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Abstract
The current study examined teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand in middle and
high school (sixth through twelfth grade) general education classrooms. In addition, the
relations between praise and reprimand and teacher stress and self-efficacy were
examined. Praise and reprimand data were collected via 20-minute, direct observation
(940 total observation minutes). On average, middle and high school teachers delivered
11.7 total praises per hour and 10.4 total reprimands per hour (1.1 to 1 praise-to-
reprimand ratio). Middle school teachers delivered 12.8 total praises per hour and 14.5
total reprimands per hour (0.9 to 1 praise-to-reprimand ratio) and high school teachers
delivered 7.0 total praises per hour and 11.5 total reprimands per hour (1.4 to 1 praise-to-
reprimand ratio). There was no statistically significant difference between middle and
high school teachers’ use of praise. Middle school teachers reprimanded more frequently
than high school teachers did, and this difference was statistically significant. In terms of
teacher stress and self-efficacy, teachers who reported higher levels of stress used more
reprimands, and teachers who reported higher levels of self-efficacy used fewer
reprimands. Lastly, teacher-reported stress was negatively correlated with teacher self-

efficacy. Implications and future directions are discussed.
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An Examination of Teachers’ Natural Praise-to-Reprimand Ratios
and Perceptions of Self-efficacy and Stress
Introduction

Teaching is considered a ‘high-stress’ profession; approximately one fourth of
school teachers describe teaching as extremely stressful (Kyriacou, 2001). This is not
surprising considering that in the past 20 years more teachers have been evaluated based
on students’ state-standardized testing performance (von der Embse, Pendergast, Segool,
Saeki, & Ryan, 2016; Kyriacou, 2001) all while striving to provide inclusive classroom
instruction to students with diverse learmming needs (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000).
A further complication is that students who struggle academically are more likely to
exhibit behavioral challenges (Barry, Lyman, Klinger, 2002; Frick, et al., 1991; Hinshaw,
1992). Therefore, teachers are faced with high-stakes evaluations (which are tied to their
pay and tenure status), adequately addressing the learning needs of all students in their
classes, and effectively managing student behavior.

Teachers who effectively manage student behavior may experience less stress and
more confidence in their teaching abilities. Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2012) found that
teachers who reported higher levels of stress (related to students’ behavior) also reported
lower teacher efficacy. Teachers commonly report that they are insufficiently trained to
manage student behavior problems (Begeney & Martens, 2006; Nahal, 2010), and
increased levels of stress and poor self-efficacy related to dealing with student
misbehavior may explain why teachers decide to leave the field of education (Collie et
al., 2012). Collie et al. (2012) found that student discipline, related workload, and sense

of teaching efficacy were directly related to job satisfaction. Ingersoll (2001) surveyed



PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 8

teachers and found that 25% of those who left the field cited student discipline problems
as a contributing factor. Therefore, examining simple, evidence-based teacher strategies,
like praise-to-reprimand ratios, has the potential to positively impact teacher stress,
increase teacher self-efficacy, and result in the retention of quality educators that might
otherwise leave the field. The purpose of this study is to examine the relation between
teachers’ praise-to-reprimand ratios and teacher self-efficacy and stress. The next section
will begin by reviewing praise and reprimand definitions, rates, and their impact on
student behavior.

Teacher Praise and Reprimands

Definitions. White (1975) was the first to study the natural occurrence of teacher
praise and reprimands over 40 years ago. In her study, White used the terms “approval”
and “disapproval” to examine praise and reprimand rates among first through twelfth
grade teachers. Approval was defined as “a verbal praise or encouragement” (White,
1975, p. 368). Disapproval was defined as “any verbal criticism, reproach, or statement
that indicated that the student’s behavior should change from what was unacceptable to
acceptable to the teacher” (White, 1975, p. 368).

Early researchers defined praise and reprimand strictly by verbal remarks
(Beaman & Wheldall, 2000); however, there are other ways teachers can communicate
their approval and disapproval (e.g., giving a high five, giving a “disapproving look” or
guiding a student physically to a desired location). In 1985, Nafpaktitis, Mayer, and
Butterworth included gestures in their definition of reprimand (i.e., any verbal criticism,
disapproving gesture, and implementation of punitive contingencies such as isolation,

penalties, and fines). Nafpaktitis et al. also included gestures in their definition of praise
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(i.e., verbal praise, approving gestures, physical contact, recognition, and delivery of
token or tangible rewards).

Recent studies have broken praise and reprimands down into narrower categories.
Praise is commonly described as either general or behavior-specific (Floress & Jenkins,
2015; Reinke, Stormont, Herman, Wachsmuth, & Newcomer, 2015). Floress and Jenkins
(2015) defined general praise (GP) as “any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that
expresses a favorable judgment on an activity, product, or attribute of the student” (e.g.,
Good job! or Way to go!; p. 4). Behavior-specific praise (BSP) was defined as “any
specific verbalization or gesture that expresses a favorable judgment on an activity,
product, or attribute of the student” (e.g., You did a great job picking up all your crayons!
Floress & Jenkins, 2015, p. 4).

Reinke et al. (2015) divided reprimands into two categories: explicit and harsh.
Explicit reprimand was defined as a *“verbal comment or gesture by the teacher to
indicate disapproval of behavior; concise (brief) in a normal speaking tone” (e.g., That
was not a good choice; Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163). Harsh reprimand was defined as a
“verbal comment or gesture to indicate disapproval of behavior using a voice louder than
typical for the setting or a harsh, critical, or sarcastic tone” (e.g., Do you think that
standing on the table is a good decision? Reinke et al., 2015, p. 163). For the current
study, praise and reprimand definitions were gleaned from the literature (Floress &
Jenkins, 2015; Reinke et al., 2015). Definitions for BSP and GP will be used; however,
reprimands will be further divided into four categories (i.e., mild, medium, harsh, and
gesture). Operational definitions are described in detail in the method section. The next

section will review natural praise-to-reprimand rates.
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Natural rates. As mentioned previously, White (1975) was the first to investigate
the natural occurrence of teacher praise and reprimand rates in the absence of
intervention. White and colleagues measured teachers’ natural frequency of praise and
reprimands simultaneously via direct observation. Observations took place in first
through twelfth grade classrooms during teacher-led instruction. In total, 8340
observation minutes were collected and results indicated that as teachers taught older
students, their praise and reprimand rates declined. Jenkins et al. (2015) included White’s
findings in their review of teachers’ praise rates and recalculated White’s praise rates into
early elementary (first and second grade), late elementary (third through fifth grade),
middle school (sixth through eighth grade), and high school (ninth, tenth, and twelfth
grade) so that comparisons between grade levels could be made. For the current study,
White’s reprimand rates were re-calculated into the same grade level groups. First and
second grades teachers delivered 43.7 praises and 33.2 reprimands per hour (1.3 to 1
ratio). In third-fifth grade, teachers averaged 21.0 praises and 31.2 reprimands per hour
(0.7 to 1 ratio). In middle school, teachers averaged 17.1 praises and 28.1 reprimands per
hour (0.6 to 1 ratio). In high school teachers used 8.4 praises on average per hour and
15.0 reprimands per hour (0.6 to 1 ratio; Jenkins et al., p. 5).

Heller and White (1975) examined the natural rates of verbal praise and
reprimands simultaneously during teacher-lead instruction. Rates were collected among
10 middle school teachers who taught seventh through ninth grade. Students were
divided into two groups, low and high ability. High ability students scored at or higher
than national reading norms, while low ability students scored below national reading

norms.
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The overall natural rate of praise and reprimands observed across both groups of
students was 17.1 praises and 31.2 reprimands per hour (0.6 to 1 ratio), which is
consistent with findings reported by White (1975) among teachers in grades 6, 7, and 8
(i.e., 0.6 to 1 ratio). When the two ability groups were compared, results indicated that
teachers used more reprimands with students in the low ability group (38.1 reprimands
per hour) compared to the high ability group (24.3 reprimands per hour). Although the
current study will not be examining the difference between praise-to-reprimand ratios
among low and high achieving students, this finding emphasizes that students who have
higher academic challenges are more likely to exhibit behavior problems and are also
more likely to receive teacher reprimands (Heller & White, 1975).

Nafpaktitis, Mayer, and Butterworth (1985) expanded upon previous research by
examining teachers’ natural praise and reprimand rates (verbal and nonverbal) in relation
to student on-task behavior in the classroom. Previous studies (Heller & White, 1975;
White, 1975) focused solely on verbal reprimands; however, Nafpaktitis et al. (1985)
argued that nonverbal gestures are important to measure because teachers can
unknowingly and unintentionally attend to students’ behavior. Nafpaktitis and colleagues
measured praise and reprimand rates as well as students’ disruptive, off-task, and on-task
behaviors concurrently during teacher-lead instruction. However, praise and reprimands
were only recorded following student disruptive, off-task, or on-task behavior.

Eighty-four teachers from 29 schools with students in grades 6-9 were observed.
On average, teachers used 54.0 praises and 17.4 reprimands per hour (3.1 to 1 ratio). This
ratio was much higher than the ratios reported by White (1975) among sixth, seventh, and

eight grade classrooms or White and Heller (1975) among seventh, eighth, and ninth
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grade classrooms (0.6 to 1 and 0.6 to 1, respectively). These differences may be attributed
to Nafpaktitis et al. adding nonverbal examples into the operational definitions for praise
and reprimand.

Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) also reported that teacher reprimand rates were related to
student behavior. Classrooms with lower teacher reprimands had higher rates of student
on-task behavior; whereas classrooms with higher teacher reprimands had more student
disruptive and off-task behaviors. Floress, Jenkins, Reinke, and McKown (2017) found a
similar relation between teacher BSP and student off-task behavior. Although teacher
praise and student behavior were not collected simultaneously, classrooms with higher
BSP had less student off-task behavior. Interestingly, Floress and colleagues did not find
a similar relation between GP and off-task behavior, which may stress the importance of
collecting both praise and reprimand data more precisely so that subcategories can be
teased apart and compared.

Although their study was not conducted in the United States, Thomas, Presland,
Grant, and Glynn (1978) found a lower observed praise-to-reprimand ratio among
seventh grade teachers during teacher-led instruction (i.e., 12.0 praises and 34.9
reprimands per hour; 0.3 to 1 ratio). This ratio is consistent with findings reported by
Heller and White (1975) and White (1975). On the other hand, Wheldall, Houghton, and
Merrett (1989) found a higher praise-to-reprimand ratio observed among sixth through
tenth-grade teachers during instruction (i.e., 38.3 praises and 31.9 reprimands; 1.2 to |
ratio), which is closer to the 3.1 to 1 ratio among sixth through ninth grade reported by

Nafpaktitis et al. (1985).
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The studies reviewed thus far reported total praise and total reprimand rates,
rather than measuring praise and reprimand at the subcategory level (e.g., GP, BSP, mild
reprimand, harsh reprimand). Reinke, Herman, and Stormont (2013) observed 33
elementary classrooms (kindergarten through third grade) during teacher-lead instruction
and reported natural praise and reprimand rates by subcategories. On average, teachers
delivered 33.6 total praises per hour (25.8 GP per hour and 7.8 BSP per hour) and 40.2
total reprimands per hour (39.0 explicit reprimands per hour and 1.2 harsh reprimands per
hour (Reinke et al., 2013). Therefore, teachers delivered fewer total praises than total
reprimands per hour (0.84 total praise to 1 total reprimand) and the ratio for BSP to total
reprimands was 0.19 to 1. It is important to examine total praise to total reprimand and
BSP to total reprimands because the literature consistently describes BSP as a superior
form of praise compared to GP (Brophy, 1981; Smith & Rivera, 1993; Walker, 1979).
BSP is generally seen as superior to GP because when a teacher uses BSP he/she creates
a clear connection (for the child) between teacher approval and a specific behavior
(Hawkins & Heflin, 2011). Although BSP is preferred, recommended praise-to-
reprimand ratios are not specific in terms of praise or reprimand type. Therefore, it is
assumed that the recommended ratios are referring to total praise and total reprimands.
All middle and high school rates are summarized in Table 1. The next section reviews
the recommended praise-to-reprimand ratio and the effect on student behavior.

Recommended rates and student behavior. Higher praise-to-reprimand ratios
have been linked to various educational benefits including a positive learning
environment, increases in appropriate student behavior, and increases in student

engagement (Stitcher, Lewis, Whittaker, Richter, & Trussell, 2009). When teachers
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provide praise that identifies students’ effort, rather than criticizing faults or mistakes, a
welcoming academic environment is created in which students are more likely to interact
in the learning process (Trussell, 2008).

Although no study has experimentally manipulated ratios, recommended praise-
to-reprimand ratios in the classroom range from 3:1 (Sprick, 1985) to 4:1 (Walker,
Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). Providing a
recommendation for an ideal praise ratio can be traced back to John Gottman, a professor
of psychology at the University of Washington who was a cofounder of the Seattle
Marital and Family Institute, also known as the “Love Lab” (Flora, 2000). Based on the
observation of 2000 couples, Gottman developed a ratio model that predicted that
spouses who were observed to engage in at least five positive interactions (approval) for
every aversive interaction (criticism) would remain married (i.e., not divorce; Flora,
2000).

Gottman, Coan, Carrere, and Swanson (1998) examined positive-to-negative
ratios among 130 newlywed couples who were video-taped during one, 15-minute
conversation. The couple’s interactions were categorized into five positive codes (i.e.,
interest, validation, affection, humor, or joy) and ten negative codes (i.e., disgust,
contempt, belligerence, domineering, anger, fear/tension, defensiveness, whining,
sadness, or stonewalling). Couples who had a positive-to-negative ratio of 5 to 1 during
the conversation were predicted to stay together, while couples with lower ratios were
predicted to divorce. A follow-up with the couples found that Gottman and colleagues

predicted divorce with 83% accuracy (Gottman et al., 1998). The following section will
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discuss studies that have examined praise-to-reprimand ratios and student outcomes in
the classroom setting.

Research findings have demonstrated that using both a positive (i.e., praise) and
negative (i.e., reprimand) approach in combination may be important for effective
classroom management. For example, Pfiffner, Rosen, and O’Leary (1985) examined
whether an all-positive approach to classroom management was effective in increasing
on-task behavior and academic performance. Eight students (five, second grade and three,
third grade) and a special education teacher were observed for one hour a day for 46
days. An ABCBACA design was implemented where the following phases were
manipulated: (A) the teacher’s baseline use of praise and reprimands, (B) eliminating
reprimands (teacher was instructed to eliminate reprimands and implement praise as
usual, and (C) enhanced praise (continue to not use reprimands but increase rates of
praise). The authors reported that the all-positive (enhanced praise) phase (phase C) was
not as effective in increasing student on-task behavior as phase A. The authors
concluded that using a management system that includes both positive (praise) and
negative (reprimand) consequences is most effective in decreasing students’ on-task
behavior because on-task behavior was highest in phase A, when teachers used
reprimands. During phase A, when both positive and negative consequences were used,
the ratio of praise to reprimand was 3.1 to 1; 3.8 to 1; and 3.5 to 1, respectively. Pfiffner
et al. (1985) argued that using both positive and negative consequences (at least 3
positives to 1 negative) created a more effective and positive learning environment.

Good and Grouws (1977) suggested that a similar ratio (3.5 praises to |

reprimand) was ideal. In their study, they examined whether teacher praise and negative
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feedback influenced students’ academic achievement. Forty-one classroom teachers were
observed during instruction and found that teachers who used a 3 to 1 praise-to-
reprimand ratio had students with higher student achievement scores on the lowa Test of
Basic Skills. The next section reviews previous studies measuring teacher stress.
Teacher Stress

Teaching is a high stress profession (Collie et al., 2012). Teacher stress is defined
broadly as any unpleasant, negative emotion (e.g., anger, anxiety, frustration, depression)
experienced by a teacher related to their work as a teacher (Kyriacou, 2001). Stress is
likely related to various sources, including relationships with parents, relationships with
other professionals, and workload (Klassen & Chiu, 2010). However, many teachers
report that classroom management and high levels of student disruptive behavior are
common teacher stressors (Griffith, Steptoe, & Cropley, 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010,
Kyriacou, 1987). Examining teacher stress, as it relates to student disruptive behavior,
may provide insight into why teachers decide to leave the field of education.

Teachers who reported high levels of stress also reported a greater likelihood to
leave the field (Center & Steventon, 2001). Ingersoll (2001) surveyed teachers who had
decided to leave the field due to dissatisfaction, and found that 25% of these teachers
reported that student discipline was a factor in their decision to leave. These studies
suggest that teacher stress may be related to managing student disruptive behavior;
however, it is unclear whether specific management strategies (e.g., teachers’ use of
praise and reprimand) are related to teacher stress and potentially their decision to leave

the field of education.
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Research findings suggest that students with behavior problems receive less
teacher praise and more teacher reprimands compared to children without behavior
problems (Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008; Sutherland & Oswald,
2005). Students who are off-task or disruptive evoke few positive interactions from their
teacher, which likely leads to more off-task and disruptive behavior (Merret & Wheldall,
1986). On the other hand, as teacher praise increases, reprimands decrease (Caldarella,
Williams, Hansen, & Wills, 2015, Reinke et al., 2008; Wills, Iwaszuk, Kamps, &
Shumate, 20 14). If teachers who praise more frequently, have classrooms with less
disruptive behavior, these teachers may also experience less stress related to student
disruptive behavior. Similarly, teachers who reprimand more frequently (and praise less
frequently), may experience more stress related to student disruptive behavior.

Teacher Stress and Self-efficacy

It is easy to imagine how dealing with students’ disruptive behavior (e.g., not
following directions, talking back, repeatedly doing things asked not to do) would be
stressful. When students are disruptive, teachers not only attempt to manage the
disruptive student, but also try to manage the aftermath of the disrupted learning
environment (e.g., students who are distracted from leamming). Dealing with this type of
stressful situation may influence teachers’ confidence in their ability to teach effectively
(Miller, Ferguson, & Byrne, 2000; Poulou & Norwich, 2000). Teachers’ perceived stress,
related to students’ behaviors, is negatively correlated with their teaching self-efficacy
(Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010).

Collie et al. (2012) conducted a study to examine an explanatory model of the

interrelationships between stress, teaching efficacy, and job satisfaction and their relation
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to teachers’ perceptions of school climate and social-emotional learning (SEL).
Participants included 664 elementary and secondary teachers from general and special
education classrooms. Each teacher completed a survey that included items measuring
stress, teaching efficacy, job satisfaction, school climate, and SEL. Teachers who
reported high levels of stress, due to student behavior and discipline, reported lower
teaching efficacy (Collie et al., 2012). This finding suggests a negative relationship
between teachers who experience high stress (related to student behavior problems) and
teachers’ confidence in their abilities to manage students with behavior problems.

In a similar study, Klassen and Chiu (2010) examined the relationships among
years of experience, self-efficacy, stress, and job satisfaction. In their study, 1,430
teachers (grades K — 12) completed a survey that included demographic questions, a 12-
item self-efficacy scale, a 2-item job satisfaction scale, an item measuring job stress, and
a 7-item scale measuring sources of job stress. Klassen and Chiu reported that teachers
with higher overall teaching stress had lower job satisfaction. Specifically, teachers with
high classroom stress had poor self-efficacy (Klassen & Chiu, 2010).

Another factor that can affect self-efficacy is behavioral strategies teachers use.
Emmer and Hickman (1991) wanted to determine if efficacy in classroom management
and discipline was distinct from overall teacher efficacy. In addition, they created a scale
to measure teacher efficacy in classroom management and discipline. Participants in
their study were 40 undergraduate teacher education students enrolled in a practicum
course and 30 student teachers in their last semester prior to graduating with a teaching
degree. Each participant completed the efficacy scale, and supervisors of the student

teachers rated participants on teaching and managerial performance. Emmer and
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Hickman found that teacher education students and student teachers who use strategies
such as encouraging student effort, praising, giving extra attention to positive behaviors,
and developing plans of change for children with problem behaviors reported higher
levels of self-efficacy.

A teacher’s self-efficacy in classroom management may also be influenced by
how overwhelmed or exhausted he or she is due to managing disruptive student behavior.
Dicke et al. (2014) examined the relation between emotional exhaustion (due to
classroom disturbances) and teacher education students’ self-efficacy in classroom
management. Each student teacher was surveyed and those who had higher self-efficacy
in classroom management also reported fewer student disturbances and lower emotional
exhaustion (Dicke et al., 2014). Similarly, Aloe, Amo, and Shanahan (2014) conducted a
meta-analysis of 16 studies related to classroom management and self-efficacy. Results of
the meta-analysis found that higher levels of self-efficacy were significantly correlated
with lower feelings of bumout and more feelings of accorhplishment.

Teacher Stress, Self-efficacy, and Strategies

Training teachers how to implement effective strategies to decrease disruptive
behaviors may be one way to combat teacher stress. A study conducted by Zhai, Raver,
and Li-Grining (201 1) suggested that strategies for classroom management can be taught
to teachers and decrease teacher stress; however, learning these strategies did not increase
teachers’ self-confidence in implementing the strategies. In this study, The Chicago
School Readiness Project (CSRP) was used to teach effective behavior management
strategies (outside and inside the classroom). Examples of strategies included: building

positive relationships with students; providing students with a variety of choices; having
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pre-determined clear, objective classroom rules; using praise effectively to increase target
behaviors; and understanding how to use incentives with individual students and
classroom-wide to decrease behavior problems.

In addition to teaching effective behavior management strategies, stress-reduction
workshops were implemented. Zhai and colleagues found that teachers reported an
increase in their perceptions of job control and resources, but a decrease in their self-
confidence in current behavior management strategies (as measured by perceptions of job
control, job demands, and confidence in behavior management; Zhai et al., 2011). This
study suggests that even though teachers learned about effective classroom management
(e.g., praise and incentives) and stress reduction strategies, they may not necessarily
implement these strategies, which may explain the decrease in teacher confidence after
learning about these strategies.

Clunies-Ross, Little, and Kienhuis (2008) examined teachers’ self-reported and
actual use of classroom management strategies and the relationships among these
strategies, stress, and student behavior. The authors categorized classroom management
strategies as proactive (i.e., teacher behaviors that can be used to lessen the likelihood of
a student demonstrating inappropriate behavior and altering a situation before problems
escalate) or reactive (i.e., teacher behaviors that occur following a student’s inappropriate
behavior) strategies. For example, establishing a predetermined set of classroom rules
was considered a proactive strategy, whereas providing a punitive consequence for an
inappropriate behavior (e.g., taking away recess) was considered a reactive strategy.
Teachers’ self-reported classroom management strategies were reportedly consistent with

the classroom management strategies teachers were observed to use. The authors found
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that reactive strategies (reprimands) significantly predicted higher teacher stress and were
significantly correlated with lower student on-task behavior; however higher rates of
proactive strategies did not predict lower teacher stress (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008).
Classroom management strategies may be an important factor in reducing teacher stress.
Studies by Zhai etal. (2011) and Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) suggest that teaching
effective strategies may reduce or prevent higher levels of teacher stress and increase
self-efficacy in classroom management.
Literature Summary and Impact of Proposed Research

Teaching is a high-stress profession (Collie et al., 2012), which may (in part) be
related to dealing with student disruptive behavior (Griftith et al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu,
2010; Kyriacou, 1987). Furthermore, teachers who report higher levels of stress due to
student disruptive behavior are more likely to report lower self-efficacy in managing
student misbehavior (Collie et al., 2012). Teachers who report low self-efficacy are more
likely to report feeling “burned out™ or fatigued (Aloe et al., 2014) and are more likely to
report dealing with student misbehavior (Dicke et al., 2014). These findings are
particularly disturbing because dealing with student misbehavior may contribute to
teachers’ decision to leave the field of education (Ingersoll, 2001). In addition, this leads
to larger teacher shortage problems within the field. Universally training teachers to use
effective, easy-to-implement, cost-effective strategies that promote appropriate student
behavior and decrease student problem behaviors may assist in retaining high-quality
teachers. For example, when teachers are trained to deliver more praise than reprimand

(Nafpaktitis et al., 1985), student disruptive and off-task behavior decreases (Stitcher et
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al., 2009; Trussell, 2008) and teachers report more self-efficacy in managing student
behavior (Emmer & Hickman, 1991).

Unfortunately, no study has identified an ideal praise-to-reprimand ratio, although
recommended ratios range from 3-4 praises to 1 reprimand (Good & Grouws, 1977;
Pfiffner et al., 1985). Examining teachers’ natural praise-to-reprimand ratios can provide
insight into what teachers typically do in the classroom and is more likely to inform
whether universal training is warranted. However, few studies have examined teachers’
natural praise-to-reprimand ratios, especially among middle and high school teachers.
Previous findings suggest that middle and high school teachers provide low praise-to-
reprimand ratios (i.e., 0.50 to 1; Heller & White, 1975; Thomas et al,, 1978; White, 1975)
except for the study conducted by Natpakititis et al. (1985), which reported an average
ratio of 3 praises to 1 reprimand. These studies are dated and it is unclear whether the
findings (from more than three decades ago) are consistent with teachers’ use of praise
and reprimand today. Lastly, although student disruptive behavior is related to teacher
stress (Griffith et al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987), it is unclear whether
teachers who naturally have a low praise-to-reprimand ratio report more stress and lower
self -efficacy. For these reasons, examining teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand
and the relation of this ratio to teacher stress and self -efficacy is an important area of
study. Research on this topic is likely to inform the need for universal teacher training
and teacher job quality in relation to behavior management strategies.

Current Study
The current study has two aims. The first is to measure the natural ratio of praise

and reprimand among middle and high school classrooms. The natural ratio is described
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as the current praise to reprimand ratio delivered by a teacher prior to any intervention or
manipulation of praise or reprimands. The second is to examine whether a relation exists
between teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand and stress and whether a relation
exists between teachers’ natural praise and reprimand and self-efficacy. The following
research questions were posed:

1) What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio among middle school and high
school teachers? It is predicted that middle school teachers will have a 1:1 praise-to-
reprimand ratio, while high school teachers will have a lower ratio (e.g., 0.6: 1 praise to
reprimand). Based on past research, middle school teachers’ ratios have ranged from
0.3:1 to 3.1:1 praise to reprimand, with an average ratio of 1:1 praise to reprimand
(Thomas et al., 1978; Heller & White, date; White, 1975; Wheldall et al., 1989;
Nafpaktitis et al., 1985). Based on the White (1975) high school sample, the average
praise-to-reprimand ratio was 0.6 to 1 (with a downward trend in praise as grade level
increased); therefore, middle school teachers are predicted to use more praises to
reprimands (e.g., 1:1) compared to high school teachers (e.g., 0.6:1).

2) Do teachers who report higher levels of stress have lower praise-to-reprimand
ratios? Teachers report that managing student disruptive behavior is stressful (Griffith et
al,, 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987) and when teachers increase their use of
praise, student disruptive behavior decreases (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008).
Therefore, it is predicted that teachers who have a lower praise-to-reprimand ratio (e.g.,
less praise to reprimands) will report higher levels of stress.

3) Do teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy have lower praise-to-

reprimand ratios? Currently, there is no research on teachers’ self-efficacy and praise-to-
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reprimand ratios; however, teacher stress and self-efficacy are negatively correlated
(Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Furthermore, student disruptive behavior is a
source of teacher stress (Griffithet al., 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987) and
when teachers use effective behavior management strategies (i.e., praise), student
disruptive behavior decreases (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008). Therefore, it is
predicted that teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy will have a lower praise-
to-reprimand ratio.

4) Do teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy report higher levels of
stress? Research suggests that there is a negative relationship between stress and self-
efficacy among teachers (Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010); therefore, it is
predicted that teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy will report higher levels of
stress.

Method
Participants and Setting

Forty-seven middle and high school, general education teachers from nine schools
located in Central Illinois participated in the study. Of the 47 participants, 18 were middle
school teachers and 29 were high school teachers (see Table 2). Every teacher held a
teaching certificate and a bachelor’s degree. Sixty-eight percent (n = 32) of the
participants also held a master’s degree. Teachers who participated taught classes in
which teacher-led instruction took place so that (in total) a 20-minute observation could
be completed. For example, teachers who taught traditional, lecture-based subjects such
as English, math, science, and social studies were invited to participate. General

education teachers whose classroom makeup included general and special education
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students were alsoinvited to participate. Teachers excluded from the study included those
who taught classes that are not conducive to at least 20-minutes of teacher-led instruction
(e.g., band/or physical education).

All participants identified as white/Caucasian and 32% were male. Most
participants (66%) had been teaching 15 or fewer years (11 teaching 1-5 years, 10
teaching 6-10 years, 10 teaching 11-15 years). Approximately 50% (n =21) of
participants reported that they took a behavior management class as part of their teacher
education program. However, of those who took a behavior management class, a majority
reported the class was through a master’s program not through a four-year education
program. Small incentives were provided for their participation (i.e., $5 gift card or
chocolate).

Materials and Instruments

Teacher demographic questionnaire. The teacher demographic questionnaire
included 13 items. Teachers were asked to provide their name, age, sex, race, years of
teaching experience, level of education, type of teaching certificate (i.e., general
education or special education), any special teacher training (e.g., crisis management
training or reading interventionist training) and location of training, the name of the class
observed (e.g., Freshman Algebra or Senior English), a description of the student
population of the class observed (e.g., all general education, some general education and
some special education, all special education), a rating of the behavioral difficulty of the
class observed compared to other classes taught in the past, and if they took a behavior

management class (see Appendix C).
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Teacher stress measure. The teacher stress measure was obtained from Yoon
(2002) and is a 3-item scale on which teachers rated their perceived stress related to
managing student disruptive behaviors. Teachers rated the two items “Having to deal
with behavioral problems in class, I have considered leaving this profession” and “I am
very satisfied with my teaching career” on a 7-point scale where 1 =“not true at all” and
7 = “very true.” Teachers rated the third item “How stressful do you find handling
behaviorally challenging students” on a 5-point scale where 1 = “not at all stressed” and 5
= “extremely stressed.” These three items were used to measure teacher stress and how
teacher stress influenced student-teacher relationships among a sample of 113 elementary
(kindergarten through 5™ grade) teachers. Internal consistency between the items was
acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.69; Yoon, 2002). Information on evidence of validity
was not provided in the article. A total stress score was calculated using the total of the
three items. Reverse scoring was used with the second item, “I am very satisfied with my
teaching career”.

Teacher self-efficacy measure. The teacher self-efficacy measure was obtained
from Yoon (2004) and is a 5-item scale on which teachers rate their perceived ability to
manage student disruptive behaviors. Teachers rated the 5 items, “I can successfully
handle the situation, when one of my students gets disruptive and oppositional,” “I have
ability to resolve conflicts with students,” “I feel competent to handle a disruptive,
aggressive student in my classroom,” “I feel helpless when I attempt to manage students’
noncompliant behaviors,” and “Conflict escalates when I try to handle a student’s
disruptive behavior” on a 7-point scale, where 1 = “not true at all” and 7 = “very true.”

These 5 items were used to measure self-efficacy in a study in which 98 elementary



PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY 27

teachers (kindergarten through fifth grade) read hypothetical bullying vignettes and then
rated their self-efficacy on each. The author hypothesized that teachers who perceived
bullying more seriously would have higher self-efficacy (regarding behavior
management). Internal consistency between the items was good (Cronbach’s alpha =
0.86; Yoon, 2004). Information on evidence of validity was not provided in the article.
The total self-efficacy score in the cuirent study was calculated using the total of the five
items. Reverse scoring was used with the last two items, “I feel helpless when I attempt
to manage students’ noncompliant behaviors,” and “Conflict escalates when I try to
handle a student’s disruptive behavior.”

The items from Yoon (2002) were adapted from the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES)
created by Gibson and Dembo (1984). The TES is a 30-item scale measuring teacher
efficacy. Intemal consistency between the items was acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha=
0.79; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Gibson and Dembo (1984) reported convergent and
divergent validity measures for teacher efficacy using open-ended and closed-ended
formats. The closed-ended measure used was the TES, and the open-ended measure
involved asking teachers to check 10 out of 20 variables they thought contributed most to
a student’s success or failure in school. Teacher efficacy was positively correlated (r =
0.42) using the dif ferent methods (open-ended and closed-ended) and demonstrated
evidence of convergent validity. In their study, Gibson and Dembo (1984) also measured
teachers’ verbal ability and flexibility. The correlations between teacher efficacy using
one of the two methods and verbal ability using the opposite method (» = 0.08, » = 0.09)
and between teacher efficacy using one of the two methods and flexibility using the

opposite method (r = 0.21, r = -0.06) were low and demonstrated divergent validity.
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Praise and reprimand data collection form. Praise and reprimand data were
collected by the researcher and four trained research assistants during 20-minute direct
observations in classrooms using the praise and reprimand data collection form. This
form included 20, I-minute intervals. For each interval, praise and reprimands were
broken down by type and delivery method. Praise had two types (BSP and GP) and three
delivery methods (individual, small group, and large group). Reprimand had four types
(mild, medium, harsh, and gesture) and three delivery methods (individual, small group,
and large group). Operational definitions for praise and reprimands are detailed below.
Because delivery method was not examined in the current study, operational definitions
for delivery are not provided. To complete the form, the observer first indicated the date
of the observation, the school code, and the teacher code. A cued audio tape that
identifies the interval that is being observed (e.g., 1, 2, 3) was used to ensure
standardization and keep observers aligned with the correct interval. Observers used a
frequency count to mark the number of praise and reprimands observed during each
corresponding minute of the 20-minute observation. In addition to the frequency count,
the observer recorded the praise or reprimand statement or gesture verbatim. Following
the observation, each category of praise and reprimand was totaled together including
total praises and total reprimands. The following operational definitions were used to
code praise and reprimands (see Appendix D).

Operational definition: Praise type. Praise was coded as either BSP or GP. BSP
included any specific verbalization or gesture that expressed a favorable judgment on an
activity, product, or attribute of the student (e.g., I like that you are working quietly on

your assignments). GP was defined as any nonspecific verbalization or gesture that
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expressed a favorable judgment on an activity, product, or attribute of the student (e.g.,
good job or that’s awesome).

Operational definition: Reprimand type. Reprimands were coded as either mild,
medium, harsh or gesture. A mild reprimand was any verbal comment (using a normal
speaking tone) that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. The verbal comment
could have been an instruction following student misbehavior. A mild reprimand was
concise (brief) and may have been described as a “redirection” of student misbehavior.
Disagreeing with a student with the absence of sarcasm or a critical tone was considered
a mild reprimand (e.g., This is not the time to be talking or You know better).

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 have been in the form of a question that was disapproving and had a mocking, rude,
or critical tone (e.g., Is that a good choice? or Is that the way a high school student should
behave?). A sarcastic reprimand was recorded as a medium reprimand if the teacher
disagreed with the child using a critical tone (e.g., | don’t remember telling you to sit and
talk to your friends (sarcastic tone) or No, it’s not cold in here).

Harsh reprimands included any verbal comment (using a louder than typical tone
for the setting) by a teacher that indicated disapproval of a student(s) behavior. Harsh
reprimand was recorded if the reprimand implied negative consequences (e.g., a threat) or
any prolonged discussion (30 sec or longer) about misbehavior (e.g., One more disruption
and someone is going to ISS or How many times do weneedtogoover __ !).

A reprimand gesture included any gesture (without speaking) that indicated

disapproval of a student behavior (e.g., hands on hips). If a teacher physically guided or
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prompted a student to a preferred area or activity, gesture reprimand was marked (e.g.,
shaking head to communicate “stop doing that” or student refuses to get up from desk
and teacher touches elbow to indicate “get up™).
Direct Observation Training

The primary researcher and four research assistants were trained to conduct
direct-classroom observations. Observers went through a detailed training process prior
to conducting classroom observations. First, each observer was provided a list of
operational definitions of praise (i.e., BSP and GP) and reprimands (i.e., mild, medium,
harsh, and gesture; see Appendix D). Examples and non-examples of each type or praise
and reprimand were discussed in a group format where questions were encouraged. The
observers were also provided with operational definitions for the delivery of praise and
reprimands (i.e., large group, small group, and individual; see Appendix D) and examples
and nonexamples were discussed. Next, each observer coded three training videos and
demonstrated reliability with a previously trained observer at 80% or higher before
coding live. Each observer coded at least one live observation in the classroom with a
previously trained observer and demonstrated 80% reliability or higher before observing
and collecting data independently.
Procedure

Prior to collecting direct observation data, approval from Eastern Illinois
University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) was obtained. Administrators from the
nine schools were contacted to obtain approval to ask teachers to participate in the study.
A recruiting flyer (see Appendix E) was sent to teachers to provide a brief explanation of

the study and what they were asked to do. Teachers who agreed to participate, provided
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preferred observation times during which they were likely to lecture for at least 20-
minutes. Each teacher was assigned a code to ensure confidentiality. The teacher code
was used on the teacher’s observation forms and his/her teacher questionnaire. All
observations were completed in a single 20-minute setting, except one teacher
observation that needed to be completed in two sessions. Following the observation
session, the teacher completed the teacher stress and teacher self-efficacy questionnaires
(Appendix C) and left them in a sealed envelope to be picked up by the researcher or a
research assistant. After the questionnaire was retrieved, the researcher or research
assistant left either a $5 gift card (first 40 participants) or chocolate at the school for the
teacher.

The primary researcher and research assistants used the praise and reprimand
recording form to collect praise and reprimand frequency data. A total of 940 direct
observation minutes were collected across all 47 classrooms. Across the classrooms,
34.0% of the observations were collected using two observers so interobserver agreement
(IOA) could be calculated for praise and reprimands. IOA was calculated using percent
agreement (i.e., the number of agreements divided by the number of agreements plus
disagreements). Across all teachers, total praise [OA was 94.5% (range 78%-100%) and
97.4% (range 90%-100%) for total reprimands. Since BSP was used for analyses, [OA
was calculated for BSP as well. Across all teachers, IOA was 98.0% (range 90%-100%)
for BSP. JOA percentages indicate reliability among observations was adequate and

consistent among observers.
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Data Analysis

To answer research question one (What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio
among middle school and high school teachers) praise and reprimand data were collected
through direct observations. Observations were analyzed using frequency counts for total
praise and total reprimand. Total praise was calculated by adding together GP and BSP
for each teacher observation. Total reprimand was calculated by adding together mild,
medium, harsh, and gesture reprimand for each teacher observation. Ratios were created
for each teacher by dividing the total praise by total reprimand observed during the 20-
minute observation for that teacher. Average rates of teacher praise, reprimand, and ratios
were broken down by each teacher, grade, and middle school and high school.

To analyze the second research question (Do teachers who report higher levels of
stress have lower praise-to-reprimand ratios) a Pearson’s r correlation coefficient was
used. Before calculating Pearson’s r, the total stress score was calculated on the items
from the stress measure. The total was used to calculate Pearson’s r along with the
frequency total of praises and reprimands for each teacher. The ratio of praise to
reprimand was used to analyze a relationship with total stress for teachers in which a ratio
could be calculated. Pearson’s r values with a p-value of 0.05 or lower were considered
significant.

To analyze the third research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of
self-efficacy have lower praise-to-reprimand ratios) a Pearson’s r correlation coefficient
was used. The total self -efficacy score was calculated prior to performing the analysis
and then total self-efficacy was analyzed using total praise, total reprimand, and praise-

to-reprimand ratios for teachers in which a ratio could be calculated.
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To analyze the final research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of
self-efficacy report higher levels of stress) a Pearson’s # was used. The totals of the stress
and self -efficacy measures were used to calculate Pearson’s r.

Results
Observations

The primary researcher and four research assistants (i.e., one graduate students
and three undergraduate students) collected frequencies of teacher praise type (i.e.,
general or behavior-specific) and reprimand type (mild, medium, harsh, or gesture)
during teacher-led whole group instruction. A total of 940 direct-observation minutes
(15.7 hrs.) were collected across 47 middle and high school teachers. Each observation
was 20 minutes for each teacher.

Frequency of Praise and Reprimand

Across all 47 teachers, the average rate of total praise was 11.7 (range, 0-54)
praises per hour and the average rate of total reprimand was 10.4 (range, 0-39)
reprimands per hour (see Table 3). Across all 47 teachers, the average praise-to-
reprimand ratio was 1.1 to 1. Middle school teacher praise was consistent across grades
(i.e., average sixth grade teacher praise = 12.0 per hour; seventh grade = 12.7 per hour;
and eight grade = 13.3 per hour). Middle school teacher reprimands were variable across
grades with sixth grade teachers using the most reprimands on average (30.0 per hour)
compared to seventh (1.3 per hour) and eighth grade (3.4 per hour) teachers. In high
school classrooms, there was a downward trend in praise as grade level increased (i.e.,
average ninth grade teacher praise = 22.9 per hour, tenth grade = 13.5 per hour, eleventh

grade = 6.3 per hour, twelfth grade = 1.0 per hour). Reprimand averages among high
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school teachers were highest among ninth and tenth grades (i.e., ninth grade = 7.9 per
hour, tenth grade = 7.5 per hour, eleventh grade = 1.5 per hour, twelfth grade = 4.0 per
hour).
Ratios among Grade Level

To address research question one (What is the average praise-to-reprimand ratio
among middle school and high school teachers?), praise-to-reprimand ratios were
calculated for each 20-min teacher observation by collecting frequency counts of praise
and reprimand. For example, if during a 20-minute observation, a teacher gave two BSPs
and one GP statement, the total praise score would be three. If during the same
observation, three mild reprimands and one gesture reprimand were recorded, the total
reprimand score would be four. Total praise and total reprimand scores were used to
calculate ratios; however, because some observations resulted in the absence of either
praise or reprimands (e.g., zero total praises and 5 total reprimands) average use of praise
and average use of reprimand were calculated across individual grades, middle school
grades (i.e., sixth, seventh, and eighth), and high school grades (i.e., ninth, tenth,
eleventh, and twelfth) and then converted into ratios (see Table 3). For example, to
calculate the average praise-to-reprimand ratio among sixth grade teachers (n = 2) all
sixth grade teachers’ use of total praise was added together (e.g., 8 praises) and divided
by the total number of sixth grade teachers (e.g., 2). Similarly, all sixth-grade teachers’
use of total reprimands (e.g., 20 reprimands) were added together and divided by the total
number of sixth grade teachers (e.g., 2). Then a ratio of praise to reprimand was

calculated by dividing the average use of total praise (e.g., 4) by the average use of total
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reprimand (e.g., 10). Therefore, the average praise-to-reprimand ratio for sixth grade
teachers was 0.4 to 1.

Across middle and high school teachers (sixth though twelfth grade), tenth grade
teachers had the highest praise-to-reprimand ratio (4.5 to 1), while twelfth grade teachers
had the lowest ratio (0.3 to 1). In comparing middle school and high school teac hers, high
school teachers, on average, had a higher praise-to-reprimand ratio 1.4 to 1 (range 0.3 to
1-4.5 to 1) than middle school teachers 0.9 to 1 (range 0.4 to 1-1.7 to 1).

Addition al analyses were conducted to determine whether there was a difference
between total praise among middle and high school teachers and whether there was a
difference between total reprimands among middle and high school teachers. A t-test for
independent means was conducted on total praise. No signific ant difference was found
among praise rates between middle school and high school teachers with a very small
effect size (d =0.18). A t-test for independent means was also conducted on total
reprimands. At an alpha level of 0.05, results showed middle school teachers (M=5.12,
S D= 4.39) used reprimands at a significantly higher rate compared to high school
teachers (M= 2.80, SD = 3.24), t (45) = -207, p = 0.04 (two-tailed), d = 0.60. In other
words, this sample of middle school teachers (grades 6-8) reprimanded more frequently
than high school teachers (grades 9-12), with a medium effect.

Additional analyses were also conducted to determi ne if there were differences
between total prase and total reprimand at each grade level. A one-way analysis of
variance (ANOV A) was conducted on teacher praise among eight grade levels. Results

showed there were no significant differences in praise or reprimand rates among grade
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levels. However, a medium effect size (q2 = 0.15) was found for praise and a large effect
size (n°=0.28) was found for reprimand among the grade levels.
Teacher Stress and Seif-efficacy

The second research question (Do teachers who report higher levels of stress have
lower praise- to-reprimand ratios? ) was addressed by calculating Pearson’s  comrelation
coefficients. Because some teacher observations could not produce a prai se- to-reprimand
ratio (e.g., a teacher praised 4 times with 0 reprimands), Pearson’s r was calculated for
teacher stress and total praise and teacher stress and total reprimand. At an alpha level of
0.05, there was not a significant relationship between teacher stress and teacher praise, r
=0.11, p=0.23 (one-tailed). At an alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant positi ve
relationship between teacher stress and tot al reprimand, » = 0.26, p = 0.04 (one- tailed). In
other words, teachers who repor ted hi gher levels of stress used more reprimands, while
teachers who reported lower levels of siress used fewer reprimands. Cronbach’s alpha for
the 34tem scale was 0.73, suggesting that with this sample, the scale had acceptable
reliabil ity among the items.

A ratio could not be created for 17 of the 47 participants due to no observed praise
or reprimand during the observation. Data from 30 of the 47 teachers could be cal culated
to obtain a prai se-to- reprimand ratio. Using the ratios calculated for these 30 teachers,
Pearson’s r was calculated to determine whether there was a relation between teacher
prai se-to- repimand ratios and teacher stress. No significant relation was found between
the ratio and stress.

The third research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of self-efficacy

have lower praise-to-reprimand ratios? ) was addressed by cal culating Pearson’s
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correlation coefficients. Pearson’s » was calculated between teacher self-efficacy and
teacher praise and teacher self-efficacy and teacher reprimand. At an alpha level of 0.05,
there was not a significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and total praise, » =
-0.21, p = 0.08 (one-tailed). At an alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant negative
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and total reprimand, » = -0.41, p = 0.002 (one-
tailed). In other words, teachers who reported higher levels of self-efficacy, used fewer
reprimands; whereas teachers who reported lower levels of self-efficacy used more
reprimands. Using the ratios calculated for 30 teachers, Pearson’s » was calculated to
determine whether there was a relation between teacher self-efficacy and teacher praise-
to-reprimand ratios. No significant relation was found between the ratio and self -efficacy.
Cronbach’s alpha for the S-item scale was 0.67 which indicates the scale has acceptable
reliability among the items.

The fourth research question (Do teachers who report lower levels of teacher
self-efficacy report higher levels of teacher stress?) was addressed by calculating a
Pearson’s r correlation coefficient. Atan alpha level of 0.05, there was a significant
negative relationship between levels of self -efficacy reported by teachers and levels of
stress reported by teachers, » = -0.44, p = 0.001 (one-tailed). In other words, teacher
stress and teacher self -efficacy was inversely related. Teachers who reported higher self -
efficacy, reported lower stress and teachers who reported lower self -efficacy, reported
higher stress.

Because BSP is purported to be a superior use of praise in terms of positively
influencing student appropriate behavior, additional analyses were conducted to

determine whether a relation existed between BSP and stress and BSP and self -efficacy.
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To answer these questions, Pearson’s » correlation coefticients were calculated. At an
alpha level of 0.05, there was not a significant relation between BSP and levels of stress.
However, at an alpha level of 0.0, there was a significant negative relation between BSP
and teacher self-efticacy, » =-0.31, p = 0.02. In other words, teachers who used BSP
more frequently reported lower levels of self-efficacy. This is an interesting finding
considering no relation was found between total teacher praise and teacher self -efficacy
(r =-0.21, p = 0.08). Possible explanations for these findings are provided in the
discussion section.
Discussion

The current study examined middle and high school teachers’ natural use of praise
and reprimand. Teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand rates were correlated with
teachers’ stress and self-efficacy ratings. High school teachers had a higher average
praise-to-reprimand ratio compared to middle school teachers and although no significant
differences were found between total praise rates among middle and high school teachers,
middle school teachers reprimanded significantly more often than high school teachers.
Surprisingly, middle school and high school teachers who used more BSP, reported lower
levels of self-efficacy; however, middle school and high school teachers who used fewer
total reprimands, reported higher levels of self-efficacy. This study provides natural
praise-to-reprimand rates among middle and high school teachers, while also examining
teacher stress and self-efficacy. The findings have the potential to increase our
understanding of how teachers naturally use praise and reprimand at the secondary level

and how these strategies relate to teachers’ stress and self-efficacy.
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First, it was predicted that high school teachers would have a lower praise-to-
reprimand ratio than middle school teachers, but results from this study found that high
school teachers had a higher praise-to-reprimand ratio than middle school teachers. The
current study’s middle school teachers’ average praise-to-reprimand ratio was consistent
with the average ratio of past research. Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) reported the highest
praise-to-reprimand ratio among middle school teachers, which was much higher
compared to the current study’s middle school teachers. The current study and the
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) study both included gestures in their praise and reprimand
definitions, so including gestures is not likely the reason for the higher praise-to-
reprimand ratio reported by Nafpaktisis et al.

It is in interesting to note that previous studies (which have examined the natural
praise and reprimand rates among middle or high school teachers) were published more
than 30 years ago, and these rates (except for the Nafpaktisis et al., 1985 study) are
consistent with the current findings (i.e., an approximate 1 to 1 praise-to-reprimand ratio).
This consistency is interesting considering the present-day emphasis on preventative
behavior management practices (e.g., Positive Behavior Intervention Supports; PBIS),
that were not stressed 30 years ago. Furthermore, it is important to note that none of the
praise-to-reprimand ratios reported in the current study overall, middle school, and high
school are consistent with best practice recommendations (i.e, 4 to 1 praise-to-reprimand
ratio; Walker et al., 1995; Walker et al., 2004).

Further analyses were conducted to determine whether there were differences
between middle school and high school teachers’ natural use of praise and reprimand. No

significant praise differences were found. However, a downward trend was observed as
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grade level increased. This is consistent with the White (1975) findings. Praise rates
averaged across middle and high school in the current study (i.e. 11.67 total praises per
hour) were lower than praise rates (from a recently published study; Floress et al., 2017)
averaged across kindergarten through fifth grade (i.e., 34.8 total praises per hour; p.7).
These findings provide additional support for the claim that as grade level increases,
teachers tend to praise less.

Middle school teachers used reprimands significantly more often than high school
teachers. Because middle school teachers reprimanded more, this likely influenced the
overall ratio. [t is possible that there was more disruptive behavior among middle school
classrooms and as a resuit, middle school teachers were prompted (e.g., by disruptive
behavior) to use more reprimands. Nafpaktisis et al. (1985) collected data for student on-
task behavior along with teacher praise and reprimand rates. In their study, over 50% of
the classrooms found that students were on-task 70% of the observed intervals, which
may have influenced the 3.1 praise to 1 reprimand rate. It is also possible that teachers
today (more than 30 years after the Nafpaktisis et al. study was published) are less
tolerant to misbehavior (and therefore reprimand more frequently) or that students today
have more mental health issues (Reinke et al., 2008) and because teachers are not
prepared to adequately manage these behavioral concerns, they rely on reprimanding
student behavior more frequently.

Second, a significant relation was not found for teacher stcess and praise rates, but
a significant relation was found between teacher stress and reprimand rates. In other
words, teachers who used more reprimands reported higher levels of stress related to

classroom management. Although past research has found that intentionally increasing
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teacher praise decreases student disruptive behavior (Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008);
focusing only on praise may not be enough to adequately support teachers’ emotional
wellbeing. It is possible that waining teachers to both increase their use of praise, while
also decreasing their use of reprimands may increase students’ appropriate behavior and
positively impact teachers’ mental health. Although it stands to reason that training
teachers to increase their use of praise would in effect decrease teachers’ use of
reprimand, no study has examined how this relates to teachers’ stress or mental health.
Along the same lines, Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) examined teachers’ use of proactive
(i.e., praise) and reactive (i.e., reprimands) strategies in relation to teacher stress and
found that reactive strategies predicted higher teacher stress; however, the researchers did
not manipulate teacher praise to deteimine if increasing teacher praise would decrease
teacher stress.

Third, a significant relation was not found between self-efficacy and total praise,
but a significant negative relation was found between self -efficacy and total reprimands.
This finding is consistent with past research that has examined stress, self-efficacy, and
student disruptive behavior. Previous researchers (Collie et al., 2012; Griftith et al., 1999;
Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Kyriacou, 1987; Stitcher et al., 2009; Trussell, 2008) have
examined the relation between teacher stress (related to student misbehavior) and
teachers’ confidence or self-efficacy in managing student misbehavior. Collie et al.
(2012) found a significant negative relation between teachers’ stress and teachers’ self-
efficacy related to teaching. In other words, teachers who reported more stress were less
likely to report confidence in their teaching abilities. Similarly, Stitcher et al. (2009)

found that higher praise-to-reprimand ratios (i.e., fewer reprimands) were linked to
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appropriate student behavior. It is possible that when teachers recognize their classroom
is well-behaved, they in tum have a higher sense of self-efficacy in classroom
management. Measuring how teachers perceive the overall difficulty in managing their
class may be an important aspect when measuring teachers’ well-being. Considering our
results and past research, it may be critical to examine how teachers’ perceptions of their
behavior management influences their self-efficacy in managing student behavior.

Lastly, teachers whoreported lower levels of self-efficacy reported higher levels
of stress. This finding was supported by our hypothesis and past research (Collie et al.,
2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Collie et al. (2012) found that teachers who reported high
levels of stress (related to student misbehavior) were also less confident in their teaching
abilities (i.e., lower teaching self-efficacy). Klassen and Chiu (2010) measured sources of
teacher stress in relation to several variables (i.e., years of experience, self-efficacy, and
Jjob satisfaction) and found that teachers who reported high classroom stress also reported
poor self-efficacy.
BSP, Stress, and Self-efficacy

BSP has been purported to be a superior form of praise (Floress & Jenkins, 2015;
Floresset al., 2017). For this reason, exploratory analyses were conducted to determine
whether there were stronger correlations between BSP and stress and BSP and self -
efficacy, as no correlations were found between total praise and stress and total praise
and self-efficacy. A significant relationship was not found between BSP and stress;
however, a negative relation was found between BSP and self-efficacy. This finding was
counter to what was expected. Teachers who were observed to use BSP more frequently,

reported lower levels of self -efficacy.
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One explanation may be related to teachers’ strategic use of praise. Brophy (1981)
warmed that teachers often use praise, but thatit does not effectively strengthen students’
appropriate behavior because teachers are not using it functionally. In other words,
teachers may use praise without actually influencing student appropriate behavior,
because simply delivering praise without considering function may not be reinforcing to
students (especially students in need of targeted intervention). Additionally, teachers may
use praise more frequently, but continue to reprimand at a high rate. If reprimand rate is
positively related to stress and negatively related to self-efficacy, teachers’ high
reprimand use (despite a high BSP rate) may be detrimental to teachers’ well-being.
Lastly, there is still much to learn and understand regarding the effective use of praise
(Floress, Beschta, Meyer, & Reinke, 2017). Few studies have examined praise beyond
verbal, individual, and specific delivery. Other aspects of praise may be important to
ensure effective use of this simple strategy.

Limitations and Future Directions

The study is the first in recent years to evaluate the total praise-to-reprimand rates
among middle and high school, general education teachers; however, there are limitations
and future areas of study to consider. For one thing, findings reported in this study cannot
be generalized to all middle and high school teachers, as this sample took place in rural
Central Illinois and all the teacher participants were Caucasian. Therefore, it is unclear
whether these results would be similar for teachers working in suburban or urban settings.
Furthermore, there were 47 teachers who participated in this study, which is not a large
sample and is not representative of all middle and high school teachers across the United

States. Future research should strive to collect data with a larger, more representative
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sample. To do this, researchers need to develop a strategic plan to overcome geographic
restrictions that come with collecting direct observation data.

The stress and self -efficacy measures used may be another limitation of the study.
These measures were selected because the items directly related to managing student
behavior in the classroom. However, only a few studies (Yoon, 2002; Yoon, 2004) have
used these measures and therefore there is limited information on the reliability and
validity of the instruments. Adequate intemnal consistency has been reported (stress scale:
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.69; Yoon, 2002; self-efficacy: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.86; Yoon,
2004), but consistency between the items could be improved. Similar reliability figures
for these scales were found in the current study (stress: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.73 and self -
efficacy: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.67). On the other hand, few stress or self-efficacy scales
have adequately measured teacher stress or self-efficacy related to managing student
behavior. It is possible, that by adding additional items (i.e. making each measure longer
than 3-5 items) may improve results. According to Churchill and Peter (1978), a valid
scale should include a core number of items to increase reliability and several unique
items to create variance among the participants. Results from the current study support
future examination of stress and self-efficacy and teacher use of reprimands. Significant
results were found when comparing stress and self-efficacy with reprimand use, however,
no significant results were found with praise.

The brief (20-minute) observation length may have also limited the current
findings. A shorter observation was advantageous because it allowed for a larger sample
(i.e., 47 teachers compared to 28 teachers; Floress et al., 2017); however, it was a

problem in that each teacher was only sampled for a short period of time. Some teachers
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were never observed to praise or reprimand during the 20-minute observation and
therefore a ratio could not be calculated, which occurred with 17 teachers. Observing
teachers over multiple observations may help overcome this limitation. Observations
were not all collected during the same time of day, which may have also influenced
results. It is unclear whether teachers change their behavior management styles from
moming to afternoon (possibly related to fatigue or frustration). Future studies might
keep observation times consistent or examine whether teachers’ use of praise and
reprimand are consistent across classes taught in the morning and afternoon.

In addition, future studies could examine different research questions using
similar data collection procedures. Participant groups could be created a priori to examine
differences between subjects taught, gender, and years of teaching experience. A multiple
regression could be used to examine if certain teacher aspects (gender, years of
experience, praise-to-reprimand ratio) predict levels of teacher stress and self-efficacy.
Lastly, the current study found teachers who used fewer reprimands had higher self-
efficacy levels while teachers who used more BSP reported lower self-efficacy levels.
Future studies could examine teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy related to the type of
classroom management strategy used: BSP (proactive strategy) or reprimands (reactive
strategy). In other words, do teachers report higher self-efficacy levels due to their
perception of management style (i.e., use of BSP or reprimands). Similarly, no study has
examined the relation between praise and reprimands with mental health. Clunies-Ross et
al. (2008) conducted a similar study examining the use of proactive and reactive
strategies in relation to teacher stress. They found teachers who used reactive strategies

(reprimands) predicted higher levels of teacher stress. Future studies could build upon the
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current study and intervene with teachers’ current use of praise and reprimand by
increasing praises and decreasing reprimands to find if there is an impact on levels of
teacher stress and self-efficacy.

The goal of this study was to examine the use of praise and reprimands in a
middle school and high school sample in relation to levels of teacher stress and self -
efficacy. Overall, this study adds to the existing literature on teacher praise and
reprimands. Many existing studies are outdated and not representative of current teaching
practices. Continued research is needed to gather additional information on the natural
rate of praise and reprimands among current teachers so results can be generalized to
other teacher populations (i.e., urban settings). In addition to studying teachers’ natural
rates, future research should manipulate the use of praise and reprimands teachers use to
see if a change in rate increases teachers’ levels of self-efficacy in classroom

management and decreases levels of teacher stress due to managing student behavior.
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Table 1.

Summary of Past Natural Rates in Middle and High School Samples

Author (Year) Grade Level Praise Reprimand Ratio
White (1975) 6-8 17.1 28.1 0.6tol
White (1975) 9-12 8.4 15.0 0.6to 1
Heller & White (1975) 7-9 17.1 31.2 06tol
Nafpaktitis et al. (1985) 6-9 54.0 17.4 3.1to1
Thomas et al. (1978) 7 12.0 349 03to01

Wheldall et al. (1989) 6-10 383 31.9 1.2t01
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Table 2.
Teacher and Classroom Demographics
n %
Teacher Sex
Male 15 32
Female 32 68
Teacher Racial Background
White/Caucasian 47 100
Grade
Sixth D) 4
Seventh 9 19
Eighth 7 15
Ninth 8 17
Tenth 2 4
Eleventh 10 21
Twelfth 3 6
Multiple High School Grades 6 13
Years of Teaching Experience
1-5 11 23
6-10 10 21
11-15 10 21
16-20 5 11
20+ 11 23
Highest Educational Degree Obtained
Four Year College Degree 15 32
Master’s Degree 32 68
Classroom Make-up
Only general ed. students 24 Sl
Mostly general ed. students 21 45
Equal mix general ed. and 2 4
special ed. students
Classroom Difficulty Rating
Much less difticult 10 21
Somewhat less dif ficult 14 30
Average difficulty 15 32
Somewhat more difficult 6 I3
Much more difficult 2 4
Behavior Management Class Taken
Yes 21 45
No 22 47
No Response 4 8
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Table 3.
Teachers’ Mean and Range of Observed Rate of Praise and Reprimand Statements per
Hour
' Total Praise Total Reprimand Ratio
Grade N Mean Range Mean Range
6 2 12.00 6.00 - 18.00 30.00 21.00 - 39.00 0.40to 1
(0.40) (0.10-0.30) (0.50) (0.35-0.65)
7 9 12.67 0.00—42.00 1.33 0.00-6.00 1.73to 1
(0.21) (0.00 - 0.70) (0.02) (0.00 —0.10)
8 7 13.29 0.00 - 48.00 3.43 0.00 -24.00 0.69to 1
(0.22) (0.00-0.80) (0.06) (0.00 — 0.40)
Totat MS 18 12.83 0.00 — 48.00 14.50 0.00 - 39.00 0.89to1
(0.21) (0.00 - 0.80) (0.24) (0.00 - 0.65)
9 8 22.88 0.00 — 54.00 7.88 0.00-21.00 290to1
(0.38) (0.00 - 0.90) (0.13) (0.00 - 0.35)
10 2 13.50 3.00-24.00 7.50 0.00-33.00 4.50to0 1
(0.23) (0.05 —0.40) (0.13) (0.00 - 0.55)
11 10 6.30 0.00-27.00 1.50 0.00 - 12.00 0.84to1
(0.11) (0.00 - 0.02) (0.03) (0.00-0.20)
12 3 1.00 0.00-3.00 4.00 0.00-9.00 0.25to 1
(0.02) (0.00 - 0.05) (0.07) (0.00-0.15)
Multiple 6 7.00 0.00-15.00 11.50 0.00 - 30.00 0.61 to 1
HS (0.12) (0.00-0.25) (0.19) (0.00 - 0.50)
Total HS 29 10.95 0.00 - 54.00 777 0.00 - 39.00 141 to 1
(0.18) (0.00 - 0.90) (0.13) (0.00 ~ 0.65)
Total 47 11.67 0.00 - 54.00 10.35 0.00 —39.00 1.13t0 1
(0.19) (0.00 - 0.90) (0.17) (0.00 - 0.65)

Note: Rate per min is provided in parentheses
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Table 4.
Teachers’ Mean and Range of Total Self-efficacy and Stress Scores
Total Self-efficacy Total Stress
Grade N Mean Range Mean Range
6 2 32.50 32-33 6.00 5-7
7 9 30.22 25-34 7.67 6-11
8 7 30.29 23-35 o7 3-13
Total MS 18 28.83 23-35 7.44 3-13
9 9 30.13 23-35 10.38 6-16
10 2 30.00 28 - 32 6.50 6-7
11 10 32.80 28-35 6.10 3-15
12 3 32.33 32-33 6.67 4-11
Multiple 6 31.67 26-35 7.50 5-11
Total HS 29 31.59 23-35 7.66 3-16

Total 47 31.17 23 -35 S 3-16
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Appendix B

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

Clussivom Stategies mnd Teclier Poccprions

You are uvated 0 pamapate A iescarch stidy condincied by Do M gam Flotess and Saza Havietiowm the pavehology Depatinent
at Easten Illiuoss Uniinersiey

Yow paticrpanon m ihis sty 15 enmiely voluntmy. Please ask e stions abow amnthing vou do not tudetstand. betvie deciding
whizther o i 1o paonaipaiie. You have bezn asked to genticipate i tis stidy becine yon teach clildien iz sdidle ool and
lugh swhool «erting

¢ PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

e psupavse of the smudy 13 1 examme middie school and ieh schoolicachiens ™ ive of classtoni management snaregies ws eenesal
educanot classimoons. Reseascl suggesis that speatie teacher suieies ate lugied 1o posuive sidentbeliavioial mxl acadenne
omeomes. but thete 3s hnle mhonauon ahont how otz teachen ine these snazegies Fruthennose thiere s un g omiation examiy
these skills acioss mndddle sehoul and Ingh sebool (e g 7% -12% aiader weveial educanon classwoms o1 ielanu thew ro teactiers’
pecephions of classtoons stiateies and stden iscaphne

Thie goalof the cnmenn sl as o deremmee alie npical, of nosmative. ate of ¢Jassioont sitategies ised annong mtddie seiool and lugh
whoel reachen dunne classtoom itstigerion. [y addinon. wwe are mterested mwhethies thaee 15 a relattonstnp between the mmnber of
stigegies wsed and teacher paceptions o staregies atubstadent disciphne We me 1ot skite yon o doe anytlune bifterently: We
sty wease e commn slie smmber ofmmes You nse specific sttanzeies O goal 1o help sdicators. adaitmstians)s. and iesearchier
mderstand how Often reachiers yee classicom wiagegies witlim a nnpreal classieou s enme and wheher o wot shere 1s arelanon o
reachess’ peicepiioas of snategies and stdem chsciphne

*  PROCEDURES
It voun volnieer @ pasncipaze mhins sindy . vou will ke asked w

e Allow aesearch assistants to coniplere oree. 20-minniie obaenvanon m xonn clissiooi diamg class msimicnion ideciter The
nated teeamcl assistants wall s an mecomprenons place s claissiconand wall simerly” amd wieblinssvely abverve

20 Prowide die iesearchers swith a sehedile of parcunal obsavanon tines. € lass msttnction witl e coordummed with reseagels
st selrecles. A week po1on 1o the vbnenazon swe will comumuncae the name of the 1seatch avsistang and comtn tha
the phaimed observanontnne sl Fiewath yom schedule

31 Complete a Dutef guesitonmnane (appreximately S manates 1o complele)

*  POTENTIAL RISKSAN D DISCOMFORTS

1t s nnbikeelyalias you will experiemse sgnicam phivswcal a paychnleeical diseomton fom pagicapanng e the study Howevey,
teseneln assistants wWill be observing yvour clssioom, o diete nay be sonre degiee of dneonton assogiated with bemg absenved

Observanonal and guiestiennane dat will be collecied anonynnanly by assigimng adenntication munbers e 2 T-1. T- 20 iequesied.
enenlresnlts regindung the stedy will be o ovaded ks pasicrpans and school admpnsnanons. bu mtionmation regading sbsenation
of a spectfic whssioom il gon he diselosedd Any soton e will be comlvsed maow all pamapanng classioones w the pamapanng
swhools
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siicies ey by paat of ievemcht e be exainnge o be unvelv: d inresemch il s gemed towiands helpme othier educinos 2l
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weatding teachess’ manual nse of stiategie s m general education classpaoms. Thete Bave Leen a fow sitidies eXAUMINE SEACLIEs
special education classicont. ban haudly' any mpomeanon @xes abow howieachen we clyssoom suaregies m general edueanon
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o  CONFIDENTIALITY

Any wtonuation thatis obtamed 1 comeenoa with ¢his smdy and that can be ideuntied vt yon will iemam coutidennal and will be
disclosed only wagh yom peanission o asiegined by Jaw. Contidennalin: will be mamt:ined by several means. You will be assieired
an adeanlicmion mnbser thist will be vsed o colfect observimonal daia and quesnomaare ata.

Ougmal observanon dguesnonaane data will be honsed imsde a locked Bhng catunet 1 D Flotess™resemch lib tor approxinaely
3vears After 3 vears. all cbservanon and guesnomume dana waill be desmeyed

e  PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

patscapation s reseacch smdy 15 voluntary and not @ requiremein o a condmon tor bemg the 1eciprem ot benetits o services trom
Eastent llhaois Uinversiny o any vaher viganizanon sponsonng the tesearch progect 1t von voliumeer to be i ius sikfss sonmy
wibrhawe ar any e withom consequences of any kmd o1 loss of benetits of services 0 which you me othersvise emnled

There 15 u0 penalny it von withdiaw tiom the siady and voo wall ot Jose any benetitsto which you are wihervise enntled.

 IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS

It vou have any questions o1 concerns about this research. please comtaer:

Margaret $loess. Ph.D.
2ET-AS-382R

wmllotesser el gdn

¢ RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS
If vou have any questions or concerns about the treatment of lunan participants m this stady, vou may eall or wite:

Insuainowal Review Board
Ea<iem llimos Uinversny
609 Lincoln Ave

Chaleston. I 61920
Telephone: (2171 3818376
Eemnl, emtrba www eneddu

You will e gtvea the opPortimaty o discuss any questions abour yom ughts as a peseatch subyect sith & mamber otthe [RB. The IRB
15 an mdependem commtiee composed of nembers of the Twverssy comummnity. as well as 1ay members of the commmnny ne
comttected with FITT The IRB has 1eviesved aad appuovesd thos sidy

L volmmanty agee to participate m this sindy. 1 anderstand 1hat 1 am fiee to vwnhdiaw iy conseut and diseontimue my pamhcipanon at
any mue I bave been given a copy of'thas fosm

Prnred Name of Parncipant

Signamee of Participant Pae

I. the undersigned. have detined and fully explaed the mvestizanon to the above subject

Signatue of Tnvestigator Date

Thus study IRB =16-085 has IRB approval beginming on 9 27 2016-9 26 2017
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Appendix C

I Teacher Demographic @uestivonaisre J

Your Name:
Sex (circle): Male Fenmale
Age:
Racial Backeround Amencan Asion Black o) Atuean Nanve Hawanan  Cancaszan o White
(circled: ludim Adaska Amencan Otber Pamtic
Nauve I hndes
Oilws
Do vou have voar
teaching certificate . .
(circle)? Yes No
I am a certificd Genesal Special speaials Teacher leacher’s Aad
(circle): Educanon Edieanon
Teacher Teachet
Othet
Years of Teaching
Experience:
Highewt Edlacational Tuwo Yen Fow Yen Master's Degree Doctosial Deggee

Pegree Obtainvd College College Degier
(circle): Degiee
Special Training: For exaniple: Cinsis piagement tanmy endier uf schuol’s vins aumigenient 1em, atfenled

Lecation of Truining
/ Provided Ly:

Nume of Class
Olnerved

The Class obrerved
inclades (circle):

Autism Awateness Wokihop. PBIS tamm, oniecenved speci] natmug i eading nienenion

For exanuple: Freshinan Algelua

Only general
ed stadents

Mositly general
ed. stadents and
swome special od
students

feinle)

An equal mix of
general ed. smdeuts
ad special ed.
studeuts

uben

Mostly special
ed. studdents aud
sotwe general ed
sticlents

Oals special ed.
Students

How viould vou rate the behavioral difficulty of the class obverved (s a whele) compared to other classes You have
1aught in tbe past? (circle ansvier below)

i 2 3 4 L
Much lass Sonewhuat Jess Metage diffieniey  Somewhat pxae Much moce
difticalt ditdicull mticul detTicnl
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T'eacher Perceptions of Behavioral Management

The questions  this scale ask vou abou vour teelings and thoughts durmg the dast month. ln each case, Vou
will be asked 10 mdicate by circlmg how true the statement 1s appiving kb vour evervday classroom managemem
skalls

L. 1 can successtully handie the siation. when one ot my students gets disruptive and

oppostticnal,
Nt true at all Somewdiat true \Vory e
| 2 R 4 S 6 7

2. Fhave ability to resolve contlicts with students.

Not true at all Somewhat tnie \ery irue
| 2 3 +4 S O 7

3. IHeel competent to handle a disruptive. aggressive student in my classroom.

Not true at all Somewhat true \erv true

1 . 8 6 7

L)
Y

4.1 tecl helpless when 1attempt o manage students” noncompliant hbehaviors,

Not irue a all Somew hat rue Verv true

I 2 3 B 5 6 7.
3. Conflict escalates when I try to handle a student’s disruptive behavior.

Not irue ac all Somewhat true Very true
1 o 3 4 5 O 7

6. Having to deal with behavioral problems in class. | have considered leaving this profession.

Not true at all Sowewhat true Verv true

1 2 8 4 5 6 7
7. 1 am very satislied with my teaching career.

Not irue at all Somewhat e Verv true
l 2 3 4 5 G 7

8. How stressful do vou tind handling behavioraliy challenging students?

Nat at alf siressed Somewhat stressed Extremely siressed
1 2 3 4 s
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Appendix D

BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Tvpe of Praise

Behavior Specific
Praise:

Any specific verbalization or gesture that expresses a favorable judgment on an
activity, product, or attribute of the student. Examplcs include:

- Thatis a pretty picture You I like how you are sitting still
made! - Good job getting right to
Thatis a cool shurt you are work
wearing - Thatis nice shanng
Terrific job coloring vour - You are sitting like I asked —
project gives star

Thank vou for sitting so micelv

General Praise: Any nonsgeciﬁc verbalization or gesture that expresses a favorable judgment
on an activity, product, or attribute of the student. Examples include:
Great - Perfect
Nice Work - Thank you
Thumbs up - Hi-five

BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Delivery

Large Group: Use of praise toward 7 or more students without using individual student
names, physically touching individual students, malsng eye contactto a specific
individual or small group, OR gesturing to an individual student or a small group:
Examples include:

- “Wow you guvs did a nice job saying that together.”
“You are domg a nice job.” Phrase spoken outwardly to the group
without eye contact to a specific student or group, use of a student or
group name. or physical contact.

- After the large group (whole class) answer's the teacher. teacher
responds back using praise (1.e.. “good”).

Small Group: Use of praise toward 2-6 students that is identified by the teacher descnbing the
small group orusing the group's name OR gesfunog to the group. Examples
wnclude:

«  Teacher gesturestothe front row

- Teacher says “the back row 1s sitting mcely™
Teacher says “the lion group 1s working well together™
After a sma 1 group of students answers the teacher. teacher responds
back to the small group (1e.. “great”).

Imdividual: Use of praise toward a single stadent that i1s identif 1ed by the teacher using the

studeat's name, physically touching the student. gesturing to the studeot. OR
loohng directly at the student. Examples include:

Teacher gives labeled or unlabeled praise and then names mdividual
students. Count praise for how many students were named. even if only
one statement of praise was used.

After an individual student answers the teacher. the teacher responds
back to the individual (1.e.. "awesome ™)




PRAISE TO REPRIMANDS, TEACHER STRESS, AND SELF-EFFICACY

67

BEHAVIORAL CLASSROONM DEFINITIONS: Type of Reprimand

Mild
Reprimand:

Any v that 1ndicates disapproval of a
student(s) behavior. The verbal comment can be an instiuction following student
misbehavior. The reprumand 1s concise (brief). Also refested to as a “redirection™ of
student behavior. Disagreeing with a studeat with the absence of sarcasm or a critical
tone would be identified as mild.

- No thank you
- Not now

-No. come sit down (child at desk. while other
childrea are at the rug)
-That is not how we treat our friends

Mediom
(Sarcastic)
Reprimand:

Any verbal comment (using a sarcastic or critical tone) thar indicates disapproval of a

student(s) behavior. The verbal comment can be in the form of a question that 1s
disapproving and has a mocking. rude, or critical tone. A sarcastic reprimand is marked
if the teacber disagrees with the child using a critical tone.

-1 don 't remember telling you to write -No 1t’s not cold m herel! {critical)
abour mumpkins! (sarcastic) -Is that your best work? (critical. mocking)

Haush
Reprimand:

Any verbal comment (using a louder than tvpical tone for the setting) that indicates
disapproval of a student(s) behavios. Harsh reprimand 1s also marked 1f the reprimand
implies negative consequences (e g.. a threat).

-One more outburst and no recess -Excuse Me!
(tareat) -How many times do [ueed to remind you to
-I won't tell you agan (threat) put your homework folder in your backpack!

Gesture
Reprimand:

Any gesture (without speaking) that indicates disapproval of a student behavitor (e.g.,
hands on hips) Teacher may also gesture by physicalty guiding the child’s body 10 a
preferred area or activity

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

-A chuld 15 not sitting on the carpet so the teacher moves over to the child. grabs the
child’s hand. and moves the child to the carpet

-A teacher shakes their head at a student when the student 15 distupting class

BEHAVIORAL CLASSROOM DEFINITIONS: Type of Delivery

Large
Group:

Use of reprimand toward 7 or more students without using individual student names,
physically touching individual students, making eye contactto a specific individual or
smzll group, OR gestuning to an individual student or a small group.

-“Have you guys had too much sugar. you are really not kistening today.”
-"Be qutet.” Phrase spoken outwardly to the group without eye contact to a specific
student or group. use of a student or group name. or physical contact.

-After the large group (whole class) laughs at a student who misbebav-es. teacher
responds by saying (1.e.. “you know better than to laugh at that”).

Small
Group:

Use of reprimand toward 2-6 students that 1s identified by the teacher describing the
small group of using the group's name OR gesturing to the group.

-Teacher gestures t the front row (hands on hips. disapproving look)
-Teachet says “the back row ts too loud™
-Teacher says “if the lion group keeps it up. they won'tbe going to recess”

Tandividual:

Use of reprimand toward a single student that is identified by the teacher using the
student’s name, physically touching the student, gestusing to the student, OR looking
directly at the student. Examples include:

-Teacher uses repnmand statement and then names individual studeuts. Count repriniand
for how many students were named. even 1f only one reprimand statement was used.
-After an individual student burbs. the teacher responds back to the individual (i.e..

“that 1s not appropmnate”).
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Addicoas] Examples for Middle School and HS Teachers

SPECIFIC PRAISE: Any speafic vesbalizaton or gesture that €Xpw ses a favorable judpment oo am actmaty.
prodnct or arnbate of the student Examples: “Great poun. thanks for coombutme!™ ' T'm glad you got your work
twoed oo ame™ “Clasz, great job keeping your vohume doum

MILD REPRINAND: Acy verbal comment (delivered in 3 canmaitone conzidenne the zemng) by a tescher 1o
mdicate dizapproval of srudent behavior. The verbal commen can be 30 w:aucton followme student muzbehnior
Regnimand 1= concize (bnef) 208 mav be desanbed 22 3 teache: “reduecnon of studect mizbehavior. Dizagreeiag
itk 2 - tudent with the ab-eace of 2:c2:mor 2 GT6cal tone Wowd be considered 2 mild teprmand Examaple-
welnde: “This 15 pot the ame to be Gallang™ “No thank vou™ “You know berter™ ~Srt right bere.”

MEDIUN REPRIMAND: Ary verbal comment (uzing 3 sarcaztie or cnnical toze) by a teacher tondicate
dizapprotal of Tudeny bebavicr The vesbal camment 13 concice (bnef) and may be in the form of 2 quesnon that1:

di=approving and ha: a mocking. rude. os cnacal tooe (1., thetoncal ot a 1eal queston) Di-afZ¥eeinf nith a
student uuing 3 cntica) tone 1- cancidered a medth um repranand Examples: 1 don 't remembes telling you to st 2nd
talk fo your frrend.: (zarcaztic tone)” “No. i’z not cold in dere” Iz that vow bezt work? (mocking)”

HARSH REPRIMAND: Any verbal comument (u=ing alouder than tvpical tone for the ceming) bv 3 teacher to

ndicate dizapproval of a stwdent behavior Harsh repnmand: include the imphication of pegave conzequence: fe .

a thret) o any prolonz discussion (30 sec or longer) about musbebnios. Examples mclode: “One more isupton
and soumare 13 gaiag to 1SS” “Excuse me!” -1 woat 22y ntagam™ “How many ames do weaeedo go v !

GESTURE REPRINLAND: Any gesture (without speakmng) that indicates disapproval of a Fudead behavior {eg..
band: oo hips). Ge e oo when 3 studend 15 phyzically puided or prompted to 2 erefated area or acovity.
Fxzmples: Shaking bead v comammuc are ~5t0p downg that” Student refuzes % pet up fram desk. reacher tvuches
elbow to mdicate “get op. "
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Appendix E

Pay<halugy Depertarcent
600 Linvetn Avenue
Charieston, Elinots 1920 3699

Officy  217.581.2127

EAWI‘RN \F::h 217-5R1 8764 :

Classroomn Strategies & Teacher Perceptions

Youarenvited to participate i a research study condicted by Margaret Floress, Ph D & Sara Hayn.
B.A., from the Psychology Department at Eastem [liincis Univessity.

» PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study is to exaauoe mddle school and high school teachers’ use of classroom
management strateges in general education classsooms. There 15 little informanion about how often
teachers use specific strategies in general educanon. especially amoog mddle school and high school
teachers. We are also wterested in the relatuoushup betwern classoom stategies and teaches perceptions
of classrooni strategies and student discipline

« PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to parnaipate 1n this study. you will be asked to:
1) Allow research assistanw 1o complete O NE., 20-minute observation i your clasgoam during

class mseraction (lecture).
2) Complete a Brief questionnaise (approxamalely 3 minutes to complete)

« INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION

If you are one of the first 40 participants to paticipate n this study you will recerve a small
gift of appreciation (valued at apptroumately $5)

o DENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS
If you are 1ntevested in participating or hearing more nformation about this snady. please contact:

Margaret Floress, Ph D,
217-581.3523- office
812.219-8419 - cell
mfloress@ei edu
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