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Abstract. Classroom behaviors that enable acsdemic learning are the focus of this
article. A brief perspective is offered on the development and validation of one
enabler—engagement in acadernic responding-—and recent findings are provided
of an effort to bridge the gap between research and practice by employing this
knowledge in Title 1 elementary schools to improve instruction. In prior research,
the authors identified a class of “academic responses” (e.g., reading aloud), posi-
tively correlated to student achievernent as measured by standardized tests, that
were differentially accelerated by instructional situations and interventions, and
mediated the relationship between instruction and achievement. Translating these
findings to practice within three magnet schoels, teachers were provided engage-
ment information on individual students in their classrooms as well as (a) school-
wide engagement and classroom behavior norms, including trends over grade lev-
els and type of ledrner, and (b) instructional sithations that accelerated versus de-
celerated engagement for use in the instructional decision making of teachers.
Implications for practice and futire research are discussed.

What students do while being taught in
the classroom has long been of interest to edu-
cators and educational researchers. If a student
is unruly and disruptive, he or she will be un-
able to respond to academic opportunities or
manage subject matter tasks rapidly and accu-
rately. These actions may “spiliover,” prevent-
ing the learning of others, and may alter or in-

terfere with a teacher’s plans for teaching. If
many students are engaged in this behavior,
subject matter teaching and learning may be
stopped altogether. Alternately, if students are
well-behaved, watching and listening to the
teacher, waiting to receive materials and in-
structions on what to do, their rate of progtess
inlearning a subject matter will advance. When
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Academic Engagement

students are well-behaved, know what they
need to study, and are able to access the needed
materials independently to read, compute, and
perform other academic tasks, progress in
learning a subject matter will be accelerated.
‘What is learned in school—the academic
skills attained by each individual—-is largely
defined by the interplay of these experiences
from one day to the next and from one grade
level to another, over one’s entire school ex-
perience (Greenwood, Hart, Walker, & Risley,
1994). Thus, each student’s classroom rate of
learning is influenced by each teacher’s abil-
ity to establish and motivate academic respond-
ing through instruction (e.g., Brophy & Good,
1986). This article provides a perspective on
the development of this concept of academic
engagement and a report of findings from a
recent study in which engagement played a part
of a comprehensive school reform program.

Engagement

Behaviors and nonacademic skills that
contribute to academic success are often de-
scribed as enabling or promoting skills (see
DiPerna, Volpe, & Elliott, 2002). These behav-
iors are understood to be alterabls variables
(i.e., they are a product of teaching and instruc-
tion and of how the classroom teacher arranges
instructional opportunities for students to re-
spondin the curriculum). And because they are
alterable, other classroom behaviors may oc-
cur in their stead, actively competing for oc-
currence depending on one’s individual history
and the present instructional situation. Aca-
demic engagement or engagement in academic
responding is one such enabler (Greenwood,
Delquadri, & Hall, 1984),

Academic engagement refers to a com-
posite of specific classroom behaviors: writ-
ing, participating in tasks, reading aloud, read-
ing silently, talking about academnics, and ask-
ing and answering guestions (Gregnwood et
al., 1984), Like the other enablers digcussed in
this issue of School Psychology Review (ie.,
study skills, Gettinger & Seibert, 2002; moti-
vation, Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; and in-
terpersonal skills, Wentzgl & Watkins, 2002),
evidence exists linking each of these enablers
to academic achievement status, and links ex-

ist between and among those enablers (DiPerna
& Elliott, 1999, 2000). Clearly, motivation and
study skills directly affect engagement in aca-
demic responding, whereas interpersonal skills
shape opportunities to respond and how the
teacher distributes interactions with any one
student for purposes of teaching or feedback.

Previous Research on Engagement

The development of the engagement in
academic responding construct has been an
effort to understand how behaviors are linked
to academic achievement and influenced by
teaching. Early work on the effects of students’
classroom behavior employed teacher reports
and ratings (Lahaderne, 1968). Subsequent
work used direct observational measures and
real-time recording of the occurrence of spe-
cific behavior (Greenwood, Peterson, &
Sideridis, 1995). For example, measurement
taxonomies increasingly enabled recording of
classroom behaviors such as “reading orally”
or “hand raised” as compared to global behav-
ioral units such as “on task,” or “attending,”
or “engagement” (e.g., Cobb, 1972; Hoge,
1985). Cobb and Hops were among the first to
separate global from specific behaviors in re-
lationship to academic achievement. For ex-
ample, in reading, Cobb (1972) reported that
attending, volunteering, and looking around
were the best correlates of academic achieve-
ment, whereas in math, attending, looking
around, and compliance were the best corre-
lates of achievement. These individual corre-
lations were often stronger than those obtained
from global composites (e.g., total appropri-
ate behavior). Subsequently, they demonstrated
that it was possible to increase the occurrence
of these enabling behaviors using instructional
interventions and that these changes were as-
sociated with gains in academic achievement
(Greenwood et al., 1979; Hops & Cobb, 1973).

Three classes of behaviors were identi-
fied based on evidence that specific classroom
behaviors were positive (e.g., reading aloud,
reading silently, writing), neutral (e.g., look-
ing at teacher), or negative correlates (e.g.,
looking around) of student achievement on
standardized: tests (Greenwood et al., 1984).
These classes were termed: academic respond-
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effect of the yem tutoritig intervention were
not-yet known.

To investigate this hypothesis, Green-
wood and colleagues tested the fit of several
causal models as alternative explanations of
student a: lievement (Greenwoond, 1996;
Greenwood, Terry, Marquis, & Walker, 1994).
A model wheiein the effects of instruction (a
second-order factor composed of exposure and
task quality) on school outcome were medi-
ated by engagement produced the best fit to
the data (see Figure 1) and provided evidence
of a ¢ansal path betweeh instruction, engage-
ment, and academic achievement (Greenwood,
Terry et al., 1994).

Thus, subsequent work has focused on
using this knowledge to improve instruction
and results for students. For example, obser-
vational ineasures of engagerent supported by
computer sqﬂ‘ware and portable computers
were developed and validated so that research-
ers and school psychologists could systemati-
cally collectiand report observationial data on
student engagement in academic respording
(see Greenwood, Carta, & Dawson, 2000;
Greenwood, Carta, Kamps, & Delquadri,
1994). These instrurnents have since been used
in res&amhc' amg alternative instructional
approaches fo reading (e.g., Marston, Deno,
Kim, Diient, & Rogers, 1995), identifying
classroom situations most promoting of en-
gagement for studetits with moderate and se-
vere disabilities (e.g., Logan, Bakeman, &
Keefe, 1997), and examining engagement in

1 classrooms that included students
bilities (Wallace, Anderson,
wlomay, & Hupp, 2002). However, ex-
actly how this knowledge can be translated and
scaled for use by teachers in local schools to
o1t progress monitoring and educational
iision making has yet to be demonstrated.
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School-Wide Use of Studeint
Engagemenit Information

As one component of a midwestern
school district’s desegregation plan supported
by the Magnet School Application Programs
(MSAP) and a U.S. Office of Education model
demonstration project for students with dis-
abilities, the opportunity arose to generate
school-wide information on students’ engage-
ment in academic responding and use this in-
formation in a systematic effort to promote
engagement. This study took place in three new
Title 1 magnet-theme elementary schools, in-
volving their faculty and students.

Based on the evidence previously de-
scribed, student engagement in academic re-
sponding was identified and selected as one of
nine innovative, evidence-baséd components
to be included in acoraprehensive school-wide
improverent model in each school. Some of
the other components of the comprehensive
program Wmfe the Comer process for involv-
ing parents in school governance {Comer,
1996) and full inclusion of students with dis-
abilities. Some of the goals for the engagement
component were to (a) make engagement in-
formation for individual students readily avail-
able to teachers, (b) support use of the infor-
mation fo change instriction to increase en-
gagement, (c) develop school “engagement”
benchmarks, and (d) help teachers identify and
use effective'strategies to promote student en-
gagement (i.e., promoters). These goals were
addressed through an engoing professional
development program that included summer
workshops; materials describing engagement
theory, concepts, and practices; in-class observ-
ers; classfoom conspltation and feedback; and
web-based and print newsletters for teachers
(Dorsey & Schulte, 1997; Greenwaod, Conrgy,
& Reddy, 1996). Thius, this work was de:mgned
to advance existing knowledge about using
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Figure 1. Alternative instructional models. The Direct Effects Model examined
the fit between each construct and School Qutcome (i.e., academic achievement).
The Nonmediated Model hypothesized that Task Quality and Exposure were
indicators of a second-order factor, Instruction. In this model, only Instruction
and Engagement were hypothesized directly to affect School Outcome. The Per-
formance-based Model hypothesized that the effects of Instruction on School
Outcome are not direct, rather they are mediated by Engagement.

Note. From “The case for performance-based models of instruction” by C. R.
Greenwood, 1996, School Psychology Quarterly, 11, p. 289. Copyright 1996 by
Guilford Press. Reprinted with permission.
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academic engagement information school-
wide.
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Participants

Schools. Traditional (T), computer (C),
and science (S) magnet themes were imple-
mented by faculty at schools T, C, and 8, re-
spectively. The distinctive architecture of these
new schools placed all classrooms on the
ground floor, and separate grade level class-
rooms opened to a shared common area. The
traditional school was organized around a tra-
ditional emphasis on the “basic academic
skills.” The computer school was organized
around the use of computers, electronic me-
dia, and information tarhnﬁmgy Classrooms
in this schiool had pods of six to eight worksta-
tions in each general education classroom for
use by students. The science school was orga-
nized avound-the philosophy of science and
science themes. In this school, there were nu-
merous-labs and centers for use in “hands on”
scientific studies (e.g;, climate change).

Teachers. Sixty-four teachers (22, 20,
and 22 in ‘schools T, C, and S, respectively),
replesanmng kmdewarten through fifth grade,
pammpated Two years prior to the opening of
these new schools, teachers had been recruited
from within and outside of the district to work
at these new schools. Recruitment focused on

teachers’ skills and experience in the magnet
theme’s disciplines. Hired teachers received
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Academic Engagement

Table 1
MS-CISSAR Taxonomy

Category Subcategory Example Events

Academic Responding Writing, Reading Aloud, Silent Reading
Student Task Management Attention, Raise Hand

Inappropriate Behavior Disrupt, Look Around

Setting Regular Classroom, Resource Room

Activity Reading, Spelling, Math
Ecology Task Reader, Worksheet

Physical Arrangement Entire Group, Divided Group

Instructional Structure Independent,"One—on—One

Teacher Definition Regular, Special, Peer Tutor
Teacher Teacher Behavior Read Aloud, Academic Talk

Approval Approval, Disapproval

Teacher Focus Target Student, Other

included in the “high-achieving” status group
to reflect their high academic status.

Observational Procedures

Classroom observations were conducted
using the Mainstream Version of the Code for
Instructional Structure and Student Academic
Response (MS-CISSAR; Kamps, Greenwood,
& Leonard, 1991). The MS-CISSAR is a mul-
tiple-event classroom observation system
based on an earlier version, the CISSAR
{Greenwood & Delquadri, 1988; Stanley &
Greenwood, 1981). Each individual event has
a precise definition that observers learned by
studying a training manual (Greenwood,
Carta, Kamps, & Delquadri, 1993), using a
computer-assisted tutorial (Greenwood, Carta
et al., 1994), and practicing in classrooms.
Training and data collection were supervised
by a skilled trainer using these materials.

Individual events in the MS-CISSAR
taxonomy were organized under three catego-
ries: student, ecology, and teacher events; and
each category was sepatated further into sub-
categories (see Table 1). For example, Student
events were organized nnder three subcatego-

ries of behavior: Academic Responding, Task
Management, and Inappropriate Behavior.
Academic responses were responses to academic
situations, commands, and instructions. Task
management responses were behaviors that pre-
pared a student to make an academic response
given an opportunity to do so. Inappropriate re-
sponses were undesirable behaviors—those be-
haviors that interfere or compete with the occur-
rence of academic responding and task manage-
ment (see Greenwood et al., 1993). Using this
taxonomy as the basis for classroom observa-
tion, it was possible to describe empirically not
only the occurrence of a student’s active aca-
demic responding, but also enabling and prob-
lem behaviors previously discussed.

Similarly, subcategories were used to
group classroom Ecological and Teacher Be-
havior event classes. The subcategories of
Ecology were the Setting, Activity, Task, Physi-
cal Arrangement, and Instructional Structure.
These events described the physical location
(Setting), the subject matter (Activity), the type
of materials or media (Tasks), the seating ar-
rangement (Physical Arrangement), and the
instructional arrangement (Instructional Struc-
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Academic Engagement

Table 3
Composite Behaviors by School
School
T S Combined ANOVA

Behavior Composite ~ Indicator n=126 n=82 n=118 N=326 F daf /]
Academic Responding M 46.9 429 46.8 459  1.024 2323 0360

SD 199 20.0 24.7 21.8
Task Management M 438 38.2 41.7 41.6 1.873 2,323 0.155

SD 183 174 23.9 20.3
Inappropriate Behavior M 105 19.7 18.8 158 13.630 2,323 0.0001

sD 115 14.7 17.1 151

ture). The Teacher subcategories were Teacher
Definition, Teacher Behavior, Approval, and
Focus. These events described who the teacher
was (Teacher Definition), what the teacher was
doing (Teacher Behavior), the teacher’s use of
approval and/or disapproval (Approval), and
to whom the teacher’s behavior was directed
(Teacher Focus; e.g., at the target student, to
others in the class, or to all).

Six graduate students served as abserv-
ers collecting data from the project. MS-
CISSAR observations were completed using
portable notebook computers and a custom
software system, the Ecobehavioral Assess-
ment Software System (EBASS; Grgenwood
et al., 2000; Greenwood et al., 1993). Obser-
vations lasted on average 25 minutes (SD =
5.0 min). Ten percent of all observations con-
ducted were paired agreement checks. The
mean percentage of interobserver agreement
was 96.7%, ranging from 90 to 100%. As can
be seen in Table 2, observations occurred dur-
ing reading, math, language, spelling, and so-
cial studies in descending order of frequency
of occurrence (see Table 2). And some notable
differences occurred between schools. Observa-
tions were more likely to reflect language arts
and less likely math in School C. Similarly, more
time was observed in spelling and less in lan-
guage arts in School S.

Results

What was the Occurrence of
Engagement by Students, Schools,
Grades, and Type of Learner?

Individual differences. Overall, indi-
vidual students varied widely in their engage-
ment in the three composite behaviors: aca-
demic responding (M = 45.9%, SD = 21.8),
task management (M =41.6%, SD =20.3), and
inappropriate behavior (M = 15.8%, SD =
15.1). On average, students spent only slightly
more time engaged in academic responding
than they did in task management behaviors,
and approximately one-third less time engaged
in inappropriate behaviors. In terms of extreme
cases, one student engaged in academic re-
sponding for 100% of an observation with no
time engaged in task management and no time
engaged in inappropriate behaviors. This stu-
dent was maximally engaged. Another student
engaged in 33% academic responding with
62% task management and the highest level
of inappropriate behavior at 67%. Task man-
agement and inappropriate behavior dominated
this student’s time. A third student engaged in
academic responding for only 5% of the ob-
servation, task management 95% of time, and
no inappropriate behavior. Task management
dominated this student’s time.
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Accounting for the significant differ-
ences in inappropriate composite behavior be-
tween schools, it was ¢lear students in School
T spent less time engaged in looking around
andnoncompliance comparedto Schools S and
C (see Figure 4). School 8, however, was
unigue in its relatively hgher level of time
sperit in self-stimmlation.

Differences by learner status. The
academic responding percentage means for
high-, mid-, low-achieving and IEP students
were 49.1, 43.5, 44,2, and 46,8, respectively,
and not significantly different. Similar means
for task management percentages ‘were 40,4,
45.4,40.9, and 39.3, and alsonot significantly
different. Results for inappropriate behavior
were statistically significant for schools
(F12,314] = 15.290, p = .001), status (F[3,314]
= 3.655, p =.01), and e ifteraction between
schools and status (F[6,314] = 2.204, p = .04).
The main effect percentage means for sta-
tus were 13,7, 13.2, 18.3, and 19.2 for high-,
mid-, low-achieving, and IEP groups, re-

30.00 -
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: 20,00 -

trence

15.00 -

Fercertage Ooo

o
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38
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8.00

spectively. Posthoc tests indicated significant
differences between the IEP group (M = 19.2)
versus both the high- (M = 13.7) and toid- (M
= 13.2) achieving groups. The interaction ef-
fect (see Figure 5) displayed the lower inap-
propriate behavior of high-achieving students
compared to the other three groups acrogs
schools. Of particular interest was the lower
ingppropriate behavior of the mid-achieving
group in School S, but also the high levels for
low-achieving and IEP groups.

What Were the Instructional Promoters
of Academic Responding?

The probability of student behavior oc-
currence (1.e., engagement, task management,
and appropriate behavior) given that an Activ-
ity, Task, Instructional Grouping, or Teacher
Definition was also occurring, is displayed in
Table 4. Within each of these MS-CISSAR
instructional event subcategories, each was
sorted in descending order based on their as-
sociated probability of academic responding

B Aggressbn

# Disruption

o1 Talk Inappropriate
Look Around

= MNoncomplance

# Self Smuation

& Belf Abuse

Sehoot

Figure 4. Inappropriate behaviors by school.
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to aid visual inspection of effects. As can be
seen within activities, handwriting (.70), free
time (.58), arts/crafts (.58), and spelling (.56)
produced probabilities of occurrence signifi-
cantly larger than the base-level unconditional
probability of .46, but business/management
and transition activities produced probabilities
significantly below this level at .14 and .13,
respectively. Business/management and tran-
sition were the best promoters of students’ task
management behavior at .73 each. Task man-
agement occurred least in handwriting, arts/
crafts, spelling, and free time. Business/man-
agement was also the best promoter of inap-
propriate behavior at .25. Other interesting
patterns also were noted.

Inappropriate behavior was least likely
to occur during free time and daily living ac-
tivities. Reading instruction proved to be only
an average promoter of academic responding
and inappropriate behavior, but an accelerator
of task management (.44). Similarly interest-

ing relationships were seen for tasks, instruc-
tional grouping, and teacher definition in rela-
tion to the occurrence of the student behavior
composites. For example, worksheets, papet/
pencil, and other media were significant pro-
moters of academic responding and decelera-
tors of task management. Discussion, lecture,
and fetch/put away were significant decelera-
tors of academic responding but promoters of
task management. Independent and one-on-one
instructional groupings were promoters of aca-
demic responding, whereas whole class in-
struction was a decelerator. The probability of
academic responding was .47 when taught by
the regular education teacher. This probability
was lower and the likelihood of task manage-
ment higher when a related service worker or
an aide or paraprofessional was acting as
teacher (see Table 4). Data from these analy-
ses helped teachers understand how time spent
in particular activities affected levels of stu-
dent behavior. '
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~— Low-Achievin
25.0 1 ! o X
-~ With IEP
g 200
& p
3
8
O 150 . / )
(=]
8
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8
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Figure 5. Inappropriate behavior composite by school and student status.
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The probability of specific engaged stu-
d@m heih:mm* oceurtetics wftwm f Jmmwifmmﬂ

i ]l“ables '][“hfz bﬂﬁn" level iy mmmdt l;mmﬂymh-
'Jrhﬂmes of occurrence mm Wflhﬁg, mul’mmt real-

Hberved weie s
10, .03, and .02,
gpmmuvely “:o@ﬁ Tdhllez ‘*" .ﬁ'm shown da the

mhm. however, these hmwﬁmﬂ wire myuch

maore likely to-occur in association with spe-
cific instructional conditions. For example,
writing was most likely to ocour in the context
of math, mth;pap@r and pencil, in mdlﬁwudwm
structure, while being taught by the regular
teacher at .46. Silent reading was mipst ety
to oceur in the context of reading, with read-

ers, under independent structure, while being
taught by the regular teagher at .57, Task par-
ticipation was most likely to oceur in the con-
text of spelling, with other media, under inde-
pendent structure, while being taught by the
regular teacher at .68. Academic talk was most
likely to occur in the context of math, during
discussion, under whole clésy structure, while
being taught by the regularteacher at .13. And
oral teading was most likely to occur in the con-
text.of reading, with readers, under small group
structure, while taught by the negular teachier at

17, Data from these analyses helped teachers

understand how time spexit in particular activi-

ties affected levels of engaged behaviors.

Discussion

The conceptof academic engagement as
an enabler of academic achievement was dis-
cussed and selected findings from a recent ef-
fort to make such information available it three
urban magnet schools engaged in implément-
ing a range of exemplary practices were ex-
amined. Engagement in academic responding
has been shown to be a correlate of achieve-
ment measured by academic tests (Greenwood
et al., 1984); to be increased by instructional
interventions; andito covary with significant
gains in reading, langnage, and arithmetic
achievement in a randomized trial {Green-
wood, Delquadri, & Hall, 1989); and to medi-
ate the effects of instruction on achievement
(Greenwood, Terry et al., 1994). Conceptually

ey
bl By

palistically
to math, or 1me reamlim ftn:n wmrllm]baeﬂ Hld]‘l’m-«
‘adl.s), m sw dmm.amcaﬂw,a m& m use ml" mlfm@-watdxa

;. ]ly, it is & variable readily alter-
mLm ]L«:vm wlwtt]lw mru»

lmmum w& dLﬁﬁMﬁm
gies; Marston et al.,
owledge, an effort to
1 m m w a8 @mlmteajl h v

}m TErms of engagement information,
mean levels were 46%, 42%, and 20% for aca-
demic tesponging, task management, and in-
appropriate. behavior, respectively’. As ex-
péicted ﬁﬂm]m"mrlonglmchmhm arch (Green-
wood, 1991), grade Jevel trends were evident.
Engag mmm 1] acadmm: responding increased
from kindérgacten through second grade, lev-
eling off thmmaftm, through fifth grade. In-
versely, task management behavior was high-

est in kindergasten, declined thr ough second
grade, and len .lmii off below engagement there-

after, In mmast, manppmpnam behavior was
relatively stable from kindergarten through sec-
ond grade, mmmeasmg in third and fourth grades,
and thien de,cllmmg in fifth grade. These changes
were telated 1o students learning to read and
wiite eztﬁtﬁr lqrmd@rgamtm (see Figure 3).

Based collectively on these indicators,
it was evident that pﬂ,mty of room existed for
increasing engagement and decreasing task
management nappropriate behavior lev-
els. Bven gi sophisticated instructional
ay in these sthools, stu-
- order of 42% of their

dents still

time Joakir he teacher, raisin 1g their hand,
waiting, et ead of veding, wiiting, talk-

s, or manipulating academic
ovided a provocative basis
lanning future changes
engagement in aca-

ing about ag
tasks. These

for reflection. au mdf
in practices to it

demniciresp rengls in task management
and inic awior were equally help-
ful ‘wifh e ementing changes in
practices amy em;pmml targets for evaluat-

ing progress.
The best news was that the smdents most
at risk for'academic failure (i.e., the low-
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achieving and IEP status students) were not
significantly lower in engagement than the
high- and average-achieving students, sug-
gesting that general education instruction
and inclusion support strategies being
implemented were working nearly as well
for them as for the nonrisk students. How-
ever, significantly higher levels of inappro-
priate behavior were found. Interestingly,
the traditional theme sc¢hool (T) was signifi-
cantly lower in inappropriate behavior than
either the computer (C) or science (S) theme
schools. And the low-achieving and IEP sta-
tus students engaged in highest levels of
inappropriate behavior, particularly in
School S. Compared to 8chool T, students
in the other two schools were more fre-
quently engaged in looking around, disrup-
tion, and in the case of School §, self-stimu-
lation. These effects can be partly explained
by the ecological differences between
schools contributed by the magnet themes.
Students in the computer and science schools
spent more time in laboratory situations, re-
quiring them to make more frequent transitions
and to function independently. And behavior
management procedures as implemented in
School S appeared less effective compared to
the other two schools, suggesting the need for
work to improve effectiveness with at-risk stu-
dents.

Although these findings provided impor-
tant information on the occurrence of enabling
behavior, they did not reflect the instructional
situations actually promoting the engagement
of individuals. and -groups of students in the
classroom. Conditional probability analyses
were used to provide this information (see
Tables 4 and 5). These findings were reported
to teachers for individual student observations
and they were summarized across a wide ar-
ray of students and subjects tanght, tasks/ma-
terials, instructional grouping, and types of
teachers delivering instruction. These results
provided an additional basis for reflection,
particularly because it was not always prime
time academic activities that generated the
most engagement. Furthermore, within activi-
ties like reading, not all situations were equally
promoting of reading behaviors.

Limitations

Limiting the utility of these findings were
several issues. First, the sample was purposely
one of convenience, linked to one urban district’s
desegregation effort, therefore limiting general-
ity of findings beyond this project. The purpose
of this study was to generate useful local infor-
mation and not to generalize outcomes beyond
this effort. Second, the analysis by grade level
was cross-sectional rather than longitudinal; and
therefore, these trends in academic engagement
and other behaviors may not accurately reflect
truly longitudinal trends had these students been
followed over time.

Implications for Practice

Strategies exist that accelerate engage-
ment in academic responding but they vary in
their ease of use and time to learn. Perhaps the
simplest step teachers can take is to increase
the time students spend in situations confirmed
to be promoters of academic engagement
(Dorsey & Schulte, 1997; Greenwood, Carta,
Arreaga-Mayer, & Rager, 1991). In the cur-
rent project, teachers were provided this infor-
mation and advised how to vse it to modify
futuxe instruction. As shownin the conditional
probability findings (Tables 4 and 5), these situ-
ations and the time they were used during daily
instruction dramatically impacted the total
amount of academic responding that students
spent engaged. The best instructional tasks for
promoting academic engagement were
worksheets, paper/pencil, other media (com-
puter), workbooks, and readers. The best in-
structional grouping arrangements were inde-
pendent and one-on-one situations. Small
groups were moderately effective, and entire
class instruction was the least promoting of
academic engagement. The top teacher promot-
ers of academic engagement were a focus on
individual students rather than the group,
teacher location in front of or to the side of
individual students or at desk, and attending
to individual students and talking about aca-
demic subjects. Teachers can readily increase
daily levels of: academic engagement if they
increase the amount of time students are ex-
posed to these sitaations.
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The situations that were least mmmmmmg
of academic engagement were transitions
tween activities, cleaning up and putting mwmm
discussion, and lechure. Teachers can indrease
sfcudl@ms dailjﬂeml pf academic ﬁmwg@ @m

i .,anemmwrw of g~
oty leniels of tash man-
res forreducing HJl“fH time
mg;n l«mmhm 19 for matgrials,

eic., can be criticatly important with respect to
dlhmtf jamg &ﬂﬂmpm*ﬁ mg ﬂh@ @ ﬁfmm of i nmzt -
aly,

vmmmml dﬂmmuda and idcreasing p@ nme
Cons: 'Wncﬁs in mtmtt«egm Wi Wy‘ﬂ ]lmawm 110 re-

ragn"umg ]p»m;ghrams
i be seen in the

fAger [ u ﬁqmm 4[1@%) Logatet al.
(1997, and Wallace et al. (2002).

Secondly, a range of strategies are avail-
able to make whole-class teacher-led lecture/
discussion, the most widely used and least re-
sponsive instroctional context ((“:rreenwood
Delquadri, Smﬂ@v,. %mq& Hall, 1985), more
responsive than just watching and listening to
the teacher (Heward, 1994). For example, strat-
egies that evoke grtou]p rather that individual
questmn answering represent ong important
technigue. One validated technique requires
students to write brief answers on response
cards and to hold up their answers when re-
quested by the teacher (Heward, 1994). An-
other teaches all Slruden 13 to be expected to be
called an to answer the teacher’s questions. The
student actually called on to answer is selected
at random by drawing a name on a stick from
a can (Bacca & Raimondi, 1997). These tac-
tics take only one day or less of preparation.

Ancther group of strategies are linked
to the daily s and provide stndents with
additional o nities to respond. For ex-
ample inopeting day exercises that bégin with
the calendar or weather, teachers can use the
response cardsso that all, rather than just indi-
vidual children, can respond. Another example

is 1o start the day with a stndent exercise on
the overhead projectar, designed @ challenge
the students immediately when they enter vﬂhle
class, which sets the tone for ithe day. Begin-
ning the day with a I~minute fluency builder
timne trial with-each smdent working at their
ownlevel has a similar fithetion, Starting mmth
with four préblems on the overhead: pm}wmn,
a]Lmnmmg ﬁjﬂlﬂ@ﬂm to-work as soon as they are
Al ' same function later in the
‘ > timelost to transitions.
Another schmﬂle-imllmd strategy is to make
sure that lowest performing studest groups
meet first with the teacher, rather than last. This
avoids losinig time du  t0 “schedule creep” that
aften favors advanced readers, because teach-
ers imay spend more time teaching their ad-
vanced rather than struggling students.

Third, arange of strategies are designed
to replace whole-class, teacher-led Jecture and
discussion. Because they are instructional sys-
tems rather than individual tactics, training and
support are reguired. For example, Marston et
al. (1995) reported that computer-assisted in-
struction, direct instruction using Holt materi-
als, and divect instrugtion uing Science Re-
search Associates materials produced relatively
higher levels of acadeimic engagem«%m in their
comparison of seven reading instmiction alter-
natives. Classwide Peer Tutoring (CWPT,
Greenwood et al., 1989} and Peer-Assisted
Learning Strategies (Mathes, Fuchs, Fuchs,
Henley, & Sanders, 1094) are two strategies
known to increase academic responding and
reduce task manage:nh«ﬂm and inappropriate
behavior levels (Greenwood, Maheady, &
Delguadri, 2002).

In this project, progress was made mak-
ing MS-CISSAR observational results avail-
aMe and relevant to the daily practice of teach-

s, bridging a gap between research on en-
gage‘mmt in academic responding as an en-
ableraf acadwmc acmﬁvement and translation
and uge of this mformatmn for practice in lo-
cal schools, Lo "aIf normative data were gener-
ated and made: avaﬂa’bla as benchmarks for
decision making, as was information on the
classroom sitiiations that promoted student
engagbment and othet behaviors. Challenges
to this work that were overcenie to enable this
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progress were creating a staff of trained ob-
servers, designing and implementing teacher-
friendly methods of reporting and communi-
cating findings, and providing of didactic pro-
fessional development and ongoing consulta-
tion linked to the conceptual understanding of
the research findings and of the practical uses
of this information to promote engagement.

Yet, even with the corputerized tools for
collecting this information provided by
EBASS, the collection of these data was de-
cidedly expensive, required grant funds to sup-
port the observer team, and exceeded the re-
sources typically available to school psycholo-
gists and other individuals in field-based edu-
cational settings. And even in this effort, it was
not possible to observe each and every student.
How empirically valid data can be collected
more economically remains to be addressed.

One option may be a multigating ap-
proach (e.g., Feil, Walker, Severson, & Ball,
2000}, that combines economical teacher rank-
ing and rating assessments to identify particu-
lar students for whom.an MS-CISSAR obser-
vation can provide useful macro- and micro-
level analyses of student engagement. Arelated
option.-would be to have teachers self-assess
their instruction using the MS-CISSAR tax-
onomy as abasis for their evaluation (e.g,, MS-
CISSAR activities, tasks, instructional group-
ings) with responses scored in terms of exist-
ing data on the likelihood of each situation to
promote engagement (see Table 5). Teachers
might then generate from this knowledge an
agenda with specific plans for changing their
own instruction. Third, simplified versions of
the MS-CISSAR system might be validated for
use by classroom teachers. These and other
ideas await further development and research
support. However, taken with the concepts and
procedures reported in thisproject, these ideas
provide important knowledge for use by school
psychologists to strengthen their work with
academic enablers.

Another approach to making MS-
CISSAR engagement information better suited
to clagfsa:omm applications and more represen-
tative of schools around the country would be
development of a web site where MS-CISSAR
data collected in schools could be reported and

pooled for use as norms and benchmarks. The
DIBELS web site, developed by Roland Good
and his colleagues at the University of Oregon.
(Good & Kaminski, 2000), is one example of
how this information could be extended and
made more relevant and suitable for local use.

Future Research Directions

Future work on the academic engage-
ment construct is needed in two key areas: (a)
promotion of engagement via changes in class-
roominstruction, and (b) related effects on stu-
dent achievement for students with and with-
out disabilities. Experimental and quasi-expeti-
mental studies of the effects of instructional
interventions are needed to demonstrate that
these enabling behaviors can be changed by
classroom teachers using reasonably practical
technigues like those previously discussed in
real.classroom settings. We need to ask “What
altergble ‘instructional techniques and proce-
dures lead to the sustainable promotion of en-
gagement in academic responding?” In these
samie studies, we need to examine the relation-
ship between these changes and changes in
academic achievement in terms of both forma-
tive:and summative achievement measures. We
need to understand the linkage between the
enabling behaviors and the short- and long-
term gains in academic achievement that will
lead to increased effectiveness (e.g., Marston
et al., 1995). We need relatively less descrip-
tive~correlational work on this issue in the fu-
ture. Instead we need studies that demonstrate
that it is possible to identify instructional situ-
ations that are promoters of engagement, then
change instruction to manipulate them in ex-
perimental studies that demonstrate their func-
tional effects. Most research to date has iden-
tified promoting situations (e.g., Logan et al.,
1997), but has not yet demonstrated functional
effects (Greenwood et al., 1991). This work is
necessary to develop a convincing knowledge
base describing the principles and procedures
for accelerating these enablers and scaling up
the beneficial effects.

Footnote

‘Because MS-CISSAR allows recording of
all three subcategories of behavior at the same time
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