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Abstract
This study aimed to examine teachers’ natural praise and reprimand rates among 66
middle and high school teachers. In addition, teachers’ perceptions of how often they
praised and reprimanded were compared to their actual use of praise and reprimands. A
total of 1,320 direct-observation minutes were collected using 20-min observations for
each teacher. After teachers were observed they completed a survey rating their perceived
use of praise and reprimand. Teachers were observed to use significantly more general
praise compared to behavior specific praise. They were also observed to use significantly
more mild reprimands compared to any other type of reprimand. There was a statistically
significant positive relation between teachers’ actual and perceived use of general praise
as well as statistically significant positive relations between teachers’ actual and
perceived use of mild, gestural, and total reprimand. Finally, there was a significant
positive relationship between actual and perceived praise difference and actual and
perceived reprimand difference. In other words, teachers that had a greater difference
between their actual and perceived praise tended to have a greater difference between
their actual and perceived reprimand. Future research directions and implications for

teacher praise training to improve classroom management is discussed.
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Middle School and High School Teachers’ Actual and Perceived Use of
Praise and Reprimand
Introduction

Effective classroom management is positively related to student participation and
ultimately student academic success (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008).
Unfortunately, many teachers report that they lack experience and preparation in dealing
with student behavioral challenges (Coalition for Psychology in the Schools and
Education, 2006; Martin, Linfoot, & Stephenson, 1999), are ill-equipped to address
students’ mental health needs related to behavioral challenges (Reinke et al., 2008), and
would benefit from additional behavior management training (Dutton Tillery, Varjas,
Meyers, & Collins, 2010). Effective classroom management is key to effective teaching
because student disruptive behavior is minimized, which aids positive learning and social
outcomes (Trussell, 2008).

Poor classroom management may also be related to teacher stress and burnout
(Kyriacou, 2001) because dealing with high-levels of student misbehavior is emotionally
demanding and stressful (Dicke, Elling, Schmeck, & Leutner, 2015). When teachers
experience ongoing stress, it may negatively impact their social-psychological well-being
and in turn influence how they address classroom management, student misbehavior, and
the relationships they have with their students (Dicke et al., 2015). Classroom
management training may help prevent teacher stress and burnout. For example, Dicke et
al. (2015) found that approximately 40% of teachers who received classroom
management training (consisting of classroom rules and procedures, organization,

maintenance, interpersonal relationships, problematic behavior, communication, and
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initial classroom énvironment) reported less rumination (i.e., less thinking about
worrisome thoughts) and emotional exhaustion.

One classroom management tool that effectively decreases student misbehavior is
teacher praise (Pas, Cash, O’Brennan Debnam, & Bradshaw, 2015). Higher rates of
teacher praise and lower rates of teacher reprimand can positively impact classroom
climate and how teachers manage student behavior in their classroom (Spilt, Leflot,
Onghena, & Colpin, 2016). For instance, higher praise to reprimand ratios are associated
with appropriate student behavior, increased rates of student on-task behavior, positive
learning environments, and enhanced student engagement (Nafpaktitis, Mayer, &
Butterworth, 1985; Stitcher, Lewis, Whittaker, Richter, & Trussell, 2009). The next
section will review the literature regarding praise and reprimand definitions, teacher
training, and rates.

Teacher Praise and Reprimand

Definitions. Praise is defined as a verbal statement or gesture that signals teacher
approval of a desired student behavior that goes beyond providing feedback for a correct
academic response (Reinke et al., 2008). For example, a teacher who says, “great job”
after a student correctly works through a math problem, would be considered praise.
However, a teacher who says, “you are right” or “yes” after a student provides the correct
academic response would not be considered praise.

Praise is commonly categorized into two types, general praise (GP) and behavior-
specific praise (BSP; Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Wachsmuth,
& Newcomer, 2015). GP is defined as “any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that

expresses a favorable judgment on an activity, product, or attribute of the student”
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(Floress & Jenkins, 2015, p. 4), whereas BSP is defined as “any specific verbalization or
gesture that expresses a favorable judgement on an activity, product, or attribute of the
student” (Floress & Jenkins, 2015, p.4). For example, “good job” would be considered
GP because it expresses approval without explicitly identifying an action or characteristic
associated with the student. On the other hand, “Nice job coloring in the lines” would be
considered BSP because it provides clear feedback related to an explicit action performed
by the student.

When teachers are trained to increase their use of BSP, student compliance, on-
task behavior, and appropriate behavior improve (Brophy, 1981; Chalk & Bizo, 2004;
Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). Recommended guidelines for the effective use
of BSP include: the teacher delivering BSP near the student who performed the behavior
that was approved, the teacher delivering BSP consistently when the approved behavior
is observed, and the teacher delivering BSP contingent on student effort (rather than the
student’s ability; Conroy, Snyder, Al-Hendawi, & Vo, 2009; Simonsen, Fairbanks,
Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 2008).

Reprimands are defined as “verbal comments or gestures made by the teacher
indicating disapproval of student behavior” (Reinke et al., 2008, p 318). Reinke et al.
(2015) described reprimands as either explicit and harsh. Explicit reprimands were
defined as a “verbal comment or gesture by the teacher to indicate disapproval of
behavior; concise (brief) in a normal speaking tone” (Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163). An
example of an explicit reprimand is a teacher stating, “You need to have a seat” in
response to a child walking around the room when the expectation is for students to be

seated. Harsh reprimands were defined as a “verbal comment or gesture to indicate
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disapproval of behavior using a voice louder than typical for the setting or harsh, critical,
or sarcastic tone” and lasts for 30 seconds or longer (Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163; Reinke,
Herman, & Stormont, 2013). Examples of harsh reprimands include statements such as “I
will not tell you again!™ (e.g., said in a raised voice that is strained) or “Do you think that
was the right choice?” (e.g., using a sarcastic tone) compared to an explicit reprimand
that instructs the student what to do instead (e.g. get back to work) after the presence of
an undesired behavior (Reinke, Herman, & Stormont, 2013).

In the current study, GP and BSP definitions were used; however, reprimand
definitions were further divided into four categories (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and
gesture). Mild reprimand is defined similarly to explicit reprimand used in the Reinke et
al. (2015) study. Likewise, harsh reprimand is defined using the same definition used in
the Reinke et al. study. However, after the principal investigator assisted in reviewing and
coding teacher data for a video pilot project (Floress, Zoder-Martell, Beaudoin, &
Yehling, under review), additional reprimand categories (i.e. medium and gestural
reprimands) were observed and are used in the current study (see methods section for
definitions). Harsh reprimands were rarely observed during video coding; however,
teachers were frequently observed to use sarcasm when reprimanding students, which
qualitatively appeared different than simply directing students to change their behavior.
For this reason, medium reprimands were coded in the current study. Gestural reprimands
were also observed in the video pilot study (Floress et al., under review), and Nafpaktitis,
Mayer, and Butterworth (1985) included nonverbal gestures in their praise and reprimand
definitions. For this reason, reprimand gestures were coded in the current study. Next,

teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand is reviewed.
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Teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand. When teachers are trained to
increase their use of BSP, student on-task behavior increases (Allday et al., 2012; Chalk
& Bizo, 2004; Sutherland et al., 2000; Thompson, Marchant, Anderson, Prater, & Gibb,
2012) and student disruptive behavior decreases (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Martin, 2007;
Reinke et al., 2008; Sutherland et al., 2000). Unfortunately, in the absence of consultation
or intervention, teachers use praise infrequently (Floress, Jenkins, Reinke, & McKown,
2017b; Fullerton, Conroy, & Correa, 2009). When teacher praise is used correctly it is
positively related to student academic success and negatively related to student disruptive
behavior (Hawkins & Heflin, 2011; Kem & Clemens, 2007; Akin-Little, Eckert, Lovett,
& Little 2004). When teachers praise student appropriate behavior, students are less
likely to misbehave which contributes to an overall positive classroom climate (Reinke,
Herman, & Stormont, 2013). Examining what strategies teachers use in the absence of
training or consultation (i.e., naturally) may assist in determining teachers’ professional
development needs (Jenkins, Floress, & Reinke, 2015). Teachers’ natural use of praise
and reprimand may also be an indicator of a teachers’ effective classroom management
skills (Floress et al., 2017b).

Although there are few studies that have examined teachers’ natural praise to
reprimand ratios (Jenkins et al. 2015), researchers have been examining the natural use of
these strategies since the 70s. White (1975) was one of the first to examine teachers’
natural use of praise and reprimand, which she referred to as teacher “approval” and
“disapproval” (p. 368). White and colleagues collected 8,340 minutes of direct-

observation data across first through twelfth grade classrooms and concluded that
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teachers’ use of praise and reprimand declined as teachers taught older grades, however,
praise declined more dramatically than reprimand (1975).

In a review of the natural praise rate literature, Jenkins et al., (2015) re-examined
White’s praise data and Floress, Caldwell, Beaudoin, & Yehling (in preparation) re-
examined White’s reprimand data into early elementary (i.e., first and second grade), late
elementary (i.e., third through fifth grade), middle school (i.e., sixth through eighth
grade), and high school (i.e., ninth, tenth, and twelfth grade). First and second grade,
teachers delivered 43.7 praises and 33.2 reprimands on average per hour (1.3 to 1 ratio);
third through fifth grade teachers delivered 21.0 praises and 31.2 reprimands per hour
(.67 to 1 ratio); middle school teachers used 17.1 praises and 28.1 reprimands per hour
(0.61 to 1 ratio); and high school teachers used 8.4 praises and 15.0 reprimands per hour
(.56 to 1 ratio; Jenkins et al., 2015, p. 467; Floress et al., in preparation, p. 6; White,
1975).

Heller and White (1975) also examined junior high school teachers’ natural use of
praise and reprimand during teacher instruction to determine if teachers praised and
reprimanded students differently based on reading ability. Results indicated that students
in the low (below grade level for national norms) reading ability group received more
teacher reprimands (38.1 reprimands per hour) compared to students in the high (at or
above grade level for national norms) reading ability group (24.3 reprimands per hour;
Heller & White, 1975). There may be other factors that influence teacher’ praise and
reprimand rates, like student’ academic performance (Heller & White, 1975).

Nafpaktitis, Mayer, and Butterworth (1985) examined teachers’ natural use of

praise and reprimand. Specifically, the researchers examined the relation between teacher

12
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approval and disapproval of appropriate and inappropriate student behavior. Results of
the study concluded that high rates of praise (or approval) during inappropriate (off-task
behavior) was related to higher rates of disruptive behavior. Teachers with low rates of
reprimand and higher rates of praise were associated with high rates of student on-task
behavior. The authors concluded that these findings provided evidence that high rates of
teacher praise may be related to appropriate student behavior and low rates of teacher
praise may be related to inappropriate student behavior. Furthermore, teacher reprimands
were positively related to student off-task and disruptive behavior in the classroom
(Nafpaktitis et al., 1985).

It is commonly recommended that teachers should provide a four to one praise to
reprimand ratio (Loveless 1996; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). In other words,
teachers should provide four praises to every reprimand. This recommendation is
supported by Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) in that appropriate student behavior increased with
higher rates of approval (i.e., praise) and lower rates of disapproval (i.e., reprimand).
Furthermore, other studies have found that high teacher praise to reprimand ratios are
related to increases in student academic engagement, positive and productive leaming
environments, and student appropriate behavior (Nafpaktitis et al., 1985; Stitcher et al.,
2009). No study has compared teachers’ actual or observed praise and reprimand rates to
their perceived praise to reprimand rates. However, teachers who understand how to
effectively manage student classroom behavior, are more likely to use effective
management strategies in the classroom when comparing self-reported strategies with

observed strategies (Clunies-Ross, Little, & Kienhuis, 2008).
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Clunies-Ross et al., (2008) studied how teachers self-reported classroom
management strategies in relation to actual use of classroom management strategies. Of
the 97 teachers that completed questionnaires on teacher management strategies, 20 of
those teachers were observed by recording management strategies and student on-task
behavior. Comparison of the questionnaires and observation concluded that teacher self-
reports matched actual practice and teachers were more likely to report the use of more
effective, proactive management strategies (e.g., active listening). The next section looks
at teacher training and teachers’ perceptions of praise and reprimand.

Teacher Training and Perceptions of Praise and Reprimand

When teachers receive training in evidence-based classroom management
techniques, student and teaching outcomes improve (i.e. enhanced student engagement,
appropriate student behavior, better organized instruction) compared to teachers who do
not receive training (Evertson, 1985). Many teachers do not receive training or are
inadequately trained, and as a result are not prepared to manage student classroom
behavior. Begeny and Martens (2006) conducted a study on empirically based behavioral
instruction practices with 110 pre-service teachers enrolled in elementary, secondary, or
special education master’s degree programs. Results showed that teachers felt
inadequately trained in behavioral instruction practices, strategies, and programs (Begeny
& Martens, 2006).

Teachers’ perceptions of their behavior management skills (e.g. praise) may also
be an indicator of their effective use of these skills. For example, teachers who are
directly trained to use behavior management skills via self-monitoring and performance

feedback methods, may be more likely to maintain their skills after training ends. Oliver,
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Wehby, and Nelson (2015) trained four second-grade teachers (with high rates of
disruptive classroom behavior) to use the Good Behavior Game (GBG), an evidence-
based classroom management strategy. GBG is implemented by deciding the schedule of
the game, clearly defining the negative behaviors to be scored, and then choosing the
rewards for the winning team (i.e., the team who has the fewest negative behaviors). The
teacher introduces the game to the class and puts the game into action. Teachers were
taught how to implement the GBG via self-monitoring and performance feedback (Oliver
et al., 2015). Prior to training, none of the teachers used the GBG. During implementation
of the GBG, when teachers received performance feedback and self-monitored, their
implementation accuracy ranged from 85-100%. Teachers also reported to be highly
satisfied with self-monitoring and indicated that self-monitoring would be beneficial
when learning to implement other academic or behavioral strategies (Oliver et al., 2015).
These findings relate to the current study because they highlight that teachers who are
trained via performance feedback and self-monitoring methods became more
knowledgeable and accurate in their use of the GBG. Teachers who are more
knowledgeable and accurate in their implementation of evidence-based strategies (e.g.,
praise), may use these strategies more effectively (i.e. use a higher praise to reprimand
ratio).

Self-monitoring has also been incorporated into teachers’ use of praise (Kalis,
Vannest, & Parker, 2007; Sutherland & Wehby, 2001 ; Simonsen, MacSuga, Fallon, &
Sugai, 2013). Kalis and colleagues (2007) examined whether training a teacher to self-
monitor praise use would increase her use of praise. The teacher was a first-year high

school teacher who taught five self-contained students identified with EBD (emotional-
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behavioral disorders). At baseline, on average, the teacher used 1.75 total praise
statements, which significantly increased at intervention (21 total praise statements;
effect size 0.92). Praise rates also remained high after training (23 total praise statements;
Kalis et al., 2007, p. 24). Similar findings were found for GP and BSP. At baseline, the
teacher used 1.75 GP statements and 0 BSP statements. During intervention, GP
statements increased to 16.66 and BSP statements increased to 4.43. Both GP and BSP
had large effect sizes 0.84 and 0.9}, respectively (Kalis et al., 2007, p. 24-25).

Performance feedback is another training method, that when used effectively,
increases teachers’ use of praise. Reinke et al. (2007) examined the impact of visual
performance feedback on teachers’ use of BSP using a multiple baseline design. Three
general education elementary teachers received daily visual feedback showing their use
of BSP with six targeted students. Results demonstrated that when visual feedback was
applied, teachers’ BSP increased systematically across all three teachers. The findings of
this study along with the results from the Oliver, Wehby, and Nelson (2015) study,
suggest that when teachers are taught to self-monitor or receive performance feedback,
their use of praise increases.

No study has examined teachers’ perceptions of their own use of praise. However,
in an unpublished dissertation, Assuah (2010) examined students’ perceptions of their
teachers’ use of praise. Interestingly, teachers may think they are praising their students
more frequently than their students think they are receiving praise. In this dissertation,
high school math teachers were asked to report how often they thought they were praising
their students and compared this to how often students thought they were receiving praise

(Assuah, 2010). Teachers thought they praised and encouraged students in their high

16
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school algebra and geometry classes significantly more often than the students reported
receiving teachers’ praise and encouragement. This is an interesting finding because it
gives insight into both teachers’ and students’ perspectives regarding teachers’ use of
praise in the classroom; however, it does not answer whether teachers are aware of how
often they acrually praise students. To date, no study has examined teachers’ perceived
use of praise and reprimand in comparison to their actual or observed use of praise and
reprimand.
Theory for Teachers’ Perceived Use of Praise and Reprimand

Performance feedback and self-monitoring may be effective training methods
because teachers become aware of their performance by being taught to evaluate their
own performance in comparison to a set training criterion. Teachers learn to assess their
strengths and weaknesses, identify specific skills or actions that will improve their
performance, and strive to match their performance to the set criterion (Kennedy &
McGarthy, 2015). Teachers who are trained to increase their use of praise via feedback or
who increase their use of praise via tracking how often they praise (i.e., self-monitor),
may easily increase their use of praise because they leam to be more aware of what they
are doing. Reinke et al. found that when teachers were trained to use classroom
management strategies (e.g., praise) and received visual performance feedback, they
increased their use of GP and BSP. In addition, after teachers were trained to implement
classroom management strategies, their use of reprimands decreased along with
classroom disruptive behavior (2008).

Using self-monitoring and performance feedback to increase teachers’ use of

praise are both supported by Bandura’s social learning theory (1968). Social learning
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theory is an agentic concept (e.g., it is influential to the course of events based on one’s
actions; Bandura, 1968) which is comprised of a triadic structure consisting of
behavioral, environmental, and personal causal factors (Bandura, 2001). This means that
human functioning is a product of the interactions between behaviors individuals engage
in, the environmental factors that play a role in the individual’s life, and interpersonal
influences (Bandura, 2001; Bandura, 2005). Bandura also incorporated the idea of
modeling into his behavioral theory which states that one’s own behavior develops from
referential performance in comparison to one’s own self-performance (Bandura, 1986).
Modeling is related to referential performance in that individuals are working towards a
specific standard to establish change (Bandura, 1991). Additionally, both modeling and
self-monitoring are used to evaluate one’s own performance in comparison with one’s
personal standards and how others perform (Bandura, 1991).

Self-monitoring and performance feedback are purported to be effective in
increasing teacher praise because teachers become more aware of their current
performance through self-evaluation and feedback in comparison to set training criterion.
Teachers likely increase their use of praise because they become more aware of the
difference between their current performance and the set criterion. This is aligned with
Bandura’s social leaming theory because of the interaction of the three factors: behaviors,
intrapersonal influences, and environment. For instance, teachers’ own performance and
attributes (i.e. intrapersonal influences) may be influenced by environmental factors (i.e.,
the classroom or other individuals that the teacher works or interacts with) which further
influence how the teacher performs (i.e., behavior). The next section will go over the

literature summary and the impact of the current study.
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Literature Summary and Impact of Proposed Research

Effective classroom management is important for student academic success
(Reinke et al., 2008). Unfortunately, many teachers lack training and preparation in
dealing with student behavioral challenges (Coalition for Psychology in the School and
Education, 2006; Martin et al., 1999). Providing effective classroom management
training (e.g., how to effectively implement praise) would better prepare teachers to
manage student behavior (Dutton Tillery et al., 2010). Praise is an easy to use, effective
classroom management tool that can positively impact classroom climate (Spilt et al.,
2016). When teachers are trained to increase their use of BSP, student compliance, on-
task behavior, and appropriate behavior improve (Brophy, 1981; Chalk & Bizo, 2004;
Sutherland et al., 2000). Although a higher praise to reprimand ratio is recommended
(i.e., 4to 1; Loveless 1996; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004), research from more
than four decades ago (White, 1975) and more recent research (Floress et al., in
preparation) suggest that middle and high school teachers’ natural total praise to total
reprimand ratios are much lower than this recommendation (approximately 1 to 1).

Few studies have examined teachers’ natural praise and reprimand rates and of
those studies the most recent (Nafpaktitis et al., 1985) was published more than three
decades ago. Teacher’s natural use of praise has been studied more recently among
preschool, kindergarten, and kindergarten through fifth grade classrooms (Floress,
Berlinghof, Radar, & Riedesel, 2017a; Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Floress et al., 2017b);
however, only one recent study (Floress et al., in preparation) has examined rates among
middle or high school classrooms and the Floress et al. study, only total praise to total

reprimand rates were examined. Therefore, additional studies are needed that examine
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teachers’ use of different praise and reprimand types among middle and high school
classrooms in the absence of intervention (or training). This information is likely to
inform universal professional development and give an idea of where teachers (in the
absence of training) compare to recommended standards (i.e., more BSP than GP).
Additionally, no study has examined whether teachers with high praise to
reprimand ratios have a higher frequency of praise than those teachers with low praise to
reprimand ratios. Understanding whether teachers with high praise to reprimand ratios are
more likely to accurately identify their use of praise and reprimand may also be helpful
for professional development training. If teachers with higher praise to reprimand ratios
are more likely to accurately report their use of praise and reprimand, their (accurate)
awareness may be an indicator that professional development supports are not needed.
On the other hand, if teachers with lower praise to reprimand ratios are unaware of their
use of praise and reprimand, these teachers may benefit from self-monitoring or
performance feedback training to increase their use of praise. These training methods
may be beneficial to increasing teachers’ praise to reprimand ratios (especially among
those who are unaware of their use of these strategies) because social leamning theory
suggests that when teachers self-monitor or receive feedback regarding their
performance, they are more aware of their performance. Therefore, it is likely that
teachers who are more aware of their performance, also praise at a higher rate because
they compare their performance with a set standard (i.e., strive for a higher praise to
reprimand ratio). Along these same lines, if teachers with low praise to reprimand ratios

are unaware of their use of these strategies, teaching them to self-monitor or providing
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them performance feedback may help them achieve a higher praise to reprimand ratio and
increase their awareness of their use of these strategies.

As noted, previous literature has been inadequate regarding teachers’ natural
praise and reprimand rates and currently no study has examined how often teachers think
they praise and reprimand. Therefore, the current study has two aims. The first is to
extend the literature in this area by examining the frequency of middle and high school
teachers use of different praise and reprimand types. A second aim of this study is to
examine middle and high school teachers’ perceptions of their praise and reprimand use
to determine whether teachers with higher praise to reprimand ratios are more accurate in
their perceived rates compared to teachers with lower praise to reprimand ratios. The
following research questions are posed:

1) What are the praise and reprimand rates by type among middle and high
school general education teachers? It is hypothesized that middle and high school
teachers will use more GP than BSP (Floress & Jenkins, 2015; Floress et al., 2017a). It is
also hypothesized that middle and high school teachers will use more mild reprimands
than any other type of reprimand (i.e., medium, harsh, or gestural; Gable Hester, Rock, &
Hughes, 2009).

2) Are teachers’ perceptions of their use of praise consistent with their actual or
observed use of praise? In other words, is there a relation between teachers’ reported use
of praise and their actual use of praise? Currently, no study has examined whether
teachers’ perceptions of praise are related to their actual use of praise; therefore, no

specific predictions were made.
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3) Are teachers’ perceptions of their use of reprimand consistent with their actual
use of reprimand? In other words, is there a relation between teachers’ reported use of
reprimand and their actual use of reprimand? As with praise, no study has examined
whether teachers’ perceptions of reprimand are related to their actual use of reprimand;
therefore, no specific predictions were made.

4) Is there a relationship between teachers praise to reprimand ratios and their
praise and reprimand accuracy? When self-monitoring and performance feedback
strategies were implemented (i.e., teachers were more aware of their use of praise)
teacher’s use of praise increased (Reinke et al., 2008). However, no study has examined
the relation between praise to reprimand ratios and teachers’ accurate perception of their
use of praise and reprimand. Therefore, it is hypothesized that teachers with higher praise
to reprimand ratios will be more accurate in their use of praise and reprimand than
teachers with lower praise to reprimand ratios.

Method

Participants and Setting

This study consisted of sixty-six middle school and high school, general education
teacher participants from Central [llinois. Data collected for this study was combined
with data collected from a previous study (Floress et al., in preparation). There were
seven middle schools and eight high schools that participated in this current study. Of the
66 participants, 25 were middle school teachers and 41 were high school teachers (see
Table 1). Participants ranged in age from 23-67 years (mean=39). All participants held a
teaching certificate. Twenty-one teachers held a bachelor’s degree and 45 teachers held a

master’s degree. Most participants were female (71%) and Caucasian (98%). Teaching
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experience was well distributed across the sample (see Table 1) and approximately half
of teachers (47%) reported that they took a behavior management class as a part of their
teacher education program.

To parlicipate, teachers needed to teach at least 20-minutes of lecture-based
instruction. For example, traditional lecture-based classes with teacher-led instruction
included Science, Math, English, or Social Studies classes. Teachers that taught less
traditional classes (e.g., Music and Art) were also invited to participate if students were
expected to be attentive to a teacher-led lecture (i.e. students were expected to look at and
listen to the teacher at the front of the classroom) for at least a 20-minute period. Special
education teachers and teachers who did not teach for a least 20-minutes of lecture-based
instruction were excluded from participating (e.g., P.E., study hall, band). The reason for
this was to ensure observations were consistent across classroom settings and
participants. The first 40 teachers that participated in the 20-minute observation and
returned their questionnaire received a gift card (valued at $5). After 40 gift cards were
distributed, participants received chocolate.

Materials and Instruments

Teacher demographic questionnaire. The teacher demographic questionnaire
included 13 questions (see Appendix C). Demographic questions were completed after
the teacher was observed. The questionnaire asked teachers to provide the following: sex,
age, race, years of teaching experience, education level, teacher certification and type of
teaching certificate (e.g., general education or special education), specialized training or
professional development (e.g., crisis management training), location that the specialized

training or professional development took place, grade and subject of the class that was
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observed (e.g. freshman English), a description of the student population in the class that
was observed (e.g., only general ed. students, mostly general ed. students etc.), and a
rating of behavioral difficulty (e.g., much less difficult, somewhat less difficult, etc.) for
the class that was observed compared to other classes that the teacher had taught in the
past.

Teacher perception of praise and reprimand form. Teacher perception of their
use of praise and reprimand was obtained using the teacher perception of praise and
reprimand form (see Appendix D). This form included five rating scales where teachers
were provided a definition for each type of praise (i.e., GP and BSP) and reprimand (i.e.
mild, medium, harsh, and gesture) and then asked how many times they used each type of
praise and reprimand within a 20-minute lesson (lecture). The teachers were directed to
answer by circling the frequency of each type of praise and reprimand on a number line
that ranged from 0-20. The definitions used on the teacher perception of praise and
reprimand form were the same operational definitions used by observers to collect direct
observation data (see operational definitions below). The teacher perception of praise and
reprimand form asked teachers to indicate the frequency that they use each type of praise
and reprimand within a 20-minute observation, so that their ratings lined-up with the
actual length of the direct observation (20-minutes). Teachers were provided a number
line to rate their frequency ranging from 0-20, because (based on prior research; Floress
& Jenkins, 2015) it was unlikely teachers would provide more than 20 praises or
reprimands per a 20-minute observation (i.e., praise or reprimand more than once per

minute).
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Praise and reprimand data collection form. The praise and reprimand data
collection form was used to collect praise and reprimand frequency data during a 20-
minute classroom observation. The form (see Appendix A) contained 20, 1-minute
intervals. Each intcrval was divided into praise and reprimand type and delivery (see
operational definitions below). Praise was broken down into two types (GP and BSP) and
reprimand was broken down into four types (mild medium, harsh, and gesture). This form
allowed observers to also measure how teachers deliver praise and reprimands (i.e., to
individual students, a small cluster of students, or a large group of students). For this
study, teacher delivery of praise and reprimand was not examined, so definitions for
delivery will not be discussed.

To complete the form, trained research assistants (two undergraduate and three
graduate students) listed the date of the observation, the school code, and the teacher code
(school and teacher codes are given to ensure school and teacher information is kept
confidential). Observers used a cued audio tape that aligned with each of the 20, 1-minute
intervals on the form. Observers watched the teacher during each 1-minute interval and
marked the frequency of praise and reprimand used within each interval. Observers also
wrote the verbatim statement or gesture for each praise or reprimand observed during the
20-minute observation. Noted below are the operational definitions that were used to
code praise and reprimand.

Operational de finition: Praise type. Praise was coded into two categories: GP
and BSP. GP was coded as any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that expresses a
favorable judgement on an activity, product, or attribute of the student. Examples

include: “Great”, “Nice Work™, “Thank you”, or thumbs up (see Appendix E). BSP was
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coded as any specific verbalization or gesture that expresses a favorable judgment on an
activity, product, or attribute of the student. Examples include: “That is a pretty picture
you made!”, “Good job getting right to work”, “terrific job coloring your project”, or
“You are sitting like I askcd”-gives star (see Appendix E).

Operational definition: Reprimand type. Reprimands were coded into four
categories: mild, medium, harsh, and gesture. A mild reprimand was any concise (brief)
verbal comment (using a normal speaking tone) that indicated disapproval of a student(s)
behavior. The verbal comment could be an instruction following student misbehavior or a
“redirection” of student behavior. Disagreeing with a student with the absence of sarcasm
or a critical tone would be identified as a mild reprimand. Examples include: “No thank
you”, “Not now” or “That is not how we treat our friends” (see Appendix E).

A medium reprimand was defined as any verbal comment (using a sarcastic or
critical tone) that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. The verbal comment
could be in the form of a question that was disapproving and had a mocking, rude, or
critical tone. A sarcastic reprimand was marked if the teacher disagreed with the child
using a critical tone. Examples include: “No it is not cold in here!” (critical) or “Is that
your best work?” (critical, mocking), or “I don’t remember telling you to write about
mumpkins!” (sarcastic; see Appendix E).

Harsh reprimand was defined as any verbal comment (using a louder than typical
tone for the setting) that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. Harsh reprimand
was marked if the reprimand implied negative consequences (e.g. a threat). Examples
include: “One more outburst and no recess” (threat) or “How many times do I need to

remind you to put your homework folder in your backpack!” (see Appendix E).
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A reprimand gesture was defined as any gesture (without speaking) that indicated
disapproval of student behavior (e.g., hands on hips). A reprimand gesture would be
marked if a teacher physically guided a child’s body to a preferred area or activity.
Examples include: Tcacher puts her hands on hips with a disapproving look towards
students or a teacher shakes his or her head at a student when the student is disrupting
class.

Inter-observer agreement. Of the 66, 20-minute observations, 38% were
collected using two observers so interobserver agreement (IOA) could be calculated for
total praise, praise types, total reprimand, and reprimand types. [OA was calculated using
percent agreement (i.e., the number of agreements divided by the number of agreements
plus disagreements; Mudford, Taylor, & Martin, 2009). Average IOA for praise was:
BSP (98%, range 90%-100%), GP (92%, range 60%-100%), and total praise (95%, range
80%-100%). Average IOA for mild reprimand was (95%, range 78%-100%), medium
(98%, range 86%-100%), harsh (100%, range 95%-100%), gesture (98%, range 90%-
100%), and total reprimand (98%, range 90%-100%). IOA percentages indicated
consistent and acceptable reliability among observers.

Direct Observation Training

Five research assistants (two undergraduate and three graduate students) were
trained to collect direct observation data. First, research assistants reviewed the
operational definitions for praise type (i.e., BSP and GP) and reprimand type (i.e., mild,
medium, harsh, and gesture, see Appendix E). Examples and non-examples of each type
of praise and reprimand were discussed, and research assistants were encouraged to ask

questions. Next, each assistant coded three training videos and were required to
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demonstrate < 80% IOA with a previously trained assistant. Then the research assistant
needed to code live in a classroom and demonstrate < 80% IOA with a previously trained
assistant before they were considered trained and were sent out to collect direct
observation data independcntly.

Procedures

IRB approval and then permisston from school administrators (to recruit middle
and high school teacher participants) was secured. Next, teachers were sent a recruiting
flyer (see Appendix F) which provided a brief description of the study and the
requirements for participation in the study. Teachers were not informed that praise and
reprimand would be observed. Teachers that agreed to participate provided optimal times
for observations to take place (i.e. times when they were likely to engage in a lecture for
at least 20-minutes). To ensure confidentiality, each teacher was assigned an ID code. ID
codes were used on classroom observation forms and teacher questionnaires.

Praise and reprimand data collection forms were used by the researcher and five
trained research assistants to collect praise (i.e, GP and BSP) and reprimand (i.e., mild,
medium, harsh, and gesture) data. All but one observation was completed in a single, 20-
minute observation. After the observation was completed, the observer provided the
teacher with the demographic questionnaire and teacher perception of praise and
reprimand form. The researcher followed-up with the teacher to prompt the teacher to
complete and return the forms in a sealed envelope (provided by the researcher) to the

school office to be picked up by the researcher or a research assistant.
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Data Analysis

To answer research question one, what are the rates of praise and reprimand type
among middle and high school general education teachers, praise and reprimand types
were collected via direct observations. Frequency counts for praise type (i.e., GP and
BSP) were totaled from each 20-minute teacher observation. Similarly, frequency counts
for reprimand type (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and gesture) were totaled from each 20-
minute teacher observation. Total praise (adding GP and BSP) and total reprimand
(adding mild, medium, harsh, and gesture) were also calculated. So that the results of the
current study can be compared to prior research, praise and reprimand per minute and per
hour were calculated. The first hypothesis, that middle and high school teachers will use
more GP than BSP, was analyzed using a t-test for dependent means. The second
hypothesis, that middle and high school teachers will use more mild reprimand than any
other type of reprimand (i.e., medium, harsh, or gestural), was analyzed using an
ANOVA for repeated measures.

The second question, are teachers’ perceptions of their use of praise consistent
with their actual use of praise, was analyzed using Pearson’s r cotrelational statistic.
Pearson’s r is a correlation coefficient that is used to determine if there is a relation
between two variables (i.e., teachers’ perceptions of their use of praise and their actual
use of praise). The correlation coefficient can range from a negative relation (-1) toa
positive relation (1) depending on the type of relation between the two variables (Taylor,
1990). Pearson’s r values with a p-value of .05 or lower will be considered significant.

This analysis was used with each type of praise (i.e., BSP and GP) and total praise to
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determine if there was a relation between perceived and actual praise among middle and
high school teachers.

The third question, are teachers’ perceptions of their use of reprimand consistent
with their actual use of reprimand, was analyzed using Pearson’s r correlational statistic.
This analysis was used with each type of reprimand (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and
gesture) and total reprimand to determine if there was a relation between perceived and
actual reprimand among the middle and high school teachers.

The final research question, is there a relationship between teachers praise to
reprimand ratios and their praise and reprimand accuracy, than teachers with lower praise
to reprimand ratios, was also analyzed using Pearson’s r correlational statistic. This
analysis was used to determine if there was a relationship between three variables: actual
and perceived praise difference, actual and perceived reprimand difference, and praise to
reprimand ratio. Praise difference and reprimand difference was computed by finding the
absolute value between each teacher’s total perceived and total actual praise and
reprimand. Praise to reprimand ratio was calculated by finding the greatest common
divisor (gcd) between each participant’s total actual praise and total actual reprimand.
Praise to reprimand ratios were calculated by dividing each praise and reprimand actual
total to the computed ged. For example, one participant had 9 total actual praises and 3

total actual reprimands. The gcd was 3. therefore, praise to reprimand ratio was 3:1 (9/3

and 3/3).
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Results

Observations

The primary researcher and five research assistants collected 66, 20-minute direct
observations (i.e., 1,320 minutes or 22 hours) across middle and high school teachers.
Frequencies of teacher praise type (i.e., GP or BSP) and reprimand type (mild, medium,
harsh, or gesture) during teacher-led class-wide instruction were recorded. A total of 496
incidents of praise and reprimand were recorded. Across the 66 teachers, there were 186
incidents of GP and 44 incidents of BSP. There were 197 incidents of mild reprimand, 28
incidents of medium reprimand, 9 incidents of harsh reprimand, and 32 incidents of
gesture reprimand.

One teacher (67" participant) was excluded from data analysis because her actual
mild reprimand rates (50 total mild reprimands in a 20-minute observation) significantly
exceeded the frequency rating range (0-20 per 20 min) on the teacher percepttons of
praise and reprimand form. Additionally, her other reprimand rates were higher than
typically observed (3 medium, 14 harsh, and 20 gesture). Since this teacher was not
provided a form that would have given her the opportunity to accurately report her actual
use of reprimands (given she exceeded the maximum, 20 per 20 min) and her
significantly higher rates of overall reprimands, her data was removed from the sample
(see limitations and future research for additional discussion).
Praise and Reprimand Frequency and Rates

To answer research question one (What are the praise and reprimand rates among
middle and high school general education teachers?), praise and reprimand frequencies

were collected from each 20-minute teacher observation. Across all 66 teachers, the
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average rate of total praise was 10.45 per hour (total rate for the 20-minutes time 3 and
then divided by total participants to get the average rate per hour. (230 x 3)/66= 10.45)
and the average rate of total reprimand was 12.09 per hour (see Table 2). The average
rate of GP was 8.45 per hour and the average rate of BSP was 2 per hour. The average
rate of mild reprimand was 8.95 per house, medium was 1.28 per hour, harsh was 0.41
per hour, and gesture was 1.85 per hour (see Table 2). Across the 66 participants, the
average praise to reprimand ratio was 0.86 to 1. (see Table 2 for rate per min
calculations). Of the 66 participants, 20 had more praises than reprimands. There were 3
teachers that had ratios reflecting the recommended 4:1 praise to reprimand ratios and 4
teachers that had higher than the 4:1 recommended ratio.

To determine whether middle and high school teachers use more GP than BSP, a
t-test for dependent means was conducted. At an alpha level of .05, results show that GP
(M= 2.82,SD = 3.41) was used significantly more often than BSP (M= .67, SD = 1.71),
1(65)=5.37,p <.001, (one-tailed), d = 1.26. Therefore, the sample of middle and high
school teachers used more GP than BSP, which was a large effect size.

To determine whether teachers used more mild reprimands than any other type of
reprimand (i.e., medium, harsh, or gesture), a one-way analysis of variance for repeated
measures was conducted. At an alpha level of .05, there was a significant difference in
reprimand frequency across the reprimand types, F(1, 65) = 35.23, p < .001, n*= .35
(large effect). Multiple t-tests with a Bonferroni correction further demonstrated that mild
reprimand (M = 2.98, SD = 4.83) was used significantly more than medium (M= .42, SD
= .86), d= .75, harsh (M = .14, SD = .39), d = .64, or gesture (M = .48, SD = .77),d = .62

reprimand. In other words, in the current sample, teachers used more mild reprimand than
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any other reprimand type. The effect size was medium for each comparison. Medium
reprimand and gesture reprimand were used significantly more often than harsh
reprimand, d = .90. In the current sample, teachers used more medium reprimands and
gesture reprimands compared to harsh reprimands, which was a large effect. There was
no significant difference between medium reprimand and gesture reprimand. However,
there was a medium effect (d = .67) between medium reprimand and gesture reprimand.
Teacher Perceptions

To answer research question two (Are teachers’ perceptions of their use of praise
consistent with their actual use of praise?) Pearson’s r correlation coefficients were
calculated among actual and perceived praise types (GP, BSP, and Total praise). At an
alpha level of .05, there was a significant positive relationship between actual and
perceived general praise, #(64) = .27,p = .01 (one-tailed). In other words, participants
who were observed to use more GP also reported that they used more GP. This
relationship between actual and perceived GP had a small, close to medium effect size.
Actual GP in relation with perceived GP accounted for 7% of the variance between these
two variables. BSP r(64) = .06, p = .66 (two-tailed) and total praise »(64) = .20, p= .11
(two-tailed) were not significant (both small effect sizes). Therefore, there was not a
significant relation between teachers actual and perceived BSP (i.e., the correlation was
close to zero).

Pearson’s r correlation coefficients were also calculated for observed and
perceived reprimand types (Are teachers’ perceptions of their use of reprimand consistent
with their actual use of reprimand?). At an alpha level of .05, there was a significant

positive relation between actual and perceived mild reprimand »(64) = .37, p =.002 (two-
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tailed). In other words, teachers who were observed to use more mild reprimand also
reported that they used more mild reprimand, with a medium effect. Actual mild
reprimand in relation with perceived mild reprimand accounted for 14% of the variance
between the two constructs.

At an alpha level of .05, there was a significant positive relation between actual
and perceived gesture reprimand #(64) = .38, p = .002 (two-tailed). In other words,
participants who were observed to use more gesture reprimands also reported to use more
gesture reprimands, with a medium effect. Actual gesture reprimand in relation with
perceived gesture reprimand accounted for 14% of the variance between the two
variables.

At an alpha level of .05, there was also a significant positive relation between
actual and perceived total reprimand »(64) = .37, p = .002 (two-tailed). In other words,
participants who were observed to use more total reprimand also reported to use more
total reprimand, with a medium effect. Actual total reprimand in relation with perceived
total reprimand accounted for 14% of the variance between the two constructs. Medium
reprimand #(64) = .17, p = .17 (two-tailed) and harsh reprimand »(64) = .12, p = .33 (two-
tailed) were not significant. In other words, the relation was negligible between observed
and reported medium reprimands (small effect) and harsh reprimands (small effect).
Teacher Perceptions and Praise to Reprimand Ratios

For the fourth research question (Is there a relationship between teachers praise to
reprimand ratios and their praise and reprimand accuracy?), Pearson’s  correlation
coefficients were calculated among actual and perceived praise difference, actual and

perceived reprimand difference, and praise to reprimand ratio. At an alpha of .05, results
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indicated that there was a significant positive relationship between actual and perceived
praise difference and actual and perceived reprimand difference 7(64) = .30, p = .008
(one-tailed). In other words, the greater the teacher’s misperception between actual and
perceived praise the greater the misperception between actual and perceived reprimand,
this was a medium effect. Teachers that had a greater difference between actual and
perceived praise were more likely to also have a greater difference between actual and
perceived reprimand. Praise difference in relation to reprimand difference accounted for
9% of variance between the two variables. However, at an alpha level of .05, praise to
reprimand ratios in relation to actual and perceived praise difference was not significant,
r(64) = .05, p = .34 (one-tailed). Therefore, little relation was seen between the praise to
reprimand ratios and actual and perceived praise difference, with a small effect that was
close to zero. At an alpha level of .05, there also was no significant difference among
praise to reprimand ratios in relation to actual and perceived reprimand difference, 7(64)
= .04, p = .39 (one-tailed). Additionally, there was little relation seen between praise to
reprimand ratios and actual and perceived reprimand difference, with a small effect size
close to zero. Possible accounts for these results are explored in the discussion section.
Discussion

The current study aimed to extend the literature on teachers’ natural use of praise
and reprimand types among middle and high school teachers. In addition, this is the first
study to examine teachers’ perceptions of praise and reprimand use compared to their
actual (or observed use). The average total praise to reprimand ratio for this study was
0.86 to 1 among middle and high school teachers and was higher than findings reported

by White (1975), which was 0.58 to 1 among middle and high school teachers. Findings
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from the current study are consistent with previous study findings (Jenkins et al., 2015;
Heller and White 1975; White, 1975), in that on average teachers used more total
reprimands than total praise. When looking at reprimand types, middle and high school
teachers used mild reprimand more than any other reprimand type (medium, harsh, and
gesture). Additionally, middle and high school teachers used more general praise (GP)
than behavior specific praise (BSP). Middle and high school teachers were more accurate
in their perceived use of GP compared to their actual use of GP. Teachers were also more
accurate in their perceived use of mild, gestural, and total reprimand when compared to
their actual use of these reprimand types. Finally, middle and high school teachers that
had a larger difference between actual and perceived praise tended to have a larger
difference between actual and perceived reprimand.

In the current study, middle and high school teachers used significantly more GP
than BSP, which was consistent with prior research (Jenkins et al., 2015; Floress &
Jenkins, 2015; Floress et al., 2017b). When looking at hourly rates from this study and
previous research, there are notable similarities. Floress & Jenkins (2015) examined GP
and BSP among 4 kindergarten teachers. Teachers used 8.8 BSP per hour and 38.5 GP
per hour (0.23 to 1 BSP to GP ratio; Floress & Jenkins, 2015). Floress et al. (2017b)
examined kindergarten through fifth grade teachers’ use of BSP and GP in general
education classrooms. Overall, teachers used 5.9 BSP per hour and 28.9 GP per hour
(0.20to 1 BSP to GP ratio; Floress et al., 2017b). These previously reported ratios were
consistent with the current study where overall totals of BSP and GP were 2 and 8.45,

respectively (0.24 to 1 BSP to GP ratio).
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Teachers may use more GP than BSP because many people use GP automatically
as a social nicety (e.g., “good” or “thank you”; Floress et al., 2017b). Teachers may also
use BSP less often because BSP is more effortful. BSP requires an individual to think
about what the student is specifically doing (e.g., “Thank you for cleaning up your
makers”). This may be particularly difficult when teachers are trying to use BSP with
students who display behavior problems because teachers may find it challenging to
identify behavior to praise. Because GP requires less strategy it may be easier to deliver
quickly. For example, showing a child a thumbs up gesture can be delivered in less time
than telling a child they did a nice joB finishing their math homework. Additionally,
teachers may use more GP because teachers determine that the student knows what the
teacher is talking about and therefore, teachers are relying on student awareness of their
directed general praise. For instance, a teacher may say “good job” after a student lines
up and may think that the student knows that the praise is connected to the specific
behavior or expectation.

It is also possible that on average teachers use more GP compared to BSP because
most teachers do not receive training on how to use praise effectively. Therefore, teachers
may not be aware of the research support for BSP (i.e., when teachers increase their rate
of BSP, student behavior improves; Brophy, 1981; Chalk & Bizo, 2004; Sutherland et al.,
2000) or that BSP is recommended over GP because students are more likely to make the
connection between the behavior they performed and teacher approval (Brophy, 1981;
Chalk & Bizo, 2004; Sutherland et al., 2000).

On average, teachers used more total reprimand than total praise. This could be

because teachers may find it easier to acknowledge and correct inappropriate or unwanted
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behavior than look for appropriate or desired behavior. As mentioned above, this may be
especially true for students who exhibit more inappropriate behavior and praise
opportunities are difficult to identify. Teachers are more likely to react to misbehavior
rather than utilize proactivc strategics (e.g., praise), despite the fact that proactive
strategies are likely to deter inappropriate behavior (Clunies-Ross, Little, & Kienhuis,
2008; Little, Hudson, & Wilks, 2002; Safran & Oswald, 2003). Teachers that use reactive
strategies, tend to respond negatively to student’s inappropriate behaviors instead of
responding positively to appropriate behaviors (Clunies-Ross, Little, and Kienhuis, 2008;
Little, Hudson, & Wilks, 2002). Shook (2012) found that even when teachers were
trained and aware of proactive strategies, they did not alter their previous strategies or
utilize proactive strategies when problem behaviors occurred.

Middle and high school teachers also used more mild reprimands than any other
type of reprimand (i.e., medium, harsh, gesture), which was consistent with findings
reported by Reinke et al. (2013). In the Reinke et al. study, the authors measured
kindergarten through third grade teachers’ use of mild (or explicit) and harsh reprimands.
On average, the 33 teachers in the sample averaged 39 mild reprimands and 1.2 harsh
reprimands per hour (2013). In the current sample, reprimands were broken into four
categories (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and gesture). Teachers used 8.95 mild reprimands,
1.28 medium reprimands, 0.41 harsh reprimands, and 1.85 gestural reprimands per hour.
It may not be surprising that middle and high school teachers in the current sample used
fewer mild reprimands than the kindergarten through third grade teachers in the Reinke et
al. (2013) sample. In 1975, White demonstrated that teachers total praise and total

reprimand decline as teachers taught older students.
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Teachers may use more mild reprimand (compared to any other type of
reprimand) because pointing out minor student misbehaviors may be reinforcing to
teachers (Maag, 2001). Approximately 95% of students comply when they receive mild
forms of reprimand (Maag, 2001). Therefore, teachers may continue to use mild
reprimands because most of the time students’ behavior in the moment improves (i.e.,
unwanted behavior stops). Maag (2001) argued that educators and society in general
consider reprimands easy to use, effective (for most children without severe behavior
problems) and an acceptable practice for handling misbehavior (Maag, 2001).

As previously mentioned, it may be especially difficult for teachers to find ways
to praise a student who engages in more inappropriate than appropriate behavior.
Teachers may find it intuitively easier to react to misbehavior (i.e., reprimand) than to
strategically plan and grow appropriate behavior (i.e. praise; Maag, 2001). Effective
classroom management focuses on strengthening student appropriate behaviors (e.g.,
praise) rather than relying on reprimands. This creates a positive classroom climate,
where instead of students complying to escape the threat of punishment, students are
more likely to find education and learning enjoyable (Skinner, 1972; Skinner, 2014).

There was a significant, positive relation between actual and perceived GP in the
current sample. In other words, teachers that used higher rates of GP were more likely to
report using higher rates of GP. Despite there being no previous research examining
whether teacher’s perceptions of praise are related to their actual use of praise, this is an
interesting finding considering the argument that teachers use GP without thinking about
it (i.e., automatically; Floress et al., 2017b). The findings from the current study indicate

that teachers may be more aware of their use of GP, despite the argument that teachers
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may use GP statements more automatically, which in turn, causes these statements to be
more habitual while teaching (Bennett, 1989). GP had a stronger correlation (.27) than
BSP (.06). When examining the data, the majority of the teachers reported that they were
using BSP (that ranged from 1 to 15 per 20 min), but there was no occurrence of BSP
observed. Therefore, this was reflected in the weak correlation for actual and perceived
BSP which resulted in only 0.3% of the variance shared. However, GP had a stronger
correlation with teacher’s reported GP closer to the observed GP which resulted in 7% of
the variance shared (a small effect).

There was no significant correlation between actual and perceived BSP and actual
and perceived total praise. As noted above, many teachers reported using BSP when there
was no actual BSP observed. These results suggest that teachers report they are using
BSP when observations indicate that they are not. One potential explanation for this is
that teachers are aware that they should be utilizing BSP and report using BSP when, in
fact, they are not. Another possible explanation is that teachers think they are using BSP
when they are using GP, or they may not understand the difference between GP and BSP,
or they may not understand BSP. This finding may suggest that universally teachers may
benefit from explicit praise training.

Actual and perceived total praise (both GP and BSP) was also not significantly
correlated. Overall, teachers reported using a significantly larger amount total praise
(both GP and BSP) than what was actually observed. This could be due to the very weak
correlation for BSP (probability of 0.66) which is included as part of total praise. Total
praise had a probability of 0.11, which is close to the alpha level, however both BSP and

total praise had small effects. These results show that there was a very small relation

40



TEACHER’S PERCEPTIONS AND USE OF PRAISE AND REPRIMAND

between actual and perceived total praise. However, when looking at the variance, there
was only 4% variance that was shared between actual and perceived total praise. This
indicates that there is minimal interaction between actual and perceived praise when
looking at total praise.

Significant correlations between perceived and actual use of mild, gesture, and
total reprimand were identified. As with praise, there has been no previous research that
has examined actual and perceived reprimand. A possible explanation for a higher
correlation between actual and perceived mild reprimand could be the familiarity of what
mild reprimand is, particularly based on the definition that mild reprimand is a redirection
of student behavior. Teachers have previously reported great confidence in using
redirection as a classroom management strategy for student behavior (Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2006; Rosas & West, 2009). The significant relationship between actual and
perceived gestural reprimand could also be due to teacher beliefs that non-verbal
strategies are successful in managing student behavior (Reupert & Woodcock, 2010). A
significant positive relationship between actual and perceived total reprimand was most
likely due to the significant correlation of actual and perceived mild reprimand which
accounted for most of the total reprimand.

Most teachers reported that they used more medium reprimands than was
observed. Likewise, most teachers believed they used more harsh reprimands than was
observed. Reprimand types may have been complex given there were four types, possibly
making the categorization of perceived reprimands difficult for teachers. Teachers may
also have believed that they were delivering more severe reprimands when they were

only mild reprimands.

41



TEACHER’S PERCEPTIONS AND USE OF PRAISE AND REPRIMAND 42

In regard to the final research question, “Are teachers with higher praise to
reprimand ratios more accurate, than teachers with lower praise to reprimand ratios?”,
praise and reprimand differences in relation to praise to reprimand ratios were not
significant. The hypothesis that teachers with higher praise to reprimand ratios would be
more accurate in their use of praise and reprimand than teachers with lower praise to
reprimand ratios was not supported by the data. One possible reason for this may have to
do with teacher’s self-awareness on their use of total praise and total reprimand.
Individuals that use self-monitoring strategies may be more aware or “in-tune” with their
behaviors, particularly regarding teachers and behavior management strategies. One
important question to consider is if teachers can accurately identify whether they are
more positive than negative overall? If teachers can accurately identify their use of praise
and reprimand, then strategies such as the praise training, performance feedback, and
self-monitoring should be further researched to determine if these are factors that
atwribute to higher praise to reprimand rate accuracy.

Future research might examine whether teachers who have received praise
training are more accurate in their perceived use of praise and reprimand compared to
untrained teachers. As mentioned before, when teachers are trained in behavior
management, particularly the use of BSP, student compliance, on-task behavior, and
appropriate behaviors increase (Brophy, 1981; Chalk & Bizo, 2004; Sutherland et al.,
2000). Results of this study did not find a significant difference in accuracy between
teachers with higher praise to reprimand ratios and teachers with lower praise to
reprimand ratios and teachers in this sample did not receive praise training. Therefore, a

lack of training may have influenced participants’ perceptions of praise and reprimand in
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that they were less accurate (regardless of whether they had higher or lower praise to
reprimand ratios). Future research on teacher training is discussed in the limitations and
future research section below.

The significant positive relationship between actual and perceived praise
differences and actual and perceived reprimand difference was surprising. These findings
indicate that teachers with larger differences between actual and perceived praise tended
to have larger differences between actual and perceived reprimand. This may be
explained by teachers’ overall lack of awareness for their own classroom management. In
other words, teachers may not be strategically using praise or reprimand and therefore are
not clued into how or how often they use these strategies. These results are interesting
considering future classroom management (self -monitoring or performance feedback)
training research, which may influence teachers’ awareness of these large differences
between actual and perceived praise and reprimand.

Limitations and Future Research

The current study is the first to look at teacher perceptions regarding their own
use of praise and reprimand, however, there are limitations to note. One limitation is the
demographic and sample size of the teacher participants for this study. Most participants
in this study were Caucasian and came from rural Central Illinois which limits the
generalizability of the results of this study to all middle and high school teachers. Results
may differ based on teachers from suburban and urban settings, other US regions (e.g.,
east, south, or west coast), or teachers from different racial backgrounds. For example,
research suggests that students from low social-economic and racially diverse

backgrounds tend to receive differentiated patterns of behavior management treatment
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and more severe infractions than their Caucasian peers (Skiba, Michael, Nardo, &
Peterson, 2002). For example, this may have been at play with the one teacher whose
outlier data was removed from the current sample. This teacher was employed at an
urban middle school that was undergoing significant personnel, administrative, and
system-level changes. It was widely understood that working at this school was stressful
for staff, which may have influenced this teachers’ use of reprimand. When teachers
report higher levels of stress, they tend to be more punitive (i.e., used more reprimands;
Floress et al., in preparation). Future research should examine rates of teacher praise and
reprimand in urban schools and the influence of stressful teaching environments on
teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand. To obtain a larger and more diverse
sample, researchers should also consider using video technology and online surveys.
Teachers could record their own use of praise and reprimand and send video footage to
researchers to code.

Another study limitation was the length and setting of the 20-min observation. To
ensure consistency across observations, observers only observed teachers during lecture-
based instruction. However, this means that teacher use of praise and reprimand during
transitions or other class time (e.g., independent seat work or group work) was not
captured. It is possible that teachers’ use of praise and reprimand could have been higher
or lower if these other class times were included.

In addition, each teacher was only observed once for 20-minutes. The brief, 20-
minute observation allowed for a larger sample of teachers to be included in the study.
For example, Floress et al. 2017b collected 200-min observations per teacher across 28

teachers. It is possible that praise and reprimand rates may have been different if
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additional observations were conducted for each teacher. For instance, some teachers had
no recorded praise or reprimand and it is possible that different rates may have been
captured with additional observations.

Finally, the time of year is a limitation that could have impacted praise and
reprimand rates. Data was collected over four academic semesters. Student behavior
and/or teachers’ praise and reprimand may vary based on when the observations took
place during the school year. Future research could look specifically at different times of
the year (e.g., beginning of the school year vs. end of the school year). Future research
could look to see if there are any fluctuations in student behavior, rates of praise and
reprimand, and teacher’s perceptions of their use of praise and reprimand at different
points in the year.

Given these limitations and that this is the first study to examine teachers’ actual
and perceived use of praise and reprimand, additional research is sorely needed.
Researchers should consider manipulating teacher BSP training to determine whether
differences are found between rates of praise and reprimand and teachers’ ability to
accurately report their use of praise and reprimand in the classroom. The current study
only included teachers who had not received praise training. Future research could look at
comparing teachers who receive BSP training (via self-monitoring and/or performance
feedback) and those who receive no training.

As previously discussed, teachers may not understand the different praise types
(GP and BSP) and may not understand how to deliver BSP correctly. Self-monitoring is
one effective teacher training tool used to increase rates of praise. Self-monitoring is a

way for teachers to be accountable of their own performance in the classroom. Previous
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research has shown that teachers trained in using BSP and self-monitoring strategies,
increased their rates of praise and those rates maintained beyond the intervention (Kalis,
et al., 2007, Oliver, Wehby, & Nelson, 2015; Pinter, East, & Thrush, 2015; Thompson et
al, 2012.).

Video, self-monitoring is one type of self-monitoring training method.
Researchers might examine whether using video, self-monitoring improves teachers’ self-
reported accuracy of praise and reprimand use in the classroom. Thompson and
colleagues (2012) looked at performance feedback training for increasing BSP and
teachers reported that they became more aware of their praise behavior (i.e., one teacher
mentioned that she never realized she used a certain word as much as she did) or where
their praise statements were directed (i.e., one teacher noted that she tended to favor one
side of the classroom with praise statements over the other). In addition to increased
awareness, teachers that used video feedback intervention also indicated that they would
be willing to use this intervention again (Pinter et al., 2015). Overall, self-monitoring
through the use of video feedback training is beneficial in helping teachers identify their
own classroom interactions and develop effective classroom management strategies
(Thompson et al., 2012).

Self-monitoring strategies may be more intensive for teachers to use and the
acceptability of using this strategy may not transcend across all teachers. In these
situations, performance feedback is an effective strategy for increasing praise in the
classroom because it is not as intensive for the teacher and provides current performance
feedback of the teacher’s behavior (e.g., GP and BSP; Reinke et al., 2007). Reinke et al.,

(2007) used visual performance feedback (i.e., visual representation displaying the
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amount of BSP that was observed and recorded for that day) to examine the impact on
teacher use of BSP. In the Reinke et al., (2007) study, teachers significantly increased
their rates of BSP after receiving performance feedback (i.e., researcher observed the
teachcr’s praise in the classroom). Additionally, other forms of performance feedback can
be used to provide “in the moment” feedback for teachers, with wireless technology
(Scheeler, McAfee, Ruhl, & Lee, 2006) or even feedback via email (Barton, Pribble, &
Chen, 2013).

The goal of this study was to examine middle school and high school teachers
perceived and actual praise and reprimand use. Overall, the current study provides
additional support to the existing research regarding teachers’ natural praise and
reprimand rates. Few studies have examined the natural rates of praise among middle
school and high school teachers and no studies have examined teachers’ perception
regarding their use of praise and reprimand in comparison to their actual use of praise and
reprimand prior to this study. Further research is needed to help guide teacher praise
training and to provide praise and reprimand rates that can be generalized to general
education teachers working across the US. Finally, further research is important in
helping to support teachers to stay in the field and increase the likelihood of student

academic and behavioral success.
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Table 1.

Teacher and Classroom Demographics

n %

Teacher Sex

Male 19 29%

Female 47 7%
Teacher Racial Background

American Indian/Alaska 1 2%

Native

White/Caucasian 65 98%
Age

23-29 11 17%

30-39 26 39%%

40-50 16 24%

50+ 11 17%

No Response 2 %
Grade

Sixth Grade 4 %

Seventh Grade 13 20%

Eighth Grade 8 12%

Ninth Grade 12 18%

Tenth Grade 3 5%

Eleventh Grade 11 17%

Twelfth Grade 5 8%

Multiple High School Grades 10 15%
Years of Teaching Experience

1-5 12 18%

6-10 15 23%

11-15 13 20%

16-20 9 14%

20+ 17 26%
Highest Educational Degree Obtained

Four Year College Degree 21 32%

Master’s Degree 45 68%
Classroom Make-up

Only general ed. students 26 39%

Mostly general ed. students 38 58%

Equal mix general ed. and 2 3%

special ed. students
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“Classroom Difficulty Rating

Much less difficult 13 20%
Somewhat less difficult 19 29%
Average difficulty 23 35%
Somewhat more difficult 8 12%
Much more difficult 3 5%
Behavior Management Class Taken
Yes 31 47%
No 33 50%
No Response 2 3%
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Table 2.
Teachers’ Mean and Range of Observed Rate of Praise and Reprimand Statements per Hour
~ Mean Range

Praise Type
BSP 2 (0.0) 0-30 (0-0.5)
GP 8.45(0.14) 0-54 (0-0.9)
Total Praise 10.45 (0.17) 0-54 (0-0.9)

Reprimand Type
Mild 8.95 (0.15) 0-96 (0-1.6)
Medium 1.28 (0.02) 0-12 (0-0.2)
Harsh 0.41 (0.007) 0-6 (0-0.1)
Gesture 1.85 (0.03) 0-9 (0-0.15)
Total Reprimand 12.09(0.2) 0-102 (0-1.7)

Note: Rate per minute is provided in parentheses
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Table 3.

Relationship Between Actual and Perceived Praise and Reprimand

Type - r

Praise Type
General Praise (GP) 27*
Behavior Specific Praise (BSP) .06
Total Praise 20

Reprimand Type
Mild Reprimand 37%
Medium Reprimand 17
Harsh Reprimand A2
Gesture Reprimand 38+
Total Reprimand B2

Note: * Indicates significant correlations atp < .05.
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Table 4.

Relationship Between Actual and Perceived Praise Difference, Actual and Perceived Reprimand Difference, and Praise to Reprimand
Ratio

Actual and Perceived Praise ~ Actual and Perceived Praise to Reprimand Ratio
Difference Reprimand Difference

Actual and Perceived Praise -

Difference

Actual and Perceived Reprimand  .30* -

Difference

Praise to Reprimand Ratio .05 04 -

Note: * Indicates significant correlations at p < .05.
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Appendix A
Teacher Observation Form
Observer: Satus: (circle ong) Bumary or Rehatality Partnes:
Date: School ID: # studexts in class Teachex ID:
Minute 1 Mimaze 2 Mmnse 3 Minute 4 Minute 5
Vertatmm Verbatim Verbatim # Verbatim # Verbatam

el gle sl e e
Y = {5 0= 1=

In 55" I = -
I= I= Iz II= I=

Lg Lg g iz Lz
x| aL= ] - 1B 8 e
=1z 5 7 =1z iz z[iz

s Sm S T S=
L] i Iy I i

= =T = i 0

Sm Sm Sm Sm Sm
E 1z ! iz ; iz ! 1z s iz

In kb =n In =
: [ S Sm Sm Sm Sm
S L e o o e
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Minute 6 Minute 7 Minute 8 Minute 9 Minute 10
# Vertatrm = Vabdanm # Verbatim # Verbatm # Verbatm
In = In In =
A= 3 i I T
= 55 R
- E

Cemmi
&

Cemmi
N F
&
Cemmi
[y

Genenal

w F

| ie E{ka = 3
— = = .-h 1;'
I )= 2y B 1=
In In In =n n
S 1= i i |- 5
5 15 -
e L]E= e 1= e
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Minnte 11 Mioute 12 Minute 13 Minute 14 Mimme 15
# Vabtatop # Verbatim # Vearbaum # Vobamm # Verbatim
In & In In In
i = = 1 = i = i =
Lg 3‘ Lg Lg Lg Lg
o = 5 i W 5 s = 2 =
In = n b
IE IE I I IE
)

&
&
&

;Sn == !h = 1=
i [ T o [T
.l- B 37 5 = =
I i 3 i i
I h ..}n‘i.. = - B
i i e =
h H 1. u :

I I I I= Iz

f




TEACHER’S PERCEPTIONS AND USE OF PRAISE AND REPRIMAND 66
Minute 16 Micuse 17 Minute 18 Minute 19 Minute 20
# Verbatim # Vertatin Verbatim Vebatun & Vabatn
=n = =n = =
i S= i = A i - f=
; : = ; i
;5 —T — h N
= = = 5=
j 1g ! Ig j Lg l 1x j Lg
In ™ I In =
- | Sm = Sm z_S-L- = Sm = Sm
Il " I 3T H
= k| 7 B e
- = - - =
g {57 i 1 i
T = B | h' g =
= - = 5= =
1E & i 1E 1
i : = e =k
= = = = =
3 s 3 3 7 3 = ! =
Total e
Total SymciScPraie  IND s 1c Tetal Geasral Praize D M e
Tota N3d Reprimsad DD s Lc TonlAled Reprimand ~ IND S Lc
T otal Harsh Reprimand _DND SM 1 Tets! Cesrure Reprimand _IND s Lc
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Appendix B

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

Clairoom Sorategies atd Teac hey Parceptions

You are ntted to PEGCPate in 3 vesearch study conducted by De. Margaret Floress, Emmas Riedesel, and Melissa Bese4om from the
Psychology Depaunent st Eastern Illinois University.

Your pardcipamion in this study is eatirely vokatny. Please ask questions about anything you do not undersamd. before daciding
whether or not to participate. You have been asked to participate in this stud) becaase You taach children in the middle school and

bigh school setting.
* PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study i3 10 examine eniddle school and high school teachess’ use of classroom management strategies in general
edncation classrooms. Research suggests that specific teacher strategies are linked %o positive smdent behavioral ard acedemic
outcomes; but there is litle @farmmsTion about ho w often teschers use these sTEmgi es. Furhamare, there is 0o informan on examining
these akills across middle school and Aigh schoal (e.g., 7* -12* grade) general education classrooms o1 celsting tiram to teachers’
percegtians of classioom strategies gnd studeat discipline.

The gaal of the current study is 10 determine the typicsl, or pormative, rate of classroom strategies used amoag middle school and high
school teachers during clasaroom instruction. In addition, we are inter ested in whether thereis a felatianshsp between the zumber of
stzstegies used and teacher perceptions of strategies and student discipline. We are not asking you to do smything differently. We
simply want to count the mumber of trnes Yon use specific saaregies. Ouz §o3l is to delp educstors, sdmnistrators, and researchen
understand Bow often teachers use classroom surategies within a typical clssszoom setting and whather or not there i3 a relstion to
teachers' perceptions of swategies and stndent disciphie.

¢« PROCEDURES
1f you voluameer to pardcipate in this stody, vou will be asleed w:

1) Alow cesearch gssistamms to complete oae, 20-mimne observation in your claesToom dwing cl1ss msTectan (lecare). The
ozined cesearch gssistants will sit in an incouspirnms place in yourclassroom and will quisty and usobtusvely observe.

2) Provide the researchers mith a schedule of poeential observation times. Clase instroction will be coordinsted with reseazch
assistant schedules, A week prior to the obsenvaton we will comrmunicate the aame of the research gssistant and canfirm thar
the planred observation time stll fits with your schedule.

3) Complete a hrief Questionnaive (approximatety 5 minutes to corBDlete).

s POTENTIAL RISXS AND DISCONFORTS

Itis untikely that vau will experience significant ghrvaical or psychological Giscomfort from paricipzeing in the stady. However,
sesearch assistants will be observing your classroam, so thesre may be some degree of discomfor essociated with being observed.

Observational and quesh onnaire data will be collected anonymously by assigring identificatios numbers (e.g., T-1, T-2). If requested,
Zenerd) reauls regerding the study will be provided to participants and school sdmiaistramrs, but mSarmarion rezarding observaians
of a specific clasaroom wilt not be disclosed. Any infarmation will be combinad across all participating classrooms in the participaning
schools.

¢ FPOTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

Pouapding ia this study is hikely 10 benefit you and the field of education in peressl Fint, sometmes pastcipants in thae kinds of
studies enjoy being part of research It can be excining to be involved in research that is gasred towards belpwg other educaton and
researcheys have a battey understandiag of the way that general educanicn classrooms work. Addibanafly, there is litle information
regarding teachers' aatural use of strategies in general education classzooms. There have been a few shudi'es examining strategies in
special education classroomas, but bardly any @formation exiss about how teachess use clasgoom suzlegies in general educanan
classrooma.

o INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION

All parmicipants who participate in this study will receive a mnalltoken of appreciznan (e.g., chocolate).
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+ CONFIDENTIALITY

Any nformstian that is obtamed b comnection with this study and that can be ideatified with you will remain canfidential and will be
@xionad only with your permrissian o1 as required by law. Canfidenciality will be cuaintained by several mesns. Y ou will be assigned
an depdficxrian cambe that will be gsed to collect obsen wtional dsts and questianmaire daw.

Oniginal otnarvation and questiannaire dats will be bowsed inside z (ocked filing cabinet in Dr. Floress' regemrch lab foe sp praximately
3 vesrs. Afder 3 years, all obsertv'eticn and questonnaie dsts will be deswoyed.

¢  PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

Purticipatian in this research s tody is vohmtary and not a sequirement or 2 sudituan for being the recipian of benefit or services fram
Rastern fllingis Univexsity or any other arzanizaton spoasaring the cesaarch project If o volantrer to be in this study, you may
withdsaw at amy time without cansequences of any kind ar loss of benefits ar services to which Yoo are othertise earitied.

These is no penalry if you withdrgw from the study and you will not Jose 2y benefits to which you ate ctheyome entitled

¢ IDENRTIFXCATIONOF INVESTIGATORS

Ifyouhave any questions ar concerns abount this resesrch, please contact:

Margaet Flaress, PhD.
217-581-33523
mflgressein edu

¢ RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS
1f you have goyv questians ar concesns ebomt the treamment of uonan partcipant n this study, you may call ar waite:
Instimmonal Review Board
Rastern fimois University
600 Lincola Ave
Qurestan 1L 61920

Telephone: (217) 581-8576
E-mail: eimrb@wwnr.eiv.edo

Yaou will be given the opparmunity to discuss any questians abaut your rights a5 a research subject with a membder of the IRB. The [RB
is an @dependent committee composed of members o f the University commmaity, as well 22 I8y membess of the commmity not
canaected with EIU. The IRB has reviewed and appuoved this stody.

1 volamnly agree to participate in this amdy. 1 understand thst [ am free %0 ithdraw my cansent and discostinne vy partdpsion st
any tme_ ] have beer given a copy of this farm.

Printed N ame of Participaat

Signammre of Paticpam Date

1, the undersigned, have defined and fully explained the investization to the above subject.

Signature of Investigator Date

This study IRB #16.085 has IRB approval
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Appendix C

Teacher Demographic Questionnaire ]

Your Name:
Sex (circle): Male Female
Age:
Racial Background  Awerican Astan Black or Aftican Nanve Hawanan  Caucasian or White
(circle): lndian’ Alaska Auwerican Other Pacitic
Native Islander
Other:
Do vou bave your
teaching certificate .
{circle)? Yes No
I am a certified Geuneral Special Specisls Teacker Teacher’s Aid
(circle): Education Education
Teacher Teacher
Oder:
Years of Teaching
Experience:
Higbest Educational  Two Year Folu Year Master’s Degree Doctoral Degee
Degree Obtained College College Degree
(circle): Degree
Special Training: For ex:auple: Crisis nxnagemen uaniug (wetber of sclioel’s crisis managenseut leaw), attended

Antisin Awareness Woikshop, PBIS training. or received special irawing tu readiug mtenvention.

Location of Tratning

{ Provided by:
Name of Class For exaple: Freslunan Algebra
Observed (erade) (subjecr)
The Class observed  Only general  Mostly general  An equal mix of Mostly special Only special ed.
includes (circle): ed. studenls ed. students and  generaled. siudents  ed. students aud  Students
some specialed.  and special ed. sowe general cd.
sindews students studerns

How would you rate the behaviorsl difficulty of the class observed (as a whole) compared to other classes You have
taught in the past? (circle answer below)

1 2 3 4 s
Much Jess Sowmewhat less Average difficutty  Soinewhbat more Much more
ditHicult ditficnltt ditfcule difficult
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Appendix D

Teacher's Perceived Use of Claswroom Skills
We would like to better andersand how oftes teachers think tiey e using (e follawing akills in the dlassroom. For the
folloaing questians please 1) read the defininng, then 2) estimate bow often y ou use each skill m a 20.min class-wide lesson.
1. SPECIFIC PRAISE: Any specific verbalization or gesture that exprasses a favurakile judgment on an Activity, prodact,
or amribene of the smien. 5 “Great pomy, thanks for cogtribatiag!™ “T'm giad you got yous wark turned in on
tme” “Class, great job beepma yoar volume down "

While giving a 20-min class-wide lesson, how often (how many times) do youuse SPECIFIC PRAISE with stadems
(cambine class-wide and individual specific praise).

8123456‘?19lllllZlSNlSl‘lTl!lbﬂ—|

2. GENERAL PRAME: Any nonspecific 1erbalaation or gesture that expresses 2 favorable indement o an activity,
aradncy, oc auTibute of the studem Exampl®: “Grezt work™ “A wescme™ ‘Thank you ™

While giving a 20-mia class-wide lesson, how often (how many times) do you use GENER.AL PRAISE with studests
(cambine class-wide and individual geseral praise).

0 [1 [2 [3 [4 |5 |6 [7 [8 |9 |10 [11 |12 |13 [14 |15 |16 [17 [18 |19 [20

3. AILD REPRIMAND: Any verbel comment (delnversd in a acrmal tone considering the setting’) by a teacher to
mdxmdngw_vﬂofm&mbehnm The verbal camment (3B be m indrocton folowiBe stodent asbehxior

Qegmimand is cancise (hrief) and may be desaibed as a tsacher “rdiexnien” of stndeat misbebatior. Disgreeing with 2
stndem with the absence of smT2sm o7 a critical tese woald be cansdered 2 mild ceprmand Examgles wclude: “This is
potthe tmeto e tafking” “No thank you™ Y ou know better™ *'Si¢ right hese "

While giving a 20-min class-wide lessoa, how ofien (how maty times) do you use AfILD REPEIDMAND with studems
(cambine class-wide and mild cepmimands).

0 |1 [2 [3 |4 [&5 [€6 [7 |8 |9 |10 [1Y [02 |13 (L4 |15 |16 (17 (13 |19 |20

4. MEDIUM REPRIMAND: Any verbal comment {using a sarrastic o1 critical tane) by a teacher to indicare disapproval
of stadent behavior. The verbal commest is concise {brief) and may be in the form of 3 question that is disappruTing and
has a2 mockine, rude, ar critical tane (i e, rhetarical not a real question). Disagreemg with 2 sStuden) waiBg a critical tone
s cansideed 2 mediom cegimand €xzples: T dan't remembe telling you to sit and talk to your fvends {sarcastic
tage)” “Ao. it's pot cold i here™ “Ts that your best weatk? (mockiog)™

While giving a 20.min dass-wide leseon, how ofter (how many times) do you uae AMFDIUM RE PRIMAND with stidests
{combine class-wide and individual mednom reprimaads).

0 |1 |2 |3 [4 [5 [6 [7 |o [9 |10 |21 [12 |13 |14 |15 [16 |17 [18 |19 |20
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§. HARSH RRPRIMAND: Any verbal comment (sin2 a londer than typical tone for the setting) by a wacher o mdicare

disapproval of a studend behaviar. Harsh cepmmands ioclade the implicative of negative consequenses (ia.. 2 threat) of
any prolong discpssion (30 sec or longer) aboat misbehaior. Examples eclude “One mare ditrgpiien and sameoae is
going to 155" “Brcuse me!™ “I woa tsay it agzia™ "How many times do we Beed to 20 over, ! Qoud).”

While giving a 20-min dass-wide Jenyon, how ofter (how many tmes) do you wae HARSB REPRIMAND with stadents

(combine class-wide and ndividual barsh reprinands).

[T [2 [T 4«56 7 [8 ([0 [0[ON[12[13[14][15 iﬁ‘laﬂz‘i—]

6. GESTURE REFRIMAND: Asny gesture (without speaking) that indicates disapproval of 2 smdent behavior (e ..
bands on hips). Gestme oocun when a shudem is physically guided or prompted to 2 grefexed zrea or activily.
Esampies: Skaking head to exmaimnicate “stop doing that™ Student cefuses to get up from desk. wacher toaches elbow

o indicate “‘get up.”
Vhile giving 2 20-min class-wide Jesson, how ofben (how mamy times) do you use GESTURE RE PRMAND with
students (combme class-wide and mdnidnal epstare regranapds).

2 (3 |4 |5 [6 |7 |8 |9 [10 |11 12|13 (24105 |16 [17 |13 |19 [20
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Appendix E

BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Praise

That is a pretty picture you made! I like how you are sitting still
That is a cool shirt you are wearing Good job getting right to work

Terrific job coloring your project That is nice sharing
Thank you for sitting so nicely You are sitting like I asked — gives
star

- Qreat - Perfect
- Nice Work - Thank you
- Thumbs up - Hi-five

2
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BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Reprimand

No thank you - No, comesit down (child at desk,
Not now while other children are at the rug)
- Thatis now how we treat our friends

I don’t remember telling you to No it’s not cold in here! (critical)
write about mumpkins! Is that your best work? (critical,
(sarcastic) mocking)

- One more outburst and no recess - Excuse Me!
(threat) - How many times do I need to remind
- I'won’ttell you again (threat) you to put your homework folder in
you backpack!

- Teacher puts her hands on hips with a disapproving look towards students.

- Achildis notsitting on the carpet so the teacher moves over the child, grabs the
child’s hand, and moves the child to the carpet.

- Ateacher shakestheir head at a student when the student is disrupting class.
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Additional Examples for Middle School and HS Teachers

SPECIFIC PRABE: Aoy specific verbalization or gesture that expresies 2 favarable judpment an an actnity,
@odt or attnbute of the stndevet Examples; *Great paint, thanks for cantnbatmg!™ *T'm giad you got your work
twoed m oo tme” “Class, great job heeping yoor volume dowm.”

MILD REPRIMAND: Any verbal comment (delivered in 2 amma) tooe considering the setting) by a teacher to
indicate disapproval of studerg behavios. The verbal comment can be an insruction Gllowing staderd misbehavics.
Reprimand 15 concise (bnef) and may be desaribed as a teacher “Yedirection™ of student em<behrcier. Drsagreemg
with 2 stndem with the absence of sarcasm or 2 gitical tuwe would be considered 2 nEld ceprmmand. Examples
@chude: “This is oot the time to be talking” *No thapk you"“You know bettec’” “Sit right here

MEDIUM REPRIMAND: Any verbal cammens 2 sarcastic or cnvtical tone a taacher to indicate
disapproval of tudem buhacior. The verbal carment 1s concise (bnef) and w3y be m the form of 2 questian thatis
diwspyuoving and has 2 mocking, rude. or aitical tooe (ie., thetorical, not a real question). Disagreemg with a
student using a cnifical toue is considered 2 @edrum repmmand Fxamples: “1 doa’t ceember telhing you to sat and
talk to your friands (sarcastee tone)” “No, it's uot cold m here” “Is that your best wodk? (@ocking)”

HARSH KEPRIMAND: Any verbal comment wne for the seth a teacher to
mdicate disapproval of 2 staden) behavior. Hmhmmummdo@\twog

a theeat) or amy prolonz discosaan (30 sec or longer) about unsbehavior. Examples meinde : “One mare disuphon
and soxmerane 1s gaing t© I85™ < Excnse me!” T won't Iy it agan™ “How macy thnes do weneed to goover_____ !

Qoad).”

GESTURE REPRIMAND: Any gesture (s icates di al of 2 stmdent behaviar (e g,
Mm@l%m@aﬁu@&mwam“awm
Examples: Soking head to cammmmicate “stop daing thai™ Student refues to £2¢ up from desk, teachey touches
eThow o indicate “get up.”
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Appendix F

Pyychology @R
600 Lincodo Avenie
Charteston, [linals61920-30A

Offke:  217.581.21227

fax. 2175816763
web  bulipxhtuahy

Classroom Strategies & Teacher Perceptions

You are mvited to parthapate m a research study canducted by Macparet Floress, Ph D, Melissa
Bemudam, B_A., & Froma Riedesel, B_A, from the Psychology Oepartment at Eastern Illinois Unrversaty.

o PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The pwpose of the study is to examine aiddle school and high schoo} teachers’ use of classronm
mamzgement stratepies 10 zeneral edncation clasgoama. There is Iitle informatian abont how often
teachars use specific strafegies in @eneral educahon especially amang auiddle school and bigh school
taachers. We are also citzrested in the relafionship batvean claszroam strategies and taacher perceptians
of claswroom strategies and studert disciplme.

« PROCEDURES

Ifyou volunteer to particspate in this study, you will be asked to:

1) Allow research amistands to canplete ONE, 20-minate observation m your claaaoom dunag
class instructian (Jechure).

2) Complete 2 Brief questionnaire (Zpprammate)y 5 camtes to complete).
« INCENIIVES FOR PARTICIPATION

If you are one of the first 40 participanis to participate in this studv you will ceceive a small
gift of appreciation (Valued at appraxmnately $5).

o IDENTIRXCATION OF INVESTIGATORS
If you are interested m participating or baaring more informatian about this study, pleace canfact

Margare? Flaress, Ph D.
217-581-3523 — office
812-219-8419 - cell
mfloress@eiu.edu

This study IRB #16-085 has IRB approval



	Eastern Illinois University
	The Keep
	2019

	Middle School and High School Teachers' Actual and Perceived Use of Praise and Reprimand
	Melissa Beaudoin
	Recommended Citation


	A9Rq4x85_1pma395_2sw.tmp

