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Abstract

Academic learning time (ALT) in the classroom is a powerful predictor of
achievement (Aronson, Zimmerman & Carlos, 1998). In this article, we describe a
study undertaken in a school for students with special needs in Mumbai, India,
that sought to optimise ALT in classrooms. As part of the study, we examined
how learning time was distributed across different activities. Results indicated
that the majority of time was devoted to instruction. Data indicated that while
teachers were more proficient with teacher-led instructional activities, activities
that supported student-led engagement were rarely employed. Results also
indicated that certain accepted teaching practices may detract from learning
time if ALT is not considered when planning classes. We discuss suggestions for
optimising time and tools for data collection in developing countries.
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The educational scenario in India is
concerning. The most recent ASER (Annual
Status of Education Report; 2014) report
shares dismal findings for literacy, with
almost 50% of students in Grade 5 not
being able to read second grade
material. India fares no better in
mathematics. According to ASER, students
struggle with foundational mathematics
concepts and skills, with almost 20% of
students unable to recognise numbers
from 1 to 9 in Grade 2, and only 40% able
to do procedural subtraction by Grade 4.

India fares poorly when compared on
international standards too. Two Indian
states, considered among those that rank

higher nationally, participated in the
Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) survey of reading,

writing and mathematics for 15 year olds
in 2009 (Walker, 2011). Out of 74
participating regions, the two Indian
states ranked ahead only of Kyrgystan in
reading, and ranked last and second to
last in mathematics. A World Bank study
(Das & Zajonc, 2010) ranked the
performance of Indian children below
children from 43 of 51 countries
participating in the Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS;
Mullis, Martin, Gonzalez, Chrostowski,
2003) in 1999 and 2003, with almost 40%
of students unable to pass the basic
mathematics knowledge assessment.

For students with disabilities, the
prognosis is even worse. A World Bank
report (2007) estimated that students with
disabilities in India were five times more
likely to be out of school than students
from other marginalized groups and that
they rarely proceeded beyond the

primary grades (Singal, 2010). In this
paper, we explore one school’s attempts
to increase student achievement, in the
hope that our insights and learning can
be of support to professionals in their
endeavours to serve students with
disabilities in India and other developing
countries.

Academic Learning Time and Student
Achievement

Several factors impact student
achievement in the classroom, one of
which is the actual time spent learning.
Carroll (1963), in his seminal article on
school learning, identified time engaged
in learning as one of the critical factors
impacting a student's success in the
classroom. This has been corroborated by
decades of research (Coates, 2003; Good
& Brophy, 1986; Greenwood, 1991; Jez &
Wassmer, 2013; Pischke, 2007; Rivkin &
Schiman, 2015; Sorenson & Hallinan, 1977;
Tindal & Parker, 1987). In order for a
student’s performance to improve
therefore, he or she must be given
enough time to learn the content.

More important than the actual time
allocated to learning though, is how this
time is employed. If the time is spent in
interesting tasks that are highly motivating
for students, high quality instruction, and
providing the appropriate challenges,
students are more likely to learn. This is
known as Academic learning time (ALT)
and can be defined as the amount of time
a student spends actively engaged in an
academic task with a high level of
success (Denham & Lieberman, 1980). The
higher the ALT, the better the academic
achievement (Gettinger & Seibert, 2002).
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Unfortunately, schools aren’t always able
to ensure that the majority of time spent in
school is Academic Learning Time. Studies
have shown that ALT can range from 90%

of total class time, to less than 50%
depending on teaching practices
(Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainsforth &

Palombaro, 1995). More alarming is the
fact that in developing countries, where
students already lag educationally behind
their peers in developed countries (Das &
Zajonc, 2010; Mullis, Martin, Gonzalez, &
Chrostowski, 2003), only a fraction of class
time is spent engaged in academic tasks
(Abadzi, 2009) and increases in
instructional time have resulted only in
marginal changes in test scores (Lavy,
2015).

Academic learning time takes on greater
significance for students with disabilities
as they may require more time than their
peers on academic content (Gettinger,
1991). Intensifying instruction by increasing
the amount of time students with
disabilities spend in instruction on
foundational skills in reading, writing and
mathematics has been repeatedly
associated with higher achievement
(Harn, Linan-Thompson, & Roberts, 2008;
O’Connor, 2000).

In order to accommodate student needs
therefore, educators have explored
extending the school day (Aronson,
Zimmerman & Carlos, 1998; Bellei, 2009;
Farbman, 2015; Lavy, 2010; Patall, Cooper
& Allen, 2010). Increasing the school day
poses challenges though, particularly as it
increases economic cost (Baker, Fabrega,
Galindo, & Mishook, 2004; Cotton &
Wikelund, 1990; Picus, 1993; Walberg &
Fredrick, 1993) and these increased

resource inputs do not always result in
improved student outcomes (Lavy, 2015;
Meyer & Klaveren, 2013; Wiermann, 2005).
Instead, studies have argued that of all
school learning time, increasing ALT is the
most highly correlated with student
achievement (Berliner, 1991; Denham &
Liberman, 1980; Lassen, Steele & Sailor,
2006; Silva, 2007). Keeping this in mind
therefore, maximising academic learning
time for students with disabilities in
developing countries may be the first step
to ensuring higher student success.

\ Allocated class time /
\ Instructional time /

Academic
learning
time

Allocated school time

Figure 1. Different types of learning time

In order to understand ALT, one first needs
to understand the different types of
learning time. These include allocated
school time, allocated class time,
instructional time, and finally ALT (Silva,
2007). The variables can be viewed as an
inverted pyramid, as displayed in Figure
1, with allocated time at the top, and ALT
at the narrowest band in the bottom
(Aronson, Zimmerman & Carlos, 1998).
Allocated time is the number of hours and
days students are required to attend
school. In India, as per the Right to
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Education Act (RTE; Government of India,
2009), the minimum allocated school time
ranges from 200 to 220 days annually.
Allocated class time is the time allotted by
the school for a particular subject. For
example, allocating 90 minutes for a
Language Arts class. Allocated class time
can further be broken into instructional
and non-instructional time. Instructional
time is how much of the allocated class
time is employed to teach the content
subject. It does not include time spent on
transitioning students, setting up for class,
addressing  behaviours, housekeeping
activities such as attendance, handing out
papers and homework. Finally, when the
instructional time results in student
engagement that is productive with a high
rate of academic success, it is termed as
academic learning time (Gettinger &
Seibert, 2002).

Rationale and Purpose

The present paper describes one school
in India’s attempts to increase student
achievement by examining academic
learning time in the classroom. Previous
studies measuring ALT and its component
skills in the classroom have employed a
variety of observation tools. McGrath and
Rust (2002) measured transition time for
students in self-contained classes versus
those who moved to different classes for
subjects.

The authors employed direct observation
and recorded actual time from the close
of one subject to the start of the next.
Codding and Smyth (2008) measured the
impact of specific feedback to teachers
on student engagement and transition
time. The authors video-recorded classes

and coded the videos using momentary
time-sampling for teacher behaviours,
including transition time, and teacher-
directed instruction and for student
behaviours, including on-task behaviours.

Mulholland and Cepello (2006) worked
with pre-service teachers to help create
awareness about the connection between
ALT and student achievement. Ninety
teacher candidates video-recorded their
classes and coded their classes for
specific teacher behaviours, class
activities and targeted student
behaviours. With the help of their
instructors, teacher candidates analysed
their classroom data to identify how to
increase academic learning time for
students. Data was generated as a pie
chart for different teacher behaviours,
class activities and student behaviours.
This enabled teachers to see what
percentage of class time was utilised for
different activities. We particularly liked
how the Mulholland and Cepello (2006)
study examined ALT and modelled the
current study on it. As a first step to
understanding ALT and to make data
collection more feasible in a field setting,
we limited our study to examining
instructional time and how students were
engaged during instructional time.

Specifically, we did not measure student
success on tasks, which is an important
criterion for ALT. We posed the questions:
What proportion of allocated time is
devoted to instructional time? What
activities take away from instructional
time? How is instructional time spent?
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Operational Definitions

Allocated Time

Allocated time was defined as time
allotted by the school for a specific
subject.

Instructional Time

Instructional time was defined as time
spent teaching content, and comprised
teacher-led instruction and studentled
activities. Instructional time was
calculated by subtracting the time
employed in class activities from
allocated time.

Non-Instructional Time

Non-instructional  time included all
activities necessary for teaching but that
took away from instructional time such as
setting up for «class, redirecting
behaviours, handing out materials, or
collecting homework.

Methodology
Our Context

The study was conducted in a small, non-
profit school, serving students with mild
and moderate special needs in Mumbai,
India. Students in the school were
diagnosed with a range of disabilities
including learning disabilities  (LD),
attention  difficulties (ADHD), autism,
orthopaedic impairments, speech and
language impairments, other health
impairments and global developmental
delays.

Teachers at the school came from varied
backgrounds, with only some holding
bachelor degrees in education. The

teachers underwent an intensive
professional development (PD) training
programme at the school including
workshops, on-site coaching and
mentoring, and being part of professional
learning communities.

Participants and Setting

Participants for this study were 11 female
teachers at the school who:

(a) taught academic subjects,

(b)  had undergone summer
professional development (PD)
at the school, and

(c) taught groups of three students
with special needs or more.

Of the 11 teachers, five held bachelor
degrees in special education, one held a
bachelor degree in general education,
two had diplomas in early child
education, and three teachers held
bachelor degrees in a non-educational
field. Four teachers taught Mathematics,
three taught Language Arts, and four
teachers taught content area subjects like
Science, Humanities and Information and
Communication Technology. A total of 40
students with disabilities ranging in age
from seven to 16 years, participated in
the study.

Table 1 presents demographic data for
students. Being in India, the majority of
students were bilingual, but most families
spoke English in their homes and for
many, English was the primary language
of communication at home and in school.
Some families however communicated in
languages other than English. These
children were categorised as English
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Table 1. Student Demographic Data

Characteristics

Lower School
(7 - 11 years)

Middle School
(12 to 16 years)

Gender
Male 11 16
Female 9 4
Disability Type
Learning Disabilities (LD) 4 9
LD + Attention Difficulties 6 5
Autism 4 1
Orthopaedic Impairments 2 1
Global Developmental Delays 4 4
English Language Learners 2 4
Language Learners based on internal teacher-led instruction and studentled

assessments by the Speech and
Language Pathologists at the school.
Classifications of disabilities reported are
based on diagnoses shared on student
evaluation reports.

All classes were conducted at the school
campus. Observers were six staff
members of the school and did not
participate in the study.

Materials

The dependent variable in this study was
an observation checklist measuring
instructional time and non-instructional
time. Instructional time was divided into

activities.

Teacher-led Instruction included all
instructional activities directed by the
teacher, whether in whole group or small
group settings. It was further subdivided
into content instruction (explaining) and
content instruction (guided).

Content |Instruction (Explaining) included
whole-group instruction where the teacher
was explaining or modelling the task to
be completed. Content instruction
(explaining) afforded fewer opportunities
for students to participate.

included
content-

Content Instruction
whole-group  or

(Guided)
small-group
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related activities facilitated by the teacher
and where all students had equal
opportunity to respond. Students were
familiar with the task to be undertaken,
and the teacher's role in content
instruction (guided) was primarily to clarify
doubts and facilitate successful completion
of the task. Content instruction (guided)
afforded more opportunities than Content
instruction (explaining) for students to
respond.

Student-Led Activities included all activities
that were directed by students, whether
individually, in pairs, and in small or large
group settings. It was further sub-divided
into  student-activity  (individual) and
student activity (group).

Student Activity (Individual) included
activities that students completed
independently, with minimal support from
the teacher, while Student Activity (Group)
included activities where students worked
collectively as a group, with minimal
support from the teacher.

Non-instructional time included all
activities necessary for teaching, but that
took away from instructional time. Non-
instructional time included sub-categories
of classroom behaviours, free time and
movement activities, transitions and wait
time.

Classroom Behaviours included activities
such as reviewing classroom contracts,
defining behavioural expectations or
goals, reflecting on behaviours in a group,
and addressing individual student
behaviours.

Free Time and Movement Activities included

free time, non-content-related activities like
warm-ups, and movement-based activities
to regulate arousal level or provided as
reinforcement.

Transitions included time between classes
and between activities during a class.
Transitions included activities such as
students entering and exiting class,
moving to different spaces within the
class, wait time while the teacher
prepared materials for class, or handed
out and collected materials, writing
homework in their planner or teacher
writing in or checking students’ planners.

Finally, Wait Time included waittime for
students within an activity while the other
students continued with the task. Once all
students had completed a task and were
ready to move to the next, the coding was
switched to Transitions. Wait time was
coded for the class when 50% or more of
the class was engaged in wait time. Thus
in a group of six students, if four students
had completed the task and were waiting
to begin the next, the time was coded as
Wait Time. Once all six had completed the
task and were ready to move to the next
activity, the coding switched to Transitions.
The coding checklist categories were
entered into a web-based customisable
timer, Version 3.10.6 of the Google
Chrome application Task Timer (Cebulskie,
2014). Figure 2 presents a sample of data
collected wusing the application. This
application allows the user to create
multiple timers or categories, and if
needed, set a time limit for each timer.

There is no limit to the number of timers
that can be set and Task Timer allows its
users to name the timers. Once the timers
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Task Timer
Use this tool 1o keep track of time that you spend on work, stedies, or any other type of task,
Double-click a tagk name, time, or goal to et i,
Task Time Spemnt Goal Progress Options
Classroom Behawviours 0:00:40 Incefinite L R~ =
Free Time + Movermeni 0:05:50 Indefinite e —— of | -~
Wait time {more than 50% of students finished) 0:00-52 Incefinite ol R
Transition 0:-10:13 Indafinite 09
Content instruction (explaining) 0:00:00 Indefinite e————— o R
Content instruction {guided) 0:14:38 Inciefinite o R -
Student activity (independent) 0:01:09 Indefinite 0<Q
Student activity (group) 1110 InGefinite  c— o E-¥-
Totals 0:d4:32 0:00:00 TR~ ]
Hame Goal (hours : minules)  Start
« Indefinite Aot Vo
Time Spent on Tasks
Figure 2. Example of Data Collected via the Task-Timer Application.
are set, multiple timers can run chart.

simultaneously, or the user can switch
between different timers, automatically
pausing the previous one. If needed,
recorded times can be manually edited,
and specific timers can be reset as
required. After each observation, the
application presents the data in a tabular
format, in actual time, along with a
graphical representation using a pie

We used Task Timer to track how much
time was spent in each category during
each class. In order to do so, we created
a timer for each category on the tool. To
ensure data was only being coded in one
category at a given time, we used the
setting “Only allow one task to be running
at a time”.
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Data Collection Procedures

Classes were recorded over three and a
half weeks. We attempted to record each
class for its entire duration of allocated
time, up to a maximum of 45 minutes. For
classes that were longer in duration, only
the first 45 minutes were recorded. The
total time recorded for each class ranged
between 22 to 45 minutes. Each teacher
was recorded at least once and a
maximum of three times.

Each observer watched and coded videos
independently. Observers entered data on

a spread sheet and uploaded a
screenshot of the completed Task Timer
application. Each video was watched by
at least two observers.

Data Analysis

We coded a total of 25 videos for this
study. To establish reliability, each team
member watched and coded the first six
videos independently. We then met as a
team to discuss the data, and agree on
the final time and percentage. We had
initially planned to code videos
independently once we had established

Table 2. Data collection procedures across teachers.

Number of classes observed

Teacher Subject
Lower School Middle School

Teacher 1 1 Mathematics
Teacher 2 1 Mathematics
Teacher 3 3 Mathematics
Teacher 4 3 Mathematics
Teacher 4 1 2 Language
Teacher 5 3 Language
Teacher 9 1 1 Language
Teacher 6 2 Content Area
Teacher 3 3 Content Area
Teacher 8 1 2 Content Area
Teacher 11 1 Content Area
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reliability. However, after coding the initial
six, we realised we had several clarifying
questions. We therefore entered data only
after coming to a consensus. A minimum
of two observers watched and coded
each video.

The final data set was entered into a
spread sheet only after reaching
consensus. When data reported by each
observer was similar, that is, within 30
seconds of each other, we recorded the
median observer time. When there was a

discrepancy of more than one minute
between observer data, we entered data
after reaching a consensus. We therefore
established 100% inter-observer reliability.

Table 3 presents the mean percentage of
time in each category. We were
interested in what proportion of allocated
time was devoted to instructional time,
what activities took away from
instructional time, and how instructional
time was spent.

Table 3. Distribution of learning time in the classroom.

Mean Percentage of Time

Variable Age Group
Overall Lower Middle
School School
INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 73 65 79
Teacher-led Activities 49 44 52
Content instruction (Explaining) 17 14 20
Content Instruction (Guided) 32 30 32
Student-led Activities 24 21 27
Student Activity (Individual) 17 12 21
Student Activity (Small Group) 7 9 6
NON-INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 27 35 21
Classroom Behaviours 3 3 3
Free Time and Movement Activities 1.5 1 2
Wait Time 2 1 3
Transition 20.5 30 13
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We defined instructional time as
comprising both teacherled and student-
led activities. Instructional time accounted
for the majority of time spent in the class
(73%). We also coded data to determine
if results differed across age groups. It
can be seen that although the majority of
allocated classroom time is spent on
instruction in both Lower School and
Middle School, instructional time is higher
for Middle School (79%) classes than for
Lower School classes (65%).

In examining how instructional time was
spent, we noted that the majority of
instructional time was spent on teacher-
led activities (49% of allocated time),
while student-led activities accounted for
a smaller proportion (24% of allocated
time). A similar trend could be seen
across Lower and Middle School, with the
majority of instructional time being spent
on teacher-led, rather than student-led
activities. Of the teacher-led activities,
teachers devoted more time to guided
instruction (32%), rather than explaining
and modelling (17%). This finding was
similar across age groups. Of the student-
led activities, more time was devoted to
independent work across Lower and
Middle School classes, than to student
group work.

Finally, we looked at activities that took
away from instructional time. Of the
twenty-seven percent of non-instructional
time, a very small amount of time was
spent on classroom behaviours (3%), free
time and movement activities (1.5%) and
wait time (2%) while transition time
accounted for almost 21 percent of total
allocated class time. Examining data
across Lower and Middle School classes,

we noted that transition times for Lower
School were almost double that of
transitions in Middle School classes.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to describe
how one school attempted to increase its
student achievement by examining
academic learning time in the classroom.
While the data set for this study was
small, and data was gathered only from
one site, we hope that the insights and
learning through this exercise can inform
the field at large, especially those
practitioners  working in  developing
countries. Specifically, this study examined
what proportion of allocated class time
was devoted to instruction, how instruction
time was spent, and what activities took
away from instructional time.

Data indicated that the majority of class
time, over seventy percent, was spent on
instruction. Proficient teachers are able to
use 80 to 90% of their allocated time
towards content instruction (Hollowood,
Salisbury, Rainsforth & Palombaro, 1995).
It was thus encouraging to see that the
teachers of this school were moving close
to a proficient level with how time was
being used in classrooms. The efficient
use of time in class was supported by
teachers’ effective classroom
management strategies. As per our
observations, classroom management,
wait time and free time accounted for a
very small proportion of the total class
time.

In examining what activities took away
from instructional time, transitions
emerged as one area that reduced
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instructional  time. Transition time
accounted for over twenty percent of class
time. Transition time for lower school
classes was almost double that of time
spent on transitions in the middle school.
On closer examination of the transition
time range in each class (1% to 36%), we
noticed that some teachers were able to
keep their transition time to a minimum,
while in other classes, particularly lower
school classes, it was quite high.

Examining the anecdotal data, we noted
that when teachers adopted a specific
teaching routine, in this case, the Entry
Ticket, transition times tended to be
higher for the group. As part of their Entry
Ticket routine, students were made to line
up outside class and answer a question
one at a time in order to enter.
Depending on the size of the group, the
transition  process with this routine
sometimes took about 10 minutes of class
time. Further, once in class, students often
had to wait till all their classmates had
entered before starting the activity. This
teaching routine was more prevalent in
lower school classes, while middle school
classes tended to use group routines, such
as the Do Now routine, where students
entered class and completed a worksheet
independently. Classes that employed a
group activity as a start of class routine,
or planned for student engagement
activities for those students not answering
the Entry Ticket, were more successful at
reducing transition time.

We also examined how instructional time
was spent in the classroom. From Table 3,
we can see that teacherled activity
accounted for the majority of instructional
time (49%) as compared to student-led

activity (24%) and teachers spent more
time on guided instruction (32%) than
explaining or modelling (17%). The
distribution was similar across lower and
middle school classes. In keeping with
best practices, we were hoping to see the
reverse, with the majority of time spent in
student-led, rather than teacher-led
activities (Maynes, Julien-schultz, & Dunn,
2010). However, it was encouraging to
note that within the teacher-led activities,
more time was spent on guided practice,
where students had more opportunities to
respond, than on modelling and
explaining.

Examining data on studentled activities
across the classes, we noted that
although a mean of 24 percent of time
was spent on studentled activities, the
range varied considerably between
classes (8% to 63%). Of the twenty-five
classes that we observed, nine classes
spent less than 10 percent of the total
class time on studentled activity. Of the
instructional time, teachers devoted the
least amount of time on students working
together in groups (7%).

One possible reason for the reduced time
on collaborative group work may have
been the nature of the population served
by the school. Implementing effective
group work can be more challenging for
students with disabilities (McMaster, Fuchs
& Fuchs, 2002). When teachers did make
use of group work, they tended to employ
explicit instruction strategies in teacher-
facilitated small group settings, which is in
line with best practices for students with
disabilities (Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes &
Moody, 1999; Gersten, Fuchs, Willioms &
Baker, 2001; Gersten et al, 2008;
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Swanson & Lee, 1998). Teachers however,
rarely made use of paired instruction, a
well established grouping practice for
students with disabilities (McMaster, Fuchs,
& Fuchs, 2002), and one that would have
enabled instruction to be more student-led.

It is important to note here that although
teachers employed guided instruction
primarily, the instruction itself was quite
engaging and interactive. Teachers made
use of choral responses, engaged
students in discussions and posed frequent
questions to students. We concluded
therefore, that while teachers seemed to
be more proficient with guided instruction,
students were not provided with many
opportunities to practice skills
independently, whether individually or in
groups.

Limitations

The results of this study should be viewed
in the light of several limitations. First, the
observers were teachers in the school.
Although no observer participated in the
study, we acknowledge that this may have
resulted in a conflict of interest.

Second, the scope of this study was
limited only to some components of
academic learning time. We were not
able to capture student success, a critical
component of ALT. Future studies can
explore measuring student success in
addition to student engagement and time
on task when measuring ALT.

Third, we had a relatively small sample
size. We had originally planned to have a
minimum of 30 classes, but this proved
difficult logistically. Although our sample

size was representative of the entire
school population and a variety of classes,
a larger size would have ensured all
teachers were represented equally.

Conclusions

The results of the study and their
implications for practice are more specific
to the school’s context and we would
hesitate to generalize them to other local,
national or international contexts.
However, we believe that the process the
school employed to identify areas of need
was powerful and can be adopted to
support increases in student achievement
across various contexts.

To begin with, we suggest that schools
contemplating addressing student
achievement could use ALT as an indicator
and first begin with looking at how time is
spent in the classroom before investing
additional  resources. Prior to our
conducting this study, the school was
exploring other means to increasing
learning time in the classroom, such as
extending the school day or increasing the
number of working days. Both these lines
of action would have resulted in increases
in resources and inputs.

Studies caution against increasing overall
school time if time in the classroom is not
utilised effectively (Lassen, Steele & Sailor,
2006; Silva, 2007). By examining ALT in the
classrooms, we were able to employ a
cost-effective, objective means of
maximising student learning, using existing
resources. We found this to be a powerful
indicator of classroom practices that was
easily measurable. The further sub-division
of the dependent variable allowed us to
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look at different
instructional time.

components  of

Second, we noted that commonly used
practices like Entry Ticket can get misused
if ALT is not kept in mind. We suggest
therefore, that ALT be employed as a
measure of the quality of teaching
practices. It is not sufficient to simply
employ an established practice. Teachers
need to keep in mind that the strategy
should engage all students. At the school
in which this study was conducted, we
used the data to support coaching
sessions with teachers. As part of their
reflection on teaching (Larrivee, 2000),
teachers were encouraged to analyse
their graphs to determine where ALT was
being lost. Coaches guided teachers on
more efficient strategies that would
support learning for all students.

The data also provides an objective and
cost-effective  means to identify the
professional development needs of the
organization. After analysing the data, the
professional development (PD) team in
school developed a training programme
that supported the needs identified
through the study. The school developed
PD sessions on how to effectively engage
students in group work and coaches were
encouraged to actively support teachers
develop and implement effective
cooperative grouping practices in their
classes. Further, as transition time was
identified as an area of need, data on the
kind of instructional strategies being
employed that took away from ALT and
that supported ALT were shared with the
team. Teachers were encouraged to use
practices that maximised ALT for all
students.

Finally, we feel our tool represents a cost
effective, organic way to measure
learning time. The application is freely
available on Google Chrome and can be
customized to suit one's context. In
identifying tools to measure learning time,
we had explored existing educational
software and applications. However, most
proved too expensive for multiple
observers or did not allow for
customization. For developing countries
especially, we felt that this represented
an economical way to measure time
spent in a classroom. While we employed
the tool for the whole group, it could
easily be modified to measure individual
student behaviours or as a pre- and post-
assessment of teaching practices.
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