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EDUCATION POLICY BRIEF SERIES
ON THE USE OF TIME IN
SCHOOLS:

v Islt Time to Change Indiana’s School-
Year Calendar? (January 2007)

v' Alternativesto the Traditional
School-Year Calendar

v' The Daily Schedule: A Look at the
Relationship Between Time and
Academic Achievement

In 1994 the National Education Com-
mission on Timeand Learning (NECTL)
published the report, Prisoners of Time,
the title of which alone presented an
evocative image of the limitations
imposed on America’s public schools.
Thereport argued that America’s current
education system is hindered by the
somewhat universal worship of the clock
and the calendar. According to the
report, consequences of a strict adher-
ence to the demands of the school sched-
ule are predictable:

The school clock governs how fami-
lies organize their lives, how admin-
istrators oversee their schools, and
how teachers work their way through
the curriculum. Above al, it governs
how material is presented to students
and the opportunity they have to
comprehend and master it. (p. 8)

While identifying a number of design
flaws in Americds education system
with regard to the way time is utilized,
the report questioned whether or not cur-
rent modifications to school calendars
accommodate the learning needs of
American students. Prisoners of Time
(1994) addressed this question by stating
that schools should “respond to the needs
of today’s students by remaining open
longer during the day and that some
schools in every district remain open
throughout theyear” (p. 34). Theimplicit
assumption in this recommendation is
that the needs of students and their fami-
lies have changed significantly since the
dictums of our traditional school calen-
dars werefirst established more than 100
years ago. Generaly speaking, current
modificationsto traditional school sched-

ules and calendars have not been drastic
enough to addressthe substantial changes
in the overall student population and the
communities in which they reside.

In January 2007, areport by Elena Silva
of the Education Sector, entitled On the
Clock: Rethinking the Way Schools Use
Time, addresses the continuing chal-
lenges school administratorsfaceto allo-
cate school time in new and innovative
ways that maximize student learning and
are reflective of the rapidly-changing
global economy. Elevated pressure on
school personnel to raise student
achievement is being applied from state
and federal accountability systems, such
asthe provisions found in No Child Left
Behind (NCLB).

As aresult, the regulatory and education
policy climate may indeed provide the
impetus to change the way schools orga-
nize their use of instructional time and
the school calendars. The need to revise
the standard school day and school year
is emerging as a primary education pol-
icy topic on a national scale. A number
of strategies are currently being imple-
mented that not only reorganize the use
of time in schools, but also more effec-
tively guarantee that schools provide the
right kind of time. Merely adding min-
utes to the school day or weeks to the
school year does not necessarily mean
that the additional timeis being success-
fully utilized for instruction and student
engagement, according to the 2007 Silva
report.




This Policy Brief will examine two strat-
egies that reorganize the school year or
increase the allocation of academic
learning time in schools. The brief will
examine the use of year-round and
extended school-year calendars in
schools acrossthe country as aternatives
to the traditional school calendar, con-
sider the research base on the effective-
ness of year-round and extended school -
year calendars, and address the emer-
gence of alternative policieson the use of
instructional time. A subsequent CEEP
Policy Brief will examine in more detail
the emerging policies and trends impact-
ing the use of instructional time during
the school day.

|
HISTORICAL ROOTS OF THE
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
CALENDAR

The common conception of the origins
of America’s traditional school calendar
emphasizes a strong connection to the
country’s agrarian traditions with stu-
dents needing time off from school to
assist with the summer harvesting of
crops. Agricultura interests only paint
part of the picture; education during the
early days of the country largely accom-
modated the needs of local community
interests and usually maintained no com-
pulsory attendance requirements. Public
schooling aso possessed a somewhat
binary structure with rural students expe-
riencing a much less demanding sched-
ule than urban students; schooling was
an occasional activity for rural America
in the 19™ century. “In rura aress,
schools were open at most six months of
the year, half inthe winter and half inthe
summer... In many urban areas, by con-
trast, schools were open much longer”
(Rakoff, 1999, p.4). In fact, some urban
schools in the middle 19 century were
open 49 weeks out of the year.

After the Civil War, the traditional calen-
dar was established with the confluence
of urban and rural interests. Pressures
increased to create a system of compul-
sory education in the United States due to
a sudden surge in the student population,
and in a response to the nation’s leader-

ship viewing common schools as a way
to perpetuate the democracy and sustain a
civil and obedient society. Although it
could be argued that only a small, dlite
subset of the population received formal
education, an influx of immigrants, the
need for an educated workforce to
accommodate rapid industrialization, and
the passage of child labor laws were sig-
nificant factors that demanded a some-
what universal education.

Considering the history
of America’s traditional
public school calendar,
the needs of students
have certainly changed
since the late 19" and
early 201" centuries, yet
the educational system
continues to rely on a
schedule whose roots can
be traced back to about
150 years ago.

The need for compulsory education was
evident, yet the exact duration of an
appropriate amount of schooling was
till in question. First of al, many urban
districts at the time were aready pushing
for a shorter school year with a longer
break during summer months. Growing
industrial pollution rendered schools
uninhabitable in warmer months, espe-
cialy with no accessto air-conditioning.
Also, many teachers required supple-
mental employment during longer
breaks to compensate for low saaries
(Rakoff, 1999). Second, on the other
end, an appeal to public welfare pres-
sured rural districtsto increase the length
of their school year. Many school offi-
cials contended that obligatory school
attendance would protect children from
the hazards of industrial 1abor and allow

more time for the preparation of a capa-
ble workforce.

In the end, an increased desire for com-
pulsory education, increased federal
influencesin public education, and rapid
urbanization during the latter half of the
19t century fashioned a compromise
between rural and urban values. A series
of legal statutes in various states stan-
dardizing the amount of compulsory
schooling for particular age cohorts con-
tinued to the end of the 1800’s and into
the early 20" century. The length of the
average school year continued to shift
upward from 170 days during the Civil
War period to the average 180-day calen-
dar common in states today.

It would appear then, as many educa
tional historians have suggested, that
urban teachers succeeded in their incor-
poration of a new socia function into
their teaching — creating classroom
norms favoring the authority of rules,
clocks, and regulations in order to assist
the cultural reproduction of a docile and
efficient workforce (Finkelstein, 1989, p.
16).

What may be most interesting about the
180-day school year is not the actual
number itself or how it was reached via
compromise between urban and rura
school systems, but the almost universal-
ity of the concept (Rakoff, 1999).
Despite the diversity of educational
needsin various communities and states,
the traditional 180-day school year with
lengthy summer break islargely agiven.
Some states vary on the exact number of
days, but most are reasonably close to
the 180-day gold standard, with 29 states
plus the District of Columbia requiring
exactly 180 days (Prendergast, Spradlin,
& Palozzi, 2007, p. 2).

Considering the history of America’stra-
ditional public school calendar, the needs
of students have certainly changed since
the late 19" and early 20" centuries, yet
the educational system continues to rely
on a schedule whose roots can be traced
back to about 150 years ago. The recent
Silva (2007) report suggests that policy-
makers and educators must consider
extended learning time policies and pro-
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grams that target low-income students
who are most in need of extra learning
time. Indeed, it may be time to seriously
evaluate more current and viable alterna-
tives to traditional school calendars,
leaving nothing off the table to improve
the achievement of an increasingly
diverse  student population. Two
approaches that states and local educa
tion agencies have implemented are
extended school-year calendars and
year-round school calendars.

|
EXTENDED SCHOOL-YEAR
CALENDARS

To beclear, ayear-round school year and
an extended school year are different.
Extending aschool year merely indicates
that acompul sory number of school days
will be added to the current school year,
thereby shortening the summer vacation
period. Most of the arguments for
extending a school year claim that sum-
mer learning loss can be reduced, espe-
ciadly in students from lower socio-
economic status (SES) backgroundswho
tend to experience agreater degree of the
loss. Moreover, proponents of an
extended school year cite international
comparisons showing that American
children spend less time in school rela-
tive to other industrialized nations (Coo-
per, 2003). A move towards extending
the school year by as many as 30 days
has recently been implemented by the
Indianapolis Public School system,
which is an issue that will be addressed
in alater section of this Policy Brief.

Extending the school year can be an
expensive issue, more so than merely
lengthening the school day. Changing
the calendar affects not only teachersand
students, but also a wide range of indus-
tries, employers, and parentswho rely on
the traditional school year (Silva, 2007).
Individual demands from each of these
groups make a calendar change a diffi-
cult reform to implement. Additionally,
there are no guarantees that any extra
time benefits students who need it the
most, namely those at an economic dis-
advantage, or that the additional days
result in quality instructiona time. For

instance, even if students and families
from low-income backgrounds benefit
from extended time, parent groups from
middle-class and affluent backgrounds
oppose changing calendars because it
affects their vacation schedule (Silva,
2007). Ultimately, policymakers will
haveto decideif any measure that poten-
tially improves achievement of disad-
vantaged students, such as modified
school calendars, serves a greater public
good than preserving the summer activi-
ties of more affluent families. More
likely, states should give local education
agencies the authority and the financial
support to add days to their school-year
calendar.

|
YEAR-ROUND EDUCATION
DEFINED

Different from an extended school year,
a year-round calendar redistributes the
school days uniformly throughout the
year, eliminating a long summer vaca-
tion in lieu of shorter breaks called
intersessions. For the purposes of this
brief, the following definition provided
by the National Association of Year-
Round Education (NAY RE) will be ref-
erenced in all subsequent discussions of
the year-round calendar. According to
the NAY RE:

Year-round education reorganizesthe
school year to provide more continu-
ous learning by breaking up the long
summer vacation into shorter, more
frequent vacations throughout the
year. It does not eliminate the sum-
mer vacation, but reduces it and
redistributes it as vacation or
intersession time during the school
year. Students attending a year-round
school go to the same classes and
receive the same instruction as stu-
dents on a traditional calendar. The
year-round calendar is organized into
instructional periods and vacation
weeks that are more evenly balanced
across 12 months than the traditional
school calendar. The balanced calen-
dar minimizes the learning loss that
occurs during a typical three-month
summer vacation (accessed March 1,
2007).

Year-round school calendars have beenin
use since the latter half of the 19" cen-
tury. Records indicate their use in various
states continues today. One of the first
official year-round education (Y RE) pro-
gramsis credited to William Wurt, super-
intendent of schools in Bluffton, Indiana,
who initiated work-study-play schools
and hisfamous year-round “platoon” sys-
tem. At the time, as many as 240 commu-
nities adopted this very successful
extended-day, extended-year curriculum-
oriented, space-saving plan (Glines,
1997, p. 2). Conventional wisdom main-
tained that it was inefficient to construct
facilitiesthat would only be used for three
quarters of the year. Thus, in the name of
efficiency and thrift, a number of similar
YRE programs sprouted up in various
communities throughout the early half of
the 20! century.

Many Y RE programs did not survive the
Depression or World War |1, as interests
shifted from novel programmatic options
to the task of accommaodating burgeoning
enrollments. An upsurge in these pro-
grams has only been experienced in the
last few decades, yet theseearly Y RE pro-
grams such as the one in Bluffton set the
stage for what is seen in the YRE move-
ment today (Glines, 1997, p. 2).

As of the 2005-06 school year, datafrom
the NAY RE indicates that 2,850 public
schools utilize YRE calendars with a
total enrollment of 2,116,364 students.
Moreover, 45 states plus the District of
Columbia have public schools that use
Y RE calendars. Please refer to Figure 1
for a comprehensive map of public, pri-
vate, and charter YRE schools for the
2005-06 academic year in the United
States.

There are myriad ways YRE calendars
can be organized, but a tendency is to
organize them into two distinct catego-
ries — single-track and multi-track cal-
endars. While both categories are
considered under the umbrella of year-
round education, the two types of calen-
dars serve different purposes.
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SINGLE-TRACK YRE

Singetrack YRE programs redistribute
school days throughout the entire year to
eliminate the traditional extended summer
break and instead create a number of short
intersessions that alow for remediation and
enrichment. Options for single-track calen-
darsvary, but the most common ratios accord-
ing to the NAYRE between school days on
and days off are 45-15, 60-20, and 90-30. Sin-
gletrack schools are not meant to reduce
overcrowding or increase the efficient use of
facilitiessinceal studentsarein attendance at
the same time. However, single-track YRE
programs are touted to provide a more bal-
anced and continuous instructional schedule
meant to increase achievement and reduce
summer learning loss. Research on this issue
will be addressed in a subsequent section of
this brief.

|
MULTI-TRACK YRE

The other category of YRE programs is
the multi-track schedule. Although it
embraces the basic tenets of YRE,
namely a more continuous learning regi-
men and the intersession, the multi-track
school calendar is utilized precisely to
aleviate overcrowding in districts with
constrained school facilities. In some
cases, multi-track programs are imple-
mented asaless costly alternativeto con-
structing new school buildings or
temporary structures as a result of
increasing enrollments. To dleviate
overcrowding, students and teachers are
grouped into a number of tracks and
assigned their own school schedule.
Moreover, according to the NAYRE,
each track attends school at different
times, thus creating the “school-within-

a-school” concept. As with single-track
programs, there are several options
available in terms of theratio of days on
to days off school. The total number of
tracks must be adjusted to accommodate
the desired ratio. For instance, to main-
tain a 45-15 or 60-20 ratio, the school
population must be divided into four dis-
tinct tracks. If @ 60-15 or 90-30 calendar
is desirable, then an additional track is
necessary. The above ratios are the most
common when multi-track schools are
implemented and chosen based on how
much capacity needs to increase to meet
enrollment.

Figure 1. Number of Public, Charter, and Private Schools with Year-Round Programs, 2005-2006

Source: NAYRE. Reproduced with permission.
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RESEARCH ON YEAR-ROUND
EDUCATION

Ultimately, one must consider the needs
of the individua school community
before switching to a year-round sched-
ule. Support for year-round education,
however, is attributable to three major
factors: (1) reduction of summer learn-
ing loss with increased student achieve-
ment; (2) greater satisfaction among
parents, teachers, and students; and (3)
cost savings (McMillen, 2001, p. 67).
Cutting costs as aresult of more efficient
use of existing school facilities is often
touted as a key benefit of multi-track,
year-round schooling and isnot usually a
consideration for implementing single-
track schedules. Communities who seek
innovative ways to increase student
achievement turn to a modified school
calendar as away to addressthe negative
impacts of summer learning loss. Some
reservations with regard to long summer
breaks focus on the perceived benefits of
continuous instruction and the selec-
tively negative impact of learning losson
students with specia needs (Cooper,
2003). Evidence for these benefitsis not
substantial because little in the way of
comprehensive and long-term research
has been conducted on the use of year-
round education, whether it is single or
multi-track, despite their use in schools
beginning some time ago.

Opponents cite a number of reasons they
do not support YRE programs; includ-

ing:

»  Studentslearn about the same under
YRE.

e Teachers are stressed and frustrated by
YRE.

» School administrators suffer burnout
because of the unremitting pressure of
‘minding the store.’

« YREseriously interfereswith vacations
for many families.

e YRE dilutes or destroys many tradi-
tional school and community activities.

e YRE saves no money and may actually
cost more (Worthen & Zsiray, 1994,
p.2).

Some of the most vehement opponents
of YRE come from the tourist industry
and teachers' unions. Many businesses
tout the summer season asaboon to their
bottom line and many teachers groups
are generally leery of adding additional
days to school calendars. Parent groups
also exert considerable pressure against
changing the traditional calendar.
“Socialy conservative by nature and
touting family values, groups such as
[Save Our Summers] are quickly gaining
power in some states’ (Cook, 2005, p.
27). Largely from middle-class back-
grounds, these groups may ignore the
benefits YRE programs can have on
lower income students who do not have
family structures to support their educa-
tion over long summer breaks. Such spe-
cific benefits of Y RE programs on lower
SES districts must be considered.

Most of the arguments
for extending a school
year claim that summer
learning loss can be
reduced, especially in
students from lower SES
backgrounds who tend to
experience a greater
degree of the loss.

Yet continued work needs to be done to
solidify the overall benefits of Y RE pro-
grams. Effective and trustworthy large-
scal e research studies have not been con-
ducted on the benefits or disadvantages
of year-round and other modified school
calendarsfor all typesof students. Onthe
other hand, there have been a few com-
prehensive meta-analyses of research
studies on year-round education and
other calendar modifications. An inclu-
sivereview of literature on Y RE done by

Worthen & Zsiray (1994) notes that only
a loose collection of research has been
completed, most lacking scientific rigor
and thus precluding the construction of a
stable foundation on which to build
future research. Nevertheless, a review
of 20 years of research on YRE by the
authors reveals a dightly positive result
on student attitudes, attendance, dropout
rates, and achievement. Overall, both
parents and teachers positively rate the
impact of YRE programs, especidly if
organized public relations campaigns are
implemented to assuage the fears of
opposing groups. Given that a primary
justification for YRE programs is the
improvement on student achievement, it
does not seem promising that these pro-
grams only demonstrate modest results.

A more recent review of studies con-
ducted by Cooper et a. (2003) echoes
similar concerns with regard to research
on 'Y RE programs mentioned previously.
They maintain that no truly trustworthy
studies have been done on modified
school calendars that can serve as the
basis for sound policy decisions. Fur-
thermore, serious methodological flaws
hinder definitive conclusions from such
research:

Matching and statistical control can
never completely eliminate concerns
about differential selection into treat-
ment groups. The most obvious con-
cern is that groups may be under
matched. If important differences
between groups are omitted from the
matching characteristics, rival hypo-
theses remain plausible to explain
effects otherwise attributable to cal-
endar differences (p. 37).

Of the more than 400 research documents
included in the review of the effects of
Y RE on achievement, it is suggested that
the effect of modified caendars on stu-
dent achievement is modest relative to
other educationa reforms noted in these
studies. On a more positive note, the
effects of modified school calendarswere
gréater in districts reporting a higher pro-
portion of students from low SES back-
grounds compared to districts with more
mixed or moderate economic circum-
stances (p. 27). Attitudes from parents,
students, staff, and administrators fared

ALTERNATIVES TO THE TRADITIONAL SCHOOL-YEAR CALENDAR — 5




much better with results indicating
resoundingly positive experiences, espe-
cialy in programsthat were most recently
implemented. Nonetheless, longitudinal
studies with more rigorous methodolo-
giesare necessary to provide stronger evi-
dence for or against YRE and other
modified calendar programs.

One final distinction must be reinforced
between single- and multi-track year-
round programs. As mentioned previ-
oudy, the central rationales for single-
track school calendars tend to be the
potential benefits to student achievement
through the reduction of summer learning
loss and amore symmetrical and continu-
ous mode of academic instruction. More-
over, intersessions in a single-track
schedule provide opportunities for reme-
diation or enrichment that may benefit
students. Multi-track school calendars are
most likely implemented to cut educa
tional costs through a more efficient use
of school facilities and resources. Multi-
track programs may save costs, but are
fraught with logistical problems: lesstime
for large-scale cleaning and maintenance,
burnout and fatigue from administration,
and lack of coordination with avariety of
special  education services (Ziebarth,
1997). Thisbrief will now turn to an indi-
vidual profile of Californiaand the recent
systemic problems it faced during arela-
tively large-scale implementation of
multi-track school calendars. As a result
of these problems, what was once a state
with the most year-round schools in the
country, Caiforniawill phase out most of
their year-round schoolsby the year 2012.

|
WILLIAMS V. CALIFORNIA

During the 2005-06 school year, Califor-
nia had the largest YRE public school
enrollment at 1,264,058 students in
approximately 1,500 schools (NAY RE,
2007). In fact, around 60 percent of the
nation’s year-round-school  students
were enrolled in the California public
school system alone (Mitchell & Mitch-
ell, 2005). Thus, when considering the
use of modified school calendars, it is
reasonable to examine the recent situa-
tion in California, which identifies sev-

eral caveatswith theimplementation of a
multi-track year-round calendar.

An important distinction must be made,
however, with the problematic type of
YRE program utilized in the California
public school system. First and foremost,
the YRE program in Cdlifornia public
schools was organized as a multi-track
calendar. Therefore, implementation of
multiple tracks rather than a single, uni-
fied track was meant to accommodate a
rapid increase in the student population
while saving costs from the construction
of new school facilities. California’s
unique multi-track schedule wastitled the
Concept 6 Plan, which was a three-track
plan that varied between arotation of four
months on and two months off or two
months on and one month off (Orellana &
Thorne, 1998). Two critical socia and
political consequences of this multi-track
plan have been noted in order to ade-
quately understand California's prob-
lems: the de facto segregation caused by
creating distinct “school s within school s
and the significant biases in the distribu-
tion of educational resources and oppor-
tunities (Mitchell & Mitchell, 2005, p.
532).

... longitudinal
studies with more
rigorous methodologies
are necessary to provide
stronger evidence for or
against YRE and other
modified calendar
programs.

Segregation within the multi-track sys-
tem and subsequent educational dispari-
ties have largely been caused by the way
students are selected into particular
tracks. Overal, multi-track systems rely
on three central mechanisms for selec-
tion: attendance boundary, program dif-
ferentiation, and preferential choice
(Mitchell & Mitchell, 2005). Resources

are then allocated to each specific track
based on student needs, but can also be
asymmetrically diverted due to the
whims of individual staff and faculty.

The coordination of the above three pro-
cesses typicaly lead to very different
types of programs and students in vari-
ous tracks, thus resulting in tracks being
differentiated by social status. More
“privileged” groups may find their way
into preferential tracks and also exert
social and political pressure to allocate
more resources and opportunitiesto their
students educational programs. For
instance, a Los Angeles school district
conducted their Korean bilingual pro-
gram on one specific track. Therefore, al
Korean-American students who need
this program were assigned to the same
track regardless of other factors, such as
geography and personal preference. Eth-
nicity being highlighted in such a man-
ner is one way institutional practices
indirectly lead to racia segregation in a
multi-track school (Orellana & Thorne,
1998).

Another significant and one of the most
contentious problems with California’s
Concept 6 Plan was logistical in nature.
In order to address significant over-
crowding in schools with three tracks, it
was hecessary to eliminateasmany as 17
days of the school year while increasing
the length of the school day by 40 min-
utes. “This is justified by a quantitative
or utilitarian view of time units as inter-
changeable, with each minute equal to
any other minute, without regard to qual-
itative experience or context of place-
ment” (Orellana & Thorne, 1998, p.
456). A four-track schedule would
increase the number of possible school
days but reduce the amount of available
instructional space and was therefore
less preferable. It is precisely this metic-
ulous obsession with the clock that the
critics contend was a major source of
Cdifornia’s problems. According to the
authors, measurement of the quantities
of time says nothing of the quality of that
time. Thus, thelogistical requirements of
time management on paper stole signifi-
cant attention away from the quality of
instructional timein schools.
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If there exists a trend
towards initiating
calendar changes, such
as extended year or YRE,
then transitions away
from traditional
calendars can be more
successful if the sur-
rounding commaunities
are adequately informed
and empowered to choose
what is best for their
students.

Quality of instructional time, however,
was hot the only factor to draw the ire of
the ACLU and other civil and legal rights
organizations in the case of Williams v.
Cadlifornia. The case wasfiled as a class-
action lawsuit on May 17, 2000, against
the state of Cdliforniain order to address
the denial of the basic tools fundamental
to an adequate education under the state’'s
congtitution (Allen, 2005, p. 9). Factors
relevant to theineffectual use of the Con-
cept 6 multi-track plan were only part of
the overall problems with California's
public school system. Plaintiffs argued
that a systemic crisis existed with regard
to several deficiencies in the system,
namely with the poor allocation of educa-
tional resources and the provision of safe
and clean facilities. The lack of clean
school facilities most likely references
multi-track YRE programs directly.
Since there are students in school almost
every weekday of the year, a thorough
cleaning of buildingsis not possible.

A settlement  between parties was
reached on August 13, 2004, with the
passage of five bills based on legidative
proposals from the initial lawsuit. One of
those laws was AB 1550, which outlined
the “phasing out of the use of Concept 6
multi-track, year-round school calen-
dar[s] by July 1, 2012, and setting bench-

marks for districts to reach this goal”
(Allen, 2005, p. 11). The lawsuit found
serious faults in the need to reduce the
number of instructional days to 163 in
order to accommaodate a Concept 6 multi-
track plan. Any student enrolled in a
school with a Concept 6 plan was at a
serious disadvantage in terms of educa-
tional opportunities. When taken as a
whole, “MT-YRE schools have some-
what lower achievement, abit more chal-
lenging student populations, and slightly
less adequate resources than traditional-
calendar schools’ (Mitchell & Mitchell,
2005, p. 549).

Additionally, the de facto race and class
segregation that can take place within a
multi-track school create an environment
in MT-Y RE schoolswhere students are at
asummative disadvantage from avariety
of fronts. With Concept 6 removed as a
result of widespread discontent, action
plans mandated by the settlement revesal
the construction of new facilitiesasaway
to address growing enrollments so that
students may attend school in their own
community. Moreover, in eliminating
multi-track calendars, some schools are
adopting single-track YRE calendars to
improve educational achievement. Fur-
ther supervision will be necessary in Cal-
ifornia to ensure successful
implementation of the Williams v. Cali-
fornia settlement.

|
EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR AND
YRE IN INDIANA

Recent data from the Indiana Depart-
ment of education indicates that 17
schools in six districts and four charter
schools in Indiana used some form of
year-round education calendar during
the 2006-07 school year, with a total
enrollment of approximately 8,023 stu-
dents. Table 1 provides the most current
listing of schools on year-round educa-
tion calendars in Indiana. Indiana Code
currently provides the state superinten-
dent with the authority to “encourage the
development and establishment of inno-
vative or exemplary school calendars’
(IC 20-30-2-8), but makes no reference
to any particular types of calendar

reforms. Such information indicates an
opportunity for YRE or extended calen-
darsin Indiana

|
LOCAL ALTERNATIVE CALENDAR
ISSUES

Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) re-
cently extended a proposed modification
of school calendars at six middle schools
and two elementary schools in the dis-
trict, requiring that students attend
school an extra six weeksto mitigate low
test scores (Gammill, 2007a). School
officials cite freedom to work with at-
risk students and the mitigation of sum-
mer learning loss as key educational
advantages. Since the proposa’s initial
introduction, IPS moved to extend the
calendar from 180 days to 210 in four
struggling middle schools that currently
enroll amost 2,000 students. The four
schools plan to use their extra time
enriching studentswith guest speakersor
re-teaching lessons for those who need
extra help (Gammill, 2007b).

An address given by |PS Superintendent
Dr. Eugene White at a recent NAYRE
conference adds insight behind the
recent calendar modifications in several
IPS schools that “will extend learning
time and reduce the loss of that which
has been learned” (White, 2007). He
citesin his keynote address specific stu-
dent groups who stand to benefit the
most from year-round education:

Those students with learning prob-
lems and gaps; those students learn-
ing English as a second language;
those students learning English as a
first language; those students who
need more time for learning; those
student who need enrichment and
unigque educational experiences; and
those students who realy want to
retain what we taught them last June
(White, 2007).
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TABLE 1. Information for Year-round Schools in Indiana as of the 2006-07 School Year

School

Student

Description of School Calendar

Population

Boone Harney Elementary School K-5 180 days, alternative schedule, two-week fall, holiday, spring breaks;
approx. seven-week summer vacation
Harrison Lanesville Elementary K-8 180 days, 45-10 balanced YRE calendar, with two-week intersessions and
School approx. six-week summer break
Harrison Lanesville Junior/Senior 7-12 180 days, 45-10 balanced YRE calendar, with two-week intersessions and
High School approx. six-week summer break
Lake KIPP Lead College Prep 5-8 Extended day and year calendar, approx. 200 days, Saturday school
Charter School > twice per month, three-week summer session
Marion 21st Century Charter K-11 194-day extended year calendar
School Fall Creek
Marion Brookview Elementary K-5 180 days, 9 weeks of instruction, 2-3 week intersessions, 5.5 weeks sum-
School mer break
Marion Daniel Webster School 46 K-6 Initial 11-week session, followed by a 45-15 calendar for the remainder
Marion Eagle Creek Elementary PK-5 Continuous 182 days, organized into trimesters of 61-65-56 instructional
School days; varying intersessions
Marion Ernie Pyle School 90 K-5 180 days, initial 45-15 calendar with declining duration of intersessions
from three weeks down to one week
Marion Fishback Creek Public K-5 Continuous 182 days, organized into trimesters of 61-65-56 instructional
Academy days; year-round classes
Marion Henry W. Longfellow 7-8 For 2007-08 school year, moving from 185 to 210 day YRE calendar; vari-
Middle School able ratio, initially 55-5, then 50-10 and 55-5
Marion Irvington Community K-9 200 days, extended holiday break, one-week fall and spring breaks, six-
School week summer vacation
Marion Key Learning Academy K-12 180 days, 45-15 YRE calendar
Marion Lowell Elementary School K-5 180 days, 9 weeks of instruction, 2-3 week intersessions, 5.5 weeks sum-
mer break
Marion Moorhead Elementary K-5 180 days; 45-15 YRE calendar
School
Marion New Augusta Public 6-8 Continuous 182 days, organized into trimesters of 61-65-56 instructional
Academy-North days; year-round classes
Marion New Augusta Public K-5 Continuous 182 days, organized into trimesters of 61-65-56 instructional
Academy-South days; varying intersessions
Marion Southeast Neighborhood K-5 180-day YRE calendar, approx. 11 weeks in attendance with three two-
School of Excellence week intersessions
Marion Stonybrook Middle School 6-8 180 days; 45-15 YRE calendar
Marion Warren Early Childhood PK-K Traditional and year-round program - parental choice. YRE program 7/20
Center to 6/8 with two 15-day intersessions
Vanderburgh Lincoln Elementary School PK-5 Two 45-15 semesters with one-week holiday break

Source: Indiana Department of Education, various district and school web sites.
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Reactions to the initial proposal and the
subsequent calendar extension are
mixed. Officials recognize the hardships
that the extra 30 days may impose on
families, namely those with students on
different school schedules. Students pre-
dictably note that they would not enjoy
being in attendance longer than peers
from other schools. Another concern
raised is that of cost; extra days will
extend the commitments of teachers and
increase expenditures for facilities. IPS
plansto utilize Title | fundsto pay for the
extended school year since the four
schoolsin question qualify for these sup-
plementary resources.

Susan Howard, Principa of Lowell Ele-
mentary School in Marion County, Indi-
ana, argued that giving parents and other
community members the choice to adopt
a modified school caendar potentialy
eases the trangition (Susan Howard, per-
sonal communication, October 20, 2006).
Adopting a single-track YRE caendar at
Lowell Elementary School was a choice
option for parents more than ten years
ago. Ms. Howard, who was principal dur-
ing the transition, contended that the cal-
endar change resulted in improved test
scoresdueto aperiodically refreshed staff
and student body, plus additional time for
remediation. The lesson here may be in
the administration of a transition to a
modified school calendar. If there existsa
trend towardsiinitiating calendar changes,
such as extended year or Y RE, then tran-
sitions away from traditional calendars
can be more successful if the surrounding
communities are adequately informed
and empowered to choose what is best for
their students. Imposing calendar reform,
or other changes for that matter, may pro-
voke resistance rather than encourage
cooperation.

|
CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion

Proponents and opponents of calendar
modifications both cite various reasons
for and against the implementation of
year-round education. Supporters of year-
round or extended calendars argue that
summer learning loss can be reduced and
more time would be possible for enrich-
ment or remediation activities. Opponents
of calendar modifications, on the other
hand, contend that the perceived benefits
are too modest to necessitate drastic
change and the traditiona calendar is far
too entrenched in the fabric of society to
tear it away. Moreover, opposition of
Y RE does not necessarily arise from the
education sector. Resistance to changing
the school calendar can come from
groups who are less motivated by student
achievement, such as the tourism indus-
try, and are more motivated to preserve an
extended summer vacation to maintain a
significant source of their revenue.

Recommendation

Comprehensive research must be done on
alongitudina basis as to the benefits of
modifying the school year to an extended
calendar or year-round education. Both
of the major reviews of YRE research
cited in this Policy Brief lament that
definitive conclusions could not be
reached with regard to the benefits of
modified school calendars. Yet, modest
benefits of modified school calendars
have been shown in schoolswith ahigher
proportion of low SES backgrounds. Dis-
trictssuch as1PS clearly advocatefor cal-
endar change based on these purported
benefits, implementing an extended year
caendar in at least four schools that
require an extra boost in achievement.
Nonetheless, districts implementing cal-
endar change in the face of inconclusive
or minima empirical evidence demon-
strate the need for this issue to be exam-
ined with greater methodological rigor,
especially considering the costs of chang-
ing the school day or year. School dis-
tricts embarking on the use of amodified

calendar must document student achieve-
ment outcomes and regularly evaluateits
benefits.

Conclusion

There are a vast number of potential
extended and year-round education mod-
ifications. For instance, choosing a par-
ticular YRE calendar option depends on
the desired ratio of instructional days to
vacation days. The NAYRE identifies
one of the most common types of YRE
calendar asthe single-track 45-15 sched-
ule. In this model, 45 instructional days
precede a 15-day intersession when fur-
ther enrichment and remediation are pos-
sible to improve student achievement.
Proponents of Y RE also cite the recuper-
ative advantages of an intersession, giv-
ing students and staff some much-needed
rest in a more symmetrical fashion
throughout the school year. But there are
also considerations as to the number of
tracks that are necessary for a particular
school community, which depend on the
needs of the district.

If adistrictisinterested in raising student
achievement regardless of cost, then a
single-track YRE calendar is an option.
However, multi-track schools are imple-
mented precisely to accommodate rap-
idly growing enrollments while saving
costs on the construction of new facili-
ties. A focus on costs and meticulous
attention to the accounting of time may
have been the causes of Californias
failed implementation of multi-track
Y RE schools outlined above.

Recommendation

Seek clarity on the ultimate goal of the
calendar modification. Cutting costs or
increasing student achievement will
determine which scheduling reform is
most appropriate. Moreover, the nature
of the transition away from the tradi-
tional calendar requires detailed consid-
eration. As indicated above by Susan
Howard, calendar modifications as
choice options for parents and other
community members may yield more
positive results. This would require fre-
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guent collaboration and informational
sessions with members of the commu-
nity to ensure that the calendar changes
are in the best interests of the students.
Intheend, it is student achievement and
their well-being that should be the focus
of any discussion on school calendars
and not the needs of special interest
groups who may be less concerned with
the quality of education.

Conclusion

Focusing on the number of minutesin a
school day or the number of instruc-
tional days per year does not ensure the
effective use of time. There must be a
guarantee that the instructional time is
used effectively and reaches the stu-
dents who require the most support
before moretimeisgranted. Any reform
based on time must also consider issues
of quality rather than just the quantita-
tive measures of seconds, minutes, or
days. Just because a student isin school
an extra 40 minutes per day does not
provide an assurance that the extratime
is being used effectively and resources
are diverted to their best use first. Fur-
thermore, according to the Silva (2007)
report, “research shows that extending
the right kind of time to the students
who need it most can improve student
learning and effectively close achieve-
ment gaps between poor and minority
students and their more affluent peers...
the benefits of adding time to the school
day or year are by no means certain or
universal” (p. 9).

Recommendation

Considering that the origins of thetradi-
tional calendar in the United States
stretch to the very early years of the
country, there should be little doubt that
the needs of the public school popula-
tion have changed since then. Moreover,
in order to meet those new demands,
innovative educational reforms that
accommodate an increasingly diverse
society are necessary. Before such
change is enacted, however, it is essen-
tial to evaluate the current use of school
time to ensure its effective use on

engaged academic learning. If students
are not doing well in certain schoolsand
time is not being used efficiently, how
can requiring more time in those institu-
tions actually solve the problem? Con-
tinued research and anaysis of
instructional time aready within the
purview of public schools should be
conducted before increasing the amount
of time students must spend in such an
environment.
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