local Control 

If the local education'agency decides by an affirmative approval of the local school board, 
that they do not need funds under this part for the purposes of hiring quality teachers and 
reducing class size, then the local educational agency can spend these funds on activities tmder 
section 6301.]" . 

Maintenance ofEffort 

A local educational agency may receive grant funds under 'Part D only it has on file with 
the SEA an assurance that the LEA will spend at least as much, from non-Federal resources, as 
the LEA spent in the previous year for the combination 0/ . 

.a) teachers in regular classrooms in grades 1 through 3 in schools receiving assistance 
under Part D; 

b) teachers ineach other grade and subject area for whichjunds under Part Dare 
expended; and 

c) the other quality improvement activities eligible for support under Part D. 

The Secretary may waive or modify this req,uirement ifhe determines that doing so would 
be equitable dueto exceptional or uncontrollable circumstancfJs. . 

, . 
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Class Size Simulations: State Allocations Based On Title I Share 

-.. US TOTAL' 

ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

HAWAII 

IDAHO 

ILLINOIS 

INDIANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

.	MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHI.RE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO 

NEWYORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

PUERTO RICO 

RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROLI.NA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

. TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONl' 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

AUocation·Based 

On Title I Share 

1,067,000,000 

18,763,686 


2,578,340 


16,922,427 


11,235,133 


123,620,795 


10,471,009 


10,205,728 


2,717,500 


3,247,973 


49,800,618 


28,908,852 


2,996,771 


3,258,102 


48,460,512 


17,004,712 


7,736,549 


8,169,090 


18,984,573 


28,485,196 


4,306,167 


14,756,603 


21.696,755 


48.593,649 


12,899,998 


18,566,269 


18,754.158· 


3,793,832 


4,725.793 


3,294,978 


2,612.363 


24,007,085 


9,297,992 


101,021.293 


20,750,421 


2,6~1,155 

44,596,091 

12,924,744 

10,151,835 , 

49,277,121 

39,087,680 

3,646,868 


14,010,236 


2,889,497 


19,112,051' 


93,954,823 


4,920,584 


2,595,397 


16,410,825 


16.134.792 


10.923,003 


18.646,054 


2,421.921 

, Note: funds for Outlying Areas and evaluation are not included in "US Tota!'" 
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Class Size SlmuJatlona: State Allocations; Based .On TItle I Share va. Allocations Baaed On 
TItle VI Share (Population Share) 

Allocation Bued AllocaUoll Based 

On Title I Shore On TlUIl VI Share 


US TOTAL 1,087.000.000 1,087,000,000 


PUERTO RICO 39,087,660 18.305,12,9 -20.762.551 -53.17% 20.00 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 3,247,973 1.817.606 ·1.830.487 ·50.20% 21.40 
waST VIRGINIA 10,923,OOa 6.788.302 -4.164.701 -38.04% 19.70 
MISSISSIPPI 1S;566.269 11,854,778 -G,711.4~1 -36.16% 22.00 
LOUISIANA· 28.485.196 19.450.657 -9.034:539 -31.72% 20.10 
Ne.WYORK 101,021,293 60,127,347 -31.893.947 -31.67% 22.00 
KENTUCKY 18,984.673 16,24M97 -3,73S.07G -19.68% 22.60 
MICHIGAN 48.593.849 40,061,983 -8.531.865 -17.56% 25.50 
NEW MEXICO 9,297,992 7,847,290 -1,450.694 -15.00% 19.40 
TEXAS 93.954.823 63.097.444 '10.857.379 -11.58% 19.00 
ALABAMA 18.763,888 16.756,669 -2.007.220 -10.70% 20.90 
WYOMING 2.421.921 \ 2.190.592 -231.329 -9.55% 18.30 
VERMONT 2,fi96,397 2.388.429 ·206,869 -7.97% 18.70 
ARI<ANSAS 11.23G.133 . 10,404.206 -830.928 ·7.40% 20.20 
rENNSYI.VANIA 49,277.121 45.816,770 -3,460.351 -7.02% 21.80 
II.LINOIS 48,<460,512 48.134,908 -325.604 -0.67% 22.00 
J?E~WAR.E....._________4.J.!!,.6~_..--2.7..u.a~_ -4~~ , 23._70______.... 
MONTANA 3,793.832 3,803.201 9.369 0.25% 19.00 
OHIO 44,596,091 ,,",,856,150 260,059 0.58% 22.50 
RHODE ISI.AND 3.648.868 3.695.843 48.975 1.34°,(, 19.90 
MASSACHUSen'S ·21,898,765 22,145,312 «8.557 2.07% 21.40 
ARIZONA ' 18,922,427 17,332,804 410,378 2.43% 23.60 
NORTII DAKOTA 2,651,155 2,731,464 80,309 3.03% . 18.40 
GEORGIA 28,908,852 30.078,127 1,169,275 4.04% 21.00 
SOUTH CAROLINA 14,010,236 14.889.005 878.789 4.84% 19.80 
FLORIDA 49,800,618 52,984,84S· 3,184.230 . 6.39% 24.00 
CALIJ':ORNIA 123.620,795 '\31,663,804 8,043.009 6.51% 27.70 
TENNESSEE 19,112,051 ~O,576,857 1,464.008 7.66% 22.20 
OKLAHOMA 12.924,744 14.028.761 1.102.008 8.63% 19.40 
ALASKA 2,570,340 2,893,715 316.376 12.23% 20.20 . 
SOUTH DAKOTA 2,889,497 3,282,752 393,256 13.G1% 19.30 
MAINE 4,306,167 4,903,716 597.549 13.88% 18.80 

.-:--'1 	WISCONSIN 18,646,054 21,607,317 2.961.263 15.88% 21.90 
MISSOURI 18.754.168 22,066,108 3.311,9GO 17.66% 21.60 
CONNL:lCTICUl 10.205,728 12,346.213 2.140,485 20.07% 20.10 
OREGON 10,151,835 . 12,61"1,711 2.682.877 28.23% 22.50 
NEW JERSEY 24,007.08& . 30,388,240 6,381,1G6 26.58% ~1.50 
KANSAS 8,161),090 10.885.997 2,716.908 33.29% 20.10 
MARYLAND 14,766,603 19.899,398 5.142.794 34.86% 23.00 
NORTH CAROLINA 20,750,421 28.388.080 7~617.639 36.71% 24.20 
INDIANA 17,004,712 23.384.948 6.380.236 37.52% 20.80 
WASHINGTON 16.134;792' 22.671,846 6.437,064 . 39.90% 23.10 
IOWA 7,736,549 11.639,490 3.802,941 ..0.16% 20.80 
COLORADO 10,471.009 16,627.119 G,1(i6,110 49.;24% 23.70 
NEBRASI<A 4,726.793 7,059,538 2,333.745 49.38°" 18.20 
VIRGINIA· 18,410,62& 26,279,257 8,868,432 54.04% 20.30 
I~AWA" 2.998.771 04,622.898 1,628,124 64.28% 21.80 
MINNESOTA 12.899.898· 19.984,099 7,084,101 54.92% 22.90 
IDAHO 3,258.102 5,547,222 2,289.120 70.26% ·22.00 

. NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.612.363 4,732,187 , 2,119,824 81.16% 20.10 
NEVADA 3.204,978' 6,2&4.392· • 2,999,414 91.03% 20.90 
UTAH 04.920,584 10.533,233 5.612.649 114.08% 24.80 
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Class Size Simulations: State Allocations Based On Title VI Share 

Allocation Based 


On Poeulation Share· 


US TOTAL' 1,087,000,000 

ALABAMA 16,756,669 

ALASKA 2,893,715 

ARIZONA 17,332,804 

ARKANSAS 10,404,206 

CALIFORNIA 131,663,804 

COLORADO 15,627,119 

CONNECTICUT 12,346,213 

DELAWARE· 2,712,866 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1,617,506 

FLORIDA 52,984,848 

GEORGIA 30,078,127 

HAWAII 4,622,896 

IDAHO 5,547,222 

ILLINOIS 48,134,908 

INDIANA 23,384,948 

IOWA 11,539,490 

KANSAS 10,885,997 

KENTUCKY 15,248,497 

LOUISIANA 19,450,657 ,. 

MAINE 4,903,716 

MARYLAND 19,899,398 

MASSACHUSETTS 22,145,312 

MICHIGAN 40,061,983 

MINNESOTA 19,984,099 

MISSISSIPPI 11,854,778 

MISSOURI 22,066,108 

MONTANA ,3,803,201 

NEBRASKA 7,059,538 

NEVADA 6,294,392 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 4,732,181 

NEW JERSEY 30,388.240 

NEW MEXICO 7,847,298 

NEW YORK 69,127,347 

NORTH CAROLINA 28,368,060 

NORTH DAKOTA 2,731,484 

OHIO 44.856,150 

OKLAHOMA 14,026,751 

OREGON 12,814,711 

PENNSYLVANIA 45,816,770 

PUERTO RICO 18,305,129 

RHODE ISLAND 3,695,843 

SOUTH CAROLINA 14,689.005 

SOUTH DAKOTA 3.282.752 

TENNESSEE 20.576,857 

TEXAS· 83.097,444 

UTAH 10.533,233 

VERMONT 2,388,429. 

VIRGINIA 25,279,257 

WASHINGTON 22,571,846 

WEST VIRGINIA 6,768,302' 

WISCONSIN 21,607,317 

WYOMING 2,190,592 

• Note: funds for Outlying Areas and evaluation'are not included In "US To1a!." 
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Class Size language 

. llProvided further, That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
$1,100,000,000 shall be available under Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, to be allocated such that each State and, within each 
State, each local educational agency, shall receive the same share of funds as it 
received under section 1122 of that Act for fiscal year 1998, to carry out effective 
approaches to reducing class sizes with quality teachers (including recruiting, hiring, 
and training teachersl and testing new teachers.for State certification) in order to 
improve educational achievement in the early elementary grades, which shall be 
expended in accordance with the statement of the managers on the conference 
report accompanying this Act and such regulations as the Secretary of Education 
determines are necessary to implement such statement, including regulations to 
ensure that States and local educational agencies are appropriately held accountable 
for class size reduction and improved student achievement: Provided further, That 
in expending funds made available under the previous proviso, no State educational 
agency may use more than one-half of one percent of its allocation or $50,000, 
whichever is greater, for administrative costs and State-level activities and no local· 
educational agency may use more than 5 percent of its suballocation for local 
administrative costs: Provided further, That no funds for the clas~ size reduction 
initiative under this heading may be used for Federal administration. 



"Provided further, That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, $1,100,000;000 shall be 
available under Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of1965, to be allocated 
such that each State shall receive the same share of funds as it received under section 1122 of . 
that Act for fi&cal year <1998, to carry out effective ~pproaches to reiitlcing class sizes with quality 
teachers in order to improve educational achievement in the early elementary grades, which shall 
be expended in accordance with the statement of the managers on the conference report 
accompanying this Act and such regulations ps·the Secretary ofEducation determines are 
necessary to implement such statement; Provided further, That in~xpending funds made 
available under the previous proviso, no State educational agency may use more than one-half of 
one percent of its allocation or $50,000, whichever is greater, for administrative costs and State
level acti vities and no local educational agency may use more than 5 percent of jts suballocation' 
for local administrativecosts.· < . < . ~ . 
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SPECIAL ANALYSIS 

, "',, 	 ',' 

A new' evaluatioll .. ofan imR0rtant educational experimenfhas found promising 
evidence that smaller classes improve childreri's academic achievement. 

\ ' " 	 • of' .' ' 

. Problems withpr~viousstudies. Studies using. non-experimeritaldata- on school 

.. characteristics and student perform~ce have tended to find little relationship' 
between expenditures and 'Outcomes. But these studies are pote~tially flawed to the 
extent that they have not controlled,. adequately for unqerlying factors, suchas innate, . 
ability or family,:resources, that also affeCt student outcomes. Moreover, reverse 

, causality mayhav~ been present if resourceswere directed tQward the schools with 
the 'greatest problems. An.experimental, approach, in which students are randomly 
assigned to classes 'receiving different amounts,of school resources, offers a way 

. around these methodological problems. ,Random assignment serves to remove 
underlYing differences in the:average characteristics of students in each type of class. 

,STi\Rpupils. Although the experimental a,pproach has been widely used in other 

areas,. such as welfare and training, it has, rarely been used to evalJlate education 

outcomes. The Tennessee StUdent Teacher Achievement Ratlo(STAR) experiment 

is a notable exception. 'In this study, studentS'ln,kindergarten through grade three 

were randomly assigned to either asmall:class (with an average of about 

15 students), aregular-sizedass ,of about 22 sfudents, or a regular-:size class with a 

teacher's aide and about 23 students. For the most part~ students remained in their 


. original class::-~ize assignment until the thi~d grade., ' . " 

The results. Prorriising evidence from the STAR experiment includes the following: 
.' 	 . . . 

• 	 Large initial effects. At the end of the first 'year, test scores of stud~Qts assigned' 
to small classes exceeded those 'of other s,tudents by .about 5 to 8 percentile 
points .. By CO~tIast, the presence of a tea<:her's aide made little or no difference 
in the s~ores of students in regular-size classes. Evidence on how, additional 
years in a small class affect subsequent r~la,tivetest scores is inconClusive. 

, 	 ", " .. 

• 	 ,Larger effits fordisadYantaged students. Both minority students and students 
p~icipating in the reduced-price lunch pr.ogram tended to show larger relative 
,test score improvements,fnJ'm being,~assiin~ to ,asm3II class." .' 

• 	 Lasting effects. A stuCi,y that followed~tudents for 4 years after they had left the . 
experini(!nt found that ttio~e who. had been· assigned to small classes ,maintaineq 

, their achievement gai,Ils. " 

Implications. Th~seresults suggest that judiciotil3'ly applying'additi~nal resources 
i,n.order to reduce class'sizecanimprove students' academic achievement "However, 
it is important to note thatthis study was conducted onlyin one state and only among 

. very young students.. 	 . . , . . . 

Weekly Economic Briefing 4 	 ,.July 24, 1.998 
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June 18, 1998 

Dear Colleague: 

As policymakers inWashington and around the .countryJook for ways to improve student 
achievement, one idea seems to pop up againand again: reducing class size. Itmakes sense 
that with smaller classes, teachers can devote more attention to each child. As a question 

. of broad policy, the issue is much more complicated. 

The Progressive Policy Institute asked renowned education scholar Eric Hanushek of the 
University of Rochester to review the evidence on class size. His analysis, contained in the 
new PPI Policy Brief entitled Improving Student Achievement: Is Reducing Class Size the 
Answer?, shows that reducing class size may not be the panacea sought by policymakers. 
Indeed, the pupil-teacher ratio has declined dramatically over the past 30 years and 
performance has remained stagnant. It is critical to remember that reducing class size is 
only one of many important variables in education, and it is one of the most expensive. 
Furthermore, smaller classes require more teachers. Since some districts-especially those 
with high rates of poverty-currently face teacher shortages, it is worth asking whether 
reducing class sizes will exacerbate the problem of boosting teacher quality. 

Investing in education should be one of our top priorities as America increasingly 
competes in an Information Age global economy. With limited resources/we must be sure 
to choose the investments that will have the greatest impact on student achievement. For . 
more information on PPI's work ~n education policy, please contact Stephanie Soler at 
202/547-0001. 

Cordially, 

Will Marshall 

President 
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Policy Briefing 
H06lfSSl'lf PO,,,r IlIS1I1m June 1998 

Improving Student Achievement 
Is Reducing Class Size the Answer? 

Eric A. Hanushek 

Growing numbers of Americans are dissatisfied with our nation's schools and are de
manding reform. Recently, results from an international study showed U.S. students trailing 
the world in twelfth grade math and science. Faced with the daunting task of reforming 
education, politicians in both parties, inCluding President Clinton, are seizing on a cure
all that appeals to interest groups and enjoys public support: reducing class size. 

This is byno means a new idea; teachers' unions have fought· for smaller classes for 
decades. 

All other things being equal, smaller classes are preferable to larger ones because 
teachers can give students more individual attention. However, all things are seldom 
equal, and other factors, such as the quality of the teacher, have a much more decisive 
impact on student achievement. Moreover, the huge expense of class-size reduction may 
impede the ability of schools to make other important investments in quality .. Here lies 
the fundamental question: What effect do broad policies of class-size reduction have on 
overall student achievement levels? 

Supporters of broad class-size reductions generally point to a few studies or a few expe
riences that suggest improved performance with smaller classes and then rely on the·"obvi
ousness" of the proposed policies to carry the day. To be sure, there are U.S. classrooms that 
are overcrowded. But not every school ranks reducing class size as the highest priority .. 
Some schools may prefer to invest in smaller classes, but others might opt for reading tutors, 
after-school programs, computers, higher salaries for teachers, or increased professional de
velopment. In fact, a thorough review of the scientific evidence shows a startling finding: 
class-size reduction may be one of the least effective educational investments. 

Historical and international evidence also shows that anational policy to reduce class 
size could displace more productive investments in schooling. The United States has al
ready significantly reduced class sizes over the past 40 years and student performance has 
remained stagnant, at best. The overall pupil-teacher ratio fell by 35 percent from 1950-95 
(from about 27-to-1 to 17-to-1).1 Aggregate student performance has shown no improve
ment over. this period. Similarly, these changes have done nothing to boost our standing 
on international achievement tests . 

. Federal policy should aim to improve teacher quality, not quantity. Rather than re-:
ducing class size, a better use of federal money would be to encourage states to boost 
teacher quality by developing meaningful teacher tests and alternative certification pro
grams. Better yet, federal fundscould be used to encourage stronger performance incen
tives in our schools. 

Editor's Note: Silver bullet ideas for school reform come and go, usually warranting little more than passing attention. 
However, one idea seems to be taking hold among many camps: class-size reduction. In light of the attention and support . 
this idea has received, the Progressive Policy Institute asked University of Rochester's Eric Hanushek-a renowned educa
tion scholar-to review the evidence on the impact of class-size reduction policies. This is his analysis. . 
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The Bipartisan Rush to Reduce Class Sizes 

The widespread belief that lowering class sizes immediately improves education has 
been echoed by politicians in both parties during this election year. About 20 gover
nors are either proposing or actively considering class-size reduction initiatives. These 
states are following on the heels of California, which reduced K-3 class sizes under 
Republican Governor Pete Wilson after the state generated a revenue windfall in 1996. 
GOP proposals both in Congress and in many states to shift education dollars from 
"administration" to "classrooms" are also often promoted as enabling school districts 
to reduce class sizes. 

Its status as the hardy perennial of teachers' union proposals has further made 
class-size reduction popular among many Democratic politicians. But this tendency 
was given a powerful new impetus this year when President Clinton-previously iden

~. tified with such performance-oriented reforms as charter schools, high standards, and 
national 'tests-made hiring more teachers to reduce class sizes in early education a 

. major fe~.ture of his State of the Union Address. 

The Clinton Proposal 

The President proposed to spend $12 billion in federal funds over seven years to re
duce class sizes in grades 1-3. These initiatives are designed to help bring classes in 
the early grades down to 18 students per cl~ss, an undertaking estimated to require 
100,000 additional teachers. . 

Federal funding for classL-size reduction would be distributed to states on the 
basis of the Title I formula. Within the state, each high-poverty school district would 
receive the same share of these funds as it received under Title I, and the remaining 
funds would be distributed within the state based on class size. Participating school 
districts would be required to match federal funds, on a sliding scale ranging from 10 
percent to 50 percent. 

The initiative also emphasizes teacher certification requirements, an important 
concern described below. Its approach, however, overlooks the systemic defects of 
our current certification practices and ignores a critical aspect of teacher quality: re
cruitment.

More3importantly, the President's initiative represents a detour from past initia
"~" tives to promote educational results rather than just education spending. The class

size reduction initiative uniquely promotes new educational "inputs" (i.e., money) 
without a corresponding commitment to educational "outputs" (i.e;, results). All these 
shortcomings might be overcome if it were truly clear that reducing class sizes in and 
of itself improves education. Unfortunately, the evidence says otherwise. 

The Evidence on Class Size2 

A wide range of perspectives can be taken in attempting to pinpoint the effectiveness 
of reduced class sizes. No matter what the source of evidence, the answer about effec
tiveness is the same: broad policies of class-size reduction are very expensive and 
have little effect on student achievement. 
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1. The United States has extensive experience with class-size reduction and it has 
not worked. Between 1950-95, pupil-teacher ratios fell by 35 percent, from about 27
to-l to about 17-to-l overalL These reductions have been an important component of 
the dramatic increases in school spending that have occurred over this period. Table 1 
shows the pattern of pupil-teacher ratios, teacher attributes, and real spending per 
pupil since 1960. The one-third fall in pupil-teacher ratios is a significant contributor 
to the .near tripling in real spending per student in average daily attendance (ADA). 
(The table further shows that other teacher attributes-Le., advanced degrees and ex
perience-also grew significantly.) 

Table 1. Publi~ School ResouI:ces in the United States, 1961-91 

Resource 1960-61 1965-66 1970-71 1975-76 1980-81 1985-86 1990-91 

Pupil.;.Teacher 
Ratio 

25.6 24.1 223 20.2 18.8 
. . 

... 
;;:17.7 
-' 

17.3 

... 

% Teachers wIth . 23.1 23.2 27.1 37.1 49.3 50.7 52.6 
'Master's Degree 

Median Years 
Teacher Experience 

11 8 8 8 12 ·15 15 

Current 
Expenditure/ADA $1,903 $2,402 $3,269 $3,864 $4,116 $4,919 $5,582 
(1992-93 $'s) 

While we lack information about student achievement for this entire period, the 
information that we have from 1970 for the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) indicates that our 17-year-olds were performing roughly the same in 
1996 as in 1970. There are some differences by subject area. For science, the average I t::...... ., uv

scale score of 17-year-olds falls 9 points between 1969-96. For math, 17-year-olds im- \ rv~ 
prove 3 points between 1973-96. For reading, they improve 2 points between 1971-96. ~~~ .. 
Writing performance, which is only available since 1984, shows a fall of 7 points, by .~~\_ \,.~ 
1996. Only the fall in science (and inwriting.sinceJ984) isa.cstatistically significant v-- f 

difference. . There have been improvements at earlier ages, but they are not main
tained and are riot reflected in the skills that students take to college and to the job' 
market. The overall picture is one of stagnant performance;. 

One common explanation for why the lower pupil-teacher ratio hasn't resulted in 
increased overall performance is that more students are now designated as special 
education students, whose classes are much smaller than regular ones. AbQut 12.5 
percent of students are now identified as having disabilities covered under special 
education legislation '(up from 8 percent at the introduction of programs in the late . 
1970s). Indeed, the federal and state mandates for the education of handicapped stu
dents have placed significant requirements on hiring staff and providing extensive 
services. On average, these students cost somewhat more than twice that of those 
undergoing regular instruction. While these programs could account for as much as a 
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third of the increased intensity of teachers over the 1980s, substantial reductions in 
class size have been directed at regular class room instruction as well. 

In sum, the proposals to reduce class sizes are nothing new. We have been pur
suing these policies for decades. The aggregate evidence shows no improvements in 
student performance that can be related to the overall pupil-teacher ratio reductions. 

2. International comparisons suggest no relationship between pupil-teacher ratios 
and student performance. The recent results measuring the performance of U.S. stu
dents on international math and science examinations have sobered many. Our high, 
school seniors performed near the bottom of the rankings of the 21 nations participat
ing in the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). This showing 
has nothing to do with more selective students taking the tests in other countries
our best students performed badly. 

At the same time, the dramatic differences in pupil-teacher ratios and in class 
sizes across countries are unrelated to measures of mathematics and science achieve
ment. OL~.purse there are many differences across countries that are difficult to adjust 
for in any-analysis, but if smaller classes were strongly related to high student achieve
ment, then one would expect U.S. class sizes to be much larger than those in other 
countries. In fact, just the opposite is true. Asian countries that routinely outperform 
the U.S. generally have much larger class sizes. Ironically, the international differ
ences suggest that there is a slight positive relationship between pupil-teacher ratios 
and student achievement. 

3. Extensive econometric investigation shows no relationship between class size 
and student performance. Over the past three decades, there has been significant 
research in deciphering what factors affect student achievement. This work, employ
ing sophisticated econometric techniques, provides considerable evidence about the 
effects of class size on performance.. 

These ~xtensive statistical investigations show almost as many positive as nega
tive estimates of the effects of reducing class size. Table 2 summarizes the 277 separate 
published estimates of the effect of pupil-teacher ratios on student achievement. Only 
15 percent give much confidence (Le., are statistically significant) that there is the ex- . 
p~cted imp-rovement from reducing class sizes. The bulk (85 percent) either suggest that 
achievem~n~ worsens (13 percent) or gives little confidence that there is any effect at all. 

Table 2. Percentage Distribution of Estimated Influence of Teacher-pupil 
on Student Performance, by Level of Schooling 

School Level Number of 
Estimates 

Statistically Significant Statistically Insignificant 

Positive Negative 
Unknown 

Positive Negative . Sign 

I All Schools 
.. . 277 15% 13% 27% 25% 20% 

Elementary 
Schools 

.136 13 20 25 20 23 

Secondary 
Schools 

141 17 7 2B 31 17 



Because of the controversial nature of these conclusions, they have been carefully 
scrutinized-and the policy conclusions remain unaffected. The subsequent discus
sions have clarified one important aspect of these analyses. The existing studies do 
show that sometimes variations in class size have significant influences on perfor
mance. The difficulty, when thought of in terms of making policy from Washington or 
from state capitals, is that nobody has been able to identify the overall cin:umstances 
that lead to beneficial effects. This finding has important policy i~p1ications that are 
discussed below. . 

. These studies are important because they provide detailed views of differences 
across classrooms-.views that separate the influence of schools from that of family, 
peers, and other factors. As a group, they cover the influence of class size on a variety 
of student outcomes, on performance at diff~rent grades, and on achievement in dif
ferent kinds of schools and different areas of the country. In sum, they provide broad 
and solid evidence. 

4. Project STAR in Tennessee does not support overall reductions in class size ex
cept perhaps at kindergarten. Much of the current enthusiasm for reductions in class 
size is based on the results of a random-assignment experimental program in the State 
of Tennessee in the mid-1980s. The common reference to this program, Project STAR, 
is an assertion that the positive results justify a variety of overall reductions in class 
size. This study is the primary reference in the Clinton proposal as well as Governor 
Pete Wilson's dramatic class-size reductions fn California in 1996. 

The study is conceptually simple, even if some questions apout its actual imple
mentation remain. Students and teachers in the STAR experiment were randomly 
assigned to small classes (13-17 students) or large classes (22-25 students) with or with
out aides. Each participating' school had one of each type of class. Students ,were 
kept in these small or large classes from kindergarten through third grade, and their 
achievement was measured at the end of each year. 

The STAR evidence showed that the gains made were mainly in kindergarten. 
The STAR data are ~ummarized by Figures land 2. At the end of kindergarten, chil
dren in small classes score better than those in large Classes. They then maintain this 
differential for the next'three years. ',: ' , ': ' , 

If smaller classes were valuable in each grade, the achievement gap would widen. 
It does not. In fact, the gap remains essentially unchanged ~through the sixth grad'e, 
even though the experimental stUdents from the small classes return to larger classes 
for the fourth through sixth grades. The inescapable conclusion is that the smaller 
classes at best matter in kindergarten and perhaps first grade. The data do not sug
gest that improvements will result from class-size reductions at later grades .. 

The STAR data suggest that perhaps achievement would improve if kindergar
ten classes were moved to sizes considerably below today'saverage. In addition, the· 
effects were greater for minority students during the first two years .. The President's 

"plan gives greater assistance to Title I schools and targets the early grades, but riot 
kindergarten. , , " ' ,'.' 

Nonetheless, the STAR evidence pertains to a.one-third reduction in class sizes, a, 
reduction approximately equal to the overall decline in the pupil-teacher ratio be
tween 1950 and today. As we have seen, that reduction has not led to overall improve
ment in student achievement. 
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Figure 1. Project STAR Results 
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Figure 2. Project STAR Results 

Stanford Achievement Test: Math 
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Interpreting the Evidence on Class Size . 

None of this says t~'!t smaller classes never matter. The class size evidence refers to 
the normal ranges observed in schools-roughly between 15 and 40 students per class. 
A class of 100 would likely produce different effects than a class of five, but such a 
comparison is irrelevant for purposes of the broad policies currently being consid
ered. Indeed, the micro-evidence, which shows instances where differences in pupil
teacher ratios appear important, suggests just the opposite .. All things being equal, 
teachers are probably more effective with fewer students because they can devote more 
attention to each child. But all things are not equal. Existing teachers may well not 
adjust their classroom behavior with fewer children in the classroom, and new teach
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'. ' , ers hired'te staff the'~dditipn~l smaller cl~ss~smay notbe as geed as existing teach
ers. There may besituation~f specific teachers, specific greups .of ~tudents, and 

'specific subjectmatters,-where the huge expense .of smaller classes may be'very ben
,,' eficial fer student achievement. At the same Hme, there are ether situatiens where a, 

large'scale c1ass,..size reductien pelicy ceuld take'away from .other, educa tion prierities 
and result in stagnant er,wersestudentachievement.,', ' , ",,' ", 

The cemplexity .of the situation is that we de'net knew hew to' describe a priori 
situatiens where reduc~d class size will be beneficiaL· t It makes li~tle sense te dictate 
an across-th~-beard:clas~,..sizereductien policy frem Washingten. ~,natie~aLpolicy' 
can .only expect aver~ge gains, which appear'te be verysmal1>at a 'great expense. ' 

It is alse impertant te remember that bad implementatien can actually wersen ,,' 
achievem,ent. When Califernia implemented its large-scale class reductien last year, 
the statescratrtbled te,hir~ thousands .of new teachers; 31 percent .of Califernia's new' 

,:teachers are werking "Vith .only emergency <rredentials; 'with a dispropertienate' num- . ,', 

berwerking.in urban districts. Due te lack .of space, 'seme scheels have reserted te 
'placing tw:e teachers in a single classreem with ferty students.3 " ' 

Much .of the case fer reduced class size rests on IIcemmen.,;sense" arguments. With' 
, fewer students, teachers can devote mere attentien te each child and can tailor the 
materi~l te the individual child's needs. But censider, fer example, a mevement frem 
class sizes .of 26 te class sizes .of 23. This represents an increase in teacher cests alene 
.of ever ten percent. It is relevant to' ask wheti:er teachers weuld in fact netice such a 
change and alt~r their appreach~ "The ebservatienal inf.ormatien' f:r:.omp'reject' STAR '" 
suggested ne neticeable changesin typical teacher beha:vier frem the much larger 
changes in the experiment. ,', ,', " " " 

The small Classes in Califerniahav~ 20 students in them-abeut the size .of t~e , 
large class~s in ST~~. Ne evidence, frq!!, STAR, relates, te, the likely effects .of such a " 
pelicy change. Indeed, th~ STAR study was based en pr~vieus ,research w~ich sug
gested that a class size .of15 .or fewer weuld be needed te make a significant impreve
ment in classreem perfermance. The Clinten Administration prepesals peint te class' 

,sizes .of 18" instead .of the 20 in Califernia, Rut they still de ne~ getdewn te the STAR"", 
levels. , ,'" , ',' " ."'" , " ' " ; ': " " ' ' ",' 

,The pelicy issue is net defined exclusively by whether we sheuld expect pesitive 
effects from reducing class size's. Even if we were cenfident efpesitive effects, the 
case fer general pelici~s ~oreduce ~lass size weuld net yet be,made.,Class-sizereduc
tien is .one ,.of the mest expensive prop.ositipns that can be censidered. The pelicy " 
experim~nt of Project STAR invelved'increasing the n~mber .of classreem teachers by,,' 

, ene-third, a pelicy with massive spending implicatiens.if implemented en a wide
, scale basis. In recegnitien .of fiscal. realities, the expense pf such pelicies puts natural 
.limits en what is feasible, leaqiI).g many reductiens te be in the, end ,rather 'ma'rginal. ':.' 
Marginal ch~nges, hewever,areeven less likely to leadteunderl'ying changes in the 
behavier .of teachers. " , " ' " " " , ," ' " , 

, " 

Censiderable evidence shews 
.'" 

that teacher quality is .one .of the mest impertant facters , 
in student a'chievement. Whether .or net large-:-scale reductiens in c,lass sizes help .or 
hurt will d~pend, mestlyon wheth.'er' the new teachers are better,or wor~e than the 
existing teachers. Unfertunately, class-size 'reduction preposals' usually are not ac
. . . ,. 
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· companied by plans to recruit qualified teachers, and the cu:rrent organization of schools 
and incentives to hire and retain teachers do little to ensure that the teacher force will 
improve.. Reducing class sizes may likely have a negative effect by increasing the 
quantity of teachers at a time when what we need most is to increase teacher quality. 

Furthermore, although there is an overall teacher surplus in the Unitd States, high 
poverty districts often face teacher. shortages. In California,'this situation has been 
exacerbated by the state's class-size reduction policy where wealthier districts have 
raided teachers from poorer districts: ' 

The Clinton Administration proposal call for states to adopt training and certifi
cation procedures that have not been evaluated and tested. Simply trying to raise 
certification standards in the current system is unlikely to raise teacher quality. In
deed, certification as practiced today already deters too many talented individuals 
from teaching, and teachers are rarely held accountable for student performance. 
Moreover" some states may actually have to lower certification standa'rds just to at
tract enough teachers for each classroom. If we are to have a real impact on teaching, 
we mustxevaluate actual teaching performance and use such evaluations in school 
decisionsT We cannot rely on requirements for entry, but must switch to using actual 
'performance in the classroom.4 . 

Superior Approaches 

The states and federal government are ina unique position to initiate programs that 
promise true improvement in our schools. They are not programs that mandate or 
push local schools to adopt one-size-fits-all approaches-such as lowering overall class 
sizes or altering the certification of teachers. Instead they are programs that develop 
information about improved incentives in schools. . 

The largest impediment to any constructive change in schools is that nobody in 
today's schools has much oian incentive to improve student performance.s Careers 
simply are not made on the basis of student outcomes. The flow of resources is not' 
related positively to performance-indeed it is more likely to be perversely related to 
performance. Let us return to class size proposals for a moment. Given that school 
incentives:do not push toward better student performance or toward conserving on 
expenditti:res, it is little wonder that decisions about class size are made on the basis of 
"fairness'~and not productivity. After all, would it be fair to some teachers to have to 
teach large classes or to some students to have less attention in a larger classroom? If 
schools were more motivated toward performance, the discussion might shift to iden
tifying those situations where changing class sizes would have their largest impact. 
For example, reducing kindergarten class sizes might be important in communities 
that lack preschools; communities that face teacher shortages might instead raise 
teacher salaries in order to improve their applicant pools and recruit more qualified 
teachers. 

The unfortunate fac:t is, however, that we have little experience with alternative 
'incentive structures. A very productive use of state and federal funds would be to 
conduct a series of planned interventions that could be used to evaluate improve
ments. Minimally, instead of funding lowered class sizes everywhere, the states and 
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, federal government could team together to mandate more extensive random-assign
ment trials and evaluation of the benefits of lowered class sizes, ala Tennessee. 

More usefully, they could work to develop a series of experiments that investi
gates alternative incentive schemes-from merit pay to private contracting to wider 
choice of schools. A new program of trials with alteredperformance incentives could 
place an indelible positive stamp on the nation's future by committing to learning 
about how schools can be improved. Today we do not know enough to develop an 
effective program of improvement. Nor will continuation of past research programs 
help, because they must rely upon the existing structure of schools with the existing 
incentives (or lack of incentives). 

The issues of incentives and of devising ways to obtain appropriate information 
is set out in more detail in Making Schools Work.6 These are clearly complicated issues 
that would require considerable change in focus bythe federal and state governments- . 
turning from trying to dictate how schools ..do their jobs to . setting. up incentives for 
good performance ..Contributors to Making.:Schools.·Workalsoopenly admit that there 
are many gaps in our knowledge and that improving .,educationis more. likely if we 
attack the knowledge problems directly instead of.continuing policies that we know 
do not work. . 

Investing in Schools 

There are powerful reasons to expand and improve investment in human capital. 
Educational investments are in fact very important for the U.S. economy, which has 
been built on a skilled labor force and has capitalized on the presence of skills, making 
human capital investments very important to the economy. Moreover, many authors 
show that the labor market value of the increased skills, as measured by schooling 
level, has,increased dramatically in recentyears. This valuation demonstrates that the 
economy continues to need an evermore skilled labor force. Economists have recently 
spent considerable time and effort trying to understand why some countries grow 

. faster than others, and the majority opinion is that a nation's stock of human capital is 
an important component of differential growth rates. In addition, Americans have long 
thought of education as a primary ingredient in providing equality of opportunity to 
society-as a way of cutting down or breaking~intergenerational:.'correlations of in
come and of trying to provide opportunity to all of society .. Taken together, these 
provide important and relatively uncontroversial reasons for us to continue our atten
tion to education. 

Acknowledging the need for investment does not, however, lead to unqualified 
supportfor any policies labeled "investment in our youth" or "school improvement." 
Recent policy discussions have been laced withprograms that fundamentally involve 
haphazard and ineffective spending on schools and that offer little hope for gains in 
achievement. The current set of class size proposals falls into this category. President 
Clinton should leave class size policy to schools and districts, arid remain faithful to 
his greatest achievement in education policy: redefining the goal of school reform as 
results, not merely spending.' .. 
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Endnotes 


1 	 Pupil-teacher ratios differ from class size for a variety of reasons including the provision of specialized 
instruction (as with special education), the use of teachers in supervisory and administrative roles, and 
the contractual classroom obligations of teachers. Nonetheless, even though we have little longitudinal 
data for class sizes, average class size will tend to move with pupil-teacher ratios. 

2 	 A more detailed discussion of the evidence along with citations for the relevant work can be found in 
Eric A. Hanushek, The Evidence on Class Size, Occasional Paper No. 98-1, W. Allen Wallis Institute of 
Political Economy, University of Rochester, February 1998. The complete text is also available at 
http://petty.econ.rochester.edu. 

3 	 Edward Wexler, et. al. California's Class-size reduction: Implications for Equity, Practice & 
Implementation. WestEd and PACE, March 1998. 

4 	 See Dale Ballou and Stephanie Soler. Addressing the Looming Teacher Crunch: The Issue is Quality. Wash
ington, DC: Progressive Policy Institute, February 1998. 

5 	 A full discussion of the issues of incentives and of experimentation is found in Eric A. Hanushek with 
others. Making Schools Work: Improving Performance and Controlling Costs. Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution, 1994. 

6 	 Ibid. 

For further information about PPI publications, please call the publications department at 
800-546-0027 (202-544-6172 in the Washinton, DC, metro area), write: Progressive Policy Institute, 
518 C Street, NE, Washington, DC 20002, or visit the PPI web site at http://Www.dlcppi.org/. 
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