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The Instructional Practices Inventory process is a set of strategies for profiling student cognitive
engagement across six categories so faculty who study the profiles will view the data as a fair and
accurate representation of engagement for the school and thus be comfortable collaboratively
studying and problem solving the data and creating a sustained focus on student engagement that
will influence instructional design and thus student learning. In the IPI process, teachers-leaders
collect data about school-wide engagement and facilitate faculty collaborative study of the data.
All faculty have the opportunity to reflect upon the data and deepen their understanding of how to
most effectively engage students in their respective classrooms. The IPI is a teacher-led, teacher
empowering process. The IPI process does not focus on or profile individual teachers or
classrooms and it was not designed for, nor should it be used for, supervisory or evaluative
purposes.
Professional journals, school improvement books, and sessions at professional conferences are replete
with discussions about the importance of student engagement. Increasing the time students spend
cognitively engaged in learning is associated with increased student achievement. Increasing the
time students spend in higher-order, deeper thinking is also associated with increased student
achievement and, perhaps more importantly, the development of life-long thinking skills. These
relationships with achievement are evident regardless of how student achievement is measured.
Increases are apparent even when the measure is a predominantly recall-format high-stakes state
assessment (Kumar, 1991; Goff and Ackerman, 1992; Yair, 2000; Hattie, 2009; Collins, 2009;
Collins and Valentine, 2010, 2011; Valentine and Collins, 2009a, 2009b, 2011). Clearly, meaningful
engagement in learning is a vital element for student academic success.
Likewise, it is common knowledge that when faculty collaboratively study and problem solve
together using information directly related to student achievement, professional growth evolves
individually and collectively. The more frequent the faculty collaborative study and problem solve
data directly related to classroom instruction and learning, the greater the impact on student
achievement (Hattie, 2009; Collins, 2009; Valentine and Collins, 2009b; Valentine 2010).
Collaboration is a vital ingredient for cohesive professional development throughout the school
(NSDC, 2001) and a basis for developing collective commitment and collective efficacy and
optimism (Valentine, 2009; Valentine, 2010).
Maximizing student achievement across a school’s student population requires more than an
increase in engagement, an increase in higher-order, deeper learning, and meaningful faculty
collaborative study; however, those are relevant factors in the equation of continuous improvement.
The Instructional Practices Inventory (IPI) process addresses those factors, though the IPI is neither a
silver bullet nor the answer to educators’ prayers for how to increase student achievement. The IPI is
merely a straight forward process for accurately coding how students are engaged in learning and
viable strategies for collaboratively studying those data to inform instruction on a daily basis. The
IPI process fosters organizational learning based upon evidence of student engagement and helps
faculties develop the capacities to study the evidence and build the collective commitment and
efficacy important to making a difference for all students (Collins, 2009; Valentine and Collins,
2009a; Valentine, 2009; Collins and Valentine, 2011). The IPI is a viable process for documenting
and studying cognitive engagement so faculty can more effectively design and facilitate instruction
across all grades and types of learning settings. (Kachur, et al., 2009; Gauen, 2009; Fredericks, et. al.,
2011).
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Background. The IPI process was developed in 1995 by Jerry Valentine, Professor at the
University of Missouri, and Bryan Painter, graduate research assistant to Dr. Valentine. Their goal
was to create a tool that would document the degree of change in engagement and instruction during
a two-year school improvement project with 10 elementary, 10 middle, and 10 high schools from
across the state of Missouri. During the initial work with the IPI from 1996-1998, it was evident that
faculties who had the opportunity to study and problem solve the meaning of the data made greater
instructional strides than their counterparts who did not collaboratively study their data. From that
point forward, the IPI evolved into a “process of data collection and collaborative study,” not just a
tool to understand the degree of change in engagement. From 1998 to 2002, the IPI was used to
support school improvement in an additional set of Missouri schools and it was also used to study
engagement in a set of nationally recognized exemplary middle schools. By 2002, a set of protocols
and standards had been established for the professional development of educators wishing to
implement the process in their school. More than 15,000 educators have completed the IPI Level I
Workshop and are certified as IPI data collectors and discussion facilitators for their schools. That
number continues to grow steadily across the U. S. at the time of this writing.
Definition. The Instructional Practices Inventory process is a way to systematically profile
student engagement during a specified timeframe, typically a school day, so faculty can study and
apply the data as they facilitate classroom instruction. The IPI process can be formally defined as:
“A process for creating an optimum profile of student engagement in learning that teachers will view
as fair and accurate, thus becoming a basis for collaborative faculty study and subsequent refinement
of how students are engaged in learning throughout the school.” The profile is described as
“optimum” because data are not collected at times of transition and because if engagement is evenly
split between two categories, or if the data collector does not have clear evidence between two codes,
the higher numbered category is selected. If an error is to be made in coding, it will be made on the
“high” side of the coding categories. Such protocols are established because the data are of no
practical worth if faculty do not view the data as valuable; and, teachers certainly will not see value if
they are concerned the data are unfair, biased, or inaccurate.
The Evidence. Ample evidence exists to document the relationship between engagement and
student achievement. Yair (2000) added to the early 21st century discussion with a critical study
noting that students were engaged only 54% of the school day and that engagement varied by
ethnicity, grade level, and course content. He further noted that actively oriented learning occurred
one-ninth as frequently as did teacher lecture in secondary schools. In a study of highly successful,
high achieving middle level schools and relatively unsuccessful, low achieving middle level schools,
Valentine and his colleagues (Valentine, et al., 2004; Valentine 2004) documented the engagement
practices and the significant differences across the two types of school settings. The National
Association of Secondary School Principals Breaking Ranks (2004) and Breaking Ranks in the
Middle (2006) both recommended the use of the IPI as a process for collecting and studying student
engagement. At the University of Missouri, comprehensive and complex analyses from 1996 through
2009 described engagement on the six IPI categories throughout that period of time. We documented
that higher-order/deeper engagement as measured by the IPI declined from a high of approximately
25% in the early 2000s to the current rate of 20%. Just as interesting was the fact that most of that
drop occurred from 2003-2005. Student attentiveness to teacher directed instruction accounts for
approximately 40% of learning time and student engagement with skill development, seatwork-like
practice accounts for approximately another 40 percent of learning time. Student disengagement is
typically somewhat less than 5%. Such normative percentages are obviously different in schools with
higher and lower levels of student achievement. The data also differ by grade levels. We also found
that the strongest relationships between engagement, as measured by the IPI categories, and student
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achievement on high-stakes assessments are student disengagement (category 1) and teacher
disengagement (category 2), along with higher-order engagement (categories 5 and 6). Further, our
studies of how schools collaboratively problem solve their IPI data link to the degree of change in
engagement as well as changes in student achievement. The frequency with which schools collect and
study their data is also related to changes in higher-order/deeper engagement and student
achievement. (Collins, 2009; Valentine and Collins, 2009a; Valentine and Collins, 2009b; Collins,
2009; Valentine, 2010; Collins and Valentine, 2010; Valentine and Collins, 2011; Collins and
Valentine, 2011).
Engaging Faculty with the Data. When IPI data are collected for the purposes of school
improvement, all teachers should have the opportunity to study the data and reflect upon their
perceptions of effective learning/instruction. These reflections should include conversations about
best practices and the value of the six categories, especially categories 3-4-5-6. Discussions about
how to change the engagement profiles over time are essential if instructional design and teaching
practices are to change. The IPI conversations should occur, as much as feasible, in a setting of trust
and inquiry, where teachers can be open, not defensive, about profile data. The data describe current
practice and can be the basis for discussions leading to overall faculty, department, grade-level,
and/or team growth. Teachers should be reminded that these data represent a “snapshot in time” of
the entire school’s learning experiences. They should also be reminded that the six categories are
“discreet” not “continuous” and categories three through six are of value at different times throughout
a unit of study. The six categories are not a hierarchy, but rather six distinct ways to categorize
student engagement.
The school’s first snapshot (profile) serves as baseline data. Future observations provide
longitudinal perspectives of engaged learning for the school. Each school should collect data
multiple times each school year, studying the pattern or trend over time as well as the details and
changes in each profile. While developing a level of awareness about the instructional experiences is
important, establishing purposeful professional development and continuous conversations is also
important for significant change in teaching practices. To make a difference for students, the faculty
IPI collaborative learning conversations must go beyond the profile numbers, with discussions that
deepen knowledge and build commitment to enriching students’ learning experiences.
IPI Workshops. The IPI Level I Workshop is a full-day, eight-hour workshop that provides
basic information about the IPI Categories, the protocols for collecting student engagement data with
validity and reliability, and strategies for facilitating faculty study of the data. The workshop
activities, handouts, and accompanying CD provide the details, nuances, strategies and support
materials necessary to fully implement the IPI process of collecting and studying data with integrity.
Participants will build the basic capacity to code in the workshop setting, practice in a school setting,
and discuss how to facilitate the study of their data profiles. In the final activity, participants code a
set of classroom scenarios that will be reviewed/scored by the developer of the IPI process. The
developer then provides each participant with feedback about his/her respective data coding skill in
the form of a “reliability” score. The goals of the Level I Workshop are to develop the capacity to
collect data with validity and reliability and the capacity to lead the faculty in the study of the data.
The IPI Level II Workshop is a half-day, four-hour workshop designed for the members of the
school’s IPI team. The goal of the Level II workshop is to deepen the team’s collective knowledge
about the research on student engagement and the IPI process, establish strategies for continued study
and problem solving of the data, and critique the team’s implementation of the IPI process. For
information about the IPI Process, the IPI Coding Categories, and/or IPI workshops, contact the
developer at ValentineJ@missouri.edu or go to www.InstructionalPracticesInventory.com.
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