1715 CB(2)1519/09-10(01) 57 ST A

RERBE]) i R (| T

il
B%i% 2009/10 2= # » f”FFJL St SR~ TR F" Sy iy | T, 40

el | FERpua e L3S D - 70%p4 7| Eﬁ{ ) T TJHFAMJIJ
*WF&F@%I“E?}" OB © S o PR P DRGSR 22
VIR > ISR T maﬁ?ﬁ“ TIFFPRSL > BEF S Wi o S
VIR, OV TR ) PUERSRE MInE - AR ZESER T
g o

_—”.,J.

ﬁiﬁ?"fﬁ‘@%ﬁ% SRR e (NP TP e ) 2006 F RS0 i P

DI FRERL - RLEFIIR A Bl | TEEERPTA -~ peREE R R
I | TSI R ST i 7 PR RIAR- EpRERR o A e
RLH T ERRYHBET » 5Y B PTRLIpVEp Ay fORRRT M oI T (RERLINTE ) - PPy
FiRLl) 1?1/ gae - [FFERFRIGL A o i ISP S P SRR S
— R AR - O

RS

HFF

RARTR I e e 0 R e RS M I A B E R =
- H‘?E‘J

1. SRR

BRI 4 W SR TR G - SE R
B ESHEA Y TR ) S TR 1RSSR A
o S FPRIREL © AP SE PSRRI - (]
g Rt 2004 B g TP IHARFHH] - T PSRN
S ) ST B BRI (LSRR SO [V
— RS F .

1731

2. SHEE

PR BRI KRR - TPERE ) AL T IS A
O - ey RN BRLRER B PO S A
: #yﬂrﬁ%‘k %I fjjg/' J ?::”# ’ %WF‘[J T’%?{/—R 7—]”&:{[% .

o R o S USRS -



° FHTHH&$%MJEE(ﬂwwHJ? Eﬁwg?
%ﬂﬂﬁﬂ ISRt FEdIE

=i

fﬁl§> ’ @ﬁﬁ

o USRI T SRR RS SRR Y] TR B

RNt gl ipugﬁ%[
o PRPEEUITSIOEE A - SAMALEEE > ISR S
o R SEERE S S IR R
Wiﬂ% L o

o ] g“" [ =3 F."I%ﬁﬁ s 5[93‘ Bt E?

S N U e e A A Rl e R (I S
PECY AR PR R (T AT IS HED - B
BRI R E o

@lf‘ r gll:\.l

VR [ RLIE T IR EORCE - ISR SR R A
s %%‘Eﬁ/ﬁﬁaw&? SR SE R 2“3%", TR -
B~ EIVETIOFE R R (TR R o PSR B R
S0 TP TR e i Wwﬁﬁ’%f%WﬁMﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁiﬁ
e v SIREFI ST TR S« BTSRRI - B
[

FRER
| IR KRV FER - RHID R R B
ﬁjﬁ‘*[fﬁﬂﬁﬁ?*ﬁﬂi WP HERNY [CRYE - PR IIE 25 - IR TR

PSSR PSR T A ) o SRS ] - OISR RS -
R ] TESEVEIL, - STV IRV R

o G T P U SEE R T T

ST ) B % W 300 7 PEEIOSL T P e ST o P

77 b

PRSEPGR= g SR P RV - L 2 P U] T L 2B LY



<o [ ] PRI S PR e Y o R SR I L&E%?FE{FEJJ (T

FUAS » SRR R T T SR O - 35 P T

RYTIHES o | R HVIE) clsrﬁli” 1{;{#;9?]91;1& ]3> @Q—{j?ﬁ “fé‘[ﬁ P R
WORLRET R BRI

AT | T

2010 & 5 [ 12 |1

HUFFE 'Z‘f[ﬁﬁ«"%ﬁﬁ4 v (TR S JEJ A ﬁ ) 52010 F 2 F] 5 [I§i
A7 FE



Appendix

Commentson the “ Sudy on Small Class Teaching in Primary Schoolsin
Hong Kong: Final Report”

Scope of the Sudy

1. It isimportant to understand the restricted scope of the Study from the outset,
which was a study of effects of SCT in three school subjects, Chinese, English
and Mathematics, at Primary 1-3 levels (for the 2004-07 cohort) and at Primary
1-2 levels (for the 2005-07 cohort) respectively. Hence, it only partly answers
the research question “what are the benefits of SCT in the local context?’

(Report, p. i).
Research Design

2. Since dl the Primary 1 classes in the 37 “experimental schools’ had adopted
SCT at one go in the 2004/05 school year, it did not allow the researcher to adopt
an experimental or even a quasi-experimental design (p. 52). In other words,
the researcher could not directly compare the class size effects between students
from the same year cohort in the same school, who would have been assigned to
control and experimental groups. Hence, the researcher had adopted a
“compromise” and fairly complex design by i) using other normal classes in the
same school as “controls’; ii) adding 15 “reference schools’ with normal classes
as a second “control” group; and iii) identifying “a matched sample” of 37
schools, with reference to the Territory-wide System Assessment (TSA) scores,
to compare with the “experimental schools’ taking part in the SCT study.

3. Itispossible that this design feature relying on comparison of different cohorts
of students across years, albeit they were at the same level (e.g. Primary 1), may
have contributed to the generally inconclusive results. For instance, the
2004/05 P.1 cohort in small classes was apparently compared with the 2006/07
P.1 cohort in “normal classes’ of both the “experimental” and the “reference
schools” and so on. Such comparisons across year could be problematic
because in addition to academic results, many factors (e.g. historical events)
could have affected students' learning and their attitudes. For instance, Hong
Kong was in the recovery in 2004 from the SARS epidemic which broke out in
2003. Therewas no equivalent event in 2006.



Even if the students were from the same school, the history effect could have
affected the interpretation of results. History as a threat to interna validity is
defined as “extraneous variables external to the subjects that are present during
the course of the study and distort the results” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 405).
Students in one historical year are subjected to different impacts from societal
events and so could not be directly compared with students in another historical
year even though they came from the same schools, let alone coming from
different schools.

There selection of “a matched sample’ of 37 schools using 2004 TSA results
may have also contributed to the general inconclusive results. The question is:
are schools really matched if they have similar scoresin the TSA? The schools
may be matched in the test scores but there are other elements (e.g. school
culture; gender balance in the school; the socio-economic status of the families;
teacher-student relations, etc.) which may have an impact on students
motivation and attitudes.

It was reported that observation took place approximately in 100 classes annually
during Chinese, Mathematics and English lessons. The data on classroom
observations in small classes are very vauable and illustrate the need for
improvement in teaching for learning. Nevertheless, the sample did not allow a
systematic comparison of teacher practice in different subjects between large and
small classes, or comparison of changes in teacher practice before and after
teaching small classes. As the Report mentions, some schools had changed the
team of teachers teaching the small classes.

A further design problem is that the Study conflates class size reduction and
in-service work on SCT and so it is difficult to know which is important. As we
understand, the teachers of the “experimental schools” had initially very different
levels of participation in in-service work on SCT organized by the then EMB.
For example, while the same teachers from a few schools had regularly
participated in a series of workshops, many teachers from other schools had
participated in these courses in a rather ad hoc fashion without much continuity
inlearning. The formation of learning circles took place at the final years of the
Study and, as mentioned in the Report, had led to more positive effects.  If there
had been a more systematic organization of in-service training from the
beginning of the Study, the effects of SCT in the “experimental schools’ might
have been noticeably increased.



The Report did not provided much details about the tools of measurement, e.g.
the design of the attainment tests. Are the academic outcomes measured on
vertical scaes? Has the attainment tests taken into consideration the
differencesin the curricula of the 37 “experimental” schools?

Findings and Recommendations

10.

11.

12.

The parts concerning classroom observation are very interesting. The in-depth
gualitative analysis on teachers is exemplary. The Appendix (I11) entitled
Learning for Teaching highlights the important learning theories and should be
read by all educational practitioners and teacher trainers.

From the outset, the research adopted the premise that teachers could build on
their previous work on effective teaching, and identified six principles of
effective teaching as the research framework. These six principles have now
been adopted by the EDB as the prescriptive requirement for all in-service
training providers on SCT. Nevertheless, while the six principles are indeed
important elements in effective teaching, they are not based on empirical studies
of teaching in small classes, and there is till much to be learned about effective
teaching and pedagogies in small classes in Hong Kong and elsewhere. We
believe that the Report has opened up much broader dimensions for
consideration in designing professional development courses and activities, and
its full value will not be realized by merely resorting to the six principles
identified at the beginning of the Study.

While the principles of effective teaching may largely apply to large and small
classes, we believe that much more work needs to be done to study the effect of
class size on classroom dynamics and classroom process (e.g. teaching and pupil
behaviour) and what particular pedagogies and organization of classroom
environments may work better in the local context. Studies on teacher
development and change in the process of implementing SCT are also important,
as the pathways for teacher development vary among teachers. In addition, SCT
in Hong Kong will also benefit from comparative studies of SCT in other places.
All these will provide fresh impetus to bringing out new findings and ideas from
the academic and educational community, which will further improve the
implementation of SCT in Hong Kong in the years to come.

The Report repeatedly reports schools conforming to the requirements of TSA at
the Primary 3 level. As SCT progresses up to the upper primary levels, the
influence of the relatively large number of standardized tests from P.3 onwards



on teaching and learning in small classes is a genuine issue of concern. We
believe that thisisindeed a challenge to the successful implementation of SCT in
Hong Kong primary schools and indeed the success education reform at the
primary level, and merits urgent study by the Government and schools.

Centre for Development and Research in Small Class Teaching
12 May, 2010



