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1. Introduction: 7.20 Educational Environment Improvement Project

1.1 The contents and purpose of the class size reduction project
On July 20, 2001, the Korean Ministry of Education and Human Resources announced the so-called “7.20 Educational Environment Improvement Plans for the Knowledge and Information Age” (hereafter called the “7.20 Initiative”). The “7.20 Initiative” included (1) improvements in teaching-learning methodology improvement (“software and human ware improvement”), (2) class size reduction, (3) employment of more teachers for primary and secondary schools, (4) building more facilities for the seventh national curriculum
, and (5) two policy measures for higher education.
 

The main focus of this initiative was class size reduction in primary and secondary schools.  It included three other policy measures for primary and secondary education that supported class size reduction, as shown in the budget plan (see <Table I-1>). This class size reduction project aimed to reduce the maximum class size to 35 across the country by the beginning of the 2002 spring semester for high schools, by the beginning of the 2004 spring semester for middle schools and elementary schools by building 1,208 new schools and 14,494 new classrooms for existing schools. The project envisioned that class sizes in South Korea would eventually be reduced to meet the OECD average class size. The total budget just for new schools and new classrooms was 12 trillion 280 billion won, which amounted to roughly half of the total provincial educational budget, which was 22 trillion 223 billions. It was a very ambitious project. 

What necessitated the initiative and what was its purpose? The “7.20 Initiative” regarded the current large class size (in 2000, average class size was 35.7 for elementary schools, 38.0 for middle schools and 42.7 for high schools) as inappropriate for the implementation of the Seventh Curriculum, which aimed to educate students to develop creative talent needed for the information age. The class size reduction project was to physically assist implementation of the Seventh Curriculum that aimed to meet individual students’ diverse educational needs. The Seventh Curriculum encouraged teachers to employ more diverse teaching-learning methods such as class discussion, grouping students based on their ability, and giving students the right to choose subjects they want to take. 
The implementation strategy for the class size reduction project was very simple.  It was to reduce class size to 35, to be implemented initially in high schools, and later at lower levels. It did not consider the different possible effects of class size across grades, subjects, or student groups from different socio-economic backgrounds. There was no solid foundation for the class size of 35 students per regular classroom.
 The initiative explained why class size reduction would begin in high school. The Seventh National Curriculum was applied to high school freshmen in 2002. According to the curriculum, high schools had to provide more diverse subjects and elective courses for students. It was called “choice-centered curriculum administration”. In this system, the uniform national curriculum was completed by the first year of high school and from the second year on, students had more opportunities to select subjects and schools had to provide more diverse courses. Thus they needed more classrooms and smaller classes. However, the provision of programs was more related to school size than class size. Another interesting characteristic of this project was that it never mentioned students’ achievement as one of its manifested goals. 
<TableⅠ-1> Planned Budget for School Environment Improvement
(Unit: Billion Won) 

  
	      Category 
	  Total
	  2001
	  2002
	  2003
	  2004

	◦ Teaching-Learning Method Improvement
	   266
	      -
	    86
	    87
	     91

	◦ Class Size Reduction

(Existing Budget)
	12,280

(9,920)
	  2473

(2473)
	  3,274

(2,473)
	  3476

(2473)
	  3,054

(2,500)

	  - Building New Schools

    (1,099 Schools)
	  9,920

(9,920)
	  2,473

(2,473)
	  2,473

(2,473)
	  2473
(2373)
	  2,500
(2,500)

	  - Additional New High Schools 

    (109 Schools)
	  1,635
	      -
	   540
	   540
	   555

	  - New Classrooms

    (14,494 Classrooms)
	   725
	      -
	   261
	   463
	   

	◦ Hiring New Teachers

    (23,600)
	  1,164
	      -
	   220
	   472
	   472

	◦ Facility Building for the 7th Curriculum      
(31,316 Special Classrooms)
	  2,400

(2,400)
	   600
  (600)
	   600
  (600)
	   600
  (600)
	   600
  (600)

	◦Total 
	16,110
	  3,073
	  4,181
	  4,636
	   4,219


   <Source: Ministry of Education and Human Resources 2001.7.20> 
This study presents the impact of this project on class sizes themselves and educational conditions for primary schools and secondary schools in South Korea and introduces an evaluation of the project by teachers and students and suggests some alternatives to class size reduction project first. It also briefly evaluates the effectiveness of its implementation strategies. Finally, it investigates the effects on teaching-learning methods and classroom climate.

1-1. The outcome of the project 
a) The historical change of the average class size and student-teacher ratio nation wide. 

Class size and student-teacher (ST) ratio are determined by the number of classes, students and teachers. The change in class size and student-teacher ratio are determined by the ratio of changes in the related numbers. If the number of students decreases or the number of classes increases, the class size will become smaller, and if the number of teachers increases, the ST ratio will decrease.
   To date, the number of students in South Korea has fluctuated greatly. For example, the number of elementary school students was 4,940,000 in 1965 (the first year the Education Department published statistics) and increased to 5,810,000 in 1971. The number decreased to 3,780,000 in 1997, but increased again to 4,180,000 in 2003. Considering the current low birthrate, it seems that the number will eventually decrease after some periods of increase. The number of students in middle and high schools, including vocational high schools, increased as the rate of enrollment in schools increased. But later it suddenly decreased. The number of vocational high school students in particular has decreased dramatically. From 1965 to 2003, the number of students in middle school increased by 147%; in general high school, 382%; and in vocational high school, 214%. 

Comparable to this, the number of teachers has continuously increased. The number of elementary school teachers in 1965 was 79,164, and increased by 95% to 154,075 in 2003. The number of general high school teachers increased by 871% from 7,894 in 1965 to 76,666 in 2003 and the number of vocational high school teachers increased by 530%. As a result, the ST ratio decreased from 42 in 1965 to 27 in 2003 in elementary schools, from 39 to 18.5 in general high schools, and from 27.7 to 13.8 in vocational high schools. The ST ratio is the smallest in vocational high schools, followed by general high schools and is the largest in elementary schools (see <Figure I-1>). 
The number of classes has increased continually. The number of classes in elementary schools increased by 63% from 75,603 in 1965 to 123,008 in 2003; the number of middle school classes increased 330% from 12,374 to 53,308; the number of general high school classes by 661% from 4,722 to 35,934; and the number of vocational high school classes by 442% from 3,225 to 17,471. The class size in general high schools continually grew larger but that in vocational high schools peaked in 1987 and later decreased by around 9%. The number of students per class has also continually decreased. In 1965, the average number of students in a class was 65.4 in elementary school, 60.7 in middle school, 53.8 in general high school and 53.5 in vocational high school, but in 2003, it decreased to 33.9, 34.8, 34.1 and 31.0 respectively (See <Figure I-2>).

<Figure I-1>
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<Figure I-2>
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b) The effect of this project on class size 

The statistics of April 2001, when the Educational Environment Improvement Project began, show that the average number of students per class was 35.6 in elementary school, 37.3 in middle school, 41.6 in general high school and 36.4 in vocational high school. The 2003 statistics show that class size decreased by 1.7 persons in elementary school, 2.5 in middle school, and 7.5 in general high school. The ST (student-teacher ratio) showed a decrease of 1.6 persons in elementary school, 1 in middle school, 3.6 in the general high school and 2.5 in vocational high school. 
When we compare <Table I-3> with <Table I-4>, the number and percentage of students who were in crowded classes were reduced substantially from 2001 to 2003. In 2003, only 27% of primary school students were in classes larger than 40, while in 2001, 40% of primary school students were in classes larger than 40. For middle schools, the percentage dropped from 42% in 2001 to 17% in 2003. For general high schools, it dropped from 72% in 2001 to 1.6% in 2003, while for vocational high schools, it dropped from 34% in 2001 to 0.1%. The percentages of students in classes larger than 35 has also dropped significantly. The substantial class size reduction in high schools can be ascribed partly to the reduction in student numbers and partly to the “7.20 Initiative.” 

However, the effects of the initiative were not really so great, considering the natural diminution of the number of students, the 8 trillion 916 billion won put into this project out of the total budget for K-12 education of just 30 trillion 463.6 billion won, and the building of more than 1,000 schools and 8,000 classrooms. Rather the main effect of the 7.20 Educational Environment Improvement Project was, we could say, to have prevented an increase in crowded classes. 
<Ⅰ-2> The Changes in the Average Class Size after the Class Size Reduction Project began 

	        ●Elementary School : 35.6 (2001) → 33.9 (2003) ⇒ 1.7 reduction   
        ● Middle School : 37.3 (2001) → 34.8 (2003) ⇒ 2.5 reduction

        ● High School : 39.7 (2001) → 33.1 (2003) ⇒ 6.6 reduction


<Table I-3> Students in and Schools with Large Classes in 2001

	 
	Class Size larger than 35
	Class Size larger than 40

	
	The number of schools

(Average School Size)
	The number of students (%)
	The number of schools

(Average School Size)
	The number of students (%)

	Elementary School
	2162

(1,498)
	3,238,676

(79)
	908

(1,818)
	1,650,744

(40)

	Middle School
	1,383

(978)
	1,352,574

(74)
	663

(1,148)
	761,124

(42)

	General High School
	961

(1,222)
	1,174,342

(93)
	651

(1,389)
	904,239

(72)

	Vocational School
	396

(1,207)
	477,972

(74)
	159

(1,372)
	218,148

(34)


As <Table I-4> indicates, the number of students in large classes is still big. In elementary schools, the percentage of students in classes larger than 40 is 27% and the percentage of students in classes larger than 35 is 65%. Even in general high schools where the goal for class size reduction to 35 was to be accomplished by the spring semester in 2002, the percentage of students in classes larger than 35 was still 33.2%. 

Another problem is that large schools are getting larger in terms of students. The average size of elementary schools with an average class size larger than 35 was 1,498 students in 2001. However, in 2003, it was 1,543 students. For middle schools, the size grew from 978 in 2001 to 1,070 in 2003. For general high schools, the size increased from 1,222 in 2001 to 1,286 in 2003.  

<Table I-4> Students in and Schools with Large Classes in 2003

	 
	Class Size larger than 35
	Class Size larger than 40

	
	The number of schools

(Average School Size)
	The number of students (%)
	The number of schools

(Average School Size)
	The number of students (%)

	Elementary School
	1,760

(1,543)
	2,715,680

(65)
	609

(1,817)
	1,106,553

(27)

	Middle School
	1,024

(1,070)
	1,095,680

(59)
	244

(1,312)
	320,128

(17)

	General High School
	316

(1,286)
	406,376

(33.2)
	21

(957)
	20,097

(1.6)

	Vocational School
	77

(1,192)
	91,861

(16.9%)
	1

(530)
	530

(0.1)


Why did the class size reduction policy not achieve its goal for high schools even with all those expenditures? Why did school sizes become larger? Why are there so many elementary schools and middle schools with large class sizes? We think that the extreme population mobility and huge differences in class sizes across school districts and across schools within a district are the main causes. Next, we will examine the class size differences across school districts and across schools within a school district for the elementary school case. We will also examine it in terms of the changes in class size and student-teacher ratio between 1999 and 2003 to note the changes during the class size reduction project period. 
I-2: Differences in class sizes across school districts and schools within a school district

  
Class sizes and ST ratios across school districts were very different (see Table I-5). There was one district where the total number of students was just 629 students in six elementary schools, while there was another district where the total number of elementary students was 130,575 in 84 elementary schools. As generally expected, the more students and schools in a district, the larger the class sizes and school sizes in that district. Accordingly, we could see that the ST ratio, class size and school size vary greatly across school districts.  

  
The change between April 1999 and April 2003 was very great. The number of students enrolled in elementary schools became larger. But in one school district, the number of students enrolled increased by 23,853 while in another school district, the number of students enrolled in elementary schools decreased by 4,000. In general, the class size and ST ratio decreased slightly, but in some districts, the number of students increased and in some regions it decreased. The size of schools increased from 1999 to 2003 by an average of 10 students. 

  
The number of students increased most in the provincial cities, second most in the metropolitan areas like Seoul, Busan, Daegu, Incheon, Daejeon, Kwangju and Ulsan, and least in the provincial counties (rural areas). In terms of class size, classes decreased by 2.85 students in the metropolises, 0.96 in the provincial cities, and 0.37 in the provincial counties. This was because, while student numbers did not increase in cities, relatively many more new schools and new classrooms were built to solve the problem of overcrowded classes. But the average class size was still large in the metropolitan areas. However the largest class sizes were found in the provincial cities. 
<Table I-5> Changes in Educational Environment of Elementary Schools in 180 School Districts 

<Unit: Person> 

	Variables
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Number of Students in 2003 
	22,858
	27,144
	629
	130,575

	Change in Number of Students (2003-1999)
	1,365
	3,985
	-4,531
	23,853

	Change in Class Size (2003-1999)
	-0.98
	1.72
	-5.99
	4.29

	Class Size in 2003
	27.82
	7.50
	10.85
	42.17

	Change in Number of Classes (2003-1999)
	66
	136
	-76
	685

	Change in Student-Teacher Ratio

(2003-1999)
	-0.94
	1.68
	-6.04
	3.49

	Student-Teacher Ratio 2003
	21.64
	6.80
	8.56
	35.68

	Change in Number of Teachers

(2003-1999)
	92
	180
	-90
	877

	Change in ST ratio

(2003-1999)
	9.99
	68.87
	-264.5
	252.59

	School Size in 2003
	531.98
	457.91
	41.32
	1625.93


<Source: Korea Educational Statistics Each Year> 

<Table I-6> Changes in Educational Environment of Elementary Schools in 29 Large City School Districts 

<Unit: Person> 

	Variables
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Number of Students in 2003
	60,228
	24,415
	4,166
	130,575

	Change in Number of Students (2003-1999)
	1,600
	3,847
	-4,033
	16,049

	Change in Class Size (2003-1999)
	-2.85
	1.48
	-5.99
	0.07

	Class Size in 2003
	34.94
	2.96
	22.89
	37.89

	Change in Number of Classes (2003-1999)
	166
	154
	-23
	623

	Change in Student-Teacher Ratio

(2003-1999)
	-3.34
	1.38
	-6.04
	-0.95

	Student-Teacher Ratio 2003
	28.00
	2.74
	16.53
	30.82

	Change in Number of Teachers

(2003-1999)
	-52.73
	76.47
	-264.43
	66.13

	Change in School Size

(2003-1999)
	272
	198
	5
	877

	School Size in 2003
	1152.69
	310.21
	181.13
	1625.93


<Source: Korea Educational Statistics Each Year> 

<Table I-7> Changes in Educational Environment of Elementary Schools in 64 City School Districts in 10 Provinces 

<Unit: Person> 

	Variables
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Number of Students in 2003 
	29,093
	25,202
	3,644
	116,097

	Change in Number of Students (2003-1999)
	2,997
	5,471
	-4,531
	23,853

	Change in Class Size (2003-1999)
	-0.96
	1.38
	-3.51
	2.47

	Class Size in 2003
	32.59
	5.48
	21.56
	42.17

	Change in Number of Classes (2003-1999)
	107
	160
	-39
	685

	Change in Student-Teacher Ratio

(2003-1999)
	-0.87
	1.36
	-3.68
	2.31

	Student-Teacher Ratio 2003
	26.06
	5.10
	15.84
	35.68

	Change in Number of Teachers 

(2003-1999)
	136
	200
	-52
	866

	Change in School Size 

(2003-1999)
	23.69
	85.73
	-264.52
	252.59

	School Size in 2003
	676.85
	412.59
	163.5
	1576.73


<Source: Korea Educational Statistics Each Year> 

<Table I-8> Changes in Educational Environment of Elementary Schools in 87 Rural School Districts in 10 Provinces 

<Unit: Person> 

	Variables
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Min
	Max

	Number of Students in 2003 
	5,814
	8,969
	629
	58,148

	Change in Number of Students (2003-1999)
	85.41
	1,630
	-1,115
	11,740

	Change in Class Size (2003-1999)
	-0.37
	1.57
	-4.63
	4.29

	Class Size in 2003
	21.93
	4.80
	10.85
	38.41

	Change in Number of Classes (2003-1999)
	2.26
	59.43
	-76
	351

	Change in Student-Teacher Ratio

(2003-1999)
	-0.19
	1.17
	-2.71
	3.49

	Student-Teacher Ratio 2003
	16.26
	4.13
	8.56
	31.77

	Change in Number of Teachers 

(2003-1999)
	-1.02
	66.93
	-90
	358

	Change in School Size 

(2003-1999)
	20.82
	31.64
	-63.07
	199.17

	School Size in 2003
	218.50
	188.28
	41.32
	1418.24


<Source: Korea Educational Statistics Each Year> 

 
We illustrated the differences in class sizes and in ST ratios in <Figure I-3> and <Figure I-4>. These differences across school districts were the most fundamental factors to be considered and a big hurdle to the class size reduction project.  It is very difficult to move students from overcrowded classes to smaller classes in other districts and it is very expensive to build new classrooms or new schools in the regions where the overcrowded classes already exist.
<Figure I-3> Average Class Size of Elementary Schools Across 180 School Districts in 1999 and 2003
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<Figure I-4 Student-Teacher Ratios of Elementary Schools across 180 School Districts in 1999 and 2003>
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These figures disguise class size differences and differences in educational conditions across schools within school districts. Three factors are important. (1) Class size varied greatly even within a district. (2) School sizes were larger in the districts where class sizes were large. Crowded classes were related to crowded schools. (3) Some schools with small classes in rural areas were too small to provide lessons to students in the same grade or the diverse programs that they need most.

This situation can be illustrated through the statistics of individual schools within a school district. Four examples were selected: two from rural districts; one from rapidly expanding cities in Kyounggi Province that surround Seoul, the capital of South Korea; and one from a provincial city in South Chungcheong Province. This city was developing rapidly, absorbing the population from the rural areas that surround it.  The movement of population is very dynamic.
<Figures I-5 and I-6> display the class sizes of schools in school districts in North Cheolla Province and South Kyeongsang Province where the class sizes were very small in 2002. First of all, we found that the difference in class size was very big (the standard deviation of class size was 6.33). This phenomenon means that even in rural areas, classes were overcrowded because the population was concentrated in towns where apartment buildings were crowded.

In the school districts like Imsil School District, schools were very small. The largest school had 918 students and the smallest had only 38 students. A similar situation was seen in the middle and high schools (not reported here).

<Figure I-5 Class Size and ST Ratio in Elementary Schools in Imsil School District in North Choella Province> 
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<Figure I-6 Class Size and ST Ratio in Elementary Schools in Changnyoung School District in South Kyoungsang Province> 
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<Figure I-7> shows class sizes of elementary schools within a school district in Kyounggi Province. In general, class sizes were very large. Also there was relatively little variation in class size across schools. But the standard deviation of class size was 6.34 persons. Similar situations were seen in large cities such as Seoul, Busan, Daegu, Kwangju and Daejeon. The concentration of students was in large cities. However, there were big differences across schools in the same school district within these cites because people were moving toward newly developed areas from older sections of towns. 

School sizes were also very large. The number of students in the largest school in this city (Ansan) was 3,247 and the average class size of this school was 42.6.  But the number of students in the smallest school was only 11. Oversized schools and overcrowded classes are two sides of the same coin, a bad educational environment. 

<Figure I-7 Class Size and ST Ratio in Elementary Schools in Ansan School District in Kyounggi Province>
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In the case of Cheonan School District in South Chungcheong Province, which was growing rapidly, there were large differences in class sizes and school sizes across schools. The largest class size was 48.3 students per class and the smallest class size was 9.5 students per class. The standard deviation was 10.7. These phenomena happened because some schools were in rural areas where the population was decreasing and other schools were in areas where new neighborhoods were being developed on a large scale as a new city was being developed. 
As expected, the number of students in the largest school in this district was 3,414 students and the number in the smallest school was just 53. Of course, the overcrowded classes were found mainly in the massive schools. 

<Figure I-8 Class Size and ST Ratio in Elementary Schools in Cheonan School District in South Chungcheong Province>
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The schools whose class sizes were very small did not have enough teachers for all the degrees or all the subjects. So even though the class size was small, the educational conditions for students were not good. The students had classes with mixed students in various grades. They could not enjoy various educational programs. In 2003, 382 elementary schools had mixed classes. If mixed lessons were included, the number amounted to 932 schools, mainly in the provincial rural areas.  Another big problem might be related to the fact that teachers avoided rural schools, and the average length of service in the rural area schools was relatively short. Considering the average socio-economic condition of students’ parents in rural areas, we cannot argue that educational conditions for students in small classes in rural areas were good. We think that we should attempt to make the special classes or special programs under the school district and to circulate teachers for some subjects. This issue is related to teacher shortage. This issue will be discussed in the following section. 

Considering all the expenditures for new schools and new classrooms, the achievement of the “7.20 Initiative” was relatively small in the case of elementary schools. The changes in class sizes for middle schools were similar. However, the case of high schools is very different because in 2001, the “7.20” project focused on high school classes and the number of high school students was reduced substantially. Even in Seoul, the capital of South Korea, class sizes were reduced significantly. However, the class size reduction was influenced by the substantial reduction in the number of students. The following table shows the changes in class size and student numbers in the Seoul area. 

<I-9: Class size reduction of high schools in each ward in Seoul>

	Ward 
	Class Size
(2001)
	Class Size
(2002)
	Change in Class Size
	ST Ratio
(2001-2002)
	Change in ST Ratio
	Change in Student Number
(1998-2002)

	1
	45
	37
	-8
	23
	19
	-5
	-4994

	2
	43
	37
	-6
	22
	19
	-6
	-2380

	3
	43
	35
	-8
	21
	18
	-5
	-2686

	4
	50
	35
	-15
	23
	17
	-9
	-424

	5
	48
	40
	-8
	25
	20
	-6
	-2949

	6
	48
	37
	-11
	24
	19
	-7
	-954

	7
	49
	38
	-11
	24
	18
	-8
	-2055

	8
	48
	39
	-9
	24
	20
	-6
	-2385

	9
	49
	39
	-10
	25
	19
	-8
	619

	10
	48
	38
	-10
	28
	21
	-8
	-886

	11
	49
	39
	-10
	24
	20
	-6
	-676

	12
	42
	36
	-6
	23
	20
	-5
	-2958

	13
	42
	35
	-7
	21
	18
	-5
	-2155

	14
	43
	37
	-6
	22
	18
	-6
	-1143

	15
	47
	36
	-6
	24
	19
	-6
	-2085

	16
	45
	39
	-5
	24
	21
	-6
	-4819

	17
	43
	36
	-6
	21
	18
	-5
	-84

	18
	43
	36
	-7
	23
	19
	-7
	-1433

	19
	42
	34
	-8
	19
	16
	-7
	-2523

	20
	42
	34
	-8
	21
	18
	-6
	-117

	21
	41
	34
	-7
	20
	17
	-7
	-4536

	22
	41
	35
	-6
	20
	17
	-7
	-5150

	23
	41
	36
	-6
	21
	19
	-5
	-6899

	24
	44
	38
	-6
	21
	18
	-6
	-4675

	25
	44
	37
	-7
	22
	18
	-6
	-3991

	 
	7100

Classes
	8025

Classes
	+925

Classes 
	14125

Teachers
	15825

Teachers
	+1700

Teacher
	-20,425

(2001-2002)

(-552 classes)

If class size is 37
(+1075 Teachers)

	Average
	44.8 
	36.7
	-7.9
	22.6
	18.6
	-6.3
	


    <Source: Korea Educational Statistics Each Year>

 
As the above analysis shows, the relatively small achievement of the school reduction project despite huge expenditures was due to (1) the constant movement of the population to the Seoul metropolitan area, including Kyunggi Province which surrounds Seoul; (2) the constant movement of the population from old sections of town to the newly developed areas in cities; and (3) very expensive land prices for new school sites. The average population mobility was around 20 percent, which was the highest figure among OECD countries. This led to continuous construction of new schools and land prices in crowded areas were very high. Around 50 percent of facility expenditures were spent on building new schools and around half of the cost for new school construction was spent on land acquisition for new school sites. These facts indicated that the cost of class size reduction in Korea was much larger than in other countries. If we assume the effects or benefits of small classes are the same across countries, the net benefit of small classes was much smaller in South Korea than in other Asian cities.

I-3. Hiring New Teachers and Teacher Shortage  

  
In general, class size reduction requires hiring new teachers to meet increased demands for additional classes. However, if enough teachers are not hired, it requires longer working hours for teachers. The decrease in class size is meant to provide higher quality education.  However, decrease in class size without enough teachers cannot improve the educational environment. Especially in elementary schools, classroom teachers, teachers for music, art, athletics, etc., and teachers for other special subjects should hired together with librarians, assistant teachers for counseling and computer personnel (Odden and Busch 1997). Therefore, when the number of regular classes increases, not only regular classroom teachers but also other additional teachers are needed. 
However, the growth rate of teachers was 1.12 times the growth rate of classes nation wide, including health teachers and other special teachers.  The two growth rates were almost the same in the provincial cities where class sizes expanded. In rural areas where the total number of classes decreased, the number of teachers decreased much more because teachers were moving to cities where demand was higher due to the increased number of classes coupled with a shortage of teachers. It was especially serious for elementary schools where the suppliers of trained teachers for primary education were limited to the national universities of education. In this sense, educational conditions in rural areas can be said to have worsened.

 
In large cities, the growth rate of teachers was higher than the growth of classes and students. Thus, the educational conditions were improving in these areas. In this sense, the “7.20 Initiative” made educational conditions better although it caused some temporary harm in rural areas. We could see this phenomenon in the number of temporary teachers under each city or provincial education office. In the metropolitan city they increased by 0.8 percent, but in provincial cities by 4.19% and in the provincial counties by 3.47%.  <Table I-10> shows the number of local temporary teachers. Most of the places where the temporary teachers increased more than 5% were the rural areas or the provincial cities where the number of students rapidly increased. 
<I-10: Temporary Teachers>

	City or Province
	Temporary Teacher
	City or Province
	Temporary Teacher

	Pusan
	168
	North Chungcheung
	127

	Daegue
	141
	South Chungcheung
	1261

	Incheon
	116
	North Cheolla
	101

	Kwangju
	211
	South Cheolla
	166

	Ulsan
	160
	North Kyungsang
	256

	Kyunggi
	995
	South Kyunsang
	473

	Kangwon
	107
	Chuju
	4


<Source: MOE& HR South Korea>

 
Another problem was unbalanced demand. In growing cities, the number of students was increasing while there was not enough land for schools, resulting in large schools and crowded classes. But in rural areas, schools did not have enough incentives to attract teachers because teachers tended to leave rural areas. The press was interested in the lack of teachers in the rural areas. Dong-A Newspaper (23 Oct. 2003), Jung-Ang Newspaper (29 Sep., 1 Oct. 2003), etc., reported the shortage of teachers in the rural areas and explained the counter plan of the government to increase teachers. Especially Hangyeore Newspaper (5 Sep. 2003) reported that the teachers in the rural and fishing areas continued to resign after the constitutional court judged it illegal to limit teachers’ rights to take teacher qualification examinations to teach in other cities and provinces. It reported that 100 teachers resigned to take the examination in 2004 in North Kyoungsang Province and 20 teachers resigned in South Cheolla Province.  
In 2003, 1,265 teachers retired and 7,767 new teachers were hired. However, the number of graduates from universities of education was just over 5,000 (see <Table I-11>). The government addressed this issue by admitting college graduates with teacher certificates for secondary school into the universities of education that were owned by the central government and trained prospective elementary teachers because the given entrance quota was not enough to meet the demand for elementary schools. The government planned to employ 26,000 elementary teachers and 86,000 secondary teachers by 2008. 

<Table I-11 Annual number of the graduates and expected graduates from universities of education>






(unit: person)

	Year
	Graduates
	Year
	Expected Graduates

	2001
	5,195
	2004
	5,350

	2002
	5,072
	2005
	4,933

	2003
	5,499
	2006
	5,732

	
	
	2007
	7,537


<Table I-12 Employment Plans>

(unit: person) 
	Year
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	New Teachers
	12,300
	15,700
	19,600
	21,100
	22,200
	21,400


<Source: MOE&HD>   
  
Another problem with this plan is that hiring so many new teachers in a short period might distort the distribution of the teachers' experience and age. In general, the quality and ability of teachers cannot be cultivated only by university education but also by interrelations with students and teachers in schools. Aged and experienced teachers can mentor younger, newer teachers with their experience and wisdom, while younger, newer teachers could introduce new and challenging teaching-learning methods. Therefore, it is very important to maintain a balanced distribution of experience and age among the teachers. The employment of too many new teachers concentrated in a short period could throw off this balance. And if this kind of employment did not continue, this large group of teachers would eventually age together and then too many older teachers would be working in the schools. At the same time, as the salaries of the newly employed teachers increased, it could stretch educational finances in the future. So we should consider the effects of this kind of rapid decrease of class size on the teaching capacity of teachers as a whole and on educational finances. We have already had a similar experience as a result of the rapid reduction of the retirement age of teachers. 

  
From these reflections, we can tell that the “7.20 Initiative” was not based on close examination of the possible effects of rapid class size reduction on various educational factors. 
I-4. Evaluation of the project by students and teachers
According to previous studies, small classes have positive effects on students’ achievement and teaching-learning practice because 1) teachers have time to give more attention to each student, 2) teaching-learning can individualized, 3) thus the quality of teaching can be upgraded, 4) effective and diverse curriculum can be implemented, 5) students’ interest and attention can be stimulated, and 6) guiding students can be easier. Smaller classes give more spare time teachers to spend on teaching courses and guiding students. Thus, teachers and schools can operate more individualized teaching-learning methods and more diverse and effective curriculum. Also, in smaller classes, students can make better relationships with teachers and fellow students and have more opportunities to participate in class activities. In this process, teachers and students have more satisfaction in class life and school life. Thus smaller classes have positive effects on academic life and daily life. 

  
The “7.20 Initiative” spent large amounts on building new schools, new classrooms and hiring more teachers. Did this project have such positive effects on classes? Here we answer this question by asking teachers and students to evaluate the effects of smaller classes. Of course, we can evaluate the effectiveness of small classes directly by assessing the quantified effects. But we can also initially assess the impact of the “7.20 Initiative” by asking students and teachers’ opinions.  In this chapter, we ask high school students and teachers how smaller classes affected their learning and teaching, their classroom lives. As the above results showed, class size has been significantly reduced in high schools due to the “7.20 Initiative” and the reduction in the number of students.

Evaluation By Teachers of Class Size Reduction 
How high school teachers recognize changes in their teaching practices, class management, and relationships with students is illustrated in <Table I->. We categorized the schools where the teachers work into three groups: schools where class size was reduced by less than 6 (group 1), schools where class size was reduced by between 6 and 10 (group 2), and schools where class size was reduced by more than 10 (group 3). 

In group 3, 41.4% of teachers seemed to experience much easier class management and student guidance, and 50.89% of teachers also seemed to have experienced some positive changes. Even in groups 1 and 2, most teachers (around 90 percent) seemed to experience some positive changes in class management and student guidance. Teachers experienced better teaching in their lessons while they became more familiar with students. The effects of reduced class size seemed to increase as the amount of reduction increased. There was no significant difference in the effects between general high schools and vocational high schools (not reported here).
As the above analysis shows, the meager achievements of the school reduction project even with large expenditures were due to (1) constant movement of population to the Seoul metropolitan area including Kyunggi Province which surrounds Seoul, (2) constant movement of population from old urban areas to newly developed urban areas, and (3) very expensive land prices for new school sites. The average population mobility was around 20%, which was highest among OECD countries. It required continuous construction of new schools, and land prices in crowded areas were very high. Around 50% of facility expenditures were spent on building new schools and around half of the cost of new school construction was spent on land acquisition for new school sites. These facts indicate that the cost of class size reduction was much larger in Korea than in other countries. If we assume that the effects or benefits of small classes are the same across countries, the net benefit of small classes was much smaller in this situation.    

  <Table I-13: Effects of Class Size Reduction on Class Management and Student Guidance in High Schools> 

	Easier Class Management and Student Guidance through more familiarity with Students?
	Class size Reduction

 Less than 6
	Class size Reduction

 Between 6 and 10
	Class size Reduction More than 10

	
	N(%)
	N(%)
	N(%)

	Agree very much
	625

(28.38)
	437

(35.21)
	301

(41.43)

	Agree
	1319

(59.90)
	709

(57.13)
	371

(50.89)

	Do not agree
	219

(9.95)
	79

(6.37)
	48

(6.58)

	Do not agree at all
	39

(1.77)
	16

(1.29)
	8

(1.10)

	Total
	2202

(100)
	1241

(100)
	729

(100)

	More Concentration on classes and better teaching?
	Class size Reduction

 Less than 6
	Class size Reduction

 Between 6 and 10
	Class size Reduction More than 10

	
	N(%)
	N(%)
	N(%)

	Agree very much
	543

(24.69)
	366

(29.54)
	240

(32.92)

	Agree
	1312

(59.66)
	737

(59.48)
	402

(55.14)

	Do not agree
	286

(13.01)
	117

(9.44)
	75

(10.29)

	Do not agree at all
	58

(2.64)
	19

(1.53)
	12

(1.65)

	Total
	2199

(100)
	1239

(100)
	729

(100)

	Closer Relationship With Students? 
	Class size Reduction

 Less than 6
	Class size Reduction

 Between 6 and 10
	Class size Reduction More than 10

	
	N(%)
	N(%)
	N(%)

	Agree very much
	450

(20.45)
	294

(23.75)
	197

(27.10)

	Agree
	1302

(59.18)
	719

(58.08)
	419

(57.63)

	Do not agree
	392

(17.82)
	205

(16.56)
	98

(13.48)

	Do not agree at all
	56

(2.55)
	20

(1.62)
	13

(1.79)

	Total
	2200

(100)
	1238

(100)
	727

(100)


    

Evaluation By Students of Class Size Reduction
Teachers expressed the positive effects of class size reduction.  How did students evaluate the changes in class size? Here we analyzed students’ opinions according to the changes in their class size. 
Our student sample was composed of 11,599 high school juniors. Among them, 20 percent of students experienced class size reduction from the year of 2002 to the year of 2003.  About 66 percent of them were in almost the same sized classes.

<Table I-14: Class Size Reduction between 2002 and 2003>





(unit: person)

	Class Size in 2003 Compared to in 2002
	Frequency
	Percent(%)

	Almost the Same
	7649
	65.95

	Smaller
	2317
	19.98

	Larger
	1633
	14.08

	Total
	11599
	100


Students who had smaller classes experienced positive changes in classrooms. Around 20 percent of them thought it was easier to get the teacher’s personal attention and guidance. Around 25% thought it was easier to take classes due to smaller class size. About 20 percent thought it was easier to participate in classroom activities and 36% percent thought they were getting along with classmates better. Even if students in larger classes or in almost the same size classes also experienced positive changes in classes, the percentage was significantly low. Students who were in larger classes in 2003 than in 2002 seemed to have more negative effects.  

<Table I-15: Recognition of Effects of Class Size Reduction by Students> 

( % )  

	Easier to get teacher’s personal 

attention and guidance?
	Not at all
	 Do Not Agree
	Do not Know
	Agree
	Agree Strongly
	Total
	X2[image: image9.png]




	Class Size Change between 2002 and 2003
	Almost Same
	708

(9.37)
	1536

(20.33)
	4430

(58.62)
	786

(10.40)
	97

(1.28)
	7557

(100)
	425.715***

df=8

	
	Smaller
	219

(9.49)
	481

(20.84)
	1160

(50.26)
	389

(16.85)
	59

(2.56)
	2308

(100)
	

	
	Larger
	261

(16.04)
	580

(35.65)
	685

(42.10)
	87

(5.35)
	14

(0.86)
	1627

(100)
	

	Total
	Total
	2597

(226)
	6275

(54.6)
	1262

(11.0)
	170

(1.5)
	11492

(100)
	 


*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 

( % )
	Easier Taking Classes Due to Better Class Climate?
	Not at all
	 Do Not Agree
	Not Much Change
	Agree
	Agree Strongly
	Total
	X2[image: image10.png]




	Class Size Change between 2002 and 2003
	Almost Same
	736

(9.74)
	1662

(21.98)
	3921

(51.87)
	1096

(14.5)
	145

(1.92)
	7560

(100)
	320.939***

df=8

	
	Smaller
	210

(9.09)
	491

(21.26)
	1034

(44.78)
	498

(21.57)
	76

(3.29)
	2309

(100)
	

	
	Larger
	300

(18.42)
	507

(31.12)
	623

(38.24)
	163

(10.01)
	36

(2.21)
	1629

(100)
	

	Total
	1246

(10.8)
	2660

(23.1)
	5578

(48.5)
	1757

(15.3)
	257

(2.2)
	11498

(100)
	 


*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001     
( % )  

	Easier Participation in Class Activities?
	Not at all
	 Do Not Agree
	Not Much Change
	Agree
	Agree Strongly
	Total
	X2[image: image11.png]




	Class Size Change between 2002 and 2003
	Almost Same
	615

(8.14)
	1574

(20.83)
	4317

(57.13)
	937

(12.40)
	114

(1.51)
	7557

(100)
	230.824***

df=8

	
	Smaller
	209

(9.06)
	455

(19.72)
	1212

(52.54)
	377

(16.34)
	54

(2.34)
	2307

(100)
	

	
	Larger
	235

(14.44)
	511

(31.41)
	721

(44.31)
	142

(8.73)
	18

(1.11)
	1627

(100)
	

	Total
	1059

(9.2)
	2540

(22.1)
	6250

(54.4)
	1456

(12.7)
	186

(1.6)
	11491

(100)
	 


*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 

( % ) 

	Getting along with classmates better?
	Not at all
	 Do Not Agree
	Not Much Change
	Agree
	Agree Strongly
	Total
	X2[image: image12.png]




	Class Size Change between 2002 and 2003
	Almost Same
	381

(5.04)
	614

(8.12)
	4102

(54.25)
	2033

(26.89)
	431

(5.70)
	7561

(100)
	320.939***

df=8

	
	Smaller
	135

(5.85)
	228

(9.88)
	1075

(46.60)
	726

(31.47)
	143

(6.20)
	2307

(100)
	

	
	Larger
	109

(6.70)
	220

(13.52)
	771

(47.39)
	438

(26.92)
	89

(5.47)
	1627

(100)
	

	Total
	625

(5.4)
	1062

(9.2)
	5948

(51.7)
	3197

(27.8)
	663

(5.8)
	11495

(100)
	 


*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001     
In conclusion, we can see that teachers and students experienced positive changes in their classes and classroom climate. It can be expected that smaller classes will give them more satisfaction in their school lives. If we ignore the cost of building new schools and new classrooms, the class size reduction policy can be justified. However, the class size reduction project was very expensive, requiring a huge budget, especially in the highly populated urban areas where it was not easy even to find land for new schools.
1-2. Issues of the class size reduction project
The “7.20” project has reduced class sizes in high schools, middle schools, and elementary schools. Some of students and teachers seem to enjoy some benefits from reduced class size.  Several issues have arisen from the “7.20” project: 

(1) Considering the meager achievements of the class size reduction project due to high population mobility and high land prices, how much do we need to spend on this project? The following table shows the large gap between optimal class size
 for education and actual class size in different regions and different school levels. Even though the gap has been reduced, we can easily estimate a huge portion of the budget would go to school facilities and land costs.

<I-16: Optimum Class Size for Educational Consideration>
(Unit : person) 

	 
	   Average
	Seoul
	Large Cities
	Medium and Small Cities
	Rural Areas

	
	1984
	1997
	2001
	2003
	1984
	1997
	2001
	1984
	1997
	2001
	1984
	1997
	2001
	1984
	1997
	2001

	Elementary School
	Desirable Class Size
	26

-30
	26.1
	23.3
	20

(22.5)
	-
	21.7

-30.7
	23.9
	-
	24.2

-31.6
	24.5
	-
	23.3

-29.3
	23.8
	-
	22.0

-26.3
	21.2

	
	Actual Class Size
	47.2
	35.0
	35.5
	33.4
	-
	36.7
	36.9
	56.8
	38.6
	37.1
	54.2
	-
	-
	40.9
	25.3
	29.1

	Middle School
	Desirable Class Size
	26

-30
	28.6
	23.3
	22.5
	- 
	25.0

-29.1
	23.9
	-
	26.3

-30.3
	24.5
	-
	27.1

-33.3
	23.8
	-
	25.6

-33.2
	21.7

	
	Actual Class Size
	63.2
	43.6
	37.2
	34.7
	-
	41.1
	33.9
	67.0
	45.4
	39.3
	64.6
	-
	-
	59.3
	39.3
	31.9


  
(2) The project did not consider employment of additional teachers seriously enough. Along with the class size reduction, employment of new teachers is necessary. However, the government could not employ enough teachers to meets demands, especially primary school teachers, due to a teacher shortage and financial constraints. This resulted in teachers' migration from rural areas to urban areas or the Seoul metropolitan area, which caused the educational conditions in terms of teacher-pupil ratio in rural areas to deteriorate rather than to improve. Also, the project did not give possible supports, such as special classrooms and teacher retraining, to schools where class sizes were small enough to apply new teaching-learning methods.        

(3) There is some ambiguity of responsibility for land acquisition for new schools and the financial burden of land expenses, which were based on the special law for school land acquisition. Currently, responsibility for land acquisition for school sites are given partly to construction companies that build more than 300 housing sets and partly to province educational offices. 

Jang (2003) suggests all the responsibility of land acquisition for schools should be given to the provincial governments and/or local governments that are responsible for urban planning. A part of property taxes should be transferred to local educational offices as expenses for new school construction from local or provincial governments.
(4) Other studies indicate that the class size reduction project should be implemented to achieve the maximum effects of small classes because effects of small classes are different across grades and subjects. Strategies to maximize the effectiveness of the class size reduction, not to minimize the sheer class size itself, should be established. Some subjects require smaller classes than other subjects. Pupils in lower grades need more teachers' attention than older students. Small classes are most effective in lower grades and some subjects such as math, reading and sciences. Thus, the class sizes of kindergarten and lower primary grades should be reduced first and appropriate class sizes should be different according to the characteristics of each subject. However, the “7.20 Initiative” seemed to emphasize sheer class size reduction to 35 per class. 
(5) There are many regions or schools where class sizes are small enough for diverse teaching methods to be applied. Thus, teachers' professional development or support for new teaching-learning methods is needed to meet such small classes. 
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� Korean educational authority has developed national curriculum from time to time. One of distinctive characteristics of the 7th curriculum is to give students more rights to choose subjects and encourage students to build-up self-directed learning capacity to meet individual educational needs. Thus it inspires teachers to utilize more diverse teaching methods. The 7th curriculum has been applied to the elementary schools from 2000. 


� One is hiring more university professors in national universities and the other is protection of basic sciences. However, these measures for universities are minor in the 7.20 initiative. 


� Many studies indicate that class size effects are different across grades, SES, and subjects. The smaller classes are much effective in students’ achievement in lower grades than upper grades. Reading and math classes require smaller classes for effective teaching and learning. Also, students with lower SES need more teachers’ attention and require smaller classes. In the U.S studies, 20~24 students per class is most appropriate. 


� Optimal class sizes were calculated by previous studies on class sizes in South Korea by asking teachers and principals about appropriate class sizes for education for children. 
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Changnyoung School District in South Kyoungsang Province
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Cheonan School District in South Chungcheong Province 
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Ansan School District in Kyounggi Province











0







10







20







30







40







50







60







1







4







7







10







13







16







19







22







25







28







31







34







37







40







43







46







49







52







55







58







61







64







67







Class size (max=49 min=11.6)







ST ratio (max=42.98 min=7.78)












_1137239934.doc


Imsil School District in the North Choenlla Province 
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