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LESSONS FROM ABROAD 


TO BEAR FRUIT. 

·'w'''..Ln·.... LASS PERFOR. 

I 
nternational comparisons ofedu
cation are difficult. Cultural fac
tors influence performance and 
school systems differ. Despite 
such problems, international com

parisons are not impossible and a great deal 
can be learned from examining schooling 
abroad. In fact, unflattering comparisons of 
the academic performance ofAmerican stu
dents with those from other lands spurred 
attempts at school improvement in the 
United States throughout the 1980s. 

. From its review ofother nations, the 
Commission draws several conclusions: 

• 	 Students in other post-industrial democ
racies receive twice as much instruction 
in core academic areas during high 
school. 

• 	 Schools abroad protect academic time by 
distinguishing between the "academic 
day" and the "school day." 

• 	 Many ofour economic competitors sup
plement formal education with signifi
cant out-of-schoollearning time. 

• 	 School performance abroad has conse
quences and is closely related to opportu
nities for employment and further educa
tion. 

• 	 Teachers in other countries enjoy free
dom and respect as professionals. 

In short, education abroad is built 
around high expectations. Schools hold 
themselves and the adults and students in 
them to high standards; in consequence 
they enjoy high levels ofsupport from par
ents and the community. As the 
Commission observed first-hand, schools 
overseas reflect a c4Itural passion for learn
mg. 

TWICE AS MUCH CORE INSTRUCTION 

Recent comparisons of the number of 
annual "instructional hours" in different 
countries indicate that Americans rank in 
the top half of the nine countries examined. 
By the standard of time as an instructional 
resource, American education measures up 
well. 

This standard, however, provides false 
comfort. As the Commission. saw in 
Germany and Japan, learning is serious 
business abroad. "Academic time" is rarely 
touched. Distinctions are made between 
the academic day (which the Germans call 
the half day) and the school day (in 
Germany, the full day). 

When asked about the school day, offi
cials produce documents outlining a time 
frame similar to that in the typical 
American schooL They feel no need to . 
explain extracurricular activities within the 
school day, because these activities are not 
allowed to interfere with academic time. 
Academic time, by and large, is devoted to 
core academic study-native language and 
literature, mathematics, science, history, 
civics, geography, the arts, and second and 
third languages. 

The use of"instructional" time in the 
United States is markedly different. The 
Commission analyzed time requirements 
for core acade~ic subjects in 41 states and 
the District of Columbia.! ·The results are 
startling: on average, students can receive a 
high school diploma-often sufficient in 
itself for .university entrance-if they devote 
only 41 percent of their school time to core 
academic work. 

It is conceivable that American students 
devote more time to demanding course
work than states require. That hope, how
ever, is misplaced: 1993 data from the U.S. 
Department ofEducation indicate that the 

I Nine nares did nor provide inform..ion. 
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PRISONERS OF TIME 

course of study most students follow is very 
dose to what states require. 

Figure 1 compares requirements for core 
academic instruction in the final four years 
ofsecondary school in four countries: 
Germany, France, Japan, and the United 
States. It displays minimum time require- . 
ments at the secondary level in core acade
mic subjects, based on our observations 
abroad and official state and national publi
cations. In their final four years ofsec
ondary school, according to our estimates, 
French, German, and JapaneSe students 
receive more than twice as much core acad
emic instruction as American students. 
Although these estimates are approxima

. ti.ons, we are convinced they reflect the 
magnitude of the academic time trap in 

. which American schools are caught. 
Figure 1 speaks for itself No matter 

how the assumptions underlying the figure 
are modified, the result is always the 
same--students abroad are required to 
work on demanding subject matter at least 
twice as long. In practical terms, this 
means . that most foreign students are study
ing language, literature, science and two or 
more languages, while many ofour young 
people spend their time in study halls, pep 
rallies, driver education, and assemblies. 

Even the most committed advocate of . 
. the status quo will concede that American 
students cannot learn as much as their for
eign peers in half the time. By this stan
dard, our education system still has a long 
way to go. 

One need look no further than Figure 1 
to understand why European and :Asian vis
itors to the United States commonly under
stand English while their children outper
form American students on tests ofstudent 
achievement. Americans abroad, by con
trast, aSsume they will deal with people who 
speak English. Our high school students 
have trouble reading, writing, and solving . 
simple mathematics problems. 

The emphasis on core academic instruc
tion abroad does not mean that other activ
ities are ignored. Up to SO percent of 
German students, even in farming areas, 
remain at the school after the academic day 

•• . . : - _1..L.~ ~~~ .... " ", ...rl "l""itinn

al classes ofone kind or another. In Japan, 
students clean their school when the'acade
mic day ends and then enter activity 
periods. 

OUT-OF-SCHOOL LEARNING 

The formidable learning advantage 
Japanese and German schools provide to 
their students is complemented by equally 
impressive out-of-schoollearning. Large 
numbers ofJapanese students (two-thirds of 

. ' all students in Tokyo;' nationally about 15 
percent ofall students in grade four rising 
to nearly SO percent by grade nine) attend 
jukus-private, tutorial services that enrich 
instruction, provide remedial help, and pre
pare students for university examinations . 

A Japanese research institute official told 
the Commission that elementary school 
teachers teach to the "middle of the class." 
Gifted students who might get bored or 
students who need extra ~sistance are 
~xpected to turn to the juku for help. 
, Jukus are a big business in Japan. 
Spending on the estimated 35,000 jukus 
reaches about 800 billion yen annually' 
(over $7 billion), costing the average family, 
according to Japanese officials, about 
$2,500 per year, per child. 

In Japan, schools and the larger society 
generally ignore "ability" or "aptitude" as 
factors in school success. The Japanese are 
convinced that hard work can help every 
student meet high standards. Diligence, 
application, apd enterprise are the keys-if 
a student is'not''getting it," more time, 
usually self-directed time, is the answer. 

Jukus do not exist in GermarlY. But if 
German students are similar to their peers 
throughout Europe, SO percent of them 
spend two or more hours on daily home
work, and only 7 or 8 percent watch televi
sion for five or more hours a' day. In the 
United States, only 29 percent ofstudents 
report doing as much homework and three 
times as many watch television daily for five 
or more hours. 

In sum, compared to American students, 
German and Japanese youth are exposed in 
high school to much more demanding aca
demic subjects, for many more hours. 



They spend more serious time learning out
side the school. And they fritter away less 
time in front of the television. 

PERFORMANCE CARRIES 

CONSEqUENCES 

Another distinction that can be drawn 
between American education and schooling 
abroad is in consequences for school perfor
mance. In Germany and Japan, learning 
matters. Performance, not seat time, is 
what counts. Students understand that 
what they learn in school will make a real 
difference to their chances in life. In the 
United States, paper credentials count. 
Apart from the small percentage ofstudents 
interested in highly selective colleges and 
universities, most students understand that 
possession ofeven a mediocre high school 
diploma is enough to get them into some 
kind ofcollege or job. 

. Students in German vocational schools 
know that what they learn in class is closely· 
related to what they will do on the job, 
because their apprenticeship experience (an 
alternating routine of learning in class and 
learning'on the job) demonstrates the rela
tionship every day. German students inter
ested in pursuing a university career also 
understand that they will· have to pass' the 
Abitur, a demanding examination covering 
secondary school preparation. 

Examination pressure is even more severe 
in Japan. Since attendance in upper sec
ondary schools (grades 10-12) is not com
pulsory in Japan, young people take exami
nations even to enter public high schools. 
Although 90 percent ofJapanese young 
people complete high school, the particular 
high school attended is critical to the 
chances for university admission. 
Moreover, Japanese students also must sit 
for intense, pressure-filled, competitive 
examinations for admission to the best uni
versities. 

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE 

Teachers are held to much higher stan
dards in both Germany and Japan. In 
Germany, teachers are expected to be more 
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knowledgeable in their subjects than are 
teachers in the United States. Teacher 
preparation, consequently, takes up to six 
years (compared to four in the United 
States). In Japan, aspiring teachers are 
required to pass a rigorous examination 
prior to cenification. The organization of 
school time in both societies encourages 
continued development of teachers, who 
are given the time they need to grow and 
cooperate as professionals. 

Japanese teachers generally deal with 
~ore students in each classroom, but teach 
fewer classes; the typical class has between 
35 and 40 students, compared to an aver
age of 23 in the United States. However, 
Japanese teachers are typically in "front of 
the class" for only four hours a day. Time 
spent outside the classroom is not consid
ered wasted, but an essential aspect of pro
fessional work. The same phenomenon can 
be seen in Germany-teachers are in front 
ofa class for 21 to 24 hours a week, but. 
their workweek is 38 hours long. Non
classroom time is spent on preparation. 
grading, in-service education, and consult-: 
ing 'with colleagues. 

In both countries, the Commission 
sensed considerably greater encouragement 
of teacher professionalism than is apparent . ' 
in the United States. In Germany. for 
example, teachers select the texts they will 
use to meet Liinder(state} standards; in 15 
of the 16 states. teachers design and admin
ister their own tests for the Abitur; and 
teachers validate colleagues' testing by shar

, ing examinations with each other and di~
cussing test questions. 

NOT JUST A MATTER OF TIME 

It is clear from these observations that 
the issue of improving student performance 
is not simply a matter of time. Time is 
clearly critical. In the context ofa global 
market for educated people. the fact that 
youth abroad receive the equivalent ofsev
eral additional years ofschooling cannot be 
ignored. But oth~ factors are equally 
imponant. Elsewhere. core academic 
instruction is emphasized. Academic time 

is protected. Expectations for out-of-school 
learning are high. Teachers are held to high 
standards and treated as professionals. 

All of these are critical factors in the suc
cess ofschooling abroad. And all of them 
are feasible, because foreign schools under
stand that effective learning depends on 
freeing schools, teachers, and students from 
the bonds of time. 
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R ECOM M EN DATtO NS 

s various panaceas have as Out compass, time can be the rudder of 
been advanced in the last reform. 
decade to solve the prob In Out judgment, educators have created 
lems of learning in a false dilemma in debating whether addi
America, education tional instructional time can be found with

reform has moved in fits and starts. Indeed, in the confines of the current day and calen
as different helmsmen have seized the wheel, dar, or needs to be sought by extending 
the ship of education reform has gone round both. False dilemmas produce bad choices. 
in circles. Ifwe have learned anything from To meet new demands, the United States 
these efforts, it is that no single solution needs both-the best use ofavaila.ble time 
exists for the problems ofAmerican schools. and more time. 

Reform can only succeed if it is broad 
and comprehensive, attacking many prob EIGHT RECOMMENDATIONS 

lems simultaneously. In that effort, high We offer eight recommendations ro 
standards and time are more than simply put time at. the rop of the nation's reform 
additional oars in the water. With standards agenda: 

I. REINVENT SCHOOLS AROUND LEARNING, NOT TIME. 

II. FIX THE DESIGN FLAW: ,USE TIME IN NEW AND BETTER WAYS. 

III: 	 ESTABLISH AN ACADEMIC DAY. 

IV. 	 KEEP SCHOOLS OPEN LONGER TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 

CHILDREN AND COMMUNITIES. 
VETERAN TEACHERS ARE 

WELL AWARE THAT TODAY'S V. GIVE TEACHERS THE TIME THEY NEED. 
STUDENTS BRING MANY 

MORE PROBLEMS TO 
VI. 	 INVEST IN TECHNOLOGY. 

SCHOOL THAN CHILDREN 

DID A GENERATION AGO. 

V II. DEVELOP LOCAL ACTION PLANS TO TRANSFORM SCHOOLS. 

VIII. 	SHARE THE RESPONSIBILITY: FINGER POINTING AND EVASION 

MUST END. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

I . 

REINVENT SCHOOLS AROUND 

LEARNING, NOT TIME 

WE RECOMMEND A COMMITMENT 

TO BRING EVERY CHILD IN THE 

UNITED STATES TO WORLD-CLASS 

STANDARDS IN CORE ACADEMIC AREAS. 

By far the most important part of this 
Commissions charge relates not to time 
but to student learning. The first issue is 
not "How much time is enough?" but 
"What are we trying to accomplish?" .As 
witnesses repeatedly told the Commission, 
there is no point to adding more time to 
today's schools if it is used in the same way. 
We must use time in new, different, and 
better ways. 

The Commission is convinced the fol
lowing areas represent the common core all 
students 'should master: English and lan
guage arts, mathematics, science, civics, his
tory, geography, the arts~.and foreign lan

guages. This core defines a set ofexpecta

. tions students abroad are routinely expect

ed to meet. Americart students cart meet 

them as welL 

Regular assessments at different stages of 
students' lives should require every student 
to demonstrate a firm grasp ofdemanding 
material in each ofthese areas, a grasp 
extending far beyond the trivial demands of 
most multiple-choice tests. They should 
assess not only the mastery ofessential 
facts, but also the student's ability to write, 
reason, and analyze. 
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FIX THE DESIGN FLAW: USE TIME IN NEW AND BETTER WAYS 

WE RECOMMEND THAT, STATE- AND LOCAL SOARDS WORK WITH SCHOOLS 


TO REDESIGN EDUCATION SO THAT TIME BECOMES A Fo\CTOR SUPPORTING LEARNING, 


NOT A BOUNDARY MARKING ITs LIMITS. 


The conviction that learning goals 
should be flXed and time a flexible resvurce 
opens up profound opportunities for 
change. 

At a minimum, foong the design tid\V 

means recognizing that very young children 
enter school at very different levels of re..1di
ness. Some enter kindergarten alre..1dy re-..1d
ing. Others readily manage computer rrt.)

grams appropriate to their age and skillle'\-:' 
els. But some cannot recognize letTeC$ fuml 
the alphabet or identify numbers or ri.:
tures. Sadly, toO many are already ablL"C"d 
and neglected. School readiness is the basic 
foundation on which the rest of the sch(X"l1 
program is built. ' _ 

Fixing the design flaw also makes fX~'\Si
ble radical change in the teaching and learn
ingJ)rocess. New uses of time should 
ensure that schools rely much lesS on the 
51-minute period, after which teachers and 
students drop everything to rush off to the 
next class. ' Block scheduling-the use of 
(Woor more periods for extended explo
ration ofcomplex topics or for science labo
rarories-should become more common. 
Providing a more flexible school day could 
also permit American schools to follow 
international practice-between classes Stu
dents remain in the room and teachers 
come to them. 

A more flexible time schedule is likely to 

encourage greater use of team teaching. in 
which groups of teachers, often from differ
ent disciplines, work together with stu
dents. Greater flexibility in the schedule 
will also make it easier for schools to take 
advantage of instructional resources in the 
community-workplaces, libraries, church
es, and community youth groups--and to 

work effectively with emerging technolo
gies. ' 

Fixing the design flaw means that group
ing children by age should become a thing 

of rhe £'.l$t. It makes no more sense to put a 
computt"r-litt'(";.ue second grader in 
Imn:JiIIJ.ri<l,l tv Computersthan it does to 
pla\."e a rt'l.'t'l\t Hispanic immigrant in 
1111Ttl<lu<'tI.J ,"y Sp(wish. Both should be 
pLKnl .u tht'ir level ofaccomplishment. 
Alrht)ugh tilt' Commission does not believe 
15-yt"ar ol...is should leave high school early, 
m~ting high performance standards in key 
subjt"('[S should be the requirement for the 
high $ •.:hl.~)1 diploma, not simply seat time 
or ClrIwgk' units. In the case ofgenuinely 
exct"ptional students who meet these 
requirt'mt'nts while very young, schools 
should ottt:r them the opportunity to take 
advanced ('ourses. 

Aboy(- all. fixing the flaw means that 
timt" should be adjusted to meet the indi
vidual nn'1is of learners, rather than the 
adminisrmtiv\.' convenience of adults. The 
dimensions of time in the learning process 
extend fin bt'yond whether one student 
needs more time and another can do With 
less. The flexible use of time can permit 
more individualized instruction. 

We should not forget that students are 
like adults in many ways. Some are able to 
focus intensely on demanding materials for
long periods; others need more frequent 
breaks. MallY students, like many adults, 
learn best by reading; some learn best by lis
tening; others, by doing, or even by ~ng 
amongst themselves. Offering more fre'
quent breaks, providing more opportunities 
for hands-on learning, encouraging group 
work-,these techniques and others can . 
parole some of the students who today feel 
most confined by the school's rigid time 
demands. 

All of these possibilities-and many oth
ers-lie within reach if the design flaw is 
flXed. All of them are much more difficult 
within the prison of time-bound education. 

http:computt"r-litt'(";.ue


II I. 

ESTABLISH AN ACADEMIC DAY 

WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOLS 

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL ACADEMIC TIME 

BY RECLAIMING THE SCHOOL DAY FOR 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION. 

The Commission is convinc<,;d that if 
American students are to meet world-class 
standards all children will need more acad
emic time. Reclaiming the academic day 
means providing at least 5.5 hours of core 

. academic instructional time daily. That 
time should be devoted exclusively to the 
common core ofsubjectS identified in 
Recommendation L 

The Commission's analysis of how time 
is currently used in American schools 
makes one thing clear: even within the 
confines ofa 180-day school year, reclaim- , 
ing the academic day should, alone, nearly 
double the amount ofinstructional time in 
core curriculum areas. For some students, 
reclaiming the academic day will provide 
all the additional time they need to meet 
new standards. For most others, however, 
more acrdemic time will be required. 

Establishing an academic day means, in 
essence, that the existing school day be 
devoted almost exclusively to core academ
ic instruction. What this means is obvious: 
many worthwhile student programs-ath
letics, clubs, and other activities-will have 
to be sacrificed unless the school day is 
lengthened. We do not believe they should 
be sacrificed, or that communities will 
agree to do wilhout them. At the same 
time, we cannot agree to sacrificing the 
academic core of the school to other activi
ties. Instead, all student activities should 
be offered during a l?nger school day. 

Compensatory programs and special 
efforts for the gifted and talented can be 
provided during the longer school day. 
Language instruction for non-native 
English speakers should be provided in this 
longer day .. Students who want to acceler
ate their studies, perhaps spending only 
three years in high school, can also use this 
time. 
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DEVELOPING A NEW GENERATION OF SCIENTISTS, 


SCHOLARS, AND LEADERS 


No ONE CAN VISIT THE THOMAS .JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL FOR SCIENCE 

AND TECHNOLOGY, ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA, WITHOUT REALIZlr«G IT IS ONE OF 

THE MOST REMARKABLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES-REMARK- ' 

ABLE FOR THE WEALTH OF THE SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT THAT SUPPORTS 

IT, THE TALENTS OF ITS ,SELECTED STUDENTS, THE SKILL OF ITS STAFF; THE 

TECHNOLOGIES IT EMPLOYS, AND THE SUPPORT IT ,RECEIVES FROM THE BUSI

NESS COMMUNITY. 

IT IS REMARKABLE FOR SOMETHING ELSE AS WELL. ITS SCHEDULE IS 

DIFFERENT; EVIf=RY SCHOOL DAY AT THOMAS .JEFFERSON IS LENGTHENED BY 

ONE: PERIOD~ DURING WHICH EVERY'ONE OF ITS 1,600 9TH TO 12:rH GRADERS 
",.t) :" . • "'. • ,"" 

IS REQUIRED ,TO PARTICIPATE ,IN A STUDENT ACTIVI,TY OR RELATED'COURSE

WORK sue':' AS TUTORING, LABORATORIES, OR GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES. DAILY" . "., " . . ..,~, 

, ""'l< • "', ~ , ,', .' ••; ~ . 1•• 

SCHEDULES 'ARE ALSO FLEXiBLE ENOUGH TO LET EVERY CLASS,r,If=ET:'F.~R AT 

LE?~~i~tt~;I::::R~§;iWfC::::AND CORPORATE SP~7s~is~,P OF 

STATE-:OF,-;rHE-ART TECHNOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENTS IN AREAS'~:~~~~ AS' 

..);~.(.< .l·'·:·~';:<~:'~;'~':·'>'~;'<"·"· ··<t::-···.~.~·'.:·~::.. ':~,: ~'.. '. . "':?<~ , <:'././::'::: 
OPTICS, ENER'GY SYSTE,;t"S, TELECOMMUNICATIONS, BIOTECHNOL:OG.¥'~::AND 

',;':-\ ;,,~',', ,~,:' ../~J>\~~'.'·~·F~· ", ":(,", .... ~·""f",,' , """. ' . ,~:<:;: ,: ".;;:Ji/:·, '..~.. 
INDUSTRIAL.' ROBOTICS-M'AKES IT 'EASY TO OVERLOOi<:i:'HE SCHOOL'S~iSCH'ED;' 

4~~~~ff~jfr'~H::~~:~t~'OD MEAN IN P.RACTICE,~~~~~L~·TO

SO~HOMO~E:<PAUL HEL"';S, "IT IS ONE OF THE IMPoRTli1i~' ~~~NG~' INMOST 

. .- . 
THE SCHOOL., USE ITTC) GO TO BOTH THE FJ:;;L:LOWSHIP QFCHRISTIAN 

ATHLETES AND TO A LATIN HONORS CLASS.'~ SENIOR'SETH MITCHO: 

"EIGHTH P'ERIOD HAS HELPED MAKE THIS SCHOOL THE CENTER OF OUR LIVES 

AND, OFT~N Of" OU.R FAMII;I,ES,." 
,. '. 

A SC~,EDULpa: THAT I;:IELPS MAKE SCHOOL:i:THE-CENTER OFj;,THE l::IVES OF 

STU·DEN~~~·:AND FAMILIES M'AY Bt! THE MOST REMARKA'BLE TH'I·...G· ABC)UT· THE 

T:~~MA~;~~~F~;'~'~r HIG~',_~CHOO~ FOR SCIE.N~I1?'.~D,;:,TECHN~~~~Y' 
',;' 
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KEEP SCHOOLS OPEN LONGER TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 


CHILDREN AND COMMUNITIES 


WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOLS 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 THE YEAR. 


No magic lll,unber of hours in the day, or 
days in the year, will guarantee learning for 
all students. As a rule of thumb, about 5.5 
hours ofcore academic instruction daily is a 
useful frame of reference for the typical stu
dent. But it. is only a frame of reference. 
Many students will need more time; some 
will need less. 

As noted under Recommendation III, 
establishing an academic day of necessity 
requires lengthening the school day, both 
for extracurricular activities and for time to 
offer some students academic programs 
designed to give them special help or 
opportunities. 

Schools open throughout the year can 
also provide many services to.adults, serving 
as centers in which community agencies 
offer adult education, "intergenerational" 
literacy efforts teaching parents and chil- . 
dren together, and programs stressing, for 
example, parenting or job skills. When the . 

. walls of the prison of time are torn down, 
schools can realize their fun potential as 
community learning centers, vibrant and 
responsive to the educational needs of citi
zens ofevery age. 

We stress again that many children, in 
many different communities, are growing 
up today without the family and communi
ty support taken for granted when the pub
lic school was created 150 years ago. The 
documented need for child care and unco
ordinated nature of the variety of public . 
and private providers now trying to meet 
it-.licensed and unlicensed, for profit and 
not-for~profit, in homes and in community 
facilities~ no longer be ignored. 

No single agency can meet all of the 
needs of today's families, nor can any major 
public agency ignore them. Extended-day 
services that offer safe havens for children in 
troubled neighborhoods are a logical solu
tion to the child care problem; a problem 
that does not go away when schools close 
for the summer. Moreover, schools have 
every interest in making sure that a wide 
variety ofother services-immunizations, 
health screening, nutrition, and mental 
health; among others-are available to chil
dren and their families. Without such ser
vices, it is unlikely that the first of the 
National Education Goals ("school readi-' 
ness") can be achieved. 

Fixing the design flaw requires acknowl
edging something else as well: state manda
tory attendance requirements defining how 

. many days students should attend school 
should not define how many days schools 
should remain <?pen. In fact, state financial 
support should encourage more learning 
time. IfAmericans are ever to escape the 
education time .trap, some schools in every 
district should be open throughout the year 
so that students can find the help they 
need, when they need it. 

Finally, we note that in suggesting 
greater use of school facilities to meet the 
needs ofchildren and communities, we are 
not recommending that schools provide 
these services directly or pay for them. 
Schools should act as advocates, insisting 
that the needs ofchildren and families be 
met and making school facilities available 
whenever possible for services essential to 
student learning. 
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THE EXTENDED DAY AND YEAR: ONE COMMUNITY'S EXPERIENCE 


WITH PUBLIC DEMAND 


THE MURFREESBORO SCHOOLS IN TENNESSEE MAY HAVE THE MOST 

COMPREHENSIVE EXTENDED-D,AY AND -YEAR PROGRAM IN THE UNITED 

STATES. IN 1986, MURFREESBORO DECIDED THAT COMMUNITY CONCERN 

ABOUT LATCH-KEY CHILDREN WAS STRONG ENOUGH TO JUSTIFY EXTENDING 

THE SCHOOL YEAR. THE DISTRICT ANNOUNCED THAT ONE ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL WOULD BE OPEN FROM 6:00 A.M. UNTIL 6:00 P.M. WITH PARENTS 

PAYING FOR THE EXTENDED-DAY SERVICES. FOUR STUDENTS SHOWED UP. ' 

WITHIN TWO YEARS, PUBLIC DEMAND FORCED THE EXTENSION OF THE CON

CEPT TO EVERY ELEMENTA,RY SCHOOL IN THE CITY. THIS YEAR, 50 PERCENT 
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v. 

GIVE TEACHERS THE TIME 


THEY NEED 


WE RECOMMEND THAT TEACHERS BE 

PROVIDED WITH THE PROFESSIONAL 

TIME AND OPPORTUNITIES THEY NEED 

TO DO THEIR JOBS. 

The daily working life of most teachers 
is one of unrelieved time pressure and iso
lation; they work, largely alone, in a class
room of25-30 children or adolescents for 
hours every day. Unlike teachers in many 
systems overseas, who can take advantage 
ofcontinuous, daily opportunities for pro
fessional developmenr, American teachers 
have little time for preparation, planning, 
cooperation, or professional groWth. 

The Commission believes that time for 
planning and prQfessional developmenr is 
urgently needed-not as a frill or an add
on, but as a major aspect of the agreemenr 
between teachers and districts. 

The whole question of teachers and 
time needs to be rethought in a serious and 
systematic way. The issue is not simply 
teachers. It is not just time. The real issue 
is education quality. Teachers need time to 
develop effective lessons. They need time 
to assess students in meaningful ways and 
discuss the results with students individual
ly. They need time to talk to students, and 
listen to them, and to confer with parents 
and other family members. They need 
time to read pr~fessional journals, interact 
with their colleagues, and watch outstand
ing teachers demonstrate new strategies. 

Districts can provide this time in several 
ways: extending the contract year to pay 
teachers for professional development, 
using the longer day for the same purpose, 
or providing for the widespread and sys
tematic use ofa cadre ofwell-prepared, 
full-time, substitute teachers. ' 

The last thing districts should encourage 
is sending children home to provide time 
for "teacher profession~days." We will 
never have truly effective schools while 
teachers' needs are met at the expense of 
students' learning time .. 
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V I. 

INVEST IN TECHNOLOGY 

WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOLS SEIZE ON THE PROMISE OF 


NEW TECHNOLOGIES TO INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY, ENHANCE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, 


AND EXPAND LEARNING TIME. 


Technology is a great unrealized hope in 
education reform. It can transform learn
ing by improving both the effectiveness of 

· existing time and making more time avail
able through'self-guided instruction, both 
in school and out. Technology has already 
changed much of the rest ofAmerican soci
ety-profit and non-profit, private sector 
and government alike-because it makes it 
possible to produce more with less. A simi
lar revolution is possible in education. 

At a minimum, computers and other 
technological aids promise to rid teachers 
arid administrators of the mundane record. 

· keeping that is such a characteristic of 
school life today, permitting teachers to 
spend more time designing instructional 
programs for their students. 

But the true promise of technology lies 
·in the classroom. Technology makes it pos
sible for today's schools to escape the assem
bly-line mentality of the "factoty model" 
school. With emerging hardware and soft
ware, educators can personalize learning. . 

Instead of the lock-step of lecture and 
laboratory, computers and other new 

telecommunications technologies make it 
possible for students to move at their own 
pace. Effective learning technologies have 
already demonstrated their ability to pique 
student interest and increase motivation, 
encouraging students not only to spend 
more of their own time in learning but also 
to be more deeply involved in what they are 
doing. 

Finally, it should be noted that the 
"information superhighway" can reshape 
education as it will other areas ofAmerican 
life. The school revolution, however, 
depends both on a ~ncerted investment 
strategy to help educators obtain these tech
nologies and on educators confronting their 
reluctance to supplement the techniques of 
the 19th century (textbooks, chalk and 
blackboards) with the technologies of the 
21st (CD-ROMs, modems, and fiber 
optics). They must do so. In order to help 
them, states should establish special funds 
to provide low-interest loans and grants, 
and they should create large-scale purchas
ing agreements for new technologies and 
teacher training in their use. 



V II. 


DEVELOP LOCAL ACTION PLANS TO TRANSFORM SCHOOLS 

WE RECOMMEND THAT EVERY DISTRICT CONVENE LOCAL LEADERS TO DEVELOP 


ACTION PLANS THAT OFFER DIFFERENT SCHOOL OPTIONS AND ENCOURAGE PARENTS, 


STUDENTS, AND TEACHERS TO CHOOSE AMONG THEM. 


School reform cannot work if it is 
imposed on the community top-down. 
Genuine, long-lasting reform grows from 
the grassroots. 

The Commission believes every commu
nity must engage in a community-wide 
debate about the shape and future of its 
schools. To that end, we encourage every 
district, with the support of the superinten
dent and local school board, to engage 
major school stakeholdets in a comprehen
sive, long-term dialogue about the hopes, 
aspirations, and future directions of local 
education. The conversation should 
include students,. parents, taxpayers, 

. employers, and representatives ofpublic 
assistance, juvenile justice, health and othe~ 
social services agencies. It should be orga
nized around learning time. If this conver
sation is to be productive, it is essential to 
include teachers and administrators as equal 
partners. 

We are convinced that larger school dis
triets can offer families a wide array ofalter
native school calendars by encouraging 
individual schools to adopt distinctive 
approaches. The more options, the better. . 
No single configuration will satisfY every 
need. Districts ofany size, with a sense of 
vision, boldness, and entrepreneurship can 
experiment with block scheduling, team 
teaching, longer days and years, and 
extending time with new distance-learning 
technologies. 

No community in the United States is so 
small or impoverished that it cannot benefit 
from an examination of how it uses time-

: 

if not in extending the day or year, at least 
in re-configuring how it uses the time now 
available. 

The Commission wants to stress that 
this recommendation provides a real oppor
tunity for local leadership groups-the 
business community, colleges and universi
ties, churches, civic groups, newspapers and 
the electtonic media-to go beyond criti
cizing schools by helping frame the educa
tion debate community by community. 
This is not just a task for educators. There 
can be no doubt that the 1989 Education 
Summit, conv~ned under the leadership of 
the White House and the nation's gover,.. 
nors, went a long way towards focusing . 
Americans on the goals they hold in com
mon for \heir schools. Local leaders can do 
a lot to transform their communities and 
their schools by convening similar educa
tion summits, county by county, city by 
city, district by district, and, if need be, 
school by schooL 

Finally, the Commission issues a chal
lenge to local school boards: use your time 
to perform the leadership role for which 
you have been elected or appointed. 

Recent analyses demonstrate convincing
ly that far too many boards function as 
managers instead ofpolicyrnakers. School 
board time should be devoted to local poli~ 
cy, goals, and the education needs ofchil
dren, not to micro-management ofschool 
operations. 

Our challenge: help your community 
crystallize a vision for its schools. 

i 
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"YEAR-ROUND EDUCATION" 

PRINCIPAL HOWARD LAPPIN OF Los ANGELES' JAMES A. FOSHAY 

MIDDLE SCHOOL SHOWED THE COMMISSION AN EXAMPLE OF A "YEAR-ROUND 

EDUCATION" PROGRAM. DESPITE THE NAME, MO.ST YEAR-ROUND SCHOOLS 

ARE A REORGANIZATION OF THE 180-DAY SCHOOL YEAR; THEY DO NOT 

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL TIME FOR EITHER LEARNING OR NONACADEMIC SER

VICES. NEVERTHELESS, THEIR EXISTENCE INDICATES THAT ALTERNATIVE 

CALENDARS ARE FEASIBLE IN MANY AREAS AND YEAR-ROUND EDUCATION IS 

PROBABLY THE MOST WIDELY COPIED ALTERNATIVE TO THE TRADIT. 

ENDAR. NATIONWIDE, NEARLY 2,000 PUBLIC AND PRIV.AT,E:'~ 
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VIII. 

SHARE THE RESPONSIBILITY: FINGER POINTING AND EVASION MUST END 


WE RECOMMEND THAT ALL OF OUR PEOPLE SHOULDER THEIR INDIVIDUAL 


RESPONSIBILITIES TO TRANSFORM LEARNING IN AMERICA. 


No single recommendation can capture 
the essential point with which the 
Commission concluded the first chapter: 
learning must become a national obsession 
in the United States. 

In America's great education debate we 
find too often a belief that the solution is 
up to government or "the system." 
Nothing could be further from the truth. It 
is up to us. Most ofwhat needs ro be done 
can only be done by the people most direct
ly involved. There are no short-cuts. 
Lightning will not strike and transform 
American schools ifeach of us acts as 
though the task belongs to somebody else. 

To put learning in America powerfully 
back on track everyone will have to do 
more, make sacrifices, and work harder. 
Great institutions like the American school 
do not fail simply because they collapse 
from within. Complacency within com
bines with public apathy to enfeeble institu
tions, leaving behind impressive but empty 
facades. 

The implications are clear. Schools can
not do the job alone. All of us have to 
shoulder our responsibilities. Ifwe think 
this transformation too difficult, we must 
again learn the wisdom of the African 
proverb, "It takes a whole village to raise a 
child." 

It takes a family to raise a child. Parents 
are more than their children's "first teach- . 
ers"-they are lifelong examples bearing 
witness to community norms and expecta
tions, to the values that give meaning, tex

( ture, and a sense ofpurpose wHfe. 
It takes communities to raise a child. 

But in place of healthy communities, too 
often we find neighborhoods deteriorating 
amidst the alienation, rootlessness, and 
despair ofviolent streets. 

It takes schools to raise a child. But 
where there should be a shared sense of 

common purpose among school, family, 
and community, too often we find a circle 
of blame. Parents blame the community 
for the child's problems. Communities 
blame the schooL And the school, roo fre
quently, blames both. Then it closes itself 
off in its time-bound world. 

The finger pointing and evasions must 
come to an end-up and down the line 
from the federal government to the family 
and student. Although concrete recom
mendations are difficult ro make, several 
ground rules point the way ahead. 

Government should focus on results, not 
red tape. The sheer number of rules and 
regulations hamstringing schools from fed
eral and state governments .has grown 
beyond reason. Their cumulative effect is 
ro handCuff schools. 

All federal programs should follow the 
larger intent of the Clinton administratiqn's 
legislation, GOALS 2000: Educate America 
Act. ,This bipartisan legislation puts the 
National Education Goals into statutory 
language. It promises to free local schools 
from regulation in favor ofaccountability. 
It focuses on res~ts, not red tape. 

The federal government should encour
age local schools to use categorical programs 
to supplement learning time for target sw
dents. Too often these programs have 
defeated their own purpose: funds have 
been used for programs that replace the 
school's learning time. They should sup
port after-school, weekend, and summer 
programs. 

At the state level, the Commission 
applauds states such as Kentucky and 
Washington which·have adopted compre
hensive education reform efforts, most of 
which promise to (1) limit regulatory over
sight in return for demonstrated results in 
the schools; (2) offer additional time for 



teachers' professional development; and (3) 
provide sanctions and rewards for schools 
based on performance. 

It is at the school district and local board 
level that we find the major possibilities for 
freeing schools of red tape in favor of 
accountability. A large number of promis

ing experiments are underway around the 

country to free schools of burdensome dis

. trict regulation. Many of these experiments 

revolve around time; many do not. We 

· encourage school boards-through the local 
action plans suggested in Recommendation 
VII-to examine these experiments and 
adapt the most promising to their own 
needs. 

Higher education needs to get involved. 
Colleges and universities, as institutions, 
have been bystanders for the most part in 
the school reform debate .. It is time they 
got involved. They can help in at least four 
ways. 

First, higher education already offers a 
model that holds learning fixed and makes 
time a variable. Students can earn a bache
lor's degree in three, four, even eight years; 

· the same is true of doctoral study. 
Second, the school reform movement 

cannot succeed unless academic institutions 
honor the results of new standards and 
assessments. Admissions requirements 
should validate learning, not seat time. 

Third, colleges and universities educating 
teachers must align their programs with the 
movement to higher standards. This will 
involve changing not only offerings in 
schools ofeducation, but also the design of 
undergraduate programs in core disciplines. 

Finally, a handful ofcolleges and univer
sities across the country are struggling to 
reinvent local schools. There are 3,500 col
leges and universities in the United States 
and there should be 3,500 examples. It is 
not necessary to operate a school or district 
or provide medical checkups and family 
counseling-although some academic insti
tutions are doing each of these things. But 
it is necessary to do something. 

· The business world should keep up the 
pressure. Much of the impetus for school 

reform, at the national, state, and local lev
els, has been generated by business leaders 
insisting that changes in the workplace 
require radically different kinds of school 
graduates. Corporate and small business 
leaders have also been actively supporting 
reform coalitions, applying corporate tech
niques to school operations, and creating a 
variety ofone-on-one school partnerships in 
which individual firms work directly with 
individual classrooms, schools, or districts. 

Now is no time for timidity in the school 
reform effort. Leaders cannot blow an 

. uncertain trumpet. Business leaders must 
keep up the pressure for comprehensive 
reform to improve student achievement. 

Parents, students, and teachers must lead 
the way. Finally, we want to speak directly 
to the people with the greatest stake in the 
learning enterprise-parents, grandparents, 
aunts, uncles, foster parents and guardians, 
and to teachers and students themselves. 

To parents,·grandparents, relatives and 
gu4rdians: With your support for the agen
da for reform outlined in this document, 
success is assured. Without it, we do not 
know how the agenda can be achieved. 

You may worry that new academic stan
dards will add to your children's stress. 
That is not our intent. In fact, that is why 
we insist that time be made a part of the 
standards discussion. Indeed, our hope is 
that schools will be more attractive, interest
ing, and lively places for both students and 
adults when time becomes the servant of 
learning. Schools should also be more hos
pitable to you, once teachers are released 
from the relentless treadmill of today's cal
endar and the academic day is more attuned 
to your family's needs. 

We know that your aspirations for your 
children are unlimited, no matter your cir
cumstances or the difficulties in which you 
find yourselves. You can bring those aspira
tions within reach. We have little to offer 
other than the advice ofexperts. But their 
words bear repeating. Play with your chil
dren every day. Read to them every night. 
Make sure they see a doctor regularly. Take 
an active interest in the day-to-day activities 
of the school and the community. Check 



homework, turn off the.television, and 
make sure that your teenagers are not work
ing so long earning pocket money that they 
have no time for school. Above all, encour
age your children. 

What we ask, of course, takes time. But 
your reward will come as you watch your 
children become the kind of men and 
women you knew they could be. 

To teachers: You are the inheritors ofa . 
tradition ofservice and scholarship stretch
ing back through history. Your first obliga
tion is to that inheritance. 

Ifyou accept minimal effort from stu
dents or colleagues or excuse shoddy perfor
mance, then you have fallen short, no mat
ter how understandable your reasons. You 
cannot remain true to the tradition you 
bear by acquiescing to the social promotion 
of students who are not prepared for the 
next step. 

Only parents and students have a greater 
stake than you in this debate. Clearly our 
proposals will make a huge difference in 
your working life. The nature of the 
change, however, remains to be worked out 
with your participation. This Commission 
consciously avoided specifYing a precise 
number ofdays in the school year, or hours 
in the school day, because we believe those 
issues must be worked out district by dis
trict and school by school. . 

Although we insist on breaking down the 
prison walls, it is not our intention to 
impose new demands on you without pro
viding the support we know you need. It is 
up to you and your colleagues to put mus
cle and sinew on the reform framework 
outlined in this document. We think you 
will-not because we recommend it, but 
because you know it is right, You best· 
understand that we are correct when we say 
learning is a prisoner of time. 

Your satisfaction will lie in a more pro
fessional working environment. It will also 
be found in a lifetime following the 
progress ofadults who achieved their full 
potential because ofwhat you were able to 

do with and for them in the classroom. 
Last. we say f() students: We know that in 

the midst of today's pressures, your classes, 

school, and homework often appear to be 
distractions from the business ofgrowing 
up. We were once in your shoes. We, how
ever, were lucky. When we left school, we 
expected to face a promising future, and for 
the most part our expectations were met. 

You, too, can make good ifyou are pre
pared to work at it. You may think your 
academic success depends on whether or 
not you are "smart." But academic 
progress, as our international friends under
stand, depends on hard work and persever
ance. It is your job to learn, to become the 
"worker" in your own education. You must 

. understand that learning is never a passive 
activity; it is always active. Your success in 
school depends primarily on your own dili
gence. The returns on your efforts will be 
many, including the satisfaction ofknowing 
that adults who complained about your 
generation were wrong"":"'-and you proved 
them wrong. 
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FINANCING: DOLLARS, SCHOLARS, 

AND TIME 

"Time is money," runs an old adage. 
There is no doubt that the recommenda
tionswe have advanced will cost money. 
We suggest it will be money well spent. In 
fact, a leading economist suggests that 
when we consider the costs ofday care, the 
effects ofsummer learning loss, and. the 
ultimate benefits of increased learning time, 
we can view any initial costs for such time 
as an investment with more promising pay
offs than most other uses of tax dollars. 
Where are the funds to come from in a 
period in which the federal domestic bud
get is frozen for the next several years, state 
revenues and outlays are under pressure, 
and local taxpayers resist higher taxes? The 
picture in public finance is not optimistic. 

But neither is it a disaster. The United 
States is the wealthiest country in the histo
ry of the world. American schools are 
already handsomely supported by interna
tional standards. In constant, inflation
adjusted dollars, real spending on education 
in America increased 200 percent between 
1959 and 1989-90. 

We are convinced the American people 
will support these recommendations if they 
believe high quality education will accom
pany the changes and ifeducators bring 
common sense and ingenuity to the table. 

The Commission believes priorities need 
to be set in education funding: all current 
expenditures should be reallocated to sup
.	port the academic activities of the school. 
Education dollars should be spent on acad
emics first and foremost. Budgets should 
distinguish between education and non
education activities. 

At the same time, extending the enve
lope of the school day and year opens up 
the possibility of using funds in different 
ways. Federal compensatory funds, as we 
have suggested, can be employed to extend 
the school day and provide summer oppor
tunities for those who require more time. 
Extended-day and other community ser
vices can be supported by other units of 

state and local government. Moreover, the 
costs ofextended services can be partially 
met by modest fees, based on parental abili
ty to pay. And costs can be controlled by 
carefully phasing in new services, using stu
dent-teachers and noncertified personnel, 
and ma1cing greater use of full-time staff on 
flexible schedules. 

It should be noted that across the United 
States the ratio ofadults to enrolled stu
dents exceeds one to ten, according to data 
from the National Center for Education 
Statistics.3 Surely it is possible to restruc
ture adult use of time so that more teachers 
and administrators actually encounter stu
dents on a daily basis in the classroom, face 
to face. This does not require additional 
money. 

Throughout this document, the 
Commission has asked the question: Is 
there a better way? As these models 
demonstrate, visionary school leaders in 
districts of all kinds-large and small, 
wealthy and poor, urban and rural-are 
already supporting many of the reforms we 
advocate. These districts are financing the 
kinds ofchanges needed today to anticipate 
the challenges the future will place before 
us. 

Several things are clear from these mod
els. Many different alternative calendars do 
exist, most attuned to local needs. Parental 
choice is a significant feature of most of . 
these models. Fees for additional services 
are charged in many ofthese alternatives. 
Above all, communities of all kinds face a 
powerful, pent-up demand for new and dif
ferent-educational services. 

In the final analysis, the true costs 
depend on what we think is important. If 
we value learning, the cOst of "doing it right 
the first time" is less than the expense 
involved in "doing it wrong" and having to 
do it over again. As the American business 
Community now understands full well, in 
the end quality costs less. 



FACING THE TEST OF TIME 

Eleven years ago, a small booklet, A 
.	Nation at Risk, launched one of the great 
reform movements in American public life. 
It changed the terms of the education 
debate by urging education leaders to look 
beyond the details of schooling to three big 
issues: time, content, and expectations. 

The response was dramatic and sus
tained. Expectations for student perfor
mance have been raised markedly-the 
public expects more, and so, too, do teach
ers and principals. Content standards are 
in the midst ofdrastic revision that holds 
out the ptomise ofa world-class education 
for all. 

But learning remains a prisoner of time. 
The description of the problem contained 
in A Nation at Risk is still true: "Compared 
to other nations, American students spend 
less time on school work; and time spent in 
the Classroom and on homework is often 
used ineffectively." For practical people, 
reforming expectations and content were 
thought to be easier problems to solve; 

. time, a more difficult issue to tackle. But in 
teims of learning, time as an elastic resource 
is the main road to excellence. 

Americans can justifiably take pride in. 
all they have accomplished and are trying to 

accomplish through their schools. We have 
built a remarkable system of public educa
tion thtough twelfth grade, universally 
available to all. We have ptovided access to 
postsecondary eduCation at levels matched 
by no other nation.· We have led the world 
in attending to the needs of the disadvan
taged, the dispossessed, and the disabled. 
We are in the midst of the longest, sus
tained education reform movement since 
the common school was created in the 19th 
century. 

Today a new challenge beckons: we . 
must face the test of time. "Time," said 
Aeschylus 25 centuries ago, "teaches all 
things." Now at last we must learn its les
son about education: . American students 
will have their best chance at success when 
they are no longer serving time, but when 
time is serving them. 
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TEACHING TIME 

I . 
II • Teaching time affects the amount ohime available for planning and other professional activitIes. 
, 1 and is related to motivational aspects of the teaching profession. 

/• In both primary and secondary education. countries vary widely In the number of teaching hours 
per year for the average public school teacher. Teachers In some countries spend twice as much 
time reaching than teachers in other countries. 

• In primary education teaching hours are typically higher than In secondary education.';
i 
I 

i
j 

Chart 03.,1. Statutory number of teaching hours per year In public Institutions, ;~ by level of education (1998) 

o lOWlllf sl9COOOllry education • Upper secondery education (gener&l progremmoa) 
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Teaching 11me 

• POL.lCY CONTEXT 

Together with factors such as student/teaching staff ratios. students' hours TJlis indicator shows 
of instruction and teachers' salaries. the amount of time teachers spend teach the numfle,. of haul'S 
ing Influence~ the financial resources which have to be devoted to education, per year a full-time 
At the same !tme, teaching time Is an Important element of teachers' working classroom teaCher 
conditions. It affects the amount of time available for planning and other pro is required 'to spend 
fessional activities, and is also related to motivational aspects of the teachlne teaching and (dgl1ligflts 
profession. The proportion of working time associated with teaching can be tfie relationship 
Interpreted as a measure of teachers' workload. It provides Infonnation on the between teachiNg time 
amount of time available for other aalvlties. such as lesson preparatIon. correc- and worfdng time across 
tion. fn-servlce training and staff meetlnes. . OECD countries. 

• EVIDENCE AND EXPLANATrONS 

In both primary and secondary education. countries vary in the number 
'of teaching hours per year required of the average public school teacher. 
In primary education teaching hours are usually higher than In secondary 
education. 

In most countries. teaching hours are higher In primary education than in 

lower secondary and upper secondary educatIon. The average number of ' 

teaching hours In primary education is 788. in contrast to 700 hours in lower 

secondary education_ In upper secondary education the mean Is lower still. 

642 hours in general programmes and 678 hours in vocational programmes. 


In primary education the number of teaching hours per year ranges from Teac(rers ill some 

583 in Hungary to 985 In New Zealand. In lower secondary schools. it ranges countries spend Itp to 

from 502 in Korea to 985 In New Zealand, In upper secondary education. hours twice as much tIme 

range In general programmes from 428 hours in Finland to 943 hours In the teacfting as teachers 

United States, and In vocational programmes between 497 In Korea and I 008 111 other countries. 

In Belgium (French Community). 


In Hungary and Turkey the number of teaching hours per year is compara At alllellcis or 
tively low at all levels of education reported (around 580 hours Or less). while education. feacl1lng 
in the Netherlands. New Zealand and the United States it is high (900 hours or frours in Hungary 
more). In Finland and Korea teaching hours are low In secondary education and T'urfreJl are 
(both at the lower secondary and the upper secdndary levell. In 'Belgium comparatively low. 
teaching hours are high in upper secondary vocational educatIon raround 
950 hours or more) (see Table 03.1 ). 

Although in some countries a teacher's school day Is spent almost exclu In most countries. 
sJvelyreaching. in othercountries. teachers are also formally required to spend , formal warnIng hours 
some tIme every daylweek working on non.-teachlng activities. This non~teachlng exceed teadHng time. 
'time can be devoted to activities such 85 preparation of lessons. correction of 
aSsignments and tests. professional development. support of students, and 
meetings with parents. 

\ 

The structure of teachers' working time varies Widely between countries. Wfdic statutory t.eaell/ltg , 

making it difficult to establish an lnternatlonally comparable measure of time is relativelll easy 
working rime. In some countries. teachers are required to be at school for a to measure. totAl 
mandatorj number of hours each week. while In others they are simply worfting-time is not. 

expected to work a specific amount of time. whether at home or, at school. in 
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II Teaching 1"lme 

In some t"l'lImtrles 
tea.c/ier$ are required 

tq ...0 rft tJ specific 
/'fU"',ber of flours 

per M'cell, at (,orne or 
al schoo', in order 

to earn tfrelr full-time 
sClIary. ". 

••• 14.1(11'(1 III other 
countries tead,eNi (Ire 

required to he 0' sc{foor 
for a specific lJumfler 
of Hours cacTI wcerr, 

hoffr for t('nC/iiI'f9 
and for norHetldting 

activities. 

In Belgium. Finland, 
Frallce. eel'many and 
PDrtugal fead'ers are 

required to he al school 
o"'y for trte (,Ollrs tliat 

riley are scliedrded 
to fead,. 

Variation In tfre lImount 
of rime tr,ar 8tfr-gr4ule 
matfte"ulflcs tearl1ers 
are required to spend 

011 teaching (wd 0" 

non-fead,ing actilliUes. 

Tne (lInOUllt of time 
formally requlr~d for 

nOIl-teadting activities 
varies mqre between 

COll11tries tl,an teadling 
time. 

order to earn a full time salary. While teachers' working time is not directly 
comparable across these organisational models. data on working time can 
give an Indication of the level of effort formally required of teachers In differ
ent countries. 

In the Czech Republic. Denmark. Greece. Hunsary. Korea. the Netherlands. 
Norway. Spain and Sweden full-time teachers are required to work a specific 
number of hours per week. (Including both teaching activities and non-teaching 
activities) In order to earn their full-time salary. The working hours may be spent 
at school or outside school, although In Spain at least 30 of the 375 hours must 
be spent at school according to fonnal policy. Specified working hours per week 
are lowest in Denmark, Spain and Greece (around 37 hours} and highest in Korea 
and Norway (44 hours). But in Norway the relatively high number of working 
haul'S per week Is combined with a relatively low number of workIng weeks. 

In Australia and Scotland full-time teachers are required to spend a spe
cifIc number of workins hours at schoof per week (38 and 27.5 hours respec
tively). In Irelandteachers at ISCED levels 0 and I are required to be at school 
for the whole school day (5 hours and 40 minutes perdayl including break t!me 
and the lunch period when they supervIse the pupils. In MexIco and New .It is 
only at ISCED level I that full-tinle teachers are required to spend a specific 
number of working hours (both 25 hours) per :week at school. In lower 
secondary education and upper secondary general education teachers in 
New Zealand can set their own working hours on the basis of the number of 
classes that they are assiened to tea~h. . 

In Belgium. Finland. France. Germany and Portugal full-time teachers are 
only required to be at school for the speCified number of teaching hours. In 
Ireland. thIs is also the case for teachers at ISCED level 2 and 3. There Is no 
requirement as to how much time they must spend on non-teaching actIvities 
each week. In Germany there is no mandatory or formal amount of time that 
teachers must spend working. but there Is a customary amount of time (38,.5 or 
40 hours} worked by all civil servants. In the United States. teachers' working 
hours are set at the local or school level. The average number of workIng hours 
per week is 33.6 hours. 

An alternative source of information on teaching and working comes (rom 
a survey of teachers. In the Third International Mathematics and ScIence Study 
fTIMSS). the mathematics teachers of8th-grade students were asked about the I 
amount of time that they are formally required to spend on teaching and on 
non-teachIng activities. In most OECD counules participating in TIMSS. the 
mathematics teachers of 8th-grade students reported teaching. on average. 
between 15 and 18 hours per week. Teachers in Korea and Norway taught less 
IJ3.6 and 12 hours. respect:fvely) while teachers In Ireland and the Netherlands 
taught more than 20 hours perweek. 

Variation between countries in the total amount of time that teachers are 
formally expected to work each week Is primarily determined by the amount 
of time prescribed for non-teaching activities. Among the 11 countries for 
which data are available from llMSS, the total scheduled time of 8th-grade 
mathematics teachers varies between 13 hours in Hungary and 28 houl'S in 
Korea. In five countries. teachers spend more than 25 hours In school (the 
Czech Republic. Korea. Spain. Sweden and the Un~ted States). 
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Teaching Tlme 

Chart 03.2. Number of hours In the school week that 8th-grade 
mathematics teachers have formally scheduled for teachIng 

and non-teaching activities (1995) 
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The T/MSS survey 
shows that in general 
rsachers 8/50 spend 
8 signlflcant amount 
of time working 
/n additIon to theIr 
forma/ly scheduled hours, 
e.g. attending 
conferences orcorrecting 
of studenrs' work, 
which Is (lot represented 
In this chart. 

Sovn;e: Inl$mlltlonal Association lor 1M EvalU8tlon of Educational Achlevgment (IEAlmMSS. For nat!!!' eea 
Annex 3, 

There is more uniformity between countries in the number of hours that 
mathematics teachers have scheduled to teach than in the amount oftime they 
are fonnally required to spend on non-teaching activities. tn half of the 
countries. mathematics teachers have fonnally scheduled Jess than four hours 
per week. on average. on non-teaching activities. while In eight countries tHis 
amounts to seven hours or more. 

In Bel~ium. Ireland and Norway. the teachers of 8th-grade mathematIcs 
students reported that they spent less than two hours of formally scheduled 
time. on average. on non-teaching activities, while in the Czech Republic. 
Huneary, Japan. Korea and the Onlted States teachers spent about ten hours 
or more. The latter countries, along with Canada and Sweden. tend to ha"e 
the largest proportion of formally scheduled time devoted to currIculum 
planning. 

In most countries. however. non#teaching time is devoted to supervision 
of students. The amount of time that teachers of 8th-grade mathematics stu
dents spend on student supervision is primarily affected by two factors: I) the 
degree to which other school staff monitor students during non-teaching time. 
2) the degree to which students are required to be at school during non
teaching time. 

Tfte teachers o( 
8Uf-grade matFternatics 
students I" $ome 
lou,nrrles spend 
10 flours per weefr 
or more on lIo/1-teadring 
activitfes. 

Formally SCHeduled 
no,Headtin!/ time is 
prirIJarlly devoted to 
supervision of students. 
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II Teaching 11me. ----------------------------__ 

Daf'a are from tlie 1999 ' 
OECD/INES survey 
on Teachers 'IIId the 

Curricu.liun and reFer 
to tlte ScffOQI flear 

1997198. Tlit'!! are 
reported in (Jcc.oraanc.e 

wltll f,mlla( 'loUdes 
for ""hUe iNstitutions. 

• DEFINITIONS 

Teadllng time 

Teaching time Is defined as the total number of hou'rs per year for which a 
full-tJme classroom teacher is formally responsible forteaching a group orelas!> 
of students. Perfods of time formally allowed for breaks between lessons or 
groups of lessons are excluded. Deviations from this definition are reported in 
Annex 3. 

Worfdng time 

Working time refers to the normal workIng hours of a full-time tescher, It 
varIes widely across OECD countries. According to the formal policy in a eiven 
country working time can refer: 

- only to the time directly assodated with teaching land other curricular 
activitIes for students such as assIgnments and tests. but excluding 
annual examinations); 

- or to time directly associated with teachIng and to hours devotedto 
other activities related to teaching. such as lesson preparation. counsel
ling of students, correction of assignments and tests. professional devel
opment, meetings with parents. staff meetings and general school tasks. 

It does not include paid overtime. The different perceptions of working 
time are reported In Annex 3. 

Teaching hours per year are calculated on the basis of teaching hours per 
day mUltiplied by the number of teaching days per year. or on the basis of 
teaching hours per week multiplied by the number of weeks per year when 
schools are open for teaching. The hours per year that are accounted for by 
days when schools are closed for festivities and celebrations are excluded. 

Ifteaching hours are not formally prescribed at the central or region~' level 
In a particular country, survey data on the amount o/time that teachers actually 
spend teaching has been substituted (e.g.• in the United States). See Annex 3 
for a dIscussion of data sources . 
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Table D3.1. Number o( teaching hours per yearSn public. Institutions by level of education (l998) 

upper lIecoftda!'f eduaJtlon Upper second~!'f educationP"mery education Low~r s~cond.;\ry .::duG.lUon 
U~CED 31 general "SeED 31 v<x,tionalIISCED 11 USC£D 21 programmes pfO&'rammesa 

;s 
Austr!llia Ci2i7 802 802 	 IIIlr Austria 	 678 ~51 616 629 

n 	 Belgium (F'U 781 691 644 941 

Belgium 1F'r.) 854 733 671 1008 

Czech Republfc; 724 695 666 666 

Denmi;Jrk 644 644 500 680 

En,ll.lnd 760 798 798 m 

Finland 650 485 428 m 


It 	 F'ranCe 899 629 611 611 

n 	 Germany 781 732 668 696 . 
Greece 780 629 629 629 
Hungary 583 555 555 5'5 
Ireland 915 73' 73S m 

:r Italy 748 612 612 612 
g Korea 644 '02 <186 497 

Me,;ico 800 832 m m 
N'!th.:rland:;. 97:5 910 910 875 
NOIWIllY 713 611 50' 589J 
New Zealand 98' 985 814 a 
PortUI;8t 850 629 512 512 
Scotland 975 917 x· .1.1 
Spain 788 .'4~ 545 :54~ 
Swltzerlend 883 860 676 726 
Turkey 432 360 360 486 

J 	 United States ~ 964 943 94) 

.Country m.HII 788 	 700 '642 678 

Saurce, OE:CO e:duC$Uon o.~r.~b;.I~t:. See Anllt!IC 3 for notes.r ~ f 
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II Teaching Time 

Table 03,2, How workIng tJme Is organised (1998) 

ISCED 0 ISCED I ISCED 2 IseED ~ l!eMrnl ISCEO 3 vot~[lont11 

~ech Republic: 42.5 425 425 42.' 42.5 
Denm~rk 17.0 37.0 37.0 37.0 
Gr~e,e 37.5 37.5 37.5 31.' 31.5 
Hune!.lry 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 
Korell 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 
Netherlands 38.0 ~8.0 ~8.0 38.0 38.0 
Norway 
Spain 37.5 

44.0 
:n.5 

44.0 
37.5 

44.0 
37.5 

44.0 
37.5 

Sweden 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 

2. !'ull-tlme teach..", are required to be at IIlChool for a !lpodfled number of 11011111 per Wlitek to ••111 'chelr full-time sal.",. laeiudlng IIQn- . 
teao;:hll\i .ctlYlu .... 

I$CEDO ISeED I IseED 2 IseED J i<!:neral ISCEO 3 >IOcationsl 

Australia 38.0 ~8.0 ~8.0 
EnGland 33.3 n3 33.3 
Ireland 28.3 . 28.3 
Me:dco 20.0 2'.0 
New Zealand 2'.0 
Scorland 21.5 21.5 

3. Full-tim. teachors are only required 1'0 be at t<;hool for a • .,.dfted nllTftber of teachIn, hOllrs; There Is no requIrement for how much 
time must be 8flc:nt on Ilon-lllwuctionol .ctWltlitS. 

I$CED 0 ISCED 1 I:;;CED 2 ISeED ) Qenc:ral lSCEO 3 VO(~tiol'tal 

Austriiil 
BelSium ,Ft., 
BelQium eFt.! 

21.7 
21.7 

21.1 
21.7 

m 
19.2 
19.2 

m 
17.9 
11.9 

m 
26.3 
26.3 

Finland 11.3 17.3 IU 17.3 
France 21.0 21.0 18.4 18.4 1M 
Ireland ~2.0 22.0 
Italy a a a a II 
Portugel 30.0 28.0 )1.3 31.6 31.6 

4. There Is no mandatory or fonnal alllOllnt of dille dlat teach.rs IIIl1st .pend _rklJl&, bat there 19 .. CIIlJtonlary amollnt or time 1:IIat all 
CIvil se...... nts ,",ork. 

ISCED 0 rsCED I I$CED 2 . IseEr;) 3 ceneral IsecD) vocational 

Australia 3U 
(l~rmeny 38.5 38.' 311.' • 38.5 38.5 

5. Teachers' workln. hours are set at die local Ot fChool '-I. It Is pODI!:»le to cal.:uiate an ayera,e acrQ'BII thClt. deCIsion·maid", unllL 

ISec!;) 0 ISCcD I Iscn!;) 2 ISCED 3 \locatlonal 

NEW Ze~llInd 22.5 
United States 33.6 ~3.6 33.6 33.6 

I$CED 0 I$CED I I$CEO 2 ISCED J aeneral ISCED 3 ve~"tlonal 

New Zealand 250 26.0 

1. Other. 

ISCED 0 ISCED I ISC£O 2 ISCED 3 general 

MexIco 25.0 

Sour(C': OECO Eductltlor. O$,Itabase. ~ Anf\CJ( 3 fot notes. 
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Teaching Time 

Table 03.3, Number of hours In the school week that 8th-grade students' mathematics teachers' have formally 
scheduled for teaching and non-teachlng activities (1995) 

Non·te,chtnl; aalvitl~& 

T<!~chln8 
.alYlties Student 

supe~lslo!\ 

Student 
counielllni 

I\dmlnfstratl~ 
duties 

Indtvldu~1 
curriculUITl 
pl"nnln!! 

Co-operattv¢ 
currlcufull' 
p]atnnlllg 

Non'5(ud"nt 
COIl(ict rime 

To~,J 
hours 

Australia 18,7 ~.8 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.1 1.3 24.7 
Austria r 16.4 In m m m m m m 
Beliium r 16.7 r 0.4 0.3 0.3 r 0,1 0,0 r 0.3 18.0 
Canada \5.2 ]A 0.7 0,7 2,0 O.{O 1.4 24.0 
Czech Republic 15.5 1.5 0,6 1.6 4.7 0.3 1.3 25.5 
Oenmark I'P m m m m m m m 
France 16.5 s 0.1 s 0.6 s 0.0 $ 0.0 s 0.1 s 1,7 19.0 
Hungary m - 1.8 2.6 1.6 4.8 In 2.2 12.9 
Iceland r 19,) r 0.8 s 0.4 r 1.3 . r 0,4 r 0.3 r 0.8 23.3 
Ireland 
lepen 

21.4 
Il.g 

0 ..' 
1.9 . 

0,1 
1.6 

O.S 
1.9 

0.0 
2,3 

0.0 
0.3 

0.2 
1.9 

22.7 
23.8 

Korea 13.6 4.9 2.2 3.0 2.8 0.4 1.2 28.0 
Netherlsnds 20.5. m m m m m m m 
New Zesland \9.0 2,0 0,3 1.3 0,5 0.\ U 24.6 
Norway \2.0 0.8 r 0.4 r 0,6 m m m 13.8 
Portugal 15.2 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.:2 0.2 0.6 18.2 
Spatn 19.8 1.4 1.0 1.4 0.8 0,8 1.7 26.8 
Sweden 17,8 :2,0 0,1 0.9 2.& 0.9 1.1 2';'; 
Switzerland 17.6 m m m m m m m 
United KIngdom' s 16.1 s 0.2 s 0,2 s O.S S 0.1 50.1 51.7 18.9 
United States IS,5 4.8 0.4 0.3 2,0 1,1 0.9 25.1 

Nore, 	 An "r" 11IdlCStes that d"w for IIl~them~tlc$ leechen; arc 01lly avallabll!' for 70·6.4% of Sth'ir"dc; $tudenlS. 
An "s" IndiCSte5 that diM/or mathemOl(lcs teachers ,m: only available lor 5().Q9'lE. 0/ 8tn'ltN.ld~ ,tudents. 

l. Only Enal$!\d, 

Source: Intematlonal Assocl'ltlon for II''': E"8lu8tlon of EduC8rlonal Achl~vement IlEAlfTIMSS. 
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TOTAL INTENDED INSTRUCTION TIME FOR PUPILS 
I , 

IN LOWER SECONDARY EDUCATION 

II 
I 

• 	 Intended instruction time refers to the number of full hours of instruction during the three
year-period during which pupils are aged 12 to J4. . 

• 	 Total intended Instruction time varies considerably across countries. It Is longest in Italy and 
;. I:II
I . 

i MexIco [3 315 and :3 500 hours respectively), and shortest in Turkey and England (2 136 and 
2 160 hours respectively). 

I 
i : • The difference between Mexico and Turkey (t 364 hours) corresponds to more than a full year 

of instruction in Mexico. 

, ' 

: 1 


Chart 04.1. Intended Instruetlon time between the ages of 12 and 14 divided Into 
I I compulsory and flexible parts of the curriculum (1998) 

CJ Cornpuisoty Part of thl!! C1Jmcutllm • RI!lx/t)vl pilI'! of Ill. curriculum 

~m 	 H~~ 
41100 	 41J1lO 

36110 3HII· 

r- l -
_r-Ir-I,26111) I-r" nao.  -~ f - - -· ~ 

---	 - 200020Il0 ~ I-~-- I- l- I- i- l  i  i- l- I- l- I  I -· Ir
1501)  1 GOOr- I-  I-  l  i  i- l- I- l- I- l- I- l- I-i- .i - -- - -

- - 11100ll1t1O  , I  I  I-l- r- I- l- l- I- l- I- l  i  i  i- l- I- l 

500  liDOI-  I-  I-  l- l- I- l- I- l  i- I-- l- I I  I- l- I  I - -
, . 

Countries Bl'fIl7iln/csd in d~rrg Df'dBr or the ff1tB1 ifttl1l'tC1«1 ,~ rime belloOOft tf'Ie ages of 12 land '4 . 
Soun;e: OECD. . 
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Total Intended Instruetlon nm. for Pupils In Lower Secondary Education 

• POLICY CONTEXT 

Instruction time Is the main resource Invested in the process of education. 
Policy-makers seeking to Improve educational. outcomes often seek to 
Increase the amount of. time for which students are engaged In learning 
activities. However tight budgets and strong teachers' unions may restric[ the 
changes that can be achIeved by polky-makers. 

The instruction time that can be devoted to each student is closely related 
to factors such as class size, teaching time (Indicator 031 and student/teaching 
staff ratios (Indicator 87). The optimal balance between these factors may vary 
for different subject areas and levels of education.· 

The Indicator will COmp3f'e intended instruction time for students, both 
compulsory time (I.e. core subjects that all students must takel and flexible 
time (when there is a choice of subject-matterl. The total. aggregate. number 
of intended hours of Instruction for all three grades in which the majority of 
pupils are t 2. 13 and 14 years of age is presented. as well as the breakdown of 
Intended instruction time by major subject areas, The indIcator will also 
discuss the degree to whIch the Vintended currlculum~ applies to all Streams in 
whIch 14-year-old students can be enrolled, . , 

• EVIDENCE AND EXPI.ANATIONS 

Intended Instruction time refers to the number of hours durIng which. 
pupils aged 12, 13 and 14 years are given Instruction over three years In both 
(he compulsory and the flellibleparts of the curriculum. In many cases. the 
actual amount of time that students spend in Instruction does not fully corre~ 
spond to (he Intended instruction time. Time may be lost because of a lack of 
qualified substitutes for absent teachers or student absences. School closures 
for examinations, teachers' meetings or inclement weather may also reduce 
actual Instruction time. Furthermore. Intended instruction tIme can also vary 
from year to year. Changes to the curriculum or to the required number of. 
teaching hours and varlabiUty in the length of holiday periods al.l directly 

. increase or reduce Intended instructIon time. In some countries. there is even 
variatIon between regions or between different types of school. 

Total intended Instruction time for pupils aged J2 to J4-years Inclusive, 
aggregated over three years. ranges from 2 136 hours In Turkey to 3 500 hOl:lrs 
in Mexico. The mean over three years Is 2 768 hours. 

Among OECD countries. intended .instruction time in mathematics and 
scIence over three years varies considerably from 550 hours or less In Finland. 
Norway and Turkey, to around 890 hours in Austria and New Zealand. and 
1 167 hours In Mexico. The mean intended instruction time is 670 hours 
(Table 04.16). 

On average across OECO countries. about 39 per cent of instruction time Is 
devoted to three basic subject areas; reading and writing in the mother tongue 
(15 per cent!. mathematics (13 per cent) and sdence (II per cent), The next high~ 
est percentages of instruction time are devoted to the modem foreign languages 
(J I per cent) and social studIes (12 per cent,. 'IlIe smallest percentages of Instruc~ 
tion time are devoted to vocational skills (2 per cent). religion (3 per cent) and 
technology t5 per cent). Arts and physical education receive 8 per cent each. and 

. other subjects 5 per cent. 

This 'ndicator shows 
the total nu",6er 
of Intended (zours
0' il1sfmctlO't for all 
tHree grades in wftid, 
tfle majorlt!/ of pupils 
are 12. 13 and 
14 years of age. 

Tlie total, aggregate. 
II"",6er of Intended 
(,ours of Instruction 
betweell t(,e ages of 
12 and J4 Is calculated 
6y mUltiplying tlta 
total intended numbe,' 
of lessolls rtf lfie Uiree 
years 6y the durafloll 
of one lesson. 

Intellded instruction 
time ill matftamatic:s 
and science oJ'er 3 years 
ranges frorn504 Frours 
to 1 167 {jours among 
OECD cOJmtries. 

Across OECD COUNtries. 
readi"9 and writing 
in t{je motl1er tongue. 
fltafl1elnatics. and 

science comprise 39 pel' 
cell t of tnt! total ",tended 
",struct/on time: 
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Co""trles vary In tfte 
proportion of Illstruction 
Ume deIJoted to different 

suuil!d areas. 

In most 'Ollhtrlf'l. cadi 
of tne streams III ",liie" 

a J4~!fe:ar-old sf"dent 
can 6e enrolled fta.s a 

prescrilicd currieu.'"m. 

In Denmark. Ireland. Italy and Sweden at least 20 per eent of Intended 
Instruction time is devoted to reading and writing In the mother tongue tin 
Ireland time devoted to teac:hing Irish and English Is included), whereas In the. 
Netherlands only 10 per cent of Instruction time is devoted to this subject. In 
Germany 21 per cent of the instruction time Is devoted to modem foreign 
languages. while In Australia. New Zealand and the United Stares this figure is 
only 6. 4 and 7 per cent. respectively. . 

In MexIco. the greatest proportion of Instruction time is dedicated to sci
ence and social studies (19 and 18 percent. respectivelYI.ln the Czech Republic. 
Ireland and Portugal social studies also receive 17 per cent or more of total 
instruction time. more than the OECD mean for social studIes (12 per cent). 

In 10 out of 26 OECD countries for which comparable data are available • 
. 10 per cent or more of total intended instruction time is regarded as fleXible. 
In the other countries. the time allotted to the different sections of the curric
ulum in lower secondary education is to a large extent prescribed. 

Although the amount of tIme that students spend studying different sub
jeCts in lower secondary education is prescribed in most countries. some have 
a sizeable degree of flexibility. 

In Austria. England. Finland. Creece, Italy. Mexico. Norway. Portugal. 
Turkey and the United States. the entire curriculum Is prescribed (although 
students may have limited choice within broad prescriptions as in the 
United States. for eltample). In other countries a substantial part Is fleXible: 
Belgium (Flemish Community) (30 per cent). Australia, Ireland I.both 23 per 
cent). Hungary, the Netherlands (22 per cent) and Scotland (20 per cent). This 
fleXible part mainly comprises optional subJects (see Annex 3 for deralls). In 

. some countries. curricula vary between regions or types of school. 

in 18 out of 24 countries. there is a prescribed curriculum for each of the 
streams In which a 14·year-old student may be enrolled (see Annex 3 fordetallsi. 
In the other six countries there is some Hexlbility. In Austria. the data on 
Intended Instruction time apply to tWo-thIrds of all students. Furthermore. 
Austrian schools are entitled to change the curriculum within a given framework. 
In the Flemish Community of Belgium and France. the data· refer to general 
programmes. The Intended Instruction time for pre-vocational and vocational 
programmes is slightly different. In the Netherlands. one group of (4-year-olds 
In pre-vocational programmes ha"e the option of spending more hours on 
vocatIonal subjects. while others may learn an extra modern Or classical 
language. In the Czech Republic. there Is a range of educational programmes. 
In Italy, the total number of intended hours of Instruction differs: 15 percent of 
schools teach for 30 hours per week. while the other 25 per cent teach for 
40 hours per week. 

Organisation of Instructloft time 

It remains an open retiearch question whether students learn more by 
attending school for a greaternumber of "shorte(' school wee~ or by attending 
for longer hours Over a smallernumberof ... eeks. Some research has shown that 

COECD 2000 

234 

http:respectivelYI.ln


______~____,- Total Intended Inatructlon nme for Pupils In Lower Secondary Education 

Chart 04.2. Number of instructional hours per week and number 
of Instructional weeks per year 

Number of wHits par year Number 01 W"ka per )'811r 

44 
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4Q 

3S 

36 
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31 
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T-----~__--~----+-----+------ 38 

'ITA 
______~---~--_~~~~~----~~~~----~~~ 34 

18 20 22 24 28 aa 
Number,of inS[fuctfonal h01J1'$ per wllek 

Nota; FQr mOr!! dl!lUllla conCl'lmlng ItIe ~Ilr of !he da1lil coltGC1lon for each country. 8&11 &O\ln::elO In Anne.w: 3. 
SOIJI'f:fII: OECO. 

students can forget a significant amount of material over long school holidays. 
More weeks in the school year can be more costly. however. than more hours 
per week - although the latter can detract from teachers' preparation time. 

The average number of hours of Instruction proVided per school week 
ranges from around 20 In Hungary and Turkey to 28 hours or more in France, 
Greece. ftaly and Mexico (Chart 04.2). On the other hand. the length of the 
school year can range from around 34 weeks or less In France, Ireland. ftaly, 
Korea. Portugal and SpaIn to 40 weeks or more In Australia. Denmark. Mexico 
and the Netherlands . 

• DEFINITIONS 

Intended Instruction time refers to the number of hours per year forwh[ch 
pupils receive Instruction in both the compulsory and,the flexible part of the 
curriculum. Compulsory subjects are to be tau~ht by each school and to be 
attended by each student. Optional subjects form the flexible part of the cur~ 
rlculum. Annex 3 gIves more Information on InstnJction time and cuniculum In 
each country. 

The total number of Intended hours of Instruction per year was calculated 
by multiplying the total numberof classroom sessions per year by the duration 
of one session. 

Some research has 
shown that students can 
forget a significant 
amount of material 01l9f 
long school holidays. 
Mom weeks In tfle school 
year can be more costly. 
however. than more 
hours per week 
- although the latter can 
fake away from teachers' 
preparation time. 

Data on 'nstruct/on 
time are (rom Ute J999 
OECD/INES $urreg 
ot! Teacl'ters aria 
tfle Curriculum ana 
refer to Ute scflool 
gear 1997/98. 
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TEle "rcscrltiad 
curriculum Is tHe 

suhled content defined 
h" ((,e govl!rmnent or 
flie educatiorr system. 
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The prescribed curriculum is the subjeCt content defined by the govem
ment or the education system. The prescribed curriculum is embodied in text
books. in curriculum guides. In the content of examinations. and in poliCies. 
regulations. and other offlcial statements issued to direct the education 
system. Data for the United Kingdom and the Unlred States. however. are 
based on sample survey data and reflect the cUrriculum as it Is implemented 
rather than as It is prescribed. 

The classification of subject areas used in this Indicator is explained In 
Annex 3. 

The organisatIon of instruction time at (SCED 2 for 14 year,olds rerers to 
the formal numberofdass hours (I hour:::: 60 minutes) peryearforinstructlonal 
activities for students at ISCED level 2, The reference year is the school 
year 1997198. If a country has no formal policy. the number of hours is estimated 
from survey data. 

Instruction time includes only time that Is compulsory. It does not Include 
time for non-compulsory or quast-compulsory subjects. 

Hours lost when schools are closed forfestMties and celebrations. such as 
national holidays. are excluded. 
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ern- . Table D4.18. Intended Instruction time In hours per year for students aced 12 to 14 (1998) 
ext
:ies. Aie~ 

:ion 12 13 14 

are 
AustrClliil . ! 022 	 1027 I O~1ted AustrIa 987 987 1048 
Belgium IF'Ll \ m \·067 1067 
Beli\um IFr.I 1046 1048 1048 
Czech Re>lubllc 782 811 869 

r in Denmark 840 900 930 
£ngJllnd 720 720 720 
Finland 6aO 85~ 855 
France 833 975 975 
Genmmy 860 921 921. to 
Greece 1064 1064 1064 

nal Hunililry 780 902 902 
lre!,,"d 957 957 957)0/ Italy 	 I 10' 1 105 I 105 

ed 	 lapan 875 815 875 
Korea 667 867 867 
Mexico I 167 1 167 I 167 
Ne~nerlClnd5 1067 1067 1067 
New z!aland 985 988 988ie Norway 770 855 855 
Portusal 878 878 818 
SCotland 9n 975 975 
SpaIn 851 9'7 957 

<IS Sweden 741 741 741 
Turkey 720 720 696 
United States m m 980 

...._._ .. -_. 

Total 

3016 
3022 

m 
3 145 
2461 
2670 

.~ 160 
2396 
2783 
2702 
J 192 
2584 
2872 
3315 
2625 
2601 
J 500 
3200 
~ 961 
2480 
26J5 
2925 
2765 
2222 
2136 

m _ 
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5011=, OECO Education Datablls~ See Annex J for n~e$'. 

Table D4.1 b. Intended Instruction time for mathematIcs and sdence In hours per year 
for stude"" aged 12 to J4 (1998) 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium (Fl.l 
BelQlum (Fr., 
C1¢dl Republic 
Denmark 

. Eneland 
Finland 
Frsnce 
Germany 
Greece 
HunQary 
Ireland 
Italy 
lepen 
Ko~a 
Mexico 

Netherl8nds 

New Zeelend 

Norway 
Portugal 
Scotland 
Spain 
Sweden 
Turkey . 
United States 

12 

247 
247 

m 
18' 
203 . 
210,
174· 
162 
208 
19~ 
182 
194 
200 
221 
175 
204 
367 
200 
320 
171 
227 
195 
224 
189 
168 
m 

.~ 

A(es 

13 

2}2 
278 
167 
216 
203 
240 
178 
171 
257 
229 
213 
222 
200 
221 
204 
204 
433 
200 
240 
200 
312 
195 
.198 
189 
168 
m 

14 

U2 
370 
167 
247 
261 
240 
211 
171 
2,7 
229 
274 
250 
200 
~21 
223 
204 
367 

.200 

. no 
171 
198 
19S 
198 
189 
168 
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T~1l1 
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894 

m 
648 
606 
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569 
516 
122 
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669 
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601 
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612 

I 167 
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880 
542 
7J7 
585 
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567 
504 
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Table 04.2. Instruction tIme per 9ublect as a percentale of total Intended Instnictlon time 
for students aged J2 to 14 (J 998, 

R~adl~ 
.nd "'odtm v""". fOUlI

"'at.h.. $o<;lal T..:h· PlIy.ICIII FI'~lbl~w,llll'1I S'lcnee (orelan }.tlS Re'I~\')l' \Ional Oth., compul.
",.tlcs s[Ullles !'lOkiill' cd_\lon pat!

motMr !tong",...,. ,kill. tory Plltl 
lona"" 

Australia 13 13 10 10 6 8 8 7 n n '3 17 23 
Austria 12 15 14, 12 10 6 12 II 6 n n 100 n 
Bl!lglum (PI., 13 13 '3 ,6 14 6 :; 6 6 n n 70 30 
Bel~ium IFr.] 15 14 7 II 12 2 2 8 6 n 1 82 18 
Czech Republic 14 14 13 18 II n 9 7 n 4 5 94 6 
Denmark 20 13 12 II 10 n 9 7 '3 n '3 90 10,England 12, 12 14 II II 12 10 8 4 I 100 n 
Finland 18 It 10 10 9 x 6 8 4 n 22 100 n 
FIQn<:e 17 14 12 I) /I 7 8 II n n n 93 7 
Germany 14 13 II II 21 x 9 9 x x 8 95 5, ,Greece I~ JO 10 15 6 8 6 16 100, n 
Hungary 13 13" 13 10 10 n 6 6 Il '3 3 78 22 
Ireland 23 12 9 19 x x X' 5 7 ~ 2 71 23 
Italy 23 10 10 14 II 9 13 1 3 n Il 100 n 
Japan 14 12 II 12 13 8 II 10 n n 8 100 n 
I(orea 14 12 12 II 12 5 10 9 n 4 6 93 7 
Mexico 14 14 19 18 9 9 6 6 n 3 '3 100 n,Netherlands 10 10 8 II 14 7 9 n n 3 ,78 22,New Zealand 18 16 14 14 4 8 4 II f\ n 93 7 
Norway 16 13 9 II 16 n 8 10 7 n 10 100 11 

Portu/i<l1 13 13 15 17 10 n 10 10 3 n 10 100 n 

II 
, ,Scotland 10 10 10 10 to 10 10 11 n 80 20 

Spain 19 12 II II 8 5 14 9 x n 2 90 10 
Sweden 22 14 12 12 lI: 7 7 x 4 n 93 7 
Turkey 17 13 10 "7 13 f\ :3 :3 7 10 17 W n 
United States J7 16 14 12 7 3 7 12 I ') 7 100 n 
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AUSTRALIAN 
CAPITAL 

TERRITORY 
'2.!t::fb 

28 January to 14 
April 

1 May to 30 June 

17 July to 8 
September 

.3 October to 19 
December 

VICTORIA 

25 January to 7 
. April 

26 Aprilto 23 June 

10 July to 15 
September 

2 October to 19 
December 

WESTERN 
.AUSTRALIA 

1 .February to 7 
April 

26 April to 30 
June 

17 July to 22: 
September 

9 October to 15 
December 

NEW SOUTH 
WALES 

28 January to 14 
April 

1 May to 30 June 

17Julyto8 
September 

3 October to 19 
December 

QUEENSLAND 

27 Janu'ary to 20 
April 

2 May to 30 June 

17 July to 15 
,September 

2 October to 15 
December, 

TASMANIA 
, 

15 February to 2 
June 

19 June to 14 
September 

2 October to 20 
December 

L-t~ 
SOUTH, . NORTH . ,

AUSTRALIA TERRITORY 

31 January to 14 31 Jan'uary to7 April 
April . ' .. 

?JC\ 
-\- GV... t1J 

~~. 
~ 
(3 

-1"b ~ L9.i10 

t·cr 
1\:) , . ,.3
11 ,-If( 
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School Term Dates 

School term dates for: 

• 2000 	 " 

• 2001 

, . 

• 	2002 


,. 2000' School Terms . 
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17 April to 23 June 
1 May to 7 July 

24 July to 29 
24 July to 15 September 
September 

9 October to 15 
3 October to 15 December 

December 

2001 School Terms 

AUSTRALIAN 
CAPITAL 

TERRITORY 

5 February to 12 
April 

30 April to 6 July 

23 July to 28 
Septemb~r 

15 October to 21 
December 

VICTORIA 

30 January to 6 
April 

23 April to 29 June 

16 July to 21 
September 

8 October to 21 
December 

WESTERN 
AUSTRALIA 

5 February to 12 
April 

30 April to 6 July 

23 July to 28 
September 

15 October to 20 
December 

NEW SOUTH 
WALES 

29 January to 12 
April 

30 April to 6 July 

23 July to 28 
September 

15 October to 20 
December 

QUEENSLAND 

25 January to 12 
April 

23 April to 22 June 

9 July to 21 
September 

8 October to 14 
December 

TASMANIA 

15 February to 1 
June 

18 June to 7 
September 

24 September to 
20 December 

" 

SOUTH 
AUSTRALIA 

29 January to 12 
April 

30 April to 6 July 

23 July to 28 
September 

15 October to 14 
December 

NORTHERN 
TERRITORY 

29 January to 6 
April 

17 April to 22 June 

23 July to 28 
September 

8 October to 14 
December 

2002 School Terms 
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AUSTRALIAN 
CAPITAL 

TERRITORY 

5 February to 12 
April 

30 April to 6 July 

23 July to 28 
September 

15 October to 21 
December 

VICTORIA 

30 January to 28 
March 

15 April to 28 June 

15 July to 20 
September 

7 October to 20 
December 

WESTERN 
AUSTRALIA 

4 February to 19 
April 

6 May to 5 July 

22 July to 27 
September· 

14 October to 19 
December 

NEW SOUTH 
WALES 

29 January to 12 
April 

29 April to 5 July 

22 July to 27 
September 

14 October to 20 
December 

QUEENSLAND 

24 January to 28 
March I 

8 April to 21 June 

8 July to 20 
September 

7 October to 13 
December 

TASMANIA 

14 February to 31 
May 

17 June to 6 
September 

23 September to 
19 December. 

SOUTH 
AUSTRALIA 

to be announced 

NORTHERN 
TERRITORY 

28 January to 5 April 

15 April to 21 June 

22 July to 27 
September 

7 October to 13 
December 

Return to the Top of the Page 
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LESSONS FROM ABROAD 


I 

'nternational comparisons of edu

cation are difficult. Cultural fac

tors influence performance and 

school systems differ. Despite 
such problems, international com

parisons are not impossible and a great deal 
can be learned from examining schooling 
abroad. In fact, unflattering comparisons of 
the academic performance ofAmerican stu':' 
dents with those from other lands spurred 
attempts at school improvement in the 
United States throughout the 1980s. 

From its review of other nations, the 
Commission draws several conclusions: 

• 	 Students in other post-industrial democ
racies receive twice as much instruction 
in core academic areas during high 
schooL 

• 	 Schools abroad protect academic time by 
distinguishing between the "academic 
day" and the "school day." 

• 	 Many ofour economic competitors sup
YOL'N"'ST~RS UP TO plement formal education with signifi

tYY~'HLlO·CIL" SS PERFOR· cant out-of-schoollearning time. 
STANDARDS. 

• 	 School performance abroad has conse
quences and is closely related to opportu
nities for employment and further educa
tion. 

• 	 Teachers in other countries enjoy free
dom and respect as professionals. 

In short, education abroad is built 
around high expectations. Schools hold 
themselves and the adults and students in 
them to high standards; in consequence 
they enjoy high levels ofsupport from par
ents and the community. As the 
Commission observed first-hand, schools 
overseas reflect a cultural passion for learn
Ing. 

1 Nine states did not provide information. 

TWICE AS MUCH CORE INSTRUCTION 

Recent comparisons of the number of 
annual "instructional hours" in different 
countries indicate that Americans rank in 

I the top halfof the nine countries examined. 
By the standard of time as an instructional 
resource, American education measures up 
well. 

This standard, however, provides false 
comfort. As the Commission saw in 
Germany and Japan, learning is serious 
business abroad. "Academic time" is rarely 
touched. Distinctions are made between 
the academic day (which the Germans call 
the half day) and the school day (in 
Germany, the full day). 

When asked about the school day, offi
cials produce documents outlining a time 
frame similar to that in the typical 
American school. They feel no need to 
explain extracurricular activities within the . 
school day, because these activities are not 
allowed to interfere with academic time. 
Academic time, by and large, is devoted to 
core academic study-native language and 
literature, mathematics, science, history, 
civics, geography, the arts, and second and . 
third languages. 

The use of "instructional" time in the 
United States is markedly different. The 
Commission analyzed time requirements 
for core academic subjects in 41 states and 
the District of Columbia.! ,The results are 
startling: on average, students can receive a 
high school diploma-often sufficient in 
itself for university entrance-if they devote 
only 41 percent of their school time to core 
academic work. 

It is conceivable that American students 
devote more time to demanding course- . 
work than states require. That hope, how
ever, is misplaced: 1993 data from the U.S. 
Department ofEducation indicate that the 

. 
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FIGURE 12 

THE FINAL FOUR YEARS IN FOUR NATIONS: 

ESTIMATED REQUIRED CORE ACADEMIC TIME 

U.S. 

JAPAN 

FRANCE 

GERMANY 31528 

o 1000 2000 3000 4000 

TOTAL. HOURS REQUIRED ,,. 
,I

I 

i 
j

2 Sources: -United Srate$ estimate devdoped from The Digest of EduCation Statistics.(NCES, 1992kState Education Indicators 

(Council of Chief State School Offia:rs, 1990), and the Commission's review of academic requiremenrs in 41 States and the 

District of Columbia. The estimate for lapan was developed from Monbusho (1993.publication of the lapanem: Minist!)' of 

'Education, Science ana Culture) and site visirs to Japanese secondary schools, and confirmed by senior Japane><: minist!), officials } 
1 

. 
at a meeting in Washington. The estimate for France was' developed from a French publication, Organization of the French 1 
'Educational System Leading to the French Bacealaureat, and confirmed by. French officials. The German estimate is actually the " 

number of hours of required ~ursework for one state, Berlin. I 
i 

,( 



I' R I. SON E R S 0 F TIM E 

course ofstudy most students follow is very 
close to what states require. 

Figure 1 Compares requirements for core 
academic insttuction in the final four years 
of secondary school in four countries: 
Germany, France, Japan, and the United 
States. It displays minimum time require
ments at the secondary level in core acade
mic subjects, based on our observations 
abroad and official state and national publi
cations. In their final four years ofsec
ondary school, according to our estimates, 
French, German, and Japanese students 
receive more than twice as much core acad
emic instruction as American students. 
Although these estimates are approxima
ti.ons, we are convinced they reflect the 
magnitude of the academic time trap in 

. which American schools are caught. 
Figure 1 speaks for itself. No lllatter 

how the assumptions underlying the figure 
are modified, the result is always the 
same-students abroad are required to 
work on demanding subject matter at least 
twice as long. In practical terms, this 
means that most foreign students are study

.. ing language, literature, science and two or 
more languageS, while many ofour young 
people spend their time in study halls, pep 
rallies, driver education, and assemblies. 

Even the most committed advocate of 
, the status quo will concede that American 

students cannot learn as much as their for
eign peers in half the time. By this stan
dard, our education system still has a long 
way to go. 

One need look no further than Figure 1 
to understand why European and Asian vis
itors to the United States commonly under
stand English while their children outper
form American students on tests ofstudent 
achievement. Americans abroad, by con
trast, assume they will deal with people who 
speak English. Our high school students 
have trouble reading, writing, and solving. 
simple mathematics problems. 

The emphasis on core academic instruc
tion abroad does not mean that other activ
ities are ignored. Up to 50 percent of 
German students, even in farming areas, . 
remain at the school after the academic day 

. '. - :.- _1..Le "~n""'" " ...rI "r1r1irinn

al classes ofone kind or another. In Japan, 
students clean their school when the acade
mic day ends and then enter activity 
periods. 

. OUT-OF-SCHOOL LEARNING 

The formidable learning advantage 
Japanese and German schools provide to 
their students is complemented by equally 
impressive out-of-schoollearning.Large 
numbers ofJapanese students (two-thirds of 
all students in Tokyo; 'nationally about 15 
percent ofall students in grade four rising 
to nearly 50 percent by grade nine) attend 
jukus-private, tutorial services that enrich 
instruction, provide remedial help, and pre
pare students for university examinations . 

A Japanese research institute official told 
the Commission that elementary school 
teachers teach to the "middle of the class." 
Gifted students who might get bored or 
students who need extra assistance are 
expected to turn to the juku for help. 

Jukus are a big business in Japan. 
Spending on the estimated 35,000 jukus 
reaches about 800 billion yen annually 
(over $7 billion), costing the average family, 
according to Japanese officials, about
$2,500 per year, per child. 

In Japan, schools and the larger society 
generally ignore "ability" or "aptitude" as 
factors in school success. The Japanese are 
convinced that hard work can help every 
student meet high standards. Diligence, 
application, ;lnd enterprise are the keys-if 
a student is·not"getting it," more time, 
usually self-directed time, is the answer. 

Jukus do not exist in Germany. But if 
German students are similar to their peers 
throughout Europe, 50 percent of them 
spend two or more hours on daily home
work, and only 7 or 8 percent watch televi
sion for five or more hours a day. In the 
United States, only 29 percent ofstudents 
report doing as much homework and three 
times as many watch television daily for five 
or more hours. 

In sum, compared to American students, 
German and Japanese youth are exposed in 
high school to much more demanding aca
demic subjects, for many more hours . 
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They spend more serious time learning out
side the school. And they fritter away less 
time in front of the television. 

PERFORMANCE CARRIES 

CONSEQUENCES 

Another distinction that can be drawn 
between American education and schooling 
abroad is in consequences for school perfor
mance. In Germany and Japan, learning 
matters. Performance, not seat time, is 
what counts. Students understand that 
what they learn in school will make a real 
difference to their chances in life. In the 
United States, paper credentials count. 
Apart from .the small percentage ofstudents 
interested in highly selective colleges and 
universities, most students understand that 
possession ofeven a mediocre high school 
diploma is enough to get them into some 
kind of college or job. 

Students in German vocational schools 
know that what they learn in class is closely 
related to what they will do on the job, 
because their apprenticeship experience (an 
alternating routine of learning in class and 
learning on the job) demonstrates the rela
tionship every day. German students inter
ested in pursuing a university career also 
understand that they will have to pass the 
Abitur, a demanding examination covering 
secondary school preparation. 

Examination pressure is even more severe 
in Japan. Since attendance in upper sec
ondary schools (grades 10-12) is not com
pulsory in Japan, young people take exami
nations even to enter public high schools. 
Although 90 percent ofJapanese young 
people complete high school, the particular 
high school attended is critical to the 
chances for university admission. 
Moreover, Japanese students also must sit 
for intense, pressure-filled, competitive 
examinations for admission to the best uni
versities. 

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE 

Teachers are held to much higher stan
dards in both Germany and Japan. In 
Germany, teachers are expected to be more 
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knowledgeable in their subjects than are 
teachers in the United States. Teacher 
preparation, consequently, takes up to six 
years (compared to four in the United 
States). In Japan, aspiring teachers are 
required to pass a rigorous examination 
prior to certification. The organization of 
school time in both societies encourages 
continued development of teachers, who 
are given the time they need to grow and 
cooperate as professionals. 

Japanese teachers generally deal with. 
more students in each classroom, but teach 
fewer classes; the typical class has between 
35 and 40 students, compared to an aver
age of23 in the United States. However, 
Japanese teachers are typically in "front of 
the class" for only four hours a day. Time 
spent outside the classroom is not consid
ered wasted, but an essential aspect of pro
fessional work. The same phenomenon can 
be seen in Germany-teachers are in front 
ofa class for 21 to 24 hours a week, but 
their work week is 38 hours long. Non
classroom time is spent on preparation, 
grading, in-service education, and consult
ing with colleagues. 

In both countries, the Commission 
sensed considerably greater encouragement 
of teacher professionalism than is apparent . 
in the United States. In Germany, for 
example, teachers select the texts they will 
use to meet Under (state) standards; in 15 
of the 16 states, teachers design and admin
ister their own tests for the Abitur, and 
teachers validate colleagues'testing by·shar

. ing examinations with each other and dis
cussing test questions. 

NOT .JUST A MATTER OF TIME 

It is clear from these observations that 
the issue of improving student performance 
is not simply a matter of time. Time is 
clearly critical. In the context ofa global 
market for educated people, the fact that 
youth abroad receive the equivalent of sev
eral additional years ofschooling cannot be 
ignored. But other factors are equally 
important. Elsewhere, core academic 
instruction is emphasized. Academic time 

is protected. Expectations for out-of-school 
learning are high. Teachers are held to high 
standards and treated as professionals. 

All of these are critical factors in the suc
cess ofschooling abroad. And all of them 
are feasible, because foreign schools under
stand that effective learning depends on 
freeing schools, teachers, and students from 
the bonds of time. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

s various panaceas have as our compass, time can be the rudder of 
been advanced in the last reform. 
decade to solve the prob In our judgment, educators have created 
lems oflearning in a false dilemma in debating whether addi
America, education tional instructional time can be found with

reform has moved in fits and starts. Indeed, in the confines of the current day and calen
as different helmsmen have seized the wheel, . dar, or needs ro be sought by extending 
the ship ofeducation reform has gone round both. False dilemmas produce bad choices. 
in circles. Ifwe have learned anything from To meet new demands, the United States· 
these efforts, it is that no single solution needs both-the best use of available time 
exists for the problems ofAmerican schools. and more time. 

Reform can only succeed if it is broad 
and comprehensive, attacking many prob EIGHT RECOMMENDATIONS 

lems simultaneously. In that effort, high We offer eight recommendations to 
standards and time are more than simply put time at the top of the nation's reform 
additional oars in the water. With standards agenda: 

I. REINVENT SCHOOLS AROUND LEARNING, NOT TIME. 

II. FIX THE DESIGN FLAW: USE TIME IN NEW AND BETTER WAYS. 

III. 	 ESTABLISH AN ACADEM IC DAY. 

IV. 	 KEEP SCHOOLS OPEN LONGER TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 

CHILDREN AND COMMUNITIES. 
VETERAN TEACHERS ARE 

WELL AWARE THAT TODAY'S V. GIVE TEACHERS THE TIME THEY NEED. 
STUDENTS BRING MANY 

MORE PROBLEMS TO 
VI. 	 INVEST IN TECHNOLOGY. 

SCHOOL THAN CHILDREN 

DID A GENERATION AGO. 

VII. DEVELOP LOCAL ACTION PLANS TO TRANSFORM SCHOOLS. 

VIII. 	SHARE THE RESPONSIBILITY: FINGER POINTING AND EVASION 

MUST END. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

I . 

REINVENT SCHOOLS AROUND 

LEARNING, NOT TIME 

WE RECOMMEND A ~OMMITMENT . 

TO BRING EVERY CHILD IN THE 

UNITED STATES TO WORLD-CLASS 

STANDARDS IN CORE ACADEMIC AREAS. 

By far the most important part of this 
Commission's charge relates not to time 
but to student learning. The first issue is 
not "How much time is enough?" but 
"What are we trying to accomplish?" .AB 
witnesses repeatedly told the Commission, 
there is no point to adding more time to 
today's schools if it is used in the same way. 
We must use time in new, different, and 
better ways. 

The Commission is convinced the fol
lowing areas represent the common core all 
students 'should master: English and lan
guage arts, mathematics, science, civics, his
tory, geography, the arts, and foreign lan

guages. This core defines a set ofexpecta

. tions students abroad are routinely expect
ed to meet. American students can meet 

them as well. 

Regular asseSsments at different stages of 
students' lives should require every student 
to demonstrate a firm grasp of demanding 
material in each of these areas, a grasp 
extending far beyond the trivial demands of 
most multiple-choice tests. They should 
aSsess not only the mastery ofessential 
facts, but also the student's ability to write, 
reason, and analyze. 
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FIX THE DESIGN FLAW: USE TIME IN NEW AND BETTER WAYS 

WE RECOMMEND THAT ST.:I.TE AND LOCAL 80.:1."05 WORK WITH SCHOOLS 


TO REDESIGN EDUCATION SO THAT TIME BECOMES A FACTOR SUPPORTING LEA"RNING, 


NOT A BOUND ..:I.RY MARKING "ITS LIMITS. 

The conviction that learning gools 
should be fixed and time a flexible ~"lW\..t" 
opens up profound opportunities fur 

change. 
At a minimum, fixing the design tlny 

means recognizing that very young children 
enter school at very different levels of reJ.di
ness. Some enter kindergarten alreJ.dy reJ.d
ing. Others readily manage computer pR"I
grams appropriate to their age and skill le"
els. But some cannot recognize letters fnJm 
the alphabet or identifY numbers or pi-:
tures. Sadly, too many are alread~' abu..'Cd 
and neglected. School readiness is the basic 
foundation on which the rest of the schLx,1 
program is built. " 
. Fixing the design flaw also makes IX,,-~i
ble radical change in the teaching and le-.am
ing p·rocess. New uses of time should 
ensure that schools rely much less on the 
51-minute period, after which teachers and 
students drop everything to tush olf ro the 
next class. Block scheduling-the use of 
two or more periods for extended e..'\.-plo
ration ofcomplex topics or for science labo
ratories-should become more common. 
Providing a more flexible school day could" 
also permit American schools to follow 
international practice-between classes Stu
dents remain in the room and teachers 
come to them. 

A more flexible time schedule is likely to 
encourage greater use of team teaching, in 
which groups of teachers, often from differ
ent disciplines, work together with stu
dents. Greater flexibility in the schedule 
will also make it easier for schools to take 
advantage of instructional resources in the 
community-workplaces, libraries, churCh
es, and community youth groups-and to 
work effectively with emerging technolo
gies. 

Fixing the design flaw means that group
ing children by age should become a thing 

of the p'lSt. h makes no more sense to put a 
computt"r-lin.'l':.ne second grader in 
Intn.,<is4<·r;'(lfl ttl Computers than it does to 
pla....-e ~l rt"\.'t'nt Hispanic immigrant in 
ifltn.,tiS4('n,II)' SpllIzish. Both should be 
plao:d at rlwir level of accomplishment. 
Althl..lugh rill' Commission does not believe 
15-year 1..11ds should leave high school early, 
meeting high performance standards in key 
subie....·($ Shtlldd be the requirement for the 
high s...·htlt)l diploma, not simply seat time 
or Carnegie units. In the case of genuinely 
exception;\1 students who meet these 
requirt'lllcllts while very young, schools 
should oH~'r them the opportunity to take 
adv:mct'\.l ....·I,.H\ rses. 

Abovc all. tlxing the flaw means that 
time should he adjusted to meet the indi
vidual nt~'\.{s oflearners, rather than the 
administmtivt' convenience of adults. The 
dimensions of time in the learning process 
extend fJr bt'yond whethe(one student 
needs more time and another can do with 
less. The flexible use of time can permit 
more individualized instruction. 

We should not forget that students are 
like adults in many ways. Some are able to 
focus intensdy on demanding materials for' 
long periods; others need more frequent 
breaks. Many students, like many adults, 
learn best by reading; some learn best by lis
tening; others, by doing, or even by talking 
amongst themselves. Offering more fre
quent breaks. providing more opportunities 
for hands-on learning, encouraging group 
work-these techniques and others can 
parole some of the students who today feel 
most confmcd by the school's rigid time 
demands. 

All ofth~e possibilities-and many oth
ers-lie Within reach if the design flaw is 
fixed. All of them are much more difficult 
within the prison of time-bound education. 

http:computt"r-lin.'l':.ne
http:alreJ.dy
http:ST.:I.TE
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ESTABLISH AN ACADEMIC DAY 

WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOLS 

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL ACADEMIC TIME 

BY RECLAIMING THE SCHOOL DAY FOR 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION. 

The Commission is convinced that if 
American students are to meet world-class 
standards aU children will need more acad
emic dme. Reclaiming the academic day 
means providing at least 5.5 hours of core 
academic instructional time daily. That 
time should be devoted exclusively to the 
common core ofsubjects identified in 
Recommendation I. 

The Commission's analysis ofhow time 
is currently used in American schools 

. makes one thing clear: even within the 
confines ofa 180-day school year, reclaim
ing the academic day should, alone, nearly 
double the amount of instructional time in 
core curriculum areas. For some students, 
reclaiming the academic day will provide 
all the additional time they need to meet 
new standards. For most others, however, 
more academic time will be required. 

Establishing an academic day means, in 
essence, that the existing school day be 
devoted almost exclusively to core academ
ic instruction. What this means is obvious: 
many worthwhile student programs-ath
letics, clubs, and other activities-will have 
to be sacrificed unless the school day is 
lengthened. We do not believe they should 
be sacrificed, or that communities will 
agree to do without them. At the same 
time, we cannot agree to sacrificing the . 
academic core of the school to other activi
ties. Instead, all student activities should 
be offered during a longer school day. 

Compensatory programs and special 
efforts for the gifted and talented can be 
provided during the longer school day. 
Language instruction for non-native 
English speakers should be provided in this 
longer day. Students who want to acceler
. ate their studies, perhaps spending only 
three years in high school, can also use this 
time. 
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DEVELOPING A NEW GENERATION OF SCIENTISTS, 


SCHOLARS, AND LEADERS 


No ONE CAN VISIT THE THOMAS JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL FOR SCIENCE 

AND TECHNOLOGY, ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA, WITHOUT REALIZING IT IS ONE OF 

THE MOST REMARKABLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES-REMARK

ABLE FOR THE WEALTH OF THE SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT THAT SUPPORTS 

IT, THE TALENTS OF ITS SELECTED STUDENTS, THE SKILL OF ITS STAFF, THE 

TECHNOLOGIES IT EMPLOYS, AND THE SUPPORT IT RECEIVES FROM THE BUSI

NESS COMMUNITY. 

IT IS REMARKABLE FOR SOMETHING ELSE AS WELL. ITS SCHEDULE IS 

DIFFERENT; EVERY SCHOOL DAY AT THOMAS JEFFERSON IS LENGTHENED BY 

ONE PERIOD',DURING WHICH EVERY ONE, OF ITS 1,600, 9TH TO 12TH GRADERS 

IS REQUIRED TO PARTICIP,ATE ,IN A STUDENT ACTIVI,TY OR RELATED COURSE

WORK SUCH AS TUTORING, L:ABORATORIES, OR GUIDANCE ACTIVITIES. D,AILY' 

SCHEDULES ARE ALSO FLEX,IBL~ ENOUGH TO LET EVERY CLASS MEET FOR AT 

LEAST ONE ,DOUBL:.E-PERIOD EVERY WEEK. 

'THE SELECTIVITY OF THE SCHOOL-AND CORPORATE SPONSORSHIP OF 

STATE-OF-:THE-ART TECHNOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENTS IN AREAS SUCH AS 

OPTICS, ENERGY'SYSTEMS, TELECOMMUNICATIONS, BioTECHNOLOG,Y,: AND 

INDUS':"RIAL ROBOTICS-MAKES' IT 'EASY TO OVERLOOK THE SCHOOi..'S'SCHED

ULE AS A FACTOR IN ITS S,UCCESS. 

WHAT DOES THE EXTRA PERIOD MEAN IN PRACTICE? ACCORDING TO 

SOPHOMORE PAUL HELMS, "IT IS ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT THINGS IN 

THE SCHOOL. I USE IT TO GO TO BOTH THE FELLOWSHIP OF CHRISTIAN 

ATHLETES AND TO A LATIN HONORS CLASS." SENIOR'SETH MITCHO: 

"EIGHTH PERIOD HAS HELPED MAKE THIS SCHOOL THE CENTER OF OUR LIVES 

AND, OFTEN OF OUR FAMILIES." 

A SCHEDUl.E THAT HELPS MAKE SCHOOL THE CENTER OF THE LIVES OF 

STUDENTS AND FAMILIES MAY BE THE MOST REMARI;<ABLE THING ABOUT'THE 

THOMAS JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL FOR SCIENCE AND ,TECHNOLOGY. 
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KEEP SCHOOLS OPEN LONGER TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 


CHILDREN AND COMMUNITIES 


WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOLS 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 THE YEAR. 


No magic number of hours in the day, or 
days in the year, will guarantee learning for 
all students. As a rule of thumb, about 5.5 
hours of core academic instruction daily is a 
useful frame of reference for the typical stu
dent. But it is only a frame of reference. 
Many students will need more time; some 
will need less. 

As noted under Recommendation III, 
establishing an academic day of necessity 
requires lengthening the school day, both 
for extracurricular activities and for time to 
offer some students academic programs 
designed to give them special help or 
opportunities. 

Schools open throughout the year can 
also provide many services to adults, serving 
as centers in which community agencies 
offer adult education, "intergenerational" 
literacy efforts teaching"parents and chil
dren together, and programs stressing, for 
example, parenting or job skills. When the 
walls of the prison of time are torn down, 
schools can realize their full potential as 
community learning centers, vibrant and 
responsive to the educational needs of citi
zens of every age .. 

We stress again that many children, in 
many different communities, are growing 
up today without the family and communi
ty support taken for granted when the pub
lic school was created 150 years ago. The 
documented need for chlld care and unco
ordinated nature of the variety of public . 
and private providers now trying to meet 
it-licensed and unlicensed, for profit and 
not-for-profit, in homes and in community 
facilities---Q{l no longer be ignored. 

No single agency can meet all of the 
needs of roday's families, nor can any major 
public agency ignore them. Extended-day 
services that offer safe havens for children in 
troubled neighborhoods are a logical solu
tion to the child care problem; a problem 
that does not go away when schools dose 
for the summer. Moreover, schools have 
every interest in making sure that a wide 
variety of other services-immunizations, 
health screening, nutrition, and mental 
health, among others-are available to chil
dren and their families. Without such ser
vices, it is unlikely that the first of the 
National Education Goals ("school readi
ness") can be achieved. 

Fixing the design flaw requires acknowl
edging something else as well: state manda
tory attendance requirements defining how 
many days students should attend school 
should not define how many days schools 
should remain open. In fact, state financial 
support should encourage more learning 
time. IfAmericans are ever to escape the 
education time nap, some schools in every 
district should be open throughout the year 
so that students can find the help they 
need, when they need it. . 

Finally, we note that in suggesting 
greater use ofschool facilities to meet the 
needs of children and communities, we are 
not recommending that schools provide 
these services directly or pay for them. 
Schools should act as advocates, insisting 
that the needs of children and families be 
met and making school facilities available 
whenever possible for services essential ro 
student learning. 
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THE EXTENDED DAY AND YEAR: ONE COMMUNITY'S EXPERIENCE 


WITH PUBLIC DEMAND 


THE MURFREESBORO SCHOOLS IN TENNESSEE MAY HAVE THE MOST 

COMPREHENSIVE EXTENDED-DAY AND -YEAR PROGRAM IN THE UNITED 

STATES. IN 1986, MURFREESBORO DECIDED THAT COMMUNITY CONCERN 

ABOUT LATCH-KEY CHILDREN WAS STRONG ENOUGH TO·.JUSTIFY EXTENDING 

THE SCHOOL YEAR. THE DISTRICT ANNOUNCED THAT ONE ELEMENTARY 

SCHOOL WOI,ILD BE OPEN FROM 6:00 A.M. UNTIL 6:00 P.M. WITH PARENTS 

PAYING FOR THE EXTENDED-DAY SERVICES. FOUR STUDENTS SHOWED UP. 

WITHIN TWO YEARS, PUBLIC DEMAND FORCED THE EXTENSION OF THE CON

CEPT TO EVERY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL IN THE CIT,Y. THIS YEAR, 50 PERCENT 

OF THE CITY'S 5,000 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS CAN BE FOUND IN THE 

PROGRAM ON 'ANY GIVEN DAY, ALL ON A VOLUNTARY BASIS ON THE PART OF 

'PARENTS. , 

PLANS ARE 'NOW WELL ADVANCED .TO OPEN MURFREESBORO'S FIRST K

if YEAR~ROu'ND SCHOOL IN' AUGUSi 1994. PARENTAL FREEDOM OF CHOICE' 
, - - ,. '. 

,WILL' DETERMINE,ENROLLMENT•. D"STINGUI~HING 'BETWEEN THE: ,"~CHOOL. 
k ' ' • -_~', • ". ,_ ,..' , " .' 4. '" .'_. L,:.-." 

DAY," "EDUCATIO!'o1AL SERV~~ES," 'AND "EXTE"DED SCHOOL SERVICES~'''THE . . . : ' 

SC:'HO~~" ~ILL' OFFEREDU'CATibNA~ SERVICES FROM' 8:00 ·A.M;: UNT~'~ 5:~O' . ' ., ...- , '; 

!,P.M., AND E:xTEN~e;D SERVI~,ES. BEfORE SCHOOL FROM 6:00, A.M. AND AF'r~R, 

"SCHOOL UNTIL 7;00 P.M. EXTENDED SERVICES WILL BE AVAILABLE FIVE 
. " l ' , .--+-1, 

~AYSAWE~K, 52 ~E~~S~ YEAR.INTE~I"" SESSIONSWILL:;~F~E'R46'EXTR~
• .".J • ~ , 

DAYS C?F A<;.ADEMIC TIM,E. 

'PARENTS CHOOSING TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

FOR THEIR 'CHILDR'EN AFTER 3:00 P.M. (OR ,DURING'THE 4'0 DAYS) WILL PAY 

A. SMALL F.EE, AS WILL PA'RENTS OPTIN.GFOREXTENDED S,ERVICES. 

STUDENTS DIRECTED BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL TO. ATTEND ~UPPLEM,ENTARY' 

CLASSES WILL DO SO AT DISTRICT EXPENSE. MURFREESBORO EXPECTS TO 

ACCOMPLISH ALL OF THIS, WITHIN ITS REGULAR P,E~-P'UPIL EXPENDITURES 

FIGUR~S. MAYOR .JO.E .JACKSON'BRIDLESAT THE SUGGESTION THAT 

EX,:rENDED SERVICES UNDERMINE THE, FAMILY: "YOU'VE GOT IT EXACTLY 

BACKWARDS," HE RES~ONDS. '~THESE"SERVICES,SUPPORT THE FAMILY BY 

MAKING IT POSSIBLE FOR PEOPLE TO WORK WITHOUT WORRYING BECAUSE 

THEY KNOW THEIR CHILDREN ARE INVOLVED IN CONSTRUCTIVE LEARNING." 
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v. 

GIVE TEACHERS THE TIME 


THEY NEED 


WE RECOMMEND THAT TEACHERS BE 


PROVIDED WITH THE PROFESSIONAL 


TIME AND OPPORTUNITIES THEY NEED 


TO DO THEIR JOBS. 


The daily working life of most teachers 
is one of unrelieved time pressure and iso
lation; they work, largely alone, in a class
room of 25-30 children or adolescents for 
hours every day. Unlike teachers in many 
systems overseas, who can take advantage 
of continuous, daily opportunities for pro
fessional development, American teachers 
have little time for preparation, planning, 
cooperation, or professional growth, 

The Commission believes that time for 
planning and professional development is 
urgently needed-not as a frill or an add
on, but as a major aspect of the agreement 
between teachers and districts. 

The whole question of teachers and 
time needs to be rethought in a serious and 
systematic way. The issue is not simply 
teachers. It is not just time. The real issue 
is education quality. Teachers need time to 
develop effective lessons. They need time 
to assess students in meaningful ways and 
discuss the results with students individual
ly. They need time to talk to students, and 
listen to them, and to confer with parents 
and other family members. They need 
time to read professional journals, interact 
with their colleagues, and watch outstand
ing teachers demonstrate neW strategies. 

Districts can provide this time in several 
ways: extending the conrract year to pay 
teachers for professional development, 
using the longer day for the same purpose, 
or providing for the widespread and sys
tematic use ofa cadre ofwell-prepared, 
full-time, substitute teachers. 

The last thing districts ~hould encourage 
is sending children home to provide time 
for "teacher professional days." We will 
never have truly effective schools while 
teachers' needs are met at the expense of 
students' learning time. 
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V I. 

INVEST IN TECHNOLOGY 

WE RECOMMEND THAT SCHOOI..S SEIZE ON THE PROMISE OF 


NEW TECHNOI..OGIES TO INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY, ENHANCE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, 


AND EXPAND I..EARNING TIME. 


Technology is a great unrealized hope in 
education reform. It can transform learn
ing by improving both the effectiveness of 
existing time and making more time avail
able through'self-guided instruction, both 
in school and out. Technology has already 
changed much of the rest ofAmerican soci
ety-profit and non-profit, private sector 
and government alike-because it makes it 
possible to produce more with less. A simi
lar revolution is possible in education. 

At a minimum, computers and other 
technological aids promise to rid teachers 
and administrators of the mundane record 

. keeping that is such a characteristic of 
school life today, permitting teachers to 
spend more time designing instructional 
programs for their students. 

But the true promise of technology lies 
in the classroom. Technology makes it pos
sible for to days schools to escape the assem
bly-line mentality of the "factory model" 
school. With emerging hardware and soft
ware, educators can personalize learning. . 

Instead of the lock-step of lecture and 
laboratory, computers and other new 

telecommunications technologies make it 
possible for students to move at their own 
pace. Effective learning technologies have 
already demonstrated their ability to pique 
student interest and increase motivation, 
encouraging students not only to spend 
more of their own time In learning but also 
to be more deeply involved in what they are 
doing. 

Finally, it should be noted that the 
"information superhighway' can reshape 
education as it will other areas ofAmerican 
life. The school revolution, however, 
depends both on a concerted investment. 
strategy to help educators obtain these tech
nologies and on educators confronting their 
reluctance to supplement the techniques of 
the 19th century (textbooks, chalk and 
blackboards) with the technologies of the 
21st (CD-ROMs, moderns, and fiber 
optics). They must do so. In order to help 
them, states should establish special funds 
to provide low-interest loans and grants, 
and they should create large-scale purchas
ing agreements for new technologies and 
teacher training in their use. 
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DEVELOP LOCAL ACTION PLANS TO TRANSFORM SCHOOLS 

WE RECOMMEND THAT EVERY DISTRICT CONVENE LOCAL LEADERS TO DEVELOP 


ACTION PLANS THAT OFFER DIFFERENT SCHOOL OPTIONS AND ENCOURAGE PARENTS, 


STUDENTS, AND TEACHERS TO CHOOSE AMONG THEM. 


School reform cannot work if it is 

imposed on the community top-down .. 

Genuine, long-lasting reform grows from 

the grassroots. 


The Commission believes every commu
nity must engage in a community-wide 
debate about the shape and future of its . 
schools. To that end, we encourage every 
district, with the support of the superinten
dent and local school board, to engage 
major school stakeholders in a comprehen
sive, long-term dialogue about the hopes, 
aspirations, and future directions oflocal 
education. The conversation should 
include students, parents, taxpayers, 

. employers, and representatives ofpublic 
assistance, juvenile justice, health and other 
social services agencies. It should be orga
nized around learning time. If this conver
sation is to be productive, it is essential to 
include teachers·and administrators as equal 
partners. 

We are convinced that larger school dis
tricts can offer families a wide array ofalter

. native school calendars by encouraging 
individual schools to adopt distinctive 
approaches. The more options, the better. 
No single configuration will satisfY every 
need. Districts of any size, with a sense of 
vision, boldness, and entrepreneurship can 
experiment with block scheduling, team 
teaching, longer days and years, and 
extending time with new distance-learning 
technologies. . 

No community in the United States is so 
small or impoverished that it cannot benefit 
from an examination ofhow it uses time-

if not in extending the day or year, at least 
in re-configuring how it uses the time now 
available. 

The Commission wants to stress that 
this recommendation provides a real oppor
tunity for local leadership groups-the 
business community, colleges and universi
ties, churches, civic groups, newspapers and 
the electronic media-to go beyond criti
cizing schools by helping frame the educa- . 
tion debate community by community. 
This is not just a task for educators. There 
can be no doubt that the 1989 Education 
Summit, convened under the leadership of 
the White House and the nation's gover,. 
nors, went a long way towards focusing 
Americans on the goals they hold in com
mon for ~eir schools. Local leaders can do 
a lot to transform their communities and 
their schools by convening similar educa
tion summits, county by county, city by 
city, district by district, and, if need be, 
school by school. 

Finally, the Commission issues a chal
lenge to local school boards: use your time 
to perform the kadership role for which 
you have been elected or appointed. 

Recent analyses demonstrate convincing
ly that far too many boards function as 
managers instead ofpolicymakers. School 
board time should be devoted to local poli:. 
cy, goals, and the education needs ofchil
dren, not to micro-management ofschool 
operations. 

Our challenge: help your community 
crystallize a vision for its schools. 



PRISONERS OF TIME 

"YEAR-ROUND EDUCATION" 

PRINCIPAL HOWARD LAPPIN OF Los ANGELES' JAMES A. FO,SHAY 


MIDDLE SCHOOL SHOWED THE COMMISSION AN EXAMPLE OF A "YEAR-ROUND 


EDUCATION" PROGRAM. DESPITE THE NAME, MO,ST YEAR'-ROUND SCHOOLS 


ARE A REORGANIZATION OF THE 1 SO-DAY SCHOOL YEAR; THEY DO NOT 


PROVIDE ADDITIONAL TIME FOR EITHER LEARNING OR NONACADEMIC SER

~ICES. NEVERTHELESS, THEIR EXISTENCE INDICATES THAT ALTERNATIVE 


CALENDARS ARE FEASIBLE IN MANY AREAS AND YEAR-ROUND EDUCATION IS 


PROBABLY THE MOS:T WIDELY COPIED ALTERNATIVE TO THE TRADITIONAL CAL
, " 

ENDAR. NATIONWIDE, NEARLY 2,000 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE ~CHOOLS~ 

ENROLLING MORE 'i:HAN 1.4 MILLION'CHILDREN; ARE ON YEAR-ROU'ND CALEN:-' 

DARS, WITH THE ;LION'S SHARE OF' SCHOOLS AND ENRO,LLMEN~":IN . , ....... ' 


CALIFORNIA~ABOUT'1 ,300 SCHOOLS AND 1.16 MILLIONCHILDRE'N. . '. . . ' . . . . 


, THE':ni:AR-ROUNDSCHEDULE CREATES FOUR'SEPARATE SCHOOLS WITHI'N 
. '. " . '. , 
FOSHAY'S WALLS., FO'SHAY,OPERA.'TES FOUR DIFFERENT SCHEDliL':ES,EACH' 

" '0/_ ~, • ;' " _ ,_', ' • -. '. ' • ' :, •• :..... . 'i ~, . 

, BEGINNING ANDENDiNG',AT A',DIFF:ERENTTIME OF'THE YEAR WITtl ONE, QUAR:'\. ' ~, . ..' '. '~ .',('. . 


TEfl OF THE SCHOOL'S ENROLLMENT. STUDENTS NORMALLy'SPEND ONLY 180 

._: ;', .' ,- '/,.', .~., ."," '.• : " -. ,,". "~., ,: ....,}.. - "\:~ '."'t.~: ,; .• ' ":\,;" 

DAYS AT'SCHOOL, BUT IT IS USED'YEAR ROUND, WITH "THRE'E-QUARTERS:OF 
• < -, " ~ '" • • , • •••• " : • " 

THE; S,CHOOL'S ENROLLMENT, IN :THE BUILDING AT, ANY:GI,VEN' T,IME•.TWO-. 
. ~ ,~, • ~. ""_ ',\' ,', ,~.' .~" t .. .,.. ~'·: .• i~ . ."':"~"'~ :",~.• "~~" 

WEEK INT:ER-SESS,IONS BETWEe:N' S,CHOOL, TERMS' PE~MIT STUDE'~TS TO 

RECEIVE ANADDi':~ONAL60 HOURS (TEN DAYS) OFINSTRI,ICTIONII:', NEEDE~. 
. . . : ".;' """, .,', '. ,.' ~ ';:' "~, . ·,.r.~ ," . . ... "l' • • 

"\"1 

THE SCHOO,L' OPERATES SOME SATURDAY CLASSES FOR, BOT~: STUDENT,S 


ANDPAREI\iTS, INCLUDING A JOINT EFFORTWIi"H THE UNIVERSIT~::OF

':.' ,,' ",., . 

";', ; .. ' 

SOUTHER~ CALIFORNIA. THE' JOINT PROGRAM E'NROLLS 60; STUDENTS WHO . ," .. .. " ~. ' ~ 


ARE GUARANTE~D FULL ASSISTANCE TO ATTEND,USe,IF THEY PERSIST AND 
, ' ',' -.' '-, ,. ," 

COMPLETE THE ~CHOLASTICASSESSME!"IT'''E~-i,~ITHCOMB'INE~'MATH. AND 
,'" -, 

. r. 



VIII. 


SHARE THE RESPONSIBILITY: FINGER POINTING AND EVASION MUST END 


WE RECOMMEND THAT ALL OF OUR PEOPLE SHOULDER THEIR INDIVIDUAL 


RESPONSIBILITIES TO TRANSFORM LEARNING IN AMERICA. 


No single recommendation can capture 
the essential point with which the 
Commission concluded the first chapter: 
learning must become a national obsession 
in the United States. 

In America's great education debate we 
find too often a belief that the sol~tion is 
up to government or "the system." 
Nothing could be further from the truth. It 
is up to us. Most ofwhat needs to be done 
can only be done by the people most direct
ly involved. There are no short-cuts. 
Lightning will not strike and transform 
American schools if each of us acts as 
though the task belongs to somebody else. 

To put learning in America powerfully 
back on track everyone will have to do 
more, make sacrifices, and work harder. 
Great institutions like the American school 
do not fail simply because they collapse 
from within. Compl~cency within com
bines with public apathy to enfeeble institu
tions, leaving behind impressive but empty 
facades. ' 

The implications are clear. Schools can
not do the job alone. All of us have to 
shoulder our responsibilities. If we think' 
this transformation too difficult, we must 
again learn the wisdom of the African 
proverb, "It takes a whole village to raise a 
child." 

It takes a family to raise a child. Parents 
are more than their children's "first teach
ers"-they are lifelong examples bearing . 
witness to community norms and expecta
tions, to the values that give meaning, tex
ture, and a sense of purpose to life. 

It takes communities to raise a chiid. 
But in place ofhealthy communities, too 
often we find neighborhoods deteriorating 
amidst the alienation, rootlessness, and 
despair ofviolent streets. 

It takes schools to raise a child. But 
where there should be a shared sense of 

common purpose among school, family, 
and community, too often we find a circle 
of blame. Parents blame the community 
for the ~i1d's problems. Communities 
blame the school. And the school, too fre
quently, blames both. Then it closes itself 

. off in its time-bound world. 
The finger pointing and evasions must 

come to an end-up and down the line 
from the federal government to the family 
and student. Although concrete recom
mendations are difficult to make, several 
ground tules point the way ahead. 

Government should focus on results, not 
red tape. The sheer number of rules and 
regulations hamstringing schools from fed
eral and state governments has grown 
beyond reason. Their cumulative effect is 
to handcuff schools. 

All federal programs should follow the 
larger intent of the Clinton administration's 
legislation, GOALS 2000: Educate America 
Act. This bipartisan legislation puts the 
National Education Goals into statutory 
language. It promises to free local schools . 
from regulation in favor ofaccountability. 
It focuses on results, not red tape. 

The federal government should encour
age local schools to use categorical programs 
to supplement learning time for target stu
dents. Too often these programs have 
defeated their own purpose: funds have 
been used for programs that replace the 
school's learning time. They should sup
port after-school, weekend, and summer 
programs. 

At the state level, the Commission 
applauds states such as Kentucky and 
Washington which 'have adopted compre
hensive education reform efforts, most of 
which promise to (1) limit regulatory over
sight in return for demonstrated results in 
the schools; (2) offer additional time for 



teachers' professional development; and (3) 
provide sanctions and rewards for schools 
based on performance. 

It is at the school district and local board 
level that we find the major possibilities for 
freeing schools of red tape in favor of 
accountability. A large number ofpromis
ing experiments are underway around the 
country to free schools of burdensome dis
trict regulation. Many of these experiments 
revolve around time; many do not. We 
encourage school boards-through the local 
action plans suggested in Recommendation 
VII-to examine these experiments and 
adapt the most promising to their own 
needs. 

Higher education needs to get involved. 
Colleges and universities, as institutions, 
have been 'bystanders for the most part in 
the school reform debate. It is time they 
got involved. They can help in at least four 
ways. 

First, higher education already offers a 
model that holds learning fixed and makes 
time a variable. Students can earn a bache
lor's degree in three, four, even eight years; 

. the same is true ofdoctoral study. 
Second, the school reform movement 

cannot succeed unless academic institutions 
honor the results of new standards and 
assessments. Admissions requirements 
should validate learning, not seat time. 

Third, colleges and universities educating 
teachers must align their programs with the 
movement to higher standards. This will 
involve changing not only offerings in 
schools ofeducation, but also the design of 
undergraduate programs in core disciplines. 

Finally, a handful of colleges and univer
sities across the country are struggling to 

. reinvent local schools. There are 3,500 col
leges and universities in the United States 
and there should be 3,500 examples. It is 
not necessary to operate a school or district 
or provide medical checkups and family· 
counseling-although some academic insti
tutions are doing each of these things. But 
it is necessary to do something. 

The business world should keep up the 
pressure. Much of the impetus for school 

reform, at the national, state, and local lev
els, has been generated by business leaders 
insisting that changes in the workplace 
require radically different kinds ofschool 
graduates. Corporate and small business 
leaders have also been actively supporting 
reform coalitions, applying corporate tech
niques to school operations, and creating a 
variety of one-on-one school partnerships in 
which individual firms work directly with 
individual classrooms, schools, or districts. 

Now is no time for timidity in the school 
reform effort. Leaders cannot blow an 
uncertain trumpet. Business leaders must 
keep up the pressure for comprehensive 
r~form to improve student achievement. 

Parents, students, and teachers must lead 
the way. Finally, we want to speak directly 
to the people with the greatest stake in the 
learning enterprise-parents, grandparents, 
aunts, uncles, foster parents and guardians, 
and to teachers and students themselves. 

To parents, grandparents, relatives and 
guardians. With your support for the agen
da for reform outlined in this document, 
success is assured. Without it, we do not 
know how the agenda can be achieved . 

You may worry that new academic stan
dards will add to your children's stress. 
That is not our intent. In fact, that is why 
we insist that time be made a part of the 
standards discussion. Indeed, our hope is 
that schools will be more attractive, interest
ing, and lively places for both students and 
adults when time becomes the servant of 
learning. Schools should also be more hos
pitable to you, once teachers are released 
from the relentless treadmill of today's cal
endar and the academic day is more attuned 
to your family's needs. 

We know that your aspirations for your 
children are unlimited, no matter your cir
cumstances or the difficulties in which you 
find yourselves. You can bring those aspira
tions within reach. We have little to offer 
other than the advice ofexperts. But their 
words bear repeating. Play with your chil
dren every day. Read to them .every night. 
Make sure they see a doctor regularly. Take 
an active interest in the day-to-day activities 
of the school and the community. Check 



homework, turn off the television, and 
make sure that your teenagers are not work
ing so long earning pocket money that they 
have no time for schooL Above all, encour
age your children. 

What we ask, ofcourse, takes time. But 
your reward will come as you watch your 
children become the kind of men and 
women you knew they could be. 

To teachers: You are the inheritors ofa 
tradition ofservice and scholarship stretch
ing back through history. Your first obliga
tion is to that inheritance. 

If you accept minimal effort from stu
dents or colleagues or excuse shoddy perfor
mance, then you have fallen short, no mat
ter how understandable your reasons. You 
cannot remain true to the tradition you 
bear by acquiescing to the social promotion 
ofstudents who are not prepared for the 
next step. 

Only parents and students have a greater 
stake than you in this debate. Clearly our 
proposals will make a huge difference in 
your working life. The nature of the 
change, however, remains to be worked out 
with your participation. This Commission 
consciously avoided specifYing a precise 
number ofdays in the school year, or hours 
in the school day, because we believe those 
issues must be worked our district by dis
trict and school by schooL 

Although we insist on breaking down the 
prison walls, it is not our intention to 
impose new demands on you withour pro
viding the support we know you need. It is 
up to you and your colleagues to put mus
cle and sinew on the reform framework 
outlined in this document. We think you 
will-not because we recommend it, but 
because you know it is right. You best' 
understand that we are correct when we say 
learning is a prisoner of time. 

Your satisfaction will lie in a more pro
fessional working environment. It will also 
be, found in a lifetime following the 
progress ofadults who achieved their full 
potential because ofwhat you were able to 
do with and for them in the classroom. 

Last, we say to students: We know that in 
the midst of today's pressures, your classes, 

school, and homework often appear to be 
distractions from the business of growing 
up. We were once in your shoes. We, how
ever, were lucky. When we left school, we 
expected to face a promising future, and for 
the most part our expectations were met. 
, You, too, can make good ifyou are pre
pared to work at it. You may think your 
academic success depends on whether or 
not you are "smart." But academic 
progress, as our interriational friends under
stand, depends on hard work and persever
ance. It is your job to learn, to become the 
"worker" in your own education. You must 
understand that learning is never apassive 
activity; it is always active. Your success in 
school depends primarily on your own dili
gence. The returns on your efforts will be 
many, including the satisfaction of knowing 
that adults who complained about your 
generation were wrong-and you proved 
them wrong. 



PRISONERS OF TIME 

FINANCING: DOLLARS, SCHOLARS, 

AND TIME 

"Time is money," runs an old adage. 
There is no doubt that the recommenda
tions we have advanced will cost money. 
We suggest it will be money well spent. -In 
fact, a leading economist suggests that 
when we consider the costs of day care, the 
effects of summer learning loss, and the 
ultimate benefits of increased learning time, 
we can view any initial costs for such time 
as an investment with more promising pay
offs than most other uses of tax dollars. 
Where are the funds to come from in a 
period in which the federal domestic bud

\ 
! get is frozen for the next several years, state 

revenues and outlays are under pressure, 
and local taxpayers resist higher taxes? The 
picture in public finance is not optimistic. 

But neither is it a disaster. The United 
States is the wealthiest country in the histo
ry of the world. American schools are ' 
already handsomely supported by interna
tional standards. In constant, inflation
adjusted dollars, real spending on education 
in America increased 200 percent between 
1959 and 1989-90. 

We are convinced the American people 
will support these recommendations if they 
believe high quality education will accom
pany the changes and if educators bring 
common sense and ingenuity to the table. 

The Commission believes priorities need 
to be set in education funding: all current 
expenditures should be reallocated to sup
.port the academic activities of the school. 
Education dollars should be spent on acad
emics first and foremost. Budgets should 
distinguish between education and non
education activities. 

At the same time, extending the enve
lope of the school day and year opens up 
the possibility of using funds in different 
ways. Federal compensatory funds, as we 
have suggested, can be employed to extend 
the school day and provide summer oppor
tunities for those who require more time. 
Extended-day and other community ser
vices can be supported by other units of 

stat~ and local government. Moreover, the 
costs of extended services can be partially 
met by modest fees, based on parental abili
ty to pay. And costs can be controlled by 
carefully phasing in new services, using stu
dent-teachers and noncertified personnel, 
and making greater use of full-time staff on 
flexible schedules. 

It should be noted that across the United 
States the ratio of adults to enrolled stu
dents exceeds one to ten, according to data 
from the National Center for Education 
Statistics.3 Surely it is possible to restru~
ture adult use of time so that more teachers 
and administrators actually encounter stu
dents on a daily basis in the classroom, face 
to face. This does not require additional 
money. 

Throughout this document, the 
Commission has asked the question: Is 
there a better way? As these models 
demonstrate, visionary school leaders in 
districts ofall kinds-large and small, 
wealthy and poor, urban and rural-are 
already supporting many of the reforms we 
advocate. These districts are financing the 
kinds of changes needed today to anticipate 
the challenges the future will place before 
us., 

Several things are clear from these mod
els. Many different alternative calendars do 
exist, most attuned to local needs. Parental 
choice is a significant feature of most of 
these models. Fees for additional services 
are charged in many of these alternatives. 
Above all, communities of all kinds face a 
powerful, pent-up demand for new and dif
ferent educational services. ' 

In the final analysis, the true costs 
dependon what we think is important. If 
we value learning, the cost of "doing it right 
the first time" is less than the expense 
involved in "doing it wrong" and having to 
do it over again. As the American business 
community now understands fullwell, in 
the end quality costs less. 



FACING THE TEST OF TIME Americans can justifiably take pride in 

Eleven years ago, a small booklet, A 
Nation at Risk, launched one of the great 
reform movements in American public life. 
It changed the terms of the education 
debate by urging education leaders to look 
beyond the details ofschooling to three big 
issues: time, content, and expectations. 

The response was dramatic and sus
tained. Expectations for student perfor
mance have been raised markedly-the 
public expects more, and so, too, do teach
ers and principals. Content standards are 
in the midst of drastic revision that holds 
out the promise ofa world-class education 
for all. . 

But learning remains a prisoner of time. 
The description of the problem contained 
in A Nation at Risk is still true: "Compared 
to other nations, American st~dents spend 
less time on school work; and time spent in 
the classroom and on homework is often 
used ineffectively." For practical people, 
reforming expectations and content were 
thought to be easier problems to solve; 
time, a more difficult issue to tackle. But in 
terms of learning, time as an elastic resource 
is the main road to excellence. 

all they have accomplished and are trying to 
accomplish through their schools. We have 
built a remarkable system ofpublic educa- . 
tion through twelfth grade, universally 
available to all. We have provided access to 
postsecondary education at levels matcHed 
by no other nation. We have led the world 
in attending to the needs of the disadvan
taged, the dispossessed, and the disabled. 
We are in the midst of the longest, sus
tained education reform movement since 
the common school was created in the 19th 
century. 

Today a new challenge beckons: we 
must face the test of time. "Time," said 
Aeschylus 25 centuries ago, "teaches all 
things." Now at last we must learn its les
son about education: American students 
will have their best chance at success when 
they are no longer serving time, but when 
time is serving them. 
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EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER STUDENT 


• 	 Educational expenditure per student· at the primary and secondary levels increased in most 
countries between 1990 and 1996. even though enrolment increased In many of them at the 
same time. 

• 	 At the tertiary level. expendIcure per student decreased in eight out of 14 countries. largely as 
iii result of lalie Increases in enrolment. .. 

• 	Th~m: 15 a positive relationship between spending per student and per capita COP. poorer 
countries spending relatively le~s per student than richer countries. 

• 	 In some countries, 10\\1 annual expenditure translate into high overall.costs oftertiary education 
because of the long duration of the tertiary programme. 

Chart 84,1. Index of changes in spendrng on edL!catlon, enrolment, and expenditure 
per student for tertiary education between 1990 and 1996 (1990 = 100) 

• 	 Enrolment • Exp$ndltul'I1I per Btvderr! 
200 ~____________________________ __~________________~~____ ~O~ 

180 ________..:.._.___~____---"--______,---------.---- 1811 

,so160 ------~---------------------------...--...--1 
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----.......--'-.....r-'--... 100 

80' _~_---_._------"--------_---:...- ___--_____~- 80 

80 _________ _~----_____________________.....__________________.•______ 60 

40 ___~-------_____:_-------~--------------------- 40 

~/////./// 

1. Public Instilu1lons only. 
CountrifN1 are lllnktld mllsc.,-,dlrra order of toW tlxpllndirllre an instlMkms. 

Source: OECO Education Database. 
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II Educational Expenditure per Student 

Tflis ifftllcator sliow$ 
annual ex/umdlture 

per student iN absolute 
terms (in eqlLhl ,llellt 

US dollars). 

It also compares 
expenditure per stl4dent 

rdat/tle /0 GDP 
per capita. 

Tr<mds 
. in tf,C dCl'elt'l",umf of 

e)Cpe/fdl!ure per slmfellt 
are (1150 eXlu,dned. 

As a whole, 
OECD coufft'ill~ spend 
USS3 769 pcr I,!"imary 

student. US$5 507 
pcr secondary studtmt 

and USS 10 893 
per tertiary srlltlent ... 

... aut these t11;erages 
mash tI liroad r(mgt! of 

expeltdlfl{re per student 
across coulltries. 

• POLICY CONTEU 

Effective schools require the right combination of talented personnel. 
adequate facilities. state-of-the-art equIpment and motivated students ready 
to learn. The demand for high-quality education. which can translate Into 
higher costs per student. has to be balanced against the necessity of avoiding 
undue burdens on taxpayers. 

As a result. the question of whether the resources devoted to education 
yield adequate value for the investments made figures prominently in the 
public debate. E...en small geins in efficiency. of the order of I or 2 per cent. 
could release prodigious resources that could be used to improve educational 
qualftyor to Increase access to education. Although the optimal volume of. 
resources required to prepare each student for lif'e and work in the modern 
economy Is difficult to assess. international comparisons of spending per 
student can provide iii starting point· for evaluating the effectiveness of 
different models of educational pro"'ision. 

Policy-makers must also balance the Importance of improving the quality 
of educational services with the deSirability of expanding ac(;ess to educa
tional opportunIties. A comparative review of how trends in expenditure per 
student have evolved shows how the expansion of enrolments in many· 
countries, particularly in tertiary education. has affected the allocation' of 
resources per student. 

Decisions on the allocation of funds to the various levels of educatJon are 
also important. For example. some countries. emphasise broad access to 
higher education while others invest.Jn near,unlversal education for children as 
young as two or three years of age. . 

•. EVIDENCE AND EXPLANATIONS 

Expe"diture per student in equilloft!lIt US dofldrs 

OECD countries as a whole spendUS$3 769 per student at the prfmary 
level. US$5 507 per student at the secondary level. and US$IO 893 per student 
at the tertiary level (Chart B4.2). But these overall OECD-avera~es are heavily 
Influenced by high expenditure in some countries such as the United States. 
Spendlne per student in the "typical" OECD country. as represented by the 
simple mean across all countries. amounts to US$3851 at the primary level. 
US$5 273 atthe secondary level and US$8 612 at the tertiary level ofeducation . 

These a...erages mask a broad range of expenditure per student across 
OECD countries: from US$915 in MexiCO to US$6 596 in Denmark at the primary 
level. from US$! 726 in Mexico to US$9 045 In Switzerland at the secondary 
level. and from less than US$3 000 in Turkey to more than US$ 17 000 In the 
United States at·the tertiary level. 

These comparisons are based on purchasIng power parities. not market 

exchange rates. and therefore reflect the amount of a national currency that will 

buy the same basket of goods and se,...ices In a given country as the US dollar 

in the United States. These adjustments do notallow for differences in the cost 


.of educational resources of equivalentquality. 
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Educational Expenditure per Student 

Chart 94.2. Annual expenditure per student In public and private Institutions. 
by level of education (1997) ,nel. 
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III Educational Expenditure per Student 

ExrJl'tuflture 
per tertiary studetJf 

"O/'Ies; {Jcrween 
countries 6y a factor 

'of sel'('t1. 

Expenditure pel" ~tlfdel1t 
cO/ls/stenlt" riS(1S 

s(,arply witli tile 'ellel 
of cducatlll1l alld is 

domInated .&y P('rsOfltlel 

costs, 

The lllfiour-inlells;r.eness 
of edumtiol1ll(.CI,"IIts 
for t(lt! predom flla"c#! 

of teadlers' sttlarles 
1/1 (Wfmdl.costs. 

Tedmolog!l '~tI!lallow 
sOllie sOlll119S 

to iiI!' ltIade, 

Lower m,lt expe"ditllre 
Co1llrot sill/pIg 

..6e equated ",iff, 'ot('cr 
quality of caUl /ltlonnr 

sen·jces. 

InsW"tfolla1 
ol'rflllgemelits ollell lag 

'&e(,lfld cftollges 
ill demogfapliic 

cOllditlons. 

. Of the 23 OECD countries for which data on· expenditure per primary 
student are available. flve spend less than USS2 500 per primary student (the 
Czech Republic. Greece. Hungary. Mexico and Polandl and five spend more 
than US$5 5.00 IAustrla, Denmark, Norway. SWitzerland and the United Statesl. 

For secondary education. Greece, Hungary and Mexico spend less than 
USS2 600 per student•. whereas Austria, Denmark. Switzerland and the 
Unltf!d States spf!nd more than US$7 000 (Table 84.1). 

At the tertiary level. expenditure per student varies by a factor of seven. 
wIth Turkey and the Unltf!d States constituting the extremes among the 
24 countries for which data are available (Table B4.1). Creece. Mexico, Poland 
and Turkey· report annual expenditure of less than US$5 000; Canada. 
Switzerland and the United States report spending over US$14 000 per student 

Expenditure per student exhibits a common pattern throughout the 
OECD: in each country it rises sharply with the level of education. and It is 
dominated by personnel costs (Indicator 85). This pattern can be understood 
by looking at the main determinants of expenditure. particularly the place and 
mode of educational provision~ The vast majority of education stiff takes place 
in traditional school and university settings with - despite some differences 
similar organisation, curriculum, teachins style and management, These 
shared features are likely to lead to similar patterns of unit expenditure. 

The labour-intensiveness·of the traditional model of education accounts 
for the predominance of teach~rs' salaries in overall costs. Differences in 
studentlteachlns staff ratios (Indicator 87), staffing patterns, teachers' salal1es 
Undicator 01), teaching materials and facilities influence cost differences 
between levels ofeducation. types of programmes and types of schools. 

Future gains in efficiency may be achieved through the use of new 
information technologies. both to hold down unit costs and to maintain, if not 
improve. learnintt outcomes. Unit cost savings may also be available thI;Qugh 
the expansion of distance education. whether Intensive use is made of 
technology or not. 

It would be misleading to equate'lower unit expenditure generally with a 
lower quality of educational services. The Czech Republic, Japan, Korea and 
the Nf!!therlands.for example. which have comparatively moderate expendi. 
ture per student. are the countries with some of the best performances by 
students in mathematics. 

Institutional arrangements often adapt to changing demographic condi
tions only after a considerable lag. They can also Influence unit expenditure, 
For example. a decllnlng number of primary students may lead to higher unit 
costs if staffing Is not reduced and/or schools are not closed in proportion. 
Conversely. in times of increaslne enrolment. class sizes may rise. teachers may 
teach outside their field of specialisation. etc. 

In addition. differences in national price levels foreaucational servIces, in 
so far a~ they deviate from overall price levels. accounted for in the purchasing 
power parities, have an impact on the differences in unit expenditure between 
countries. 
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EducatIonal Expenditure per Student 

I 
I Cfltillges 'n expellllihtre per student 6etween 1990 Qnd 1996! In 12 out of the 14 countrIes for which comparable trend data are availableI 	 for primary and secondary education, expenditure per student increased 
,I 	 between 1990 and 1996. even though enrolment increased In many ofthem at 

the same time (Chart B,4.31, In Ireland. Mexico, Portugal and Spain expenditure 

I 
! 

per primary and secondary student rose by between 25 and 66 per cent. 

I 


Only in Finland and Italy did expenditure per primary and secondary 

student decrease bet\IJeen 1990 and 1996. In Italy this fall occurred despite a . 

simultaneous decrease In enrolments. 


l In eight out of 14 OECD countries. tertiary expendIture per studenti declined between 1990 and 1996, lar,ely as a result of a dramatfc increase in 
! the number of students.enrolled: in Canada. Finland. Italy. the Netherlands, 

Norway. Portugal. Switzerland and the United Kingdom. expendIture per 
tertiary student In J996 was lower than in 1990. whlle enrolment was up 
{Chart 84. JI. By contrast. expenditure on tertiary education In Spain increased. 
much faster than enrolments. leading to Increases in e)Cpenditure per tertiary 
student of 26.5 per cent. Australia and Austria also experienced increases In 
their tertiary expenditure even as enrolments increased. 

Chart 84.3. Index ,of changes In spending on educatIon, 

enrolment and expenditure per student 


for prImary and secondary education between 

1990 and 1996 (1990 =100) 
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II Educational expendIture per Student __________-'--'-___________ 

i' 

OECD (ouJlt'ries invest 
an mlerag/!' of 20 per cent 

of GOP per Ctlpfttl per 
primary student. 26.per 

ccnt per secondary 
. student and 47 per cellt 

per tertiary stllf/enf. 

'Poorer cOlll1trles ttmd 
to spend re1lttlllely less 

per st"d'~llt... 

... /jut tf,!!re are mallY 
eJ:cepliolls. 

Expelfdfture pcr student 
dIffer hefween cOIHltri~s 

ilf al1solrde terms. 
vut rerntit'e spennlng 

per student also Vllrlcs 
by level of educalion. 

Edualtlonal expenditu.re per stude"t fn refatloll to "alionalGDP 

Expenditure per student relative to GDP percapJta Is a spending measure 
I 

that takes Into account the number of students that a couhtryis trying to , 
educate. as well as its relative wealth. Since education Is'universal at lower 
le\tels. spending per student relative to GOP per capita at the lower levels of 
education can be interpreted 3S the resources spent on young people relative 
to a country's ability to pay. At hIgher levels of education. this measure is 
affected by a combination of wealth, spending and enrolment rates. 

At the ten:iaiy level. for example. countries can be relatively high on this 

measure If a relatively large proportion of their wealth is spent on educating a 

relatively small number of students. For the OECO OIS a whole. expenditure per 

student averages 20 per' cent of GOP per capita at the primary level.' 

26 per cent at the secondary level and 47 per cent at the tertiary level. 


There Is a dear positive relationship berween spending per student and 

G DP per capita IChart 84.4). showIng that poorer countries tend to spend rellil


I 
tively less per student than richer countries as measured by GDP per capita. I 

r
Although the relationship between spending per student and GOP per 

capita is generally positive there is conSiderable varIation In spending per .,1 
student among both rIcher and poorer countries. Five countries with vastly 
djff~rent levels of wealth per capita (Hungary. lapan. Poland. Spain and the 
United States) spend similar proportions of that wealth on educating the 
typical primary student: approximately, theOECD country mean of 20 percent. 
At the primary Tevel. spending on thIs measure is 6 percentage points or more 
above the 'country mean In three countries (Austria. Denmark and Sweden) and 
7 percentage points below th~ country mean in Ireland and Mex.ico. 

The general picture 's similar in secondary education. For example. am(:mg 
the poorest OECO countries. Mexico spends more of its GDP per capita on 
educating the average secondary student (22 per cent) than a substantially 
wealthier country such as Ireland (19 per cent). Among the richest OECO 
countries. Japan and the United States spend only 24 and 25 per cent of COP 
per capita on educating the averilge secondary student. while Austria and 
Switzerland spend 36 and 35 per cent respectively. 

The range in spendIng between countries on this measure Is much wider 
for tertiary than for primary education. For example, In Canada. Sweden and 

jSwitzerland. tertiary spending per student relative to GOP per capita is more 
','than 15 percentage points above the OECO country mean of 47 per cent. At thl!l 

other end of the scale. Denmark and Spain spend 15 percentage points or 
more below the OECO country mean. In the case of Denmark this can partially 
be explained due to exclusion of research expenditure. 

Differences i,t educatfol1alexpendihm! per student across leve's of education 

Comparisons of the distribution of e;w;pendlture between levels of educa
tion are an Indication of the relative emphasis praced on education at different 
levels In various countries. as well as of the relative costs of providing' 
education at those levels. Chart 845 presents expenditure per student In early 
childhood. secondary and tertiary education relOltive to expenditure per 
primary student. 
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, 
Chart 84.4. Annual educational expendIture per student In relation to GDP per capIta, 

by leval of education (1997)" 
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Chart 64.5. Ratio 01 educational expenditure 

per student at various levels ot education to educational expenditure 


pel' student at the primary level, times 100 (1997) , 
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Although expenditure per student rises with the level of education in 
almost all countries, the relative sizes of the differences vary markedly 
between countries. At the secondary. level. expenditure per student Is. on 
average. J.4 times that at the primary level, although the difference ranges. 
from 1.0 times the expenditure per primary student In Sweden to more than 
J.8 times in the Czech Republic, Flemish Community of BelgIum. France and 
Mexico. . 

, The most siYJ1ific4"t Although OECDcol.lntries spend. on average, 2.4 times more per student 
differe,ucs I" SI)I~"ding at the tertiary level than at the primary level. spending patterns vary widely 

per studellt (j!l level between countries. For example. whereas Denmark only spends 1.1 tfmesas 
of educatioIJ occur much on a tertiary student as on a primary student, Mexico spends almost fIve 

at tFle tertiary level. 	 times as much. These differences may even underestImate real differences In 
costs, as funding provided for tertiary education by private sources has not 
been adequately taken· Into account In some countries. 

£d&ulItlonaf expefldi~u'i! per student O\''e, Uie avcrage duration Df tertiary studies 

Annual e:r"endifl~rc per Since both the typical duration and the intensity of tertiary education vary 
student does 1101 alwQ!ls between countries, the differences between countries fn annual expendIture 

refled Hie full cost per student on educational services as shown In Chart 84.2 do not accurately 
of teri.ia'1l studies. reflect the variation in the total cost of educating the typical tertiary student. 
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Educational Expenditure per Student ~ 

Today. students can choose from a range of types of institutions and 
l' enrolment options in order to Hnd the best fit betwee:n their degree objec· 

tlves. abIlities. personal interests and social and economic circumstances. 
Many students attend part-time. work while enrolled. attend sporadically or 
attend more than one institution before graduating. These varying enrolment 
patterns can affect the interpretability of expenditure per student. 

Ttie ranking of countries by annual eltpenditure per student on 
educational services is strongly affected by differences In how countries define 
full-time. part-time and full-time equivalent enrolment. Some countries count 
every participant at the tertiary level as a full-time student while others deter
mine a student's Intensity of participation by the credits which he or she 
obtains for successful completion of specific course units during a specified 
reference period. Countries that can accurately account for part-tIme enr01
ment will have highereltperlditure perfulJ-time equivalent student than coun
tries that cannot differentiate between different modes of student attendance.I 

i Similarly. comparatively low annual expenditure per student may result In' 
t comparatively high overall costs of tertiary education if the typical duration of 
r 

f 	 tertiary studies Is relatively long. Table 84.4 shows the average expenditure that 
15 incurred per student throughout the course of tertiary studies In 17 countries.1 

\ 	 The figures account for all students for whom expenditure Is incurred. including 
those who do not finish thell' studjes~ Although the calculatIons are based on a I number ofsimplifying 3ssumptfonsand therefore should be treated with some 
caution (see Annex 3J. some strikin~ shi rts in the rank order ofcountries oetween t 

! 	 the annual and aggregate expenditure can be'noted. 
I 
I 

For example. annual spending per tertiary-type A student in the 
Netherlands is about the same as In Germany (USS) 0028 in the Netherlands 

I 
r compared with US$10083 in Germany). But because of differences in, the 
I tertiary degree structure IIndicator C4). the average duration of unlverslty
I eqUivalent studies Is more than one third longer In Germany than in theI 

Netherlands (6.1 years in Germany. compared With, 3.9 years In the 
Netherlands], As a consequence. the aggregate expenditure, for each 
university-equivalent student is more than 50 per cent higher in Germany than 
In the Netherlands (U$$61 4 t5 compared wIth US$39 108). 

The tot~l cost oftertiary·type A s~udies In Switzerland (US$9O 298) is more 
than twice the cost of theSe studies in Australia. Canada. France. the 
Netherlands. and Norway. These differences mU$t beJnterpreted in the light of 
possible dIfferences between countries in the academic level of the qualifica
tions ofstudents leaving unl"'en;ity. While similar trends are observed In tertiary· 

. ! 	 type B studies. the total cost of these studies tends to be much [ower than that 
of tertiary type-A programmes. 'largely because of theIr shorter duration. 

""!',,rtll/lt notes 0/1 interpre'atlon 

I When differences between countrIes in expenditure per student are
I interpreted. a number of factors should be taken into account. 

I . The data used in calcu latlng expenditure per student include only direct 
public and private expenditure on educational Institutions. Public subSIdies 
for students' livIng expenses have been excluded to ensure the international 

\ ' comparability of the data .. 
I 
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·II Educational expenditure per Student 

Variation 
I" eJ:pendltu.,-e does not 
all1'aus reflect variation 

,,, real reso urc€s. 

Data rt'fer to t(te 
fillandtal !It'ar J997 

aud life 6ased 011 

· rfle UOE data collection 
011 eduCl1tlotl statldics. 
ll.dmiI11ste'·eti In J999 

(for tlet4Hs see 
Annex 3'. 

Data for I 990 are. 
·ex",~sed In J996 prices. 

Expenditure data for students In private educational Institutions are not 
available for some countries (indicated by one or two asterisks in the table). 
Many of the countrIes that have data on Independent private Institutions cover 
only a very small number of them. In such cases. only the expenditure on 
public and government-dependent private institutIons is taken Into account. 

The variation In expenditure per student does not always reflect variatIon 
In real resources provided to students (for instance .... ariatlons in student! 
teaching staff ratios). In some cases, it reflects variation in relative prices. 

• DEFINITIONS 

Expenditure per student on a particular Jeve) ofeducation is calculated by 
dividIng the total expenditure a~ that level by the corresponding full-time 
equivalent enrolment. Only those types of educational institution and 
programme are taken into account for whIch both enrolment and expenditure 
data are available. The enrolmenr,data are adjusted by interpolation so as to 
match either the financial year or the calendar year of each country (Annex 3 
gives detallsl. The result in national currency IS then converted into equivalent 
US doflars by dividing the national currency figure by the purchasing power 
parity IPPP) index. ThePPP exchange rates used pertain to GOP and were 
derived from the OECD National Ac::counts Database for OECD countries and 
from the World Sank database for non-member countries (Annex 2 gives 
further details). The ppp exchange rate gives the amount of a national currency 
that will buy the same basket of goods and services in a given country as the 
US dollar in the' United States. The PPP exchange rate is used because the 
market exchange rate is affected by many factors (interest rates. trade poliCies. 
expectations of economic growth. etc.) that have little to do with current. 
relative domestic purchasing power In different countries. 

All expenditure data. as welJ as the GOP for 1990, are adjusted to 1996 ' 
prices using the private consumer price index. 

The country mean is calculated 8S the simple average over all OECD 
countries for which data are available. The OECD total reflects the value of the 
indicator if the OECD region is considered as a whole (the Reader'S Guide 
gives detailsl. . 

Expenditure per student relative to GOP per capIta is calculated by 
expressing expenditure per student in units of national currency <lS a percent

. age ofGOP'per capita, also in national currency. In cases where the educational 

expenditure data and the GOP data pertain to different reference periods. the 

expenditure data are adjusted to the same reference period as the GOP data. 

using inflation rates for the country in question (see Annex 2). 

Expected expenditure over the a...erage duratIon of tertiary studies 

(Table 84.4) 'is calculated by multiplying current annual expenditure by the 

typical duration of tertiary studIes. The methodology used for the estimation 

of the typical duration of tertiary studies is described In Annex 3. 


For the estimation of the duration of tertfary education. data are based on 

a special survey carried out among OECD countries in 1991. 
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Educational Expenditure per Student 

Because of the Implementation of the new lSCED-91 classification. 
post-I 996 data on educational funding are not comparable with earlier data. 
The data used for computing the index of change' have therefore 'been 

, . 	 restricted to the year.; 1990-96 for comparability purposes, and are based on 
the ISCED-16 classification. There is no reason to expect that the change In 
lSCED claSSification would affect the magnitude of the trends observed in the 
various countries. since both starting and ending points would be adiusted 
similarly. 

\ 

I 
I 
( 
J 

Tr,c data used 
fol' compufillg flit! Inde" 
of dia,yge (,al'e 6een 
rest,ictccl to UrI! 

~ears 1990·96 411n al't! 
based on tlie ISCED·76 
dtl5s1fIcatiolf , 
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II Educational Expenditure per Studenl 

Table 84,l. Expenditure per student (US dollars converted usln, PPP,) on public and private Institutions 
by leYtlI of educatlon (based on full-time equlyalents) (1997, 

Early Lower Upper All Post-
PrImary seeondarydlildflood secondary se<ondary s~ond.lY non·tertlary 

OECD C::Ountrieli 

Tertlo\lry 

Tettllll)'"lype A ~nd 
All 

Tertiary. edvinc:ed research type B 
progr!)mm~s 

II 240 7852 12024Australia m 3633 ') 012 (44) S S10 7437 
Ausrri.)I 4867 6258 121S 9462 8213 7412 9993 :II: l( 

Belgium IFI.)2 2768 381) x !C 6938 x 7834 x x 
14809 14872 14 783Canada 3942 m m m m 4862 
5351 2675 61S9Czech Republic: 2526 19'4 H31 4030 3641 I 688 
7294 x xDenmark S 487 6596 o 61' 7683 7198 7585 

finland 6 )40 4639 4613 5463 5065 m 714' 6902 1192 
7177 7683 7040France 3462 3021 6081 7 167 <> 564 5 16; 

Gennany 4288 ) 490 4652 9322 6149 10839 9466 H23 10083 
oreett2 x 2351 x x 2581 183 3990 3848 4045 

5430 m 5430Hungary' 2 106 2035 1933 2:259 2093 T960 
Iceland I )591 m m m m m m m m 
Ireland 2559 2574 X X HI64 3783 7998 :It J 
Italyl 4462 5013 6716 , 983 6284 x 5972 5206 '5981 
lapan 3096 ') 202 5512 6314 5917 x 10151 7750 10623 

6844 .. 346 8512Korea 1676 n08 3374 3652 "18 \I 

LU<l:embours m m m III m m m m m 
4519 x <1519Mexico 979 935 1(4) 2320 I 726 II 

N~th~rJ<lnds 3310 ·3335 5060' 4903 4992 x 9989 6862 100215 
,JNew Zealand m m m m m m m m m 

Norway I m 631' 6315 7358 6973 It 10 108 <I: x ~ <1395 x 4293Poland m 1435 x ! 452, m x 
Portugal' 2044 3248 4'183 4 ~56 4264 . iii m x x 

5166 4301 5.217 :1Spain ,:Z '20 3180 3295 533' 4274 X 
Sweden 2943 5491 ., 468 ., 417 5437 m 12981 x lC 

Switzerland I , 2451 6237 7393 10833 9045 7856 16316 14825 16'60 
Turkey I m m m m m III 2397 x )( 

United Kln~doml nu 3206 <I: x 4609 x 8 169 "- x 
17466 xUnltl!:d Stliltes 61'8 5 711.1 x <I: 7230 X "- '.~M

:Tc:ounttY~,e.;n""·":" i16,"""'T""j jir-""i"7'I -"2""'--"'-" 'i "4'-""90-", 27j-' ~,-ii1'- "'"6i2--

·1 

:_o,EC~~-.L_... j, ~_~~'. 
WEI participants 
Arllentina I 10,4 
Br.)zil 1, ;, 820 
Chile I 929 
Ind!!!l 28 
Jordan I 526 
MafaY$la I 332 
Paraguay' IC 

PhilippInes r 74 
Uruguay' 104 
ZImbabwe m 

__.'"!6!..____~.!!L.,_!_'-~,~__~ ~,t)!~.,; 1,.~_~..",.!gJ~.},_§.. ,!f!~_....._.. ,~ 2'2, 
] 

1 224 ,1467 1781 I 575 a II 552 349" m 1 
10 791 x fO 791859 921 IOS7 1002 o!I '/8775 ., 616 98202 II., 2220 2337 2292 a 

160 225 334 2'3 m m m m 
706 059 I 176 801 m m m m 
820 x IC 1334 628' 7793 6237 9 f29 

19271 19271 m481 x IC 690 x 
'313 570 570 570 3 IS9 2 170 a 2 170 
974 919 I S36 1 221 a 2394 .. 062 2096 1 

j 
\353 x x 647 IC m m m 

I. PublIC In'SII[ullon$. 
2. Public: end eovernmen[-/Jtpend!!l1t prfvate IMtl(utlons, 

3, fWO data. 

SOflfl:!l'; OECD Edue.,\lon 'lalabage, See Annex '3 for notes, 
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Educational Expenditure per Student 

Table B4.2. Expenditure per student relative to GDP p~r capll:a on public and private Institutions 
I by level of education (1997) 

Tertiary 

Tertiary,1'O!it ...E~rly Lower Upper All t}'PeAPrimary secol'ldary Ten:l~ry.childhood MCol'ldery se~ond~ry s~ndllry All ilnd ..d".."ce{non·tertfery type B 
,te,e.tt~ 

programmes 

OECD CQQlltr!es 

Australia 
Austria I 
Belgium (Fi.')2 
Canada 
Czech Repubtr<: 
Dl!:nmark 
Pinland 
FrenO! 

, Germany 
Cree<:e 1 

!-Iungl'l!)' I 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Mlyl, 
Japan 
Koref,l 
I.uxembourg 
MexIco 
Netherlands 
Ne",J." Ze~land 
Norway I 
Poland 

f Portugal' 

Spain 


f Sweden 


I 

Swiuerland:' 

Turkey I . 


United Klnidom 2 


United States 

m 17 
21 27 
12 16 
11 x 

, ,

19 1$ 
22 26 
31 n 
16 17 
19 16 

x 17 
'21 21 
14 m 
12 12 
m m 
13 21 
12 23 
m m 
13 12 
15 15 
m m 
m 23 
m 19 
It 22 . 
16 20 

. 14 27 
.9 24 
m m 
26 16 
21 19 

.C~un'tfY' ~e.ft-··"--.- "."7" - r....--·f;"...... -_. 
...~~c.~..toa.-J___.. "_ ..... ,-- .....n.- .____.!~__ ..._.... '" 
WEI partldpa/lt's 
ArgentIna I 10 12 
Brazill. 3 B 13 
Chile 15 17 

I 
r IndIa I 2 10 

Jordan I, 15 21 
Malaysia' : 4 10 
Para~uay I l\ 12 
Philippines' 2 II 
UruiuBy l 12 II 
Zimbabwe m 15 

23 29 2' 
31 41 36 

x x 29 
'J( x :It 

25 31 28 
26· 30 28 
23 27 2$ 
29 34 31 
21 42 28 
x x 19 

20 23 21 
in m m 

:It )( 19 
m m ,m 
22 26 24 
23 25 24, 

m, m m 
19 30 22 
23 22 H 
m m m 
2'J 27 26 
x 19 m 

29 30 29 
21 n 27 
27 27 27 
29 42 35 
m m m 
x x 23 
X x 25 

'24' ..... -. - 30~ .... --"l6---j 

_23 ,.. _•...__,2~_.•,......-'-.._.~~____._ 

14 17 [' 
14 17 16 
17 18 113 
14 20 15 
19 34 23 

:It x 16 
x x 17 

16 16 16 
II 17 13 
x 'x 28 

)4 
32 
x 

20 
13 
30 
m 
24 
49 

1 
20 
m 
18 
m 

x. 
a 
m 
a 
x 

m 
x 
x 
iii 
x 

m 
30 
m 
x 
II: 

51 
43, 
33 
62 
41 

~9 
35 
34 
43 
29 
55 
m 
39 
m 
41 
47 
m, 
59 
45 
m 
38 
59 
m 
)2. 

64 
63 
37 
40 
59 

ii" ·..·----4;-- ' 
~~..._._...._....•~__ .. 

a 
II 
a 
m 
m 
77 
·x 
91 

a 
II 

112 
167 
69 
m 
m 
96 

484 
62 
26 
m 

36 55 
:&: :&: g
x x 


63 62 

20 47 


x x 

34 35 

36 n 

26 46 

28 29 


'm 55 

m m 

x x 


m m 

31 43 

30 '9 
m m 

)( 59 

31 45 

m m 

II X 


it 57 

x x 


.27 n 
x x 


57 64 

x. it 
)( :It 

,....N··'5 
II 

.8 

x 

47...'L 

34 m 

x 167 


36 77 

m m 

m m 

77 112 


484 m 

o· 62 


44 23 

m m 

I. Public Institutions. 
2. Public Bnd eo~rnnien~.dependMt private Instltutlons. 

rW()d~lll; 
Sour~, OECO Education OatBbat;t'. Sae I\nlltx ; ror not~$. 
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II Educational Expenditure per Student 

Table 84,'), Index of chanie In spending on education, enrolment and expenditure per student 
between 1990 and J996 (1990 .: 100) 

Prlmsry ~nd secondary eduCll~IOI'I 

Total ellPendltuie 
on Institutions 

Enrolm~nt 
ExPenditure per 

S1:udent 

Australla 119 104 11<1 
Austria I 126 105 120 
Belgium (FU 109 m m 
CaJ'ledf.l 112 loa 104 
Czech Republ!c: m 134 m 
Denmark m m m 
Finland 90 104 86 
Ftanc:e 112 99 II:! 

, C!!rmany m m m 
Huniary 62 m m 
Iceland m m m 
Ireland 131 97 136 
Isral!! m 112 m 
Itiilly 84 69 9' 
repsn m m m 
1(ore8 m 89 m 
Mexico 174 104 166 
Netherlands roa 98 110 
New Z!!aland m 108 m 
NOl'\ollay 111 97 114 
Poland m m m 
Portugal 137 89 153 
Spain' !14 91 12' 
S.... ltzerland I 108 106 101 
Turkey m m m 
United I<in~dom 110 109 lor 
Unlt,ed States m m m 

Note: All dale fife (Ias~illlld according to ISCED·76. 
I. Publfc Institutions only. 

Source; OECO Educatillfl ~ulbase, See Annex 9 ror nOles, 


Tertiary eduClItion 

TO(1I1 t~ndltul1!! Expenditure perEnrolment
on In$tl!utions student 

147 129 114 

129 118 109 

109 m m 

112 121 93 

m no m 

m m m 


128 110 98 

129 129 100 


m m m 

70 m m 

m m m 


166 156 107 

m m m 

89 120 70 

m m m 

m 139 m 


123 122 101 

100 113 89 

m 150 m 


139 148 94 

m m m 


149 268 56 

14, ., " 127 
99 116 86 

m m m 


148 176 84 

m m m 


1 
'1 
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Educational Expenditure per Student 

Table 134.4. Expenditure per student over the average duration of tertl81T studies (1997) 

Cumulative e~lIdlture ~t stuclcl'lt oller tht IvfrlltlltAverlliC durl)tlon of tcru.)ry studies Un )llIanl) duratlo" or fen:l.ry studies\ 

Method I Tertiary-type A Mild Tettlary·type A Illld 
All Tenlary·rype B advanced research All Ternary-type B advlilnced re,e"u'en 

prOijrammeBprotil1lmmeS 

, !IF 6.4 2.3 7.4Austria 1 63951 X X 
278'1 '2059! 37156'1.9 1.4 2.'Canada eM 

4.2 2.1 4.4 )0563 x xDenmark AF 
Frana: AF 33591 21265 37 3514.7 2.8 S.3 
G<:rmany CM 41901 12469 61 AI55.1 2.2 6.1 

6.1 5.0 6.9 24 180 19365 27832Greece l eM 
21 121 m 21 127HungalY~ eM 3.9 a 3.9 

Ireland eM 2.6 2.0 3.0 21601 x x 
Italyl CM 4.2 1.1 4.9 OJ m m 

3.4 2.1 4.2 23476 8996 35919Korea CM 
1,466 X 154"3.4 x 3.4Mexico AF 
389'9 a 39108Netherlands eM 3.9 II 3.9 

NOI'\tJ<ly2 AF 3.3 2.5 4.0 33053 x X 
4.6 1.5 4.7 23507 6404 24 555Sll~in AF 

59351 32 420 90298Swltzerlend 1 eM 3.6 U 5.5 
United KinII:dorn J eM '1.7774 Jr;. It3.4 1.8 '3.~ 

"c:Ou'-;b7·Iii..n--·---\ .~~I-----I.-:-t-----""4""'.t--"""'-"'""2-1"""'24-------------~ 
.o~~ ~I :~?- U 4.4 29 9~~ 
Notf!:: The dur~tlon or tll:ltl~ry $tudle~ II obt~lned by I SJ)t':CIIIIIIUI"III:Y co"dUt1:ed In 1997 lor !he'~<:IIdeml<: ye~r 1995. PrOi~mmell "'ere Cl,lS$I(,,=d 

Icco!dlni to ISeEO·76. . 
I, Either the Chain Method (eM) or an Approximation Formula (AF, lIIas used to estimate the duration of tertiary Studies. 
2. Public Instllutlons. . ' 
3. Public Ilnd iovemment-depEndent prIvate In5tltutlons. 
SOUfC!!': OECD Education Database. See Annex 3 for notes. 

OECD2000 

97 

I 

http:fen:l.ry


First day for city's all-year school wysiwyg:1122/http://web.philly.com ... rer/2000/08/01/city/YEAROUNDOl.htm 

a 2000 ..

Suzuki Itara 

L...---_S_e_le_c_t8_Lo_C_8_tio_n_-_-_ ..... Y I (~q.lI....I

mit jJnquiRr &Region
Search Today .. 

Tuesday. August 1,2000 Go to: 5 M T W T F 5 I I 
E-mail the story I plain-text for printing 

First day for city's all-year school 

Attendance was strong at the unique new middle 
school. However, there was some confusion. 

By Susan Snyder 
INQUIRER STAFF WRITER 

The first thing Freddy Reyes learned at school yesterday 
was that he wasn't going home, at least not right away. 

"I thought I was just going to sign a paper and leave. I 
thought I was going home to play with my play station," the 
seventh grader said, pointing out that it is summer. 

But he, along with some parents and other students, found 
out that it Was more than registration day at the 
yet-to-be-named new middle school at B Street and Olney 
Avenue. Classes began yesterday at the first school in the 
Philadelphia district with a year-round calendar. 

Despite some confusion, attendance hit 91 percent at the 
700-student school. Average attendance in the district is 
about 87 percent. 

"We're doing better than the Nasdaq," principal Michael 
Rosenberg said. "I'm totally shocked for the first day of 
school." 

Rosenberg said district officials did all they could to inform 
parents: They sought pUblicity in newspapers, offered 
several meetings last school year, mailed letters, and sent 
information home with students at Lowell Elementary, the 
middle school's primary feeder. . 

They also sponsored an open house on Saturday at which 
they gave tours ofthe $24 million school, complete with 
Internet hookups in each classroom, several computer and 
technology labs, outdoor and indoor cafeteria areas, an 
Olympic-size gymnasium, a specially designed auditorium 
with acoustics for theater, and a soon-to-be-installed fitness 
center. 

But Rosenberg said school officials realized they still would 

IoD 8/112000 9:56 AM 
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need to spend time educating parents and students about the 
new calendar and its benefits. ' 

The fifth-, sixth- and seventh-grade students will attend 
classes 180 days a year, the same number as other students 
in the district. Their vacations, however, will be spread 
throughout the year instead ofconcentrated in the summer. 

During vacations, students will have the option of attending 
"intersessions" that include remedial classes and enrichment 
programs. The first intersession is scheduled for early 
October. 

The school also will alleviate crowding in the Fels cluster. 
For seven years, the cluster has had to bus about 700 
students to schools elsewhere in the district because of lack 
of space. For some students, the bus ride was nearly an hour 
long. 

"I just found out last night," said parent Anita Norwood, 
who works at a nearby supermarket. "I called up work and 
said I'm not coming in today. I'm taking my daughter to 
school and spending the day." 

She heard about the early school start from her daughter's 
friend. 

"This is great. I couldn't wait to get here," Norwood said, 
watching her daughter's class. ' 

Although some students expressed mild disappointment at 
starting so early, many parents and students considered it a 
plus. ' 

"When I was in school, we pretty much forgot what we 
learned all year long over the summer. This is a better 
chance for these children. It's the start of something new," 
said John Perkins, a correctional officer.in the Philadelphia 
prison system. He has a sixth grader at the school. 

Linda Robinson, president of the parents' group at Lowell, 
supports the new calendar but said parents still had mixed 
emotions. They are questioning the impact on summer 
vacations and how beneficial the intersessions will be. 
Robinson, who has a daughter at the new school, attended 
Saturday's open house. 

"One parent said to me, 'My child is not going to come on 
Monday. My child's at summer camp, and I already paid for 
it: " she said. 

Rosenberg said the school was working with parents with 
special circumstances. . 

"One parent said, 'I'm sending my kid to Puerto Rico to visit 
with a grandmother for two weeks.' Fine. We'll use the 
intersession time to support them," he said. "We've'allowed 
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for a lot of flexibility. II 

Teachers who opted for assignment at the school were 
enthusiastic. The staff will be paid regular teachers' salaries 
with the option of additional money for working any ofthe 
29 intersession days. The staff includes a mix of veterans 
who transferred from other schools and those just out of 
college. . 

Harris Neiburg, a special-education teacher with 27 years in 
the district, said he became frustrated when his students fell 
behind after. a long summer. He wanted to try something 
new. 

Although the new calendar is like IIheaven'! to her, 
seventh-grade teacher Willette Jones knew it would take a 
little persuasion to get her students to understand being in 
school while other children may still be out playing. 

She informed them that more than two million students 
nationwide were in year-round schools. She also tested 
students' knowledge: "True or false. Students in year-round 
education get no vacations." 

"False," student Chandra Holloway said. "Ifwe don't have 
vacation, we won't get all that excitement out ofour 
systems and we'll be all acting up and bad." 

Jones told the students they would get to visit museums and 
other places during intersessions. That made several of 
them smile. 

When she finished the lesson, she asked the students what 
they had learned. 

"We get interceptions," Saadiq Garner l?aid. 

Jones laughed. "Intersessions," she clarified. "We're getting 
there." 

Susan Snyder's e-mail addressisssnyder@phillynews.com 
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Year-round schools come into their own in 
Valley 

New 
azce 
- Brea 
-New 
Home 
~ 

By Kristen Go 
The Arizona Republic 
July 27, 2000 

Forget about long summer vacations. 
Many schools throughout the Valley 
have already started their new year 
and are part of a growing trend 
favoring a year-round calendar. 

"We are seeing more schools opting 
for a balanced calendar in tenns of Peter SchwepkerlThe Arizona Republic 

cutting down on summer vacation," 	 Jessica Hammond. 10. broke her leg two 

weeks ago in a bike accident and got to start 
said Marilyn Stenvall, executive ' her first day of school on crutches, 

director of the Napi0l1~!,9,ci2B89 
c:for::;:¥reai'2RQtlI1d:'E.d_ucati6m 

fIn-,1Q.9.0,:o:~bi:le'£lementar:yolS_~h00J,.,n~_<rr~Maricopa:;.was~the':'0nlo/.,,,:Arizona. 
schgehon:a~y.ear.:round~schedule;:StenvaU!said:::flufing'";:th-e::1999.:20@€l 
s,chool:..y.ear;d·60:Arlzonarsc_hools:.w:ere"on::a-=¥ear=fo.undlca.k:nda,r;.=making'lit r 

(.the.::§tate"w,ilh·Jhe:sec()n<!:highest'1number.:.of~y.ear.:roun~hschools;:Etehind 
&ia.,lif0'Eflia. 

Arizona's statistics mirror a nationwide trend. From 1990 to 1999, nearly 
3,000 schools switched to a year-round schedule. 

Parents and students don't seem to mind the shortened summers. Stenvall 
said that more schools wi1l1ikely switch to year-round schedules. She~said'" 
S-H9l}~P}1~dars::h.rlp:chltdFen-rem.emb_er.:..w~y.;leam. 

"They won't collect dust on their brains," said Frank Okamura, who was 
waiting for his second-grade daughter, Kathleen, after her first day back at 
Udall Elementary School in west Phoenix. 

Other parents and students agree. , 

"I miss doing homework," said Maria Escobedo, a Udall seventh-grader. 

Laura Ford and her family moved from northern Virginia to Chandler four 
years ago. Chandler schools are on a modified-traditional schedule, which is 
considered a year-round school. ~J}l9.~nt,S,7Ircp.~~e.,4S:dax~f-instmIctien>and? 

100 	 7/28/20001:44 PM 
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d!len::h0.:.d:ays:of;,.vacation~each'ql:larter. 

Ford said she and her family at first were skeptical. But she's found that 
both she and her children, who attend Hamilton High and Shumway 
Elementary schools, enjoy the change. 

"It works really nice for our family," she said. "Particularly for our high 
school son. He really looks forward to the break every quarter. 

"It's very motivating because'you know at the end that you get a two-week 
break. Academically, he does a better job staying focused knowing he has a 
big vacation coming up;" 

Chandler Unified School District switched all of its schools to a 
modified-traditional start three years ago. Before that, the district had used 
various year-round and traditional calendars. District spokesperson Terry 
Locke said that like many other districts, Chandler wanted to help students 
learn more and thought the modified calendar was a good solution. 

People think the new approach will disrupt their lives, but that doesn't 
happen as much as they expect, Stenvall said. 

, 't@nerof.<tlrM!l¥ths!a.~!!J:;.y.eaF.:;no_1ill(!bscho0·ls;;,is-r;tlrat.students!goretoJschool:.. 
~1W.cday£oNtl:fe:;,yeat;;~$ten:vaJil!fSaitl~F~0p1e~l1ear'ye'ar;:-rol:lnd~and;;they 

sJ!.~ci§io_o:d7heav.ens'!~ 

, Karen Alexander, principal at Mobile Elementary, between Maricopa and 
Gila Bend, said that 12 years ago, her district decided to give the new 
method a try. If the community didn't like it, the school would switch back 
to a traditional schedule.' , 

Twelve years later, Mobile is still operating on a year-round schedule. She' 
said her rural school, which houses 20 pupils, breaks the monotony of what 
could be a long summer. 

"It's easier for parents to find day c'are for the three-month summer period 
than to find someone willing to take'the kids on the two-week 
intercessions," said Carol Rozinski, whose children attend Humphrey 
Elementary School in Chandler. . 

Rozinski is a day-care provider. She said that during intercession, she can't 
take on additional children because her own children are on break. 

Jodi Hammond, whose two daughters attend Udall Elementary, is still 
worried about finding day care for her children in the fall. But despite her 
worries, she's glad her daughters attend a year-rol!lld school. 

'They don't forget as much over the summer," she said .. 

Alexander said that with higher retention rates, she believes that more 
educators will look toward year-round schedules. 

"I'm just in favor of it so much," Alexander said. "I just see a trend for 

schools going this way." 
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Reach the reporter at kristen.go@arizonarepublic.com or (602) 
444-7967. Reporters Kelly Pearce and Connie Cone Sexton contributed 
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TEACHING TIME 

• Teaching time affects the amount oftime available for planning Clnd other professional activities, 
, and is related to motivational aspect~of the teaching profession. 

• In both primary and secondary educatIon, countries vary widely fn the numberof teaching hour$ 
per yearfor the average public school teacher. Teachers In some countries spend twice as much 
time teaching than teachers in other countries. 

• In primary education teaching hourS are typically higher than In secondary education. 

Hours 

Chart 03.1. Statutory number of teaching hours per year In public Institutions, 
by level of education (1998) 

o Lower s8COndary education 

• PrImary IIducatron 

• Upper secondary ooucation (general prtlgremmes) 
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• POLICY CONTEXT 

Together with factors such as studentlteachlng staff ratios, students' hours 
of instruction and teachers' salaries. the amount of time teachers spend teach-' 
ing Influences 'the finanCial resources which have to be devoted to education. 
At the same time. teaching time is an Important element of teachers' working 
conditions. It affects the amount'of time available for planning and other pro
fessional activities. and is also related to motlvatlonal aspects of the teaching 
profession. The proportion of working time aSSociated with teaching can be' 
interpreted as iii measure of leachers' workload. It provides Infonnation on the 
amount of time available for other activities, such as lesson preparation. correc
tion. In-service training and staff meetIngs. - , 

• EVIDENCE AND EXPLANATIONS 

In both primary and secondary education. countries vary in the number 
of teaching hours per year required of the average public school teacher. 
In primal)' education teaching hours are usually higher than In secondary 
education. 

In most countrIes. teaching hours are higher In primary education than in 
lower secondary and upper secondary education. The average number of 
teaching hours In primary education is 788. in contrast to 700 hours in lower 
secondary eclucation. In upper secondary education the mean Is lower still. 
642 hours in general programmes and 678 hours in vocational programmes. 

In primary education the number of teaching hours per year range!; from 
583 in Hungary to 985 In New Zealand. In lower secondary schools. it ranges 
from 502 in Korea to 985 In New Zealand, In upper secondary education. hours 
range In general programmes from 428 hours in Finland to 943 hours In the 
United States. and In vocational programmes between 491 In Korea and I 008 
In Belgium (French Community). 

In Hungary and Turkey the number of teaching hours per year is campara· 
tively low at all levels of education reported (around 580 hours or less), whUe 
in the Netherlands, New Zealand and the United States it is high (900 hours or 
more). In Finland and Korea teaching hours are low In seconqary education 
(both at the lower secondary and the upper secondary levell. ·In Belgium 
teaching hours are high in upper secondary vocational education (around 
9;0 hours or morel (see Table 03.1). 

Although in some counlrles a teacher's school day-Is spent almost exclu
sively teaching. in other countries. teachers are also formally required to spend 
some time every dayIWeek working on non~teach!ng activities. This non-teaching 
time can be devoted to activities such as preparation of lessons. correction of 
assignments and tE;sts; professional development. support of students. and 
meetings with parents. 

The structure of teachers' working time varies WIdely between countries. 
making it difficult to establish an Intemationally comparable measure of 
working tlmel. In some countries. teachers are required to be at school for a 
mandatory number of hours each week. while in others they are simply 
expected to work a specific amount of time. whether at home or at school. in 

Tnis indicator sfiow$ 
tfte "um6er of hours 
per year a full-time 
classroom teadier 

_	i$ required 'to spend 
teacfting and fligfdiglits 
the. relatJtmsnip 
l1etwcen teacfl/ng time 
and working tlmc across 
OECD countries. 

Teacfiers· ill SDme 
{,oufltrlesspenJ up tq 

twice m; "Huh time 
teacliill9 as teacliers 
IHofher countries: 

At all levels of 

ed,,,:af'!qn., teaclH,rg 

Froll.rs in Hungary 

and Turney are 

comparatively low. 


In ",ost countries. 
formal worhlng holl.l'$ 
exceed telfdlll1g time. 

Wflilestatuto", teacfting 
time Is relativel" easy 
to "ieasure. total 

. wornin9 time is nof. 
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Ell Teaching Time 

In some ('tlulltrles 
tl!acliers are required 

to work d spedfic 
numfler of flours 

per week. at (lome or 
al scF/ool. in order 

to earn flu!f,. (ull-time 
salary ... 

... while III ofner 
cDuntries teadler'S (lre 

required to 6e at SCNool 
for a specific lJumller 

of flours €o.cr, wBefr, 
60tfl for t('/lclling 

a.nd for mm-t(,llclflng 
activities. 

In Belgium. Finland, 
France, Cermany and 
Portugar teiuliers are 

. requIred to 6e al scfroo' 

. only for tlie "ours tnat 
'hell are scfredure4 

to lead,. 

Variation lit tne llfllOUJlf 

of rime trIal 8tn-grode 
matfff!lnatics teadterS 
arc required to spend 

01'1 teacnlng and on 
non-teaddng activities. 

Tfte OlnD.mt of time 
forma"" required for 

IIolt-teaching actillities 
varies more befween 

,olmtries tl1art teadling 
time. 

order to earn a full time salary. While teachers' working time is not directly. 
comparable across these organisational models. data on workln~ time can 
give an Indication of the level of effort formally required of teachers In dlffer- . 

.ent countries. 

·In the Czech Republic. Denmark. Greece. Hungary. Korea. the Netherlands. 
Norway. Spain and Sweden full-time teachers are required to work a specific: 
number of hours per week. (Including both teaching activities and non-teaching 
actfvities) in order to earn their full-time salary. The working hours may be spent 
at school or outside school. although In Spain at least 30 ohhe 315 hours must 
be spent at $choolaccording to formal policy. SpeCified working hours per week 
are lowest in Denmark. Spain and Creece (around 37 hours) and highest in Korea 
and Norway (44 hours). But in Norway the relatively high number of working 
hours per week is combined wIth a relatively low number of workIng weeks. 

In Australia and Scotland full~time teachers are required to spend a spe
cltlc number of working hours at school per week (38 and 275 hours respec
tively). In Ireland teachers at IseED levels 0 and I are reCluired to be at school 
for the whole school day (5 hours and 40 minutes per day) including break time 
and the lunch period when they supervise the pupils. In Mexl<:o and New. It is 
only at !SCED level I that full-time teachers are required to spend a specific 
number of working hours' (both 25 hours) per ~eek at school. In lower 
secondary education and upper secondary general education teachers in 
New Zealand can set their own working hours on the basis of the number of 
classes that they are assigned to tea~h. 

In Belgium. Finland. France. Germany and Portugal fuJl·tlme teachers are 
only required to be atschoof for the specified number of teaching hours. In 
Ireland. this is also the case for teachers at ISCED level 2 and 3. There Is no . 
requirement as to how much time they must spend on non-teaching activities 
each week. In Germany th!!lre is no mandatory or formal amount of time that 
teachers must spend worKIng. but there Is a customary amount of time (38/; or 
40 hours) worked by' all civil servants. In the United States. teachers' working 
hours are set at the local or school level. The average number of working hours 
per week is 33.6 hours. . 

An alternative source of information on teaching and working comes from 
., 

a survey of teachers. fn the Third International Mathematics and Science Study 
(TIMSS). the mathematiCS teachers of8th-grade students were asked about the 
amount of tIme that they are formally required to spend on teaching and on 
non-teaching activities. In most OECD countrIes participating in TIM55, the 
mathematiCS teachers of 8th-grade students reported teaching. on average. 
between J5 and 18 hours per week. Teachers in Kores and Norway taught less 
f J3.6 and 12 hours. respectively) while teachers In Ireland and the Netherlands 
taught more than 20 hours per week. 

Variation between countries in the total amount of time that teachers are 
formally expected to work each week Is primarily determined by the amount 

., 

of time prescrIbed for non-teachin, activIties. Among the 17 countries for 
which data are avaIlable from TfMSS, the total scheduled tIme of 8th-grade 
mathematiCS teachers varies between 13 hours in Hungary and 28 hours in 
Korea. In fjve countries. teachers spend more than 25 hours In school rthe 
Czech Republic, Korea. Spain. Sweden and the United States). 
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Chart 03.2. Number of hours tn the school week that 8th-grade 

mathematics teachers have formally scheduled for teaching 


and non-teaching activities (1995) 
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Annex 3. 


There is more uniformity between countries in the number (If hours that, 
mathematics teachers have scheduled to teach than in the amount of time they 
are fonnally required, to spend on non-teaching activities. In half of the 
countr!es. mathematics teachers have formally scheduled less than four hours 
per week, o'n average. on non-teaching activities, while In eight countries th'is 
amounts to seven hours or more. 

In Be1sium. Ireland and Norway, the teachers of 8th-grade mathematicS T(te te'U:(Jers of 
students reported that the)' spent less than two hours of formally scheduled 8Ui-grade ma":'cmaUcs 
time, on average. on non-teaching activities, whfle in the Cz.ech Republic. st.udents In 'ome 
Hungary, Japan, Korea and the United States teachers spent about ten hours (ountries spe,id 
or more. The latter countries. along with Canada and Sweden. tend to ha"e lOftOUf'S per wee(r 
the largesrproportion of formally 'scheduled time devoted to curriculum' or more on l1o/1-teaC/iIl19 , 
planning. adivlUes. 

In most countries. however. non-reaching time is devoted to supervision Formally scheduled 
of students. The amount of time that teachers of 8th-grade mathematics stu ntm-teadting time Is 
dents spend on student superviSion is primarily affected by two factors: J) the primarny delltlred to 
degree to which other school staff monitor students during non-teaching time, swpeMlislo" of students. 
2) the degree to whIch ST:udents are required to be at school durIng non
teachIng time. 	 ", 
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001'41 are from Oil? 1999 . 
OECD/INES survelJ 

: on Teachers tllld tile 
Curriculum and refer 

fo tfte scl100l yeor 
. 1997198. Tfi£'1J are 
reported in accordante 

wit" forfllal ,'oUdes 
for pll6lic iNstitutions. 

• DEFINITIONS 

TeacMlfg time 

Teaching time Is defined as the total number of hours per year for whIch a 
full-tJme classroom teacher is formally responsible for teaching a group orclass 
of students. Perfods of time formally allowed for breaks between lessons or 
groups of lessons are excluded. Deviations from this definition are reported in 
Annex 3 . 

. Worning time 

Working time refers to the normal workfng hours of a full-time teacher. It 
varies widely across OECD countries. According to the formal policy in a given 
country working time can refer: . 

- only to the time directly associated wIth teaching (and other curricular 
activitIes for students such as assignments and tests. but excluding 
annual·examinations); 

- or to time directly associated with teaching and to hours devoted .to 
other activities related to teaching. such as lesson preparatJon. counsel
ling of students. correction of assignments and tests. profeSSional devel
opment. meetings with parents. staff meetings and general school tasks. 

I.t does not include paid overtime. The different perceptlolls of workIng 
time are reported In Annex 3. 

Teaching hours per year are calculated on the baSis of teilchlng hours per 
day multiplied by the number of teachIng days per year, or on the basis of 
teaching hours per week multiplied by the number of weeks per year when 
schools are open for teaching. The hours per year that are accounted for by 
days when schools are closed for festivities and celebrations are excluded. 

Ifteaching hours are not formally prescribed at the central or regional level 
In a particular counrr)'. survey data on the amount of time that teachers actually 
spend teaching has been substituted (e.g.• in the United Stares). See Annex 3 
for a discussion of data sources. 
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( 

Table 03,1, Number of teaching hours per year In public Institutions ,by level of'educatlon 11998' 

' upper ~eeolldlry eduCllUon Upper se.::ondsty education PTimary educBtlon t.O-.t':f se<::ol'ld~1')I td\J~Uol'I O!;CED l! senersl flseEO 31 lIoClI!lonalIISeED II f1SCED 21 

I a programme!! proirammes 

AUWaU!l ~ 802 

or Austria 618 0;1 

in Belgium IFlJ 181 691 


Belgium IFr,) 115.! 733 

CZl!Ch Republfc 124 , 695 


, Denmark 644 644 

Enilel'ld 160 798 

FInland 'j 6;6 485 


It Frane!!! 899 629 

Cermany 181 732
:n 
Creere 780 029 

Hungary 583 55; 

Ireland 915 735 


~r Italy 748 612 

g Korea 644 502 


Mexico 800 832 

N':therl.and~ 97' 910 

NOIWIiIY 713 611
o 
New Zealand 985 " 985


! PortujJ81 850 629 

1- Scotland 975 917 


Spain 188 '45 

Switzerland 883 860 

Turkey 432 360 

United States ~ 96'4 


,Country mun 788 700 
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616 
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545 
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1008, 
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497 


m 
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Table D3,2. How working time Is organised (1998) 

. I. I'ullo(lme telKhel'S "'of',[ a spacilled number of 11011.,. per .......k to eam tIIelr full-time salaO', Inch,dln, non-tellclll... activities . 


·I~CED 0 ISe€D 1 ISCED 2 •SeED 3 gensrel ISCe:O 3 vQl:>:ItlonGI 

Czech Republic 42.5 42.5 42.5 42,'J 425 
Oenmllrk 37.0 37.0 37.0 37.0 
Gr~i!ce 37.5 37,5 37.5 37.' 31.5 
,Hun~(try 40.0 ~O.O 40,0 40.0 40.0 
Korea 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 

Netherli;jnds '313.0 38.0 38.0 . 38.0 38.0 
: Norway .44.0 44.0 44,0 44.0 
Spllln· 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.' 31:5 

. Sweden 40.0 40,0 40.0 40.0 

2. I'ul/"'ime CIIachen; are required '0 be at Khool for 8 sp<lclfted' number of hoa.... pet _ak to "1iI1"II t~lr f~II-t1me 118100'. IlIdlldlng IIon
le.elilng IIctI'I'If.le.. . 

ISCED (I ISeEO I ISCEO Z ISeED 3 lIo:neral ISCEO 3 "Ocatlonal 

Australia .. 38.0 .38.0 38.0 
Enlilland 33.3 33.3' 33.3 
Ireland 28.3-' 28.3 
Mexico 20.0. 2'.0 
New Zealand 2M 
Scotland 21.5 27.5 

3. FilII-lima teaehers a~ only .~qulred to be at IIc:11ool lor II .. ~Hed number of teaelllnlllol>l'II. :there 1111 no requl..,ment for how milch 
tIme Intl5t be jlpent on l1on-lnltructlonal "c:tMtJn. 

IseED 0 ISe!!D I IS<:EO 2 ISeED 1 general ISell:O 3 'o~~tio~el 

Austria m m m 
Belgium (Fl.) 21.7 21.1 19.2 17.9 ,6.3 
B~IQium fFr.1 21.7 21.7 . 19.2 11.9, 26.3 
Finland 17.3 17.3 11.3 113 
France 21.0 ,1.0 18.4 18.4 18.4 
Ireland ~2.0 22.0 
lrely .a <I a a " Portugal 30.0 28.0 Jl.3 31.6· 31.6 

4. There Is nl) mandatory or formel amount 0' lime that teac:hers mlltt spend ....,rfclnc. but thore 1$ " c;UStl!ftlllry IIImollnt or time that .11 
dvll selY"nb \lrork. '. . 

IseED 0 (SeED I JSCED 2 . ISCED 3 vocational 

Austri;jlia 37.5 
Gf!rmany 38.5 36,5 3/1.' • 38.5 38.5 

5. : Teachers' ,",orklnll bours are let.t che loea.' or /Jehooll~l. It la pOillLlble to.~Ic:uIBte an evere,e ao;ross (hellil deCislon-meldna unllll_ 

ISCED 0 IseED I ISCijO 2 . 15<:£0 3 i(!tner,,1 IseED 3 \focatlonal 

New Ze<ilend ll,5 
United Stares. '33.6 33.6 33,6 33.6 

ISCED o· ISCED I ISCI::O 2 (SeED 3 Q~nEral rSCED 3 IICC/I{fonal 

New Zealand 250 26.0 

ISCED 0 ISCEO I IseED 2 ISCIi:O 3 general ISeE!;) 3 vocatlon~1 

Melih;o 25.0 

\SOU/~: OEelJ EdllC9tioTi D~t~b8Se, See Annex 3 forno(l!SI, I 
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Table 03.3. Number of hours In the school week that 8th-8rade students· mathematics teachers' have formally 
scheduled for teachln, and non-teachlng actl¥1tles (1995) . 

Not'l·[e~thlng aalvilles 

"'l~dlini 
I 	 fndlvldu.,1 Co-operalh/¢

.JlaMtles 

Australia 18.7 
Austria r 16..4 

Beliium r 16.7 
Canada [5.2 
Czech Republic 15.5 
Denmark I'U 
France 16.' 
Hungary m 
Iceland r 19.) 
Ireland 21.4 
lapan 13.8 
Korea 	 13.6 
Netherll,tnds 20.~ 
New ZeF,lland 19.0 
Norwey [2.0 
Pon:uiel 15.2 
SpaIn 19.8 
Sweden 17./.i 
SwItzerland 17:6 
United Kingdom' s 16.1 I 

United States 	 <1.8 .0.4 0.3 2.0 1.1 0.9 

Nore! 	 An "r" Ir,,:llcaces that d~!1.l for IIl,chem;)T.ics ~e\lCher6 are only Ilvaltabll!' for 70-64% of 8th'lrlld<-: students. 
An "s" indicates that d"w for l'l1atnGm~ti<:!l teachers are only avallabtl! for 50.69% of· 8th'it~d~ !tludents. 

1. Only E"il~nd .. 

SOtll"C'c: internal!onalA&soel/ll!on for th,: F.:1f,aluatlon of Edue,nional Achl~vemenl IlEA)trlMSS. 


Stud~nt Student Admln's[ratl~ 	 Non·~'.ud'lnlcurnculur" currlculurl'SIIPI!i"'lsion . counselling . duties 	 conl,.\IC! rime
pl~nninQ 'pl~nnillB 

2.8 0.3 I.l 0.5 0.1 1.3 
m m m m m m 

r 0.4 0.3 0.3 r 0.1 0.0 r 0.3 
3.4 0.7 0.7 2.0 0.6 1.4 
1,5 0,0 1.6 4.7 q.3 1.3 
m m m m m m 

s 0.1 $ 0.6 $ 0.0 $ 0,0 ~ 0,1 S 1,7 
1.8 2 .. 0 1.6 4,/1 m 2.2 

r 0.8 s 0.4 rU r 0.4 r 0.3 r 0.8 
05 0.1. O.'}· 0.0 0.0 0.2 
1.9 1.6 I.~ 2.1 0.3 1.9 
4.9 2.2 1.0 2.8 0.4 1.2 
m m m m m 'IT' 

2.0 0.3 1.3. 0,5 0.1 I., 
0.8 r 0.4 r 0,6 m m ·m 
0.7 0,,7 0:5 0.2 0.2 0.6 
1.<1 1.0 1.4 0.8 0.8 1.7 

'2,0 0,1 0.9 2.ot 0.9 1.1 
m m m m m . , m 

s 0.2 s 0.2 s 0.5 $ 0.1 s O.t 51 1.7 

Tor~1 
hours 

24.7 
m 

18.0 
24.0 
25.5 

m 
19.0 
12.9 
23,3 
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• 	 Intended instruction time refers to the number of full hours of instruction during the three
year·perlod durfng which pupils are aged 12 to 14. ' 

• 	 Total intended Instruction time varles considerably across countries. It Is longest in Italy and 
Mexico [3 315 and 3 500 hours respectively), and shortest in Turkey and England (2 136 and 
2 J60 hours respectively). ' 

• 	 The dIfference between MeXico and Turkey U 364 hours) corresponds to more than a full year 
of Instruction in Mexico. 

Chart D4.1. Intended InstructIon time between the ages of 12 and 14 divided Into 
compulsory and flexIble parts of the curriculum (1998) 
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• POLICY CONTEXT 

Instruction time Is the main resource invested in the process of education. 
Policy-makers seeklne to Improve educational outcomes often seek to 
Increase the art-tount of. time for which students are· engaged In learning 
activities. However tight budgets and strong teachers' unions may restrict the 
changes that can be achieved by policy-makers, 

The instruction time that (".an be devoted to each student is closely related 
to factors such as class si;;e. teachIng time (Indicator 031 and student/teaching 
staff ratlos (Indicator B1). The .optimal balance between these factors may vary 
for different su!;>ject areas and levels of education. 

The Indicator will compare intended instruction time for students. both 
compulsory time {I.e. core subjects that all students must tiilkel and flexible 
time (when ther~ is a choice of subject-matter}. The total. aggregate. number 
of intended hours of Instruc[ion for an three erades in which the majorlty.of 
pupils are 12, 13 and 14 years of age is presented. as wen as the breakdown of 
intended instruction time by major subject areas. The indIcator will also 
discuss the degree to whIch the "intended currIculum" applies to all streams in 
which 14-year-old students can be enrolled. . 

• EVIDENCE AND EXPLANATIONS 

Intended instruction time refers to the number of hours during which 
pupils aged 12. 13 and 14 years are given Instruction over three years 111 both 
the compulsory and the fle.\ible parts of the curriculum. In many cases. the 
actual amount of time that students spend in Instruction does not futly corre~ 
spond to the Intended instructIon time. Time may be lost because of a lack of 
qualified substItutes for absent teachers or student absences. School closures 
for examinations, teachers' meetings or inclement weather may also reduce 
actual instruction time. Furthermore. Intended instruction time can also vary 
from year to year. Changes to the currh:ulum or to the required number of 
teachine hours and varIability in the length of holiday periods aU directly· 
increase or reduce Intended instruction rime. In some countrie$, there is even 
variation between regIons or between different types of schooL 

Total intended Instruction time for pupils aged 12to 14-years Inclusive. 
aggregated o~er three years. ranges from 2 136 hours In Turkey to 3 500 nOt,lfS 
in MexIco. The mean over three years Is 2 168 hours. . 

Among OECD countries, intended instruction tfme in mathematics and 
science over three years varies conSiderably from 550 hours or less In Finland. 
Norway and Turkey. to around 890 hours in· Austria and New Zealand. and 
I 167 hours In Mexico. The mean intended instruction time is 670 hours 
(Table D4. J&). 

On average across OECD countries. about 39 per cent of instruction time Is 
devoted to three basic subject areas: reading and writing in the mother tongue 
(15 per cent). mathematics 113 per cent) and sdance III per cent). The !lext high, 
est percentages of instruction time are devoted to the modem foreign languages 
III per cent} 'and social studIes (' 2 per cent). The smallest percentages of Instruc, 
tion time are devoted to vocational skills (2 per cent), religion (3 per cent) and 
technology (5 per cent). Arts and physical education receive 8 per cent each•.and 

. other subjects 5 per cent. . 

TIds Indicato I' snows 
the total numver 

of Ilit~nded (,ours 


. of i,1s1n4C:Ucm for all 

trm!egrades in wliicfl 
tHe majorify ofpupils 
are 12. 13 and 
I 4 yoars af age. 

Tlie total. aggregate. 
/fu,nver of (nte/ld~d 
(lours af Instruction 
6etweell tfle ages of 
12 and J4 Is calculated 
6y multiplying the 
total intended "umbel" 
of lessons In tfle·Hiree 
!Jears 6y tfle duration 
of olle lesso·lt. 

Irttended instruction 
time ih ma·tflcmalics 
Qnd scieflce ol'er 3 years 
ranges (rom. 504 frours 
to I 167 (,ours antong 
OECD COWl tries. 

Across OECO countries, 
rMding alld writing 
in the motlier tongue. 
",.atliematics, alld 
sdertc~ comprise 39 per 
cent of tfie totall1ttended 
IJ,structiotl time: 
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Countries vary III tfte 
proport/tlll of IllstrucrIon 
tlme devoted ta different 

su61ect areas. 

In most count,If>S, eaen 
of tlte streams "1 wltkh 

a J4-year-old student 
cart be enrolled bas Q 

prescri6ed curriculum.. 

In Denmark. Ireland. Italy and Sweden at least 20 per cent of Intended 
Instructfon time is devoted to reading and writing In the mother tongue On 
Ireland time devoted to teaching Irish and English Is included). whereas In the 
Netherlands only 10 per cent ot InstructIon time Is devoted to this subjec:t. In 
Germany 21 per cent of the instruction time Is devoted to modem foreign 
languages, while In Australia. New Zealand and the United States this figure is 
only 6. 4 and 7 per cent. respectively. 

In Mexico. the greatest proportion of Instruction time is dedIcated to sci
ence and sodal studies (19 Clnd 18 per cent, rl:spectivelyj. In the Czech Republic. 
Ireland and PortugalsociaJ studies also receive 11 per cent or more of total 
instruction time. more than the OECD mean for social studIes {12 per cent). 

In 10 out of 26 OECD countries for which comparable data are available. 
10 per cent or more of total intended instruction time is regarded as flexible, 
In the other countries. the time allotted to the different sections of the cunic
ulum In lower secondary education is to a large extent prescribed. 

Although the amount of time that students spend studyIng different sub· 
leds in lower secondary education is prescribed in most countries. some have 
a Sizeable degree of flexibility. 

In Austria. England. Finland, Greece. Italy. Mexico. Norway. Portugal. 
Turkey and the United States. the entIre curriculum Is prescribed falthough 
students may have limited choice within broad prescriptions as in the 
United States. for example). In other countries a substantial part Is flexible: 
Belgium (Flemish Community) (30 per cent). Australia. Ireland (both 23 per 
cent). Hungary. the Netherlands (22 percent) and Scotland (20 per centl. This 
flexible part mainly comprises optional subjects (see Annex 3 for derails). In 
some countries. curricula vary between regions or types of school. 

In 18 out of 24 countries, there is a prescribed curriculum for each of the 
streams In which a J4·year-old student may be enrolled (see Annex 3 for details). 
In the other six countries there is some flexibility. In Austria. the data on 
Intended Instructfon time apply to tWo-thIrds of aTl students. Furthermore. 
Austrian schools are entItled to change the curriculum within a given framework. 
In the Flemish Community of Belgium and France. the data refer to general 
programmes. The intended Instruction time for pre-vocational and vocational 
programmes is slightly different. In the Netherlands. one group of 14.year-olds 
in pre-vocational programmesha"e the OPtion of spending more hours on 
vocational subjects. while others may learn an e'<tra modern Or classical 
language. In the Czech Republic. there Is a range of educational programmes. 
In Italy. the total number of intended hours of Instruction dIffers; 75 per cent of 
schools teach for 30 hOIJI'5 per week. while the other 25 per cent teach for 
40 hourS per week. 

Organisation of itlstrudioll time 

It remains an open research question whether students leam more by 
attending school for a greater number of "shorter" school weeks or by attending 
for longer hours over a smaller number ofweeks. Some research has shown that 
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Chart 04.2., Number of instructional hours per week and number 
, of Instructional weeks per year, ' 
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students can forget a significant amount of material over long schopl holidays .. 
More weeks in, the school year can be more costly. however. than more hours' 
per week - although the latter can detract from teachers· preparation time. .' 

The a"erage number of hours of Instruction provIded per school week 
ranges from around 20 In Hungary and Turkey'co 28 hours or m'ore in France, 
Greece. Italy and Me,;ico /Chart 04.21. On the-other hand. the lenetb of the 
school year can range from around 34 weeks or ress In France. Ireland. It31y, 
Korea, Portugal and Spain to 40 weeks or more In AU$tral!a. Denmark. Mexico 
and the Netherlands. ' . . 

\ ' 
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• DEFINITIONS 

Intended Instruction time refers to the number of hours per year for which 
pupils receive instruction in both the compulsory and the flexible part of the 
curriculum, Compulsory subiectsare to.betaugh~ by each school andto be 
attended by each student. Optional subjects form the flexible part of the ~ur' 
riculum. Anne)!; 3 gives more Information on Instruction time and curriculum In ' 

_ each country. : ' ' 

The total. number of Intended hours of Instruction per year was calculated 
by multlpiylngthe total number of classroom sessions per year I?y the duration 
of one session. . 

- , 

Some resesrch has 
shown that students can 
forget 8 significant 
amount of material over 
long school holidays. 
Mom-weeks In the school 
year, can be.more costly. 
how8ver. than morlf) 
hours per week , 
-: although th9 latter can 

, take 8waylrom teachers' , 
preparation time. 

Data on'IJstruction 

time lJre from tlie J999 

OECD/I N ES survey 
on Teachers and 
tlie Curricidum and 
refer to the sc/ioo/ 
gear 1997/98. 
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Tile "rescrll1ed· 
curriculum Is tHe 

su6fect content defined 
hI) (fie golt(!rmnent or 
tlie educatlo." system. 

The prescribed curriculum is the subject content defined by the govern
ment orthe education system. The prescribed curriculum is embodied in tex[
books. in curriculum gUides. in the content of examinations. and in policies, 
regulations. and other official statements issued to dIrect the education 
system. Data for the United KIngdom and the UnIted States. however, are 
based on sample survey data and reflect the curriculum as it Is implemented 
rather than as It is prescribed. . 

, The classification of subject areas used in thIs Indicator is explained in 
Annex 3~ 

The oreanisatlon of instruction time at ISCe;O 2 for 14 year-oids refers to 
the formal numberofclass hours (I hour:=: 60 minutes) per year for instructIonal 
activities for students at ISCED level 2. The reference year is the school 
year 1997198. If a country has no formal polley, the numberofhours is estImated 
from survey data. 

Instruction time includes only time that is compulsory. It does not Include 
time for non-compulsory or quasI-compulsory subjects. 

J 
I 

Hours lost when schools are dosed for festivities and celebrations. such as 
national holidays. are excluded. 

(t) OECO 2000 
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(ern· Table D4.18. Intended Instruction time In hours per year for students aled 12 to 14 (1998) . 
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Table Dd, 1b. Intended Instruction time for mathematIcs and !Science In hours per year 
for 5tudent~ aged 12 to 14 (19981 
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Table 04.2. Instruction tIme per tublect as a percenrale of totellntended Instruction time 
for students aged 12 to 14 (]998) 
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