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Teacher and student dyad 1.  Mrs. Brown taught fourth grade at a year-round Title I 

elementary school.  She was identified as a candidate for this research through a review 

of 2014-2015 discipline data for the school and through conversations with the 

administrative team.  Mrs. Brown was among the top five in disciplinary referrals at her 

school during the previous year.  Mrs. Brown has taught for 23 years, completed her 

bachelor’s degree, and identifies herself as a Caucasian.  Prior to beginning the research, 

her classroom was observed five times to obverse candidate students. Over the course of 

these observations and discussion, Mrs. Brown repeatedly expressed concerns about the 

low on-task behavior of her class as a whole. The observations prior to beginning the 

research suggest a teaching style that relied on lecture and independent seat work by the 

students.  This lower level of teacher-student interaction may have contributed to the 

generally lower rates of precorrection, praise and reprimands over the course of this 

research.   

In Mrs. Brown’s fourth grade class, the focus student was a Hispanic female who 

had been identified as an English Language Learner.  Prior to beginning the research, the 

student was observed on five occasions. Over those observations, she was on-task from a 

low of 30% of the observations to a high of 65% of the time.  In four of the five 

observations, she was academically engaged less than 50% of the time. Mrs. Brown and 

the researcher met to complete a brief Functional Assessment Checklist for Teachers and 

Staff (FACTS) (March et al., 2000).  At this meeting, Mrs. Brown felt confident that the 

student was most likely to become disruptive and off-task in order to access peer 

attention, when transitioning to direct instruction activities. The teacher also reported that 
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the student was in need of glasses, which she began wearing during the course of this 

research. 

Figure 4 shows Mrs. Brown's use of precorrection, praise, and reprimands 

throughout this research.  On average, Mrs. Brown’s use of precorrective statements 

(general and specific combined) was 3.17 per twenty-minute observation period during 

baseline.    This increased to an average of 8.83 precorrective statements per observation 

during the intervention stage.  This was an increase of 179%, adding 5.67 statements per 

twenty minutes of class time.  As Figure 4 shows, Mrs. Brown’s use of precorrections did 

not immediately increase, but the second day of intervention jumped to 12 precorrection 

statements.  During the intervention stage, her use of precorrections was variable, ranging 

from two statements to a high of 18 precorrections in twenty minutes.  Over the last five 

days of observation Mrs. Brown’s use of precorrection was below her average on four of 

the five days, with one day above her average at 16 precorrections. In comparison to the 

Figure 4 observation results for teacher and student 1. 

Figure 4 observation results for teacher and student 1. 
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other three teachers Mrs. Brown had the most variability in her behavior, frequently 

having two or three days below her average, then a spike well above her average.  Over 

the course of the research, Mrs. Brown disclosed some personal health issues which may 

have contributed to this variability. 

  During the baseline stage, Mrs. Brown was also variable in her use of praise 

statements (general and specific) with a high of 13 and a low of 1.  This variability 

resulted in an average of 7.5 praise statements per observation.  The median data point 

for her baseline praise statements was 8.  Following the training, Mrs. Brown’s use of 

praise quickly jumped and maintained an average of over 11.5 praise statements per 

twenty minutes, a 53% increase.  However, over the course of the project, Mrs. Brown’s 

use of praise statements remained variable, ranging from a low of 4 statements to a high 

of twenty-two per observation.  Over the last five days of observation, Mrs. Brown had 

three days of praise statements well below her mean paired with two days well above the 

mean.  This trend was consistent with the rest of the observation days.  Some factors that 

may have contributed to the variability in Mrs. Brown’s behavior were her health 

challenges and teaching style whereby many observations had limited student-teacher 

interactions.    

In the baseline stage, Mrs. Brown used 3.17 reprimands (general and specific) per 

twenty minutes of observation.  Over the course of the intervention stage this dropped to 

an average of 2.5 reprimands per observation, which was a decrease of 21%.  The range 

of reprimands over the intervention stage was mostly stable, ranging from five to zero.  

Similar to her use of precorrection and praise over the final five days, her use of 
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reprimands varied daily, with 3 days near the average and two days without any 

reprimands.  During the baseline stage, Mrs. Brown had a precorrection-to-reprimand 

ratio of 1 to 1. Meaning on average, for every precorrection statement delivered she 

would deliver a reprimand statement.  Following the intervention, the ratio of 

precorrections-to-reprimands was 3.53 precorrections per reprimand, an increase of more 

than 250%.  During the baseline stage, Mrs. Brown’s praise-to-reprimand ratio was 2.37 

praise statements per reprimand.  Following the training, her ratio of praise-to-reprimands 

grew to 4.6 praise statements per reprimand.  This rate is much more in line with the 5 to 

1 praise-to-reprimand ratio often recommended (Flora, 2000; Gottman, 1994; Gottman & 

Levenson 1992; Wheatley, 2015).  

Data was also gathered on Mrs. Brown’s interactions specifically with the student 

of focus.  Each time Mrs. Brown would deliver precorrections, praise, or reprimands 

solely to the student of focus, it was recorded.  Figure 5 shows how these interactions 

changed as a result of the training.  As this graph shows, Mrs. Brown increased all her 

interactions with the target student.  Her use of precorrections to the target student 

increased from .17 precorrections per observation to .44.  Similarly, praise increased from 

.5 to .69.  The increased teacher attention also resulted in increased reprimands, nearly 

doubling from .17 to .33.  Overall, consistent with her teaching style, there was not a 

great deal of student-teacher interaction.  However, data suggests that as a result of this 

intervention, Mrs. Brown did increase all types of interactions she had with the student of 

focus.  
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In the baseline stage, the focus student was on-task an average of 44% of every 

twenty minutes of observation.  During the intervention stage, the student’s on-task 

behavior increased to an average of 65% of the twenty minutes of observation.  As can be  

seen in Figure 3, the student’s rate of on-task behavior made steady improvement during 

the first six days of intervention observation, climbing to 61%.  Overall on-task behavior  

increased by 47% from the baseline stage, which was an additional 4 minutes and 12 

seconds of on-task behavior per twenty minutes of observation.  It is worth noting that on 

the 15th day of observation the student began wearing glasses.  On this day, her on-task 

behavior jumped by over two minutes and remained high for the remainder of the study.  

Over the course of the intervention stage, the student’s on-task behavior made steady 

improvement from a low of 41% to a peak of 77%, with an average of 65% per twenty-

minute observation.  Over the final five days of data collection, on-task behavior entered 

a flattened trend, which was near the mean and slightly below her peak.   

Teacher and student dyad 2.  The second teacher, Mrs. Cook, was in her first 

year of teaching at a public school, after teaching for two years in a private Catholic 
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Figure 5 Mean statements delivered by Mrs. Brown directly to the student of focus 
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elementary school.  She was teaching a fifth-grade class and was identified as a candidate 

for this research through a recommendation by her administrative team. The 

recommendation was based on the high number of students with problematic behavior 

histories in her class, as well as, it being her first-year teaching in public school.  She had 

completed her bachelor’s degree and identifies herself as a Caucasian woman.  Prior to 

beginning the research, her classroom was observed four times by the researcher.  These 

observations focused on observing candidate students and measuring their on-task 

behavior.  Mrs. Cook’s highly interactive and engaging teaching style lead to variable 

practices and activities from day to day, for example many lessons were delivered with 

highly interactive lectures and small group work, other days focused more on 

independent assignments that complimented the lectures and discussions.  This teaching 

style may have contributed to some of the variations in her data sample. 

In Mrs. Cook’s fifth grade class, the focus student was a Caucasian male, who 

was new to the school, and had a history of problem behavior at his previous school.  The 

student had been complaining of others picking on him, and was engaging in little on-

task behavior.  Prior to beginning the research, the student was observed on four 

occasions. Over those observations, his level of on-task behavior never exceeded 36%, 

with a low of 16%. Following these observations, Mrs. Cook and the researcher met to 

complete a FACTS (March et al., 2000).  The focus of this assessment was to understand 

the student’s reluctance to participate in classroom activities, other than art.  The work he 

was producing was of low quality and completion was minimal.  The teacher reported 

that the student would go so far to avoid these activities as to crawl under his desk.  The 
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teacher and researcher concluded, with confidence, that during peer interactions the 

student would engage in off-task behaviors primarily to avoid peers and secondarily as a 

means to avoid non-preferred tasks.   

Figure 6 summarizes Mrs. Cook’s use of precorrection, praise and reprimands 

over the course of this research.  On average, Mrs. Cook’s use of precorrective statements 

was 10.29 per twenty minutes during the baseline stage.    This increased to an average of 

20.38 general and specific precorrective statements per observation during the 

intervention stage.  This was an increase of 98%, adding 10.09 statements to twenty 

minutes of observation.  As Figure 6 shows, Mrs. Cook’s use of precorrections 

immediately jumped to 36 precorrections following the intervention.  During the 

intervention stage, her use of precorrections was variable, ranging from 15 statements to 

a high of 36 precorrections in twenty minutes.  Over the last five days of observation, 

Mrs. Cook’s use of precorrection was consistently within 3.5 statements of her average of 

20.38.   

During the baseline stage, use of praise statements was high, ranging from 16 to 

28 praise statements per observation, resulting in an average of 25.17. Following the 

training, Mrs. Cook’s use of praise remained stable and high, averaging 27 praise 

statements per twenty minutes, a 7% increase.  As Figure 6 shows, over the course of the 

project, Mrs. Cook’s use of praise statements was variable, but consistently high ranging 

from a low of thirteen statements to a high of thirty-four.   
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Figure 6 observation results for teacher and student 2. 

Mrs. Cook’s use of reprimands was low during baseline stage, delivering an 

average of .57 reprimands per twenty minutes of observation.  Over the seventeen days of 

intervention, her use of reprimands increased, to an average of 2 reprimands per twenty 

minutes of observation.  While still well below other participants, the use of reprimands 

nearly quadrupled from .57 during baseline to 2.0 during the intervention stage.  Overall, 

her low rates of reprimands were stable ranging from zero to a high of 4.   

The rare use of reprimands during the baseline stage did result in lower 

precorrection-to-reprimand and praise-to-reprimand ratios during the intervention stage. 

Mrs. Cook’s ratio of precorrections-to-reprimands during the baseline stage was an 

impressive 18 precorrections per reprimand.  Despite nearly doubling her use of 

precorrections during the intervention stage, her ratio of precorrections-to-reprimands fell 

to 10.19 precorrections per reprimand.  In the baseline stage, Mrs. Cook had a ratio of 
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praise-to-reprimands of just over 44.  This ratio fell to 13.5 during the intervention stage, 

but still more than triple the recommendation of 5 to 1 (Flora, 2000; Gottman, 1994; 

Gottman & Levenson 1992; Wheatley, 2015).  In summary, Mrs. Cook’s use of 

precorrections increased, her use of praise largely remained steady, and her use of 

reprimands remained low, but did increase.  The increase in the use of reprimands caused 

the ratios of praise-to-reprimands and precorrections-to-reprimands to drop noticeably.  

Yet, her rates of precorrections, praise, and reprimands were all above the other three 

participants. 

Observational data was gathered regarding Mrs. Cook’s interactions directly to 

the student of focus. Each time Mrs. Cook would deliver precorrections, praise, or 

reprimands solely to the student of focus, it was recorded.  Figure 7 shows how these 

interactions changed following the training.  As this graph shows, Mrs. Cook increased 

all her interactions with the target student.  Her use of precorrections to the target student 

increased from .29 precorrections per observation to 1.44.  Similarly, praise increased 

from 1.3 to 1.44.  Mrs. Cook did not reprimand the focus student specifically in baseline, 

yet during the intervention stage reprimands increased to an average of .44 reprimands 

per observation.  In the intervention stage, all the measured types of interactions with the 

focus student increased, especially specific precorrection statements. 
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Figure 7 mean statements delivered by Mrs. Cook directly to the student of focus. 

Both during the baseline and intervention phases the on-task behavior of the focus 

student was variable over the course of this research (see Table 3). However, he did 

increase his on-task behavior throughout the observations. In the baseline stage, the focus 

student was on-task an average of 50% of every twenty minutes of observation, ranging 

from a low of 30% to a high of 71%.  This jumped to 81% the first day following 

intervention.  Over the course of the intervention stage, the student’s on-task behavior 

made steady improvement, from a low of 41% to a peak of 97%, with an average of 69% 

per twenty-minutes of observation.  Despite the variability, the student’s rate of on-task 

behavior increased 37% above the baseline mean.  Which was an additional 3 minutes 

and 48 seconds of on-task behavior per twenty minutes of observation. Over the course of 
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the 16 days of intervention data collection, this increased on-task behavior gave the 

student the opportunity to access an additional 59 minutes and 49 seconds of instruction. 

  Teacher and student dyad 3.  Mrs. Sims taught second grade at a Title I 

elementary school.  She was identified as a candidate for this research through a review 

of 2014-2015 discipline data, and conversations with the administrative team.  In the 

previous year, Mrs. Sims’ had a number of severe behavior problems, coupled with her 

limited teaching experience were factors that made her a candidate for this research.  Mrs. 

Sims had begun her second year of teaching, after having completed her bachelor’s 

degree, and identifies herself as a Caucasian.  Prior to beginning the research, her 

classroom was observed three times, to measure the on-task behavior of candidate 

students.  Much of her instruction during the observation was done leading small group 

interventions during math, which seemed to increase her interactions with students. 

In Mrs. Sims’ second grade class, the focus student was an African American 

male that was experiencing persistent and pervasive behavior problems that, only two 

months into the school year, were escalating.  This behavior had caused him to be 

referred to the administration as a student in need of additional support.  Prior to 

beginning the research, the student was observed on three occasions, and during those 

observations his level of on-task behavior never exceeded 17%, with low of 11%. 

Following the observations, Mrs. Sims and the researcher met to complete a brief 

functional assessment (March et al., 2000). It was reported that the student had been 

getting into fights, becoming aggressive with peers, and was consistently defiant and 

disruptive.  He would make noises, get out of his seat, and touch peers on a minute by 
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minute basis.  His defiance was described as medium-to-high and increasing.  Based on 

this assessment, the teacher felt that whether the student was working in groups, with the 

whole class, or alone, he would become disruptive in order to get peer attention.   

Figure 8 summarizes Mrs. Sims’s use of precorrection, praise and reprimands 

over the course of this research.  On average, Mrs. Sims’s use of general and specific 

precorrective statements during baseline was 9.25, with a downward trend.  However, 

following the intervention training, her use of precorrection quickly rose, ultimately 

averaging 12.88 precorrection statements per observation.  This was an increase of 39%, 

adding 3.62 statements per twenty minutes of class time.  As Figure 8 shows, her use of 

the precorrection statements remained very stable during the intervention stage, ranging 

from 7 to a high of 16.  After the first three days of intervention, Mrs. Sims was 

 

Figure 8 observation results for teacher and student 3. 
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consistent in her use of the statements, and was within just over 3 statements of the 

average for the remainder of the research.   

During the baseline stage, Mrs. Sims was delivering high rates of praise to 

students, but had a downward trend (See Figure 8).  Her use of praise peaked at forty-

nine statements, but had dropped to ten statements over the last two days of baseline data 

collection.  This resulted in a wide range of baseline praise statements (from 10 to 49), 

ultimately averaging 23.25 praise statements per observation.  The range of praise 

statements during baseline had two important outliers, on day 1 and day 6 Mrs. Sims 

delivered 38 and then 49 praise statements respectively.  Without these two outliers, her 

mean praise statement delivery would have been 16.50.  It is unclear from the data what 

caused such increases in praise statements on those days.  During intervention, her mean 

use of praise decreased by 1.13 statements, to an average of 22.13, a 5% decrease.  

However, use of praise statements was more stable, ranging between 21 and 27 for all but 

two of the intervention observations.  If the two outlier data points were removed her use 

praise over the course of the research would have shown a 5% increase. 

Mrs. Sims’ use of reprimand statements was high in the early stages, delivering 

over fifteen reprimands on five of the nine baseline days.  This resulted in an average of 

13.25 reprimands per observation.  This number dropped in the intervention stage by over 

7.5 statements per observation, to an average of 5.63 reprimands per observation, which 

was a 58% reduction.  She was consistent in this behavior change, with only one day 

above ten reprimands.   



69 
 

 

During the baseline stage, her ratio of precorrections-to-reprimands was .70 

precorrections per reprimand.  Following the brief training, the ratio became 2.29 

precorrections for each reprimand, a change of 228%.  While the mean usage of praise 

did decrease, her use of reprimands decreased even further.  During the baseline stage, 

her ratio of praise-to-reprimands was 1.75 praise statements per reprimand.  During the 

intervention stage, the ratio grew to 3.93 per reprimand, a 124% increase, which is more 

in line with research recommendations.   

Each time Mrs. Sims would deliver precorrections, praise, or reprimands solely to 

the student of focus, it was recorded.    As Figure 9 shows, the teacher did not precorrect 

the student specifically during the baseline stage.    Then during the sixteen days of 

intervention, Mrs. Sims precorrected the target student an average of one time each 

observation.   Mrs. Sims went from not precorrecting the focus student for nine days 

during the baseline stage to precorrecting him regularly during the intervention stage.   

While she did not precorrect the focus student at all during baseline, she did 

frequently deliver reprimand statements to him, twice reprimanding him five times in 

twenty minutes and averaging 1.8 student specific reprimands per observation.  

Following the training, the use of reprimand statements to the focus student dropped, 

delivering a total of seventeen reprimands over the sixteen days of intervention, 

averaging 1.2 statements per observation.  The use of praise statements to the focus 

student also increased by 218% from .44 praise statements per observation to 1.41 praise 

statements per observation.  On average following the training Mrs. Sims added one 
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student specific precorrection and one student specific praise statement per observation 

and reduced her reprimands to the focus student by more than one-third. 

 

The on-task behavior of the focus student in Mrs. Sims’ class was consistently 

low during the baseline stage.  However, his on-task behavior increased throughout the 

course of this research. In the baseline stage, the focus student was on-task an average of 

28% of every twenty minutes of observation, ranging from a low of 20% to a high of 

36%. Following the intervention, the student made consistent progress in his on-task 

behavior (see Figure 3), resulting in an average on-task rate of 65% of the observation, 

ranging from 32% to 78%.  This is an increase of 7 minutes and 24 seconds of on-task 

behavior per twenty minutes of observation. The student’s rate of on-task behavior 

increased 137% from the baseline stage, his on-task behavior peaked at 78% of the 
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observation, and four of the last five days of observation was on-task over 75% of the 

observation. 

Teacher and student dyad 4.  Mrs. Love taught third grade at a Title I 

elementary school.  During the previous year, she had the most office discipline referrals 

in the school and classroom management was identified as a priority in her performance 

review.  Mrs. Love was also beginning her second year as a teacher, after having added 

her teaching credential to a bachelor’s degree, and identifies herself as multiethnic.  Prior 

to beginning the research, her classroom was observed five times by the researcher.  

These focused on observing candidate students and gathering data about their on-task 

behavior.  During these observations, it was noted Mrs. Love appeared to be struggling 

and was eager to receive additional support.  Mrs. Love had difficulty guiding her class 

through transitions and her use of lengthy and highly personal reprimands was frequent.  

She reported her classroom management practices were not effective, and she was 

struggling to manage the curriculum demands amongst pervasive problem behavior 

across students.  Despite these struggles, Mrs. Love seemed to be striving for a highly 

engaging teaching style that led to variable practices and activities from day to day.   

In Mrs. Love’s third grade class the focus student was an African American male, 

who was experiencing persistent problem behavior and had been referred to the 

administration as a student in need of additional support.  Prior to beginning the research, 

the student was observed on four occasions and during those observations his level of on-

task behavior did not exceed 23%, with a low of 15%. Following the observations, Mrs. 

Love and the researcher met to complete a brief Functional Assessment (March et al., 
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2000).  This assessment focused on the student’s disruptive off-task behavior during 

whole-class instruction and transitions.  When the class would transition to a new 

activity, the student would seek out peers, becoming slow to engage in the academic 

material and unable to sustain his focus when he did.  The teacher concluded this 

behavior was largely driven by his need to get peer attention.  However, she also felt his 

significant academic deficits were a factor causing him to avoid work.   

Figure 10 summarizes Mrs. Love’s use of precorrection, praise and reprimands 

over the course of this research.  Mrs. Love averaged 3.33 general and specific 

precorrections per observation during the baseline stage.  However, this average was 

aided by her teacher evaluation day (day 8), where she delivered twelve precorrections.  

Without this outlier, she averaged 2.25 precorrections per twenty minutes, and for these 

nine days the range was zero to four.  After a lengthy intervention meeting and practicing 

praise and precorrection statements for just under ninety minutes, Mrs. Love made some 

dramatic changes to her teaching practices.  Immediately following the intervention, her 

use of precorrections jumped to thirteen and remained above ten for all but one day.  This 

resulted in a 256% increase, to an average of 11.87 precorrection statements per 

observation. As Figure 10 shows, her use of precorrections was stable, ranging from 9 to 

16 over the intervention stage.   

During the baseline stage, Mrs. Love was delivering 7.2 praise statements to 

students.  The use of praise was low and variable ranging from 10 statements per 

observation to a low of 1 statement in twenty minutes.  Following the intervention, Mrs. 

Love’ use of praise statements increased to an average of 18.2 praise statements per 
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observation. This was a 152% increase. Figure 10 shows the use of praise remained 

variable ranging from 13 to a high of 26. However, over the final five days of observation 

Mrs. Love’s use of praise was more stable, with all five days within three statements of 

her average.   

 

Figure 10 Observation results for teach and student 4 

Mrs. Love’s use of reprimand statements was high in the baseline stage and only 

dropped slightly during the intervention stage. During the baseline stage, Mrs. Love 

averaged 9.11 reprimands per twenty minutes of observation, and this decreased to 8.13 

during the intervention stage.  While the average only changed slightly, the use of 

reprimands was more stable.  During the intervention stage, reprimands ranged from a 

low of five to a high of eleven.  In four of the last five days, Mrs. Love’s use of 

reprimands was slightly below her average.  During the baseline stage, her ratio of 

precorrections-to-reprimands was .37 precorrections per reprimand, which meant that she 
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was delivering nearly three reprimands for every precorrection.  This shifted to 1.46 

precorrections per reprimand, a change of just under 300%.  Similarly, her ratio of praise-

to-reprimands shifted from .79 praise statements per reprimand to 2.24, a 182% change in 

behavior.   

 

Figure 11 mean statements delivered by Mrs. Love directly to the student of focus. 

  Observational data was gathered about Mrs. Love’s interactions directly to the 

student of focus.  Figure 11 shows that Mrs. Love increased her positive interactions with 

the target student.  In the baseline stage, she gave the student one student specific 

precorrection in ten days of observation.  In the intervention stage, she was delivering an 

average of .8 student specific precorrections per observation.  She also went from 

delivering less than one (.7) student specific praise statements per observation to 

averaging 1.38 student specific praise statements per observation.  During the baseline 
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stage Mrs. Love was reprimanding the focus student an average of once each observation, 

after the intervention this dropped by 1/3 to .67 reprimands per observation. 

The on-task behavior of the focus student in Mrs. Love’s class was variable.  

Baseline on-task behavior ranged from 22% to 65% of the observations, which resulted in 

an average on-task behavior of 51%.  Following the intervention, the student made stable 

progress in his on-task behavior (see Figure 3), resulting in being on-task for an average 

of 77% of the observation.   Overall, the student remained variable in his on-task 

behavior, ranging from a low of 43% and peaking at 92%.  This high of 92% occurred 

once over the final five days, the other four days he was within 2% of the mean, 

suggesting he may be stabilizing his on-task behavior.  The student’s rate of on-task 

behavior resulted in an overall 55% increase in on-task from the baseline stage. As a 

result of this increase, time on-task increased by 5 minutes and 15 seconds per 

observation.  

Interobserver agreement (IOA).  Interobserver agreement was established prior 

to beginning this research, two weeks prior to beginning data collection the data 

collectors and the researcher jointly observed classrooms similar to those of the research 

setting.  In total, twelve twenty-minute observations were observed jointly by the two 

data collectors and the researcher to develop consistency and fluency with the data 

collection process.  When the three parties exceeded 80% IOA for three consecutive 

observations, research was ready to begin.   

Over the course of the research interobserver agreement data was gathered by the 

researcher for 20% of the sample. On average, the rate of interobserver agreement 
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between the data collectors and the researcher was 96% for student on-task behavior, 

with a range of 89% to 100%.  The average IOA for precorrection was 92%, with a range 

of 82% to 100%.  The IOA for general praise statements was 93%, with a range of 86% 

to 100% and the IOA for reprimand statements averaged 93%, with a range of 80% to 

100%. Over these four data categories the average IOA rate was 93%, well above the  

predetermined benchmark of 80%. 

 Social validity.   The four teachers each completed a brief, seven-question Likert 

Scale survey at the conclusion of the research project.  The survey was emailed to the 

teachers and returned within a week.  A Likert scale was used to gather information from 

the teacher with 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree somewhat; 3 = agree; 4 = agree 

somewhat and 5 = strongly agree. As Table 9 shows, the teachers strongly agreed that 

this intervention was teacher-friendly and effective, they will use it again in other 

settings, and they will recommend it with others.  Two of the teachers “agreed 

somewhat” about the effectiveness of these interventions with challenging students and 

felt that it was successful overall.  The average score for the seven questions was 4.8 out 

of a 5.0 possible, suggesting that the four teachers felt the intervention held a high degree 

of social validity.   

Demographic data. The four teachers participating in this research had many 

similar demographic characteristics.  Table 10 summarizes the background information 

gathered on each participating teacher.  All four of the teachers identified themselves as 

females with Bachelor’s degrees.  One teacher identified herself as multiethnic, the other 

three as Caucasian.  While most of the teachers were new to the profession Mrs. Brown 
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had taught for 23 years.  Mrs. Cook was in her third-year teaching, however it was her 

first year in public school, after spending the previous two at a private school. Finally, the 

teachers taught a range of grades across the elementary school continuum.  All four 

teachers were working at Title 1 schools with diverse populations economically, racially 

and ethnically as well as linguistically.  Mrs. Brown, the most experienced teacher in the 

research, rated the intervention with the highest social validity of the four participants.  

There were no other observed differences in how the teachers responded to the data 

collection or interventions over the course of the research.   

 

Table 9  

 

Social Validity Survey Results 

Question 

Fourth 

Grade 

Fifth 

Grade 

Second 

Grade 

Third 

Grade 

Mean 

Overall, I feel comfortable with the intervention and 

consider it to be teacher-friendly (it did not take a 

lot of time or require additional resources) and was 

simple to implement. 5 5 5 5 5 

 

The intervention proved to be an effective and 

efficient method for reducing minor behavioral 

problems 5 4 5 5 4.75 

 

I will continue to use the intervention.  5 5 5 5 5 

 

I will recommend and share the intervention with 

others. 5 5 5 5 5 

 

I will use the intervention in additional/other 

settings.  5 5 5 5 5 

I feel this intervention was beneficial for my 

students with challenging behavior.  5 4 4 5 4.5 

Overall, the intervention was successful.  5 4 4 4 4.25 

Average 5.0 4.6 4.7 4.9 

 

4.8 
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Table 10 

 

Demographic Data of Participating Teachers 

 Mrs. Brown Mrs. Cook Mrs. Sims Mrs. Love 

Race/Ethnicity Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian Multiethnic 

Gender Female Female Female Female 

Education Bachelor’s Bachelor’s Bachelor’s Bachelor’s 

Years’ experience 23  3 2 2 

Grade Taught 4 5 2 3 

 

Interpretation of Findings 

The first research question was intended to understand if a brief individual teacher 

training on precorrection and praise would increase the use of these practices by 

elementary school teachers.  The second question examined if changes in the use of these 

practices impacted the on-task behavior of the identified at-risk student in the class.  The 

data shows that the four teachers in this study improved their use of precorrection, and 

three of the four increased their use of praise.  Similarly, three of the teachers decreased 

their use of reprimands.  In all four cases, the student’s rate of on-task behavior increased.  

Also, the teachers rated the interventions as highly useful, simple, and effective, 

suggesting that this was a socially valid intervention.   

Changes in teacher behaviors.  Table 11 compares the baseline and intervention 

ratios of precorrection-to-reprimands and then the praise-to-reprimands for the four 

teachers. The ratios compare the mean use of the precorrection to the mean use of 

reprimands and then the mean use of praise to the mean use of reprimands.  On average, 

the brief intervention and the subsequent changes in teacher behavior, resulted in an 

average increase in the ratio of precorrections to reprimands by 184%.  Three of the four 

teachers increased their ratio of precorrection-to-reprimands by at least 228%.  During 

the baseline stage teachers 1, 3 and 4 were as or more likely to reprimand a student than 
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as were to precorrect. Following the brief training these three teachers were over two 

times more likely to precorrect than reprimand.   

 

Additionally, on average, changes in the use of praise and reprimands resulted in 

an 83% increase in the average praise-to-reprimand ratio. Teachers 1, 3 and 4 increased 

their raise of praise-to-reprimands ranging from 94% to 182%. Mrs. Love made 

especially strong progress, at the onset of research Mrs. Love was more likely to 

reprimand than to praise a student.  Following the intervention, she was 2.24 times more 

likely to praise than reprimand.    Overall, similar to the precorrection-to-reprimand 

ratios, these averages were decreased by Mrs. Cook, who was delivering a reprimand 

only every other day during the baseline stage.  Yet, in spite of these increases, her ratios 

remained well above the other teachers throughout the intervention stages. 

Covington-Smith et al. (2011) experienced similar changes in teacher behavior 

due to their training.  The three teachers in their research were described as delivering 

Table 11  

 

Teacher Precorrection-to-reprimand and Praise-to-reprimand Ratios 

  

Mrs. 

Brown 

Mrs. 

Cook 

Mrs. 

Sims 

Mrs. 

Love 

Baseline Precorrection-to-reprimand Ratio 1.00 18.00 0.70 0.37 

Intervention Precorrection Reprimand Ratio 3.53 10.19 2.29 1.46 

 

     Percent Change 253% -43% 228% 299% 

Baseline Praise-to-reprimand Ratio 2.37 44.04 1.75 0.79 

 

Intervention Praise-to-reprimand Ratio 4.60 13.50 3.93 2.24 

 

     Percent Change 94% -69% 124% 182% 
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more reprimands than precorrections prior to being trained in precorrection and praise.  

Then, following their brief training, precorrection increased and use of reprimands was 

eliminated by all three teachers.  The same was true for their use of praise; it was used 

less than reprimands during baseline, then increased following the training, while 

reprimands were eliminated.  

Changes in student behavior. All four target students experienced improvement 

in their on-task behavior during observations (see Figure 3).  The range of improved on-

task behavior for the four students ranged from 38% to a high of 137%.  On average, the 

four students that were at-risk of needing more intensive behavior, supports due to low 

on-task behavior increased their on-task behavior by 83%.  This increase gave these 

students the opportunity to access an additional seven minutes and forty-eight seconds of 

learning per twenty minutes, on average.  The student in the third dyad was in the most 

need of support, following this brief intervention, his on-task behavior improved by over 

114% and as a result site administration no longer considered him a student in need of 

additional support.     

FACTS and student behavior. The researcher met with each teacher prior to 

beginning research. During this meeting, they completed a Functional Assessment of 

Checklist for Teachers and Staff (FACTS) (March et al., 2000). The purpose of this 

assessment was to understand the function of the student of focus’ off-task behavior, in 

order to inform the teacher training and to explore potential relationships between the 

function of the child’s off-task behavior and any changes in their on-task behavior.  Table 
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12 summarizes the perceived function of each student’s off-task behavior and resulting 

changes in student behavior following intervention.  Per the interview results, three of the 

students appeared to be seeking peer attention and the fourth was seeking to avoid peer 

attention.  The three students seeking peer attention had the largest gains in on-task 

behavior following the intervention.  However, the student avoiding peer attention also 

increased his on-task behavior by 37%.  Much like prompting, precorrection is designed 

to amplify signals of the availability of reinforcement, which may explain why it 

contributed to the improved behavior of all four students (Simonsen et al., 2010).  

However, it may be worth exploring further if effectiveness varies based on function of 

student behavior.   

  

Limitations of Study 

Over the course of this research, teacher and student behaviors were influenced by 

many factors.  For example, one of the teachers was having significant personal health 

problems, one of the students got glasses, and a third was experiencing intense changes in 

his home life.  Each of these--and likely others, that were unknown to this researcher-- 

impacted the behaviors of research participants.  It is worth noting that despite these 

changes, the increased use of precorrection and praise seemed to give the teachers new 

skills that they could effectively and efficiently use to improve student behavior.   

Table 12  

 

Comparison of FACTS Results with Changes in Student Behavior 

Student Perceived Function of 

Off-Task Behavior 

Change in Student On-Task Behavior 

Student 1 Gain peer attention Increased 47% 

Student 2 Avoid peer attention Increased 37% 

Student 3 Gain peer attention Increased 137% 

Student 4 Gain peer attention Increased 55% 
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When evaluating this study, there are several additional limitations that should be 

kept in mind.  This study only included elementary general education teachers, and the 

findings may not generalize to other teachers or grade levels. In addition, the sample size 

of this research was small and there was variation in the how the intervention changed 

teacher behaviors and subsequent student behaviors. This research focused on students at-

risk, due to off-task behavior during teacher-directed academic instruction, so the results 

may not generalize to other settings or students with different behavior profiles.  Also, 

there was no notation of the quality or intensity of each statement. For example, one of 

the teachers would deliver highly personal, lengthy reprimands reminding the student in 

detail all the previous errors they had made.  However, this was recorded as a single 

reprimand.  As a result of these limitations, no conclusions can be made about the 

generalizability of the results across teachers, students, or settings.   

In the reporting of this data use of general and specific praise statements were 

combined.  This was done because the focus of this research was to get a sense of the 

impact of a brief training had on teacher’s use of these skills more than to differentiate 

the value of general or specific praise.  Additionally, this allowed findings to remain 

consistent with the reporting methods utilized in prior precorrection research.  Finally, the 

definition of on-task that was used in this research is likely less specific than may be 

found in other research.  However, the definition used here was consistent with the work 

of Covington-Smith et al. (2011).   

Teachers’ use of precorrection, praise, and reprimands all changed over the course 

of the intervention phase. Making it impossible to report which affected student behavior 



83 
 

 

the most.   Which of these changes, or to what degree each change impacted student on-

task behavior, cannot be determined.  For example, distinguishing whether the second 

grader in Mrs. Sims’ class made large gains in his on-task behavior due to the reduction 

in reprimands, the increased praise or the more frequent precorrections was not the intent 

of this research.  For purposes of this research the different strategies (i.e. praise, 

precorrection) were delivered as a package of interventions that interact, consistent with 

the precorrection process outlined by Colvin et al. (1993).  Also, there are no agreed-

upon standards for the optimal rates of precorrection or praise across various settings, 

student characteristics, and types of instruction. This limits the ability to analyze the 

optimal rates of these practices.    
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

Introduction 

 

As students continue to carry the weight of complex social issues with them to 

school, the need for evidence-based strategies to prevent and address the academic and 

behavior problems that will often ensue grows (Baker, 2005; Harrison & Vannest, 2012).  

Fortunately, the efficacy of many behavior supports is well established (Carr et al., 2002; 

Horner et al., 2000).  As understanding of the value of positive behavior support grows, a 

challenge will be to find the best possible avenues to increase the use of research based 

practices in busy general education classrooms (Cook & Odom, 2013; Greenwood & 

Abbott, 2001). This research focused on how to increase the use of two research based 

practices, precorrection and praise, by general education elementary teachers in need of 

additional support preventing student problem behavior. 

The problem of practice targeted in this research was a common overreliance on 

reactive, punitive responses to student misbehavior.  Teachers prefer prevention-based 

supports, and generally view supports based on positive reinforcement as more 

acceptable than punishment-based supports (Jones & Lungaro, 2000).  Yet, teachers often 

resort to punitive discipline.  Many teachers initially rely on consequences and universal 

practices, such as proximity, ignoring or redirection, to address problem behavior (Smart 

& Igo, 2010; Valenti, 2011).  If problem behavior persists, many teachers quickly lose 

confidence and resort to retreatism or discipline measures (Baker, 2005; Ratcliff et al., 

2011).   



85 
 

 

There is little evidence that punishment based practices, such as suspension, 

improve student behavior and they often place students at greater risk (Couvillon, 2006; 

Skiba, 2002; Skiba & Peterson, 2000). In practice, it is common for teachers experience a 

gap between a preference for prevention and a reliance on ineffective punishment. 

Additionally, many times there is an inverse relationship between teachers' perceived 

effectiveness of a practice and the labor intensity required to implement a particular 

practice (Boardman, Argüelles, Vaughn, Hughes, & Klingner, 2005; Kaff et al., 2007).  

The result is that many commonly recommended practices aren’t used or trusted by 

educators due to their labor intensity (Kaff et al., 2007).   

The work of Ratcliff et al. (2011) highlights how this reliance on reactive 

strategies can undermine learning.  These researchers found that teachers were seventeen 

times more likely to ignore problem behavior, make neutral comments, or reprimand, 

than they were to praise student behavior.  The authors concluded all these responses (i.e. 

neutral, ignoring or reprimanding problem behavior after the behavior has occurred) 

undermine student engagement, because the teacher was having to stop instruction to 

respond to problem behavior, yet often the behavior didn’t cease (Ratcliff et al., 2011).  

They found, if students are behaving appropriately there tends to be a lack of positive 

reinforcement and when students engage in problem behavior the common teacher 

reactions are often inversely related to students' time on-task (Emmer & Stough, 2001; 

Ratcliff, Jones, Costner, Savage-Davis & Hunt, 2010; Stuhlman & Pianta, 2009). Ratcliff 

et al. (2011) concluded, “Teachers with fewer management problems did not wait for 

misbehavior to occur. They created an environment that increased positive student 
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behavior and decreased student misbehavior by using instructional strategies that 

encouraged on task behavior” ( p. 46). 

Consistent with these conclusions, the goal of this intervention was to empower 

teachers so they do not get caught waiting for misbehavior to occur.  Instead, to identify 

when it is likely to occur, to define what they would like to see instead, to teach what 

they would like to see, to provide an antecedent precorrection and to then recognize when 

students display the desired behavior. Precorrection is meant to change the instructor’s 

role in the behavior sequence from reacting to the behavior, to prompting desired 

behavior (Colvin et al., 1993).  If teachers can learn to incorporate precorrection into their 

instruction, they may be better able to prevent problem behavior in a way that better 

aligns with their beliefs as educators and behavior research (De Pry & Sugai, 2002; 

Simonsen et al., 2010).  

In order to explore the impact of training teachers to incorporate precorrection and 

praise into their practices this research systematically replicated research published by 

Covington-Smith, et al. (2011).  These researchers demonstrated how a brief, individual 

teacher training, with ongoing feedback, on precorrection and praise impacted the 

instructional practices of Head Start teachers.  The current research replicated the efforts 

of Covington-Smith et al. (2011) by exploring how a similar, brief, individual training on 

precorrection impacted the instructional practices of elementary teachers in Title I 

schools and the on-task behavior of targeted students.   
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Synthesis of Findings  

 

Findings from this study indicate that elementary school teachers can learn to 

change their behavior, from reactive reprimand practices to precorrection and praise. 

Across the four teachers the mean increase in the use of precorrection was 107%.  The 

range of change in precorrection was from 39% to 256%.  The use of praise by the four 

teachers increased by 25% following the training, the changes in use of praise ranged 

from -5% to 152%.  Following the training, there was also a marked decrease in the use 

of reprimands across the teachers.  Decreases in the use of reprimands averaged a 30% 

reduction across the four teachers.  These findings align with the work of Covington-

Smith et al. (2011) and extend the research to elementary settings.   

After the teachers began to use these practices, all four students who had been 

considered at-risk of falling behind academically due to their off-task behavior, improved 

in their on-task behavior by an average of over 80%.  This increase allowed these 

struggling students the opportunity to access more than an additional seven minutes of 

learning per twenty minutes of observation.  This increase in on-task behavior occurred 

during math instruction, often one of the most demanding times of the school day.  It is 

also worth noting the diversity of students that these practices impacted.  All four of the 

participants in this research were receiving free or reduced lunch and were enrolled at 

Title I elementary schools.  The four students were from second, third, fourth and fifth 

grades.  Two of the students were African-American males, another was a Caucasian 

male, and the fourth was a Hispanic female who was also an English language learner. 

Combined, these students represent a range of cultures, ages, academic skills, and even 
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functions of their off-task behavior, yet the intervention appeared to improve the behavior 

of each.   

Data from this study indicates that many of the benefits that Colvin et al. (1993) 

suggested can occur when teachers adopt a prevention focus did occur over the course of 

this research (see Table 13).  As a result of the training the teachers made a shift from 

reactive correction of inappropriate behavior to proactive precorrection focused on 

positive behavior.  Then, on-task behavior by students with low rates of on-task behavior 

increased. Which created additional opportunities for teachers to praise their students.  

Covington-Smith et al. (2011) had similar findings in their research, they concluded:  

It is also important to note that the changes in teacher behavior after the 

intervention are much more reflective of positive teacher–child relationships, 

which is a foundational support for children’s development and learning. 

Specifically, as teachers began to use precorrective statements and behavior-

specific praise, they concurrently reduced their use of reprimand statements. This 

change is critical to support the development of prosocial skills in the context of 

positive teacher–student relationships. (p. 141) 

 

Table 13  

 

Comparison between Correction and Precorrection Procedures 

Correction Precorrection 

Reactive Proactive 

Consequences are Manipulated Antecedents are manipulated 

May lead to negative teacher student interactions May lead to positive teacher student interactions 

Focuses on inappropriate behavior Focuses on appropriate behavior 

May lead to escalating behavior May lead to appropriate behavior 

Focuses on immediate events Focuses on future events 

Taken from:  Colvin, G., Sugai, G., & Patching, B. (1993). Precorrection: An instructional approach for 

managing predictable problem behaviors. Intervention in School and Clinic, 28, 143–150. 



89 
 

 

As Colvin et al (1993) predicted, the shift to precorrection appeared to create the 

pathway for improved student behavior and more positive student-teacher interactions.  

Incorporating these two strategies, precorrection and praise, can create a virtuous cycle of 

positive behaviors.  When teachers incorporated precorrection positive behaviors did 

increase (see Table 13).  As these positive behaviors increased teachers had more 

opportunities to praise students, which increased the likelihood students will continue to 

do more positive behaviors in the future.   In the case of this research, as in Covington-

Smith et al. (2011), the brief training was able to create a shift in the student-teacher 

relationship from reaction and correction to prevention and praise with a combined seven 

students with low rates of on-task behavior.  

Larger Context  

 

 Simonsen et al., (2010) based their prompting research on the premise that there is 

a rising number of students engaged in problem behavior in general education 

classrooms.  Yet the skills, desire and confidence of many teachers regarding problem 

behavior is limited.  Due to this growing demand and limited supply of supports the 

authors felt it is important for research to identify simple practices that require minimal 

training and effort.  These realities caused the authors to conclude precorrection is an 

ideal strategy for managing student behavior in a general education classroom.  

Improving the use of research based practices that can be utilized by general education 

teachers to prevent the rising tide of problem behavior is the larger context of this 

research. 
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Replication findings.  This research replicated the work of Covington-Smith et 

al. (2011), to further explore the impact of a brief training with regular feedback on the 

instructional practices of elementary teachers.  Both studies found strong gains in the use 

of precorrection and praise by teachers, and in the on-task behavior of the focus student.  

However, the changes by the Head Start teachers in Covington-Smith et al.’s (2011) 

research were of a higher percentage.  Additionally, all the students in each study made 

noticeable improvements in their on-task behavior and all seven teachers rated the 

supports highly in the social validity survey.   

The teachers in Covington-Smith et al.’s (2011) work were delivering very low 

rates of precorrection and praise prior to their training.  During the baseline stage of 

Covington-Smith’s research the participating Head Start teachers use of precorrection and 

praise was almost nonexistent. Combined, the teachers delivered an average of 1.10 

precorrections per twenty minutes following the training.  Similarly, their use of praise 

per twenty minutes averaged 1.46 general or specific praise statements following the 

training.  In comparison, the teachers in the current study had precorrection rates ranging 

from 3.3 to 10.29 and praise rates from 7 to 29 during baseline data collection.  The 

minimal initial usage of precorrection and praise contributed to the dramatic growth the 

Head Start teachers made when presented as a percentage change.  These differences in 

baseline and outcome precorrection and praise also suggest that the different levels of 

training received by Head Start and elementary school teachers typically receive likely 

contributed to the different rates of change.  It is likely through a credentialing program 

and student teaching experiences the elementary teachers in the current study had 
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multiple exposures to precorrection and praise.  This may not of have been the case with 

the Head Start teachers. 

Also, Covington-Smith et al. (2011) identified candidate teachers using prior 

observational data that was unavailable to this researcher.  In their work, researchers 

identified candidate teachers by reviewing previous observational data.  Rather than 

relying on discipline data from the previous year and administrative interviews the 

researchers could rely on direct observation of teacher behavior. The different selection 

criteria used to identify potential teachers may have also impacted results.   

The current research was in elementary schools during math instruction compared 

to Head Start classrooms during opening circle.  It’s possible the more rigorous academic 

setting and content impacted the changes in behavior.  Additionally, the researcher was 

not able to obtain information about the precorrection and praise training materials used 

by Covington-Smith et al. (2011) and thus this aspect of their training could not be 

replicated.  Any differences in the training delivered would likely impact subsequent 

results.  However, utilizing two different training models suggest there may be multiple 

training models that can be used to increase the use of precorrection and praise.  

When these two research projects are combined some interesting patterns and 

differences emerge, that are worth examining more closely.  While the rates of change 

differed, the seven teachers participating in the research made noticeable improvements 

in their instructional practices.  These changes resulted in improved on-task behavior in 

all seven participating students.  Similarly, all seven teachers rated the support as socially 

valid and plan to continue to use it in the future.  When these two research projects are 
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combined with the larger precorrection research base there is consistent evidence that 

new and less trained educators can incorporate precorrection and praise into their 

instructional practices in a variety of situations to improve student behavior with minimal 

training and feedback.   

Precorrection and prevention.  Covington-Smith et al. (2011) and the current 

research support the idea that when teachers shift from corrections to precorrections, the 

desired behavior of target student(s) increases, which creates more opportunities for 

meaningful praise from the teacher.  Additionally, both projects found a marked decrease 

in the use of reprimands.  The two teachers in this research project that made the largest 

changes in their behavior were delivering between 1.25 and 3 reprimands for every 

precorrection, prior to the training. Following the training, the two teachers were 

delivering between 1.46 and 2.29 precorrections for every reprimand.  The teachers in 

Covington-Smith et al.’s (2011) work were relying, almost exclusively, on reprimands 

prior to the training.   Yet following the training no reprimands were observed. Teachers 

in both studies were able to change their practices from a reactive focus on misbehavior 

to a proactive focus on desired behavior. 

The teachers in this research were identified as needing additional support in 

classroom management and as they went through the precorrection planning process 

having them operationalize their desired behaviors seemed to clarify aspects of their 

environment and routines that may have been problematic.  The process of creating 

precorrection scripts had the teachers analyze the routine, when and where the problem 

behavior was most likely to occur. Then, they worked to define the students’ desired 
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behavior, their classroom expectations and their routines in observable and measurable 

terms.  This process seemed to help these teachers align their own pedagogy outside of 

the research setting with evidence-based classroom management principles (Morrison, 

1979; Simonsen et al., 2008).   

Teacher training implications.   As Stormont et al. (2007) explained 

precorrection and praise are not instructional strategies that require extensive professional 

development time.  This research, like the work of Covington-Smith et al (2011), 

demonstrate that even struggling teachers can apply precorrection and praise practices 

after a single brief training.  While the model used in this research lasted up to ninety 

minutes, others had success in, as little as, thirty minutes (Colvin  et al. 1997; De Pry & 

Sugai, 2002).  However, when researching evidence-based classroom management 

practices, Simonsen, et al. (2008) touched on the large research to practice gap when it 

comes to classroom management practices.  The authors concluded: 

We must increase our systematic study and understanding of factors that affect 

adoption of these practices (e.g., educator skill fluency, school/community 

demographics, administrator commitment). Clearly, giving educators simple 

access and exposure to these practices through readings, lectures, and one-time 

professional development events are unlikely to change existing practice. It may 

be as or more important to consider what organizational supports are needed to 

maximize the likelihood that classroom management practices will be (a) given 

priority for adoption, (b) adapted to be contextually and culturally relevant, and 

(c) implemented with fidelity and durability. (p. 370) 

 

Just as with students, teachers will require practice, feedback, and opportunities 

for ongoing coaching in order to learn a new behavior, making, the daily feedback of 

teacher behavior incorporated into this training model especially important.  This served 
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to provide teachers with feedback, to connect changes in the student behavior with their 

actions, and served as a reminder of the agreed upon practices.  This may explain why, 

shortly after entering the intervention stage, two of the four teachers mentioned the 

impact of the daily feedback on their behavior as being helpful.     

In similar research, Simonsen et al. (2010) staggered the implementation of the 

feedback to teachers following a brief training on prompting, opportunities to respond 

(OTR), and specific praise. While the brief training itself did have an impact, the changes 

in teacher behavior made much larger gains once researchers began delivering regular 

feedback to teachers.  For example, the training by itself increased the use of prompting 

from zero prompts per observation, to an average of 1.2 prompts.  Once feedback began 

to be delivered, the rate of prompting shot up another 353% to 5.43 prompts.  In their 

research, the use of OTR actually decreased by 22%, following the training.  However, 

once feedback was incorporated, the use of OTR doubled.  Similarly, the training 

increased the average use of specific praise by 55%, then feedback increased its use by 

another 200%.  Combined, the inclusion of regular feedback increased the use of the 

trained skills by an average of 218% more than the benefits seen from simply training the 

teachers.     

The findings from Simonsen et al. (2010) highlight why regular feedback is an 

important component to the acquisition of even relatively simple, low labor intensity 

supports.  As Covington-Smith et al. (2011) explain: 

For professional development to be effective, three critical variables should be 

highlighted (Guskey, 2000; Lewis, 2001). First, change is a gradual process for 

teachers. Second, teachers need to receive regular feedback on student outcomes. 

Third, continued support and follow-up are necessary after initial training. Once 
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the skills are identified that reflect best practices, a clear strategy for systematic 

and ongoing support should be developed. (p. 142) 

 

This may explain why the researchers included the feedback component in the design of 

their training with Head Start teachers.  In the case of this research, the inclusion of 

regular feedback and the opportunity for questions was an important factor. Two of the 

teachers commented that the regular feedback emails were helpful reminders.  

Additionally, the daily emails allowed another teacher, Mrs. Cooks to regularly ask 

clarifying questions.  

Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers and Sugai (2008) encouraged researchers to 

identify the most effective strategies for transferring research into practice to ensure that 

identified supports are research based, contextually appropriate, implemented with 

fidelity over time, monitored and enhanced.  Future research may compare the impact of 

a brief training with and without regular feedback or different feedback modalities, in 

order to understand the value of ongoing support and most effective ways to deliver this 

support with the limited resources typically available.   

Social validity.  As Rodriguez, Loman and Horner (2009) explained, despite 

common concerns regarding student behavior, many educators have questioned the extent 

to which behavior supports can be implemented with the fidelity needed to elicit 

meaningful changes in student behavior.  Due to these concerns researchers have 

increasingly emphasized the importance of identifying socially valid behavior support 

practices.  This research surveyed participating teachers using a survey that had been 
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used by Stormont et al. (2007) and Covington-Smith et al. (2011).  Combining the results 

of the six teachers in their research with the current research, a clear pattern emerges.   

Table 14 summarizes the results of these ten teachers. Combined, all ten teachers 

were comfortable with the intervention, considered it teacher friendly, and plan to 

continue to use it in the future.  Overall, of the seven questions measuring social validity, 

the average score was 4.87 out of 5.0 possible.  No teacher scored any of the seven 

questions lower than a four out of five.  Combined ten general education teachers have 

identified precorrection as a socially valid behavior support. 

Table 14 

 

Social Validity Survey Results 

Question 

Current 

Research (4) 

Covington-Smith 

et al. (2011) (3) 

Stormont et 

al. (2007) (3) 

Overall, I feel comfortable with the 

intervention and consider it to be teacher-

friendly (it did not take a lot of time or require 

additional resources) and was simple to 

implement?  5.00 5.00 5.00 

 

The intervention proved to be an effective and 

efficient method for reducing minor 

behavioral problems 4.75 5.00 4.67 

 

I will continue to use the intervention?  5.00 5.00 5.00 

 

I will recommend and share the intervention 

with others? 5.00 4.67 5.00 

 

I will use the intervention in additional/other 

settings?  5.00 5.00 4.67 

 

I feel this intervention was beneficial for my 

students with challenging behavior?  4.50 5.00 5.00 

 

Overall, the intervention was successful?  4.25 5.00 5.00 

 

Average 4.79 4.95 4.90 
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Research Context   

Since Colvin et al. (1993) explained how shifting from corrections to 

precorrections can be an effective strategy to prevent problem behavior, the value of 

precorrection has been explored by a variety of researchers.  The current research builds 

on this base of published research, which is summarized in Table 15.  These eleven 

articles document the use of precorrection across settings, participants, and more.  The 

student participants in these studies ranged in age from 3 to 19 years old, and included 

general education students with high rates of problem behavior, Head Start students, 

students with severe Emotional Disturbance, Learning Disabilities, and severe physical 

disabilities.  The first four articles listed on Table 15 targeted students with intense 

problem behavior. The next three articles appeared to involve students that might be 

considered at-risk or needing additional support due to problem behavior.  Finally, the 

final four articles are based on research that applied precorrection to school-wide settings, 

such as an entire class or entire school during recess.    

Table 15 

 

Summary of Published Research on Precorrection 

Source Setting 
Group 

size 
Participants 

Independent 

Variable 

Dependen

t Variable 

Crockett & 

Hegelian, 

2006 

Clinic office 1 to 1 

 1 19 year old with 

multiple physical 

disabilities 

3 step Vs. 1 

Step prompts 

Self-

injurious 

behavior 

and tasks 

complete

d 

Simonsen, 

Myers & 

DeLuca, 

2010 

Special Day 

Class  
Class 

3 classes, 15 students 

11 to 18 with 

moderate to severe 

emotional 

disturbances 

 

Training  

teachers to 

use prompts, 

OTR & 

specific praise 

Teacher 

implemen

tation  
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Evidence-based practice potential.  As Simonsen et al. (2008) explained it is 

important for research to focus on evaluating new or under-researched classroom 

Gena, 2006 

Pre-k class 

during semi 

or 

unstructured 

play time 

12 

 

 Four 3 and 4 year 

olds with Autism and 

behavior difficulties, 

excluded from 

several settings due 

to behavior  

Prompting 

Initiations 

toward 

peers 

Faul, 

Stepensky, 

& Simonsen, 

2012 

Urban 

general 

education 

Classroom 

Whole 

Class 

2 Middle Schoolers 

with  high levels of 

off task behavior and 

didn't respond to tier 

2 

Antecedent 

Prompt 

On and 

off task 

behavior 

 

Flood, 

Wilder, 

Flood & 

Masuda, 

2002 

Simulated 

classroom 
Class 

3 10 year olds with 

ADHD and off task 

behavior 

Differential 

peer 

reinforcement 

Off task 

behavior 

& work 

completio

n 

Miao, Darch 

& Rabren, 

2002 

Resource 

Room small 

group reading 

lessons 

Pairs 

 6 1st graders with 

mild disabilities, 

behavior and learning 

problems 

Precorrection  

Correct 

responses 

& on task 

behavior 

 

Covington 

Smith, 

Lewis, & 

Stormont. 

2011 

Teacher 

directed large 

group activity 

Large 

groups 

3 Head Start Students 

with low levels of 

appropriate social 

skills and high rates 

problem behavior 

Precorrection 

and specific 

praise 

Externaliz

ing 

problem 

behavior 

 

Stormont, 

Covington-

Smith, & 

Lewis, 2007 

Head start 

classroom, 

teacher lead 

small group 

Small 

groups 

 Teachers using more 

reprimands than  

praise 

Precorrection 

and specific 

praise 

Student 

problem 

behavior 

De Pry & 

Sugai, 2002 

Sixth grade 

social studies 
Class 

 26 Sixth Grade 

students 

Active 

supervision 

and 

precorrection 

Minor 

behaviora

l 

incidents 

Lewis, 

Colvin & 

Sugai, 2000 

Recess and 

prior to 

School 

wide 

 475 1st thru 6th 

graders 

 

Active 

supervision 

and 

precorrection 

Problem 

behavior 

Colvin, 

Sugai, 

Good, & 

Lee, 1997 

School 

common 

areas 

School 

wide 

 4,500 1st thru 6th 

graders 

 

Active 

supervision 

and 

precorrection 

Problem 

Behavior 
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management strategies. This was a focus of the current research.  Over the course of this 

research eleven research articles that documented the potential effectiveness of 

precorrection were identified (see Table 16). This growing base of research 

demonstrating the effectiveness of precorrection, suggests there may be value in 

researching the merits of precorrection as an evidence-based practice.  However, it is not 

the intent of this paper to analyze the merits of precorrection as an evidence-based 

practice in detail.  Instead, to suggest as the research base around precorrection continues 

to grow a systematic evaluation of this research may provide valuable guidance.   

Horner et al. (2005) outlined a criteria for considering a practice as evidence-

based when utilizing multiple baseline research.  The researchers explained: 

Single-subject research documents a practice as evidence-based when (a) the 

practice is operationally defined; (b) the context in which the practice is to be 

used is defined; (c) the practice is implemented with fidelity; (d) results from 

single-subject research document the practice to be functionally related to change 

in dependent measures; and (e) the experimental effects are replicated across a 

sufficient number of studies, researchers, and participants to allow confidence in 

the findings. (p.175) 

When examining the precorrection research base, there are a total of eleven published 

research articles including twenty-two students, as well as an entire class and two school-

wide populations.   These articles consistently establish a functional relationship between 

precorrection and a change in valuable outcomes (Horner et al., 2005). 

Precorrection has been implemented across a wide range of contexts and 

populations.  Interestingly, while this range suggests precorrection is durable, it may 

hinder establishing it as an evidence-based practice.  Future research may need to 

consider how to define the context, populations, and specific outcomes to which 

precorrection is best applied.  Colvin et al. (1993) originally defined precorrection as a 
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seven-step, problem-solving process.  However, it has often been applied in subsequent 

research as simply a precorrective statement; others have paired it with environmental 

modifications such as peer reinforcement or active supervision.   Future research may 

need to examine the parameters of precorrection, its application and more closely 

examine how it aligns with evidence based practice criterion.   

 

Implications   

 

Predictable problem behavior. Per referral data from the Technical Assistance 

Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 58% of the minor, teacher-

managed referrals at elementary schools are for defiance, disrespect, or disruption (Gion, 

McIntosh, & Horner, 2014).  These also make up just under half of the major, office-

managed referrals. In middle school 60% of the teacher-managed referrals are for these 

behaviors.  Similarly, teachers report instances of simple disrespect, noncompliance, poor 

peer interactions, cursing, making fun of one another, grabbing, pushing, and being off-

task as common occurrences in their classrooms (Harrison & Vannest, 2012; Nolle, et al., 

2007). As De Pry and Sugai (2002) explain:  

Teachers often spend inordinate amounts of time responding to minor behavioral 

incidents that disrupt or interfere with instructional activities. Often, these 

behaviors are not so severe that they must involve office or administrative staff, 

but they typically consume significant amounts of the teachers’ instructional time. 

(p. 262) 

 

Fortunately, these predictable, nonaggressive problem behaviors are what the use of 

precorrection has reduced repeatedly in research (Covington-Smith et al., 2011; De Pry & 

Sugai, 2002; Simonsen et al., 2010).  It may be worth exploring if increasing the use of 
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the problem-solving process in a precorrection plan may be a low-intensity way for 

teachers to be better prepared to prevent these predictable problem behaviors.  

Additionally, it is not uncommon for researchers to recommend providing 

students with re-teaching and additional practice prior to implementing targeted 

interventions (Borgmeier & Rodriguez, 2015; Crone & Horner, 2003).  Delivering 

precorrection statements is based on the assumption that the behavior being prompted has 

been taught and that the child, group, class, or school simply need a reminder as they are 

entering a setting where that expected behavior is to be utilized.  Precorrection may be a 

skill teachers utilize as a first response to problem behavior, providing elements of re-

teaching and additional practice.  

Implementation of supports.   The nature of a busy general education classroom, 

with twenty-five or more students, pacing calendars, and the numerous other competing 

demands on educators, makes the implementation of research based practices a challenge.   

Considering these limitations, the ability of teachers to quickly learn and effectively 

implement precorrection is exciting.  As discussed previously, two of the most common 

concerns about behavior supports are (a) Are the resources available to implement 

research based behavior supports (Hieneman, et al., 2005; Nelson et al., 1999; Reid & 

Nelson, 2002)?  And (b) Do school site personnel have the skills necessary to implement 

behavior interventions (Allday et al., 2011; Conroy et al., 2000; Gresham & Quinn, 1999; 

Reid & Nelson, 2002)?  The precorrection training involved in this research is a low-

labor-intensity process that doesn’t require any additional resources and builds on the 
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instructional skills of educators, allowing them to quickly incorporate these practices into 

their instruction. 

Considerations for future research. This research focused on building the 

capacity of general education elementary school teachers to prevent problem behavior.  

By providing a brief training and ongoing feedback on precorrection and praise the 

teachers in this research were able to incorporate these research based practices into their 

instruction.  As a result of this research potentially new areas of research have emerged.   

The ratio of praise-to-reprimands is frequently discussed topic in professional 

development programs and has value as an indicator of classroom climate (Flora, 2000; 

Gottman & Levenson, 1992).  Similarly, it may be useful for future research to explore to 

what extent the ratio of precorrections-to-reprimands may be an indicator of the learning 

climate in classrooms.  The widespread concerns teachers have about responding to 

problem behavior and the challenge of responding to this behavior in a constructive 

manner makes shifting the focus of educators to prevention valuable.  Understanding if 

the ratio of precorrection-to-reprimands can be used as a measure to monitor prevention 

efforts and/or a teaching tool could be valuable information for educators and educational 

leaders.  

When Rodriguez, Loman and Borgmeier (2016) researched the use of Tier two 

interventions they found wide differences in implementation and the identification of 

critical features of many interventions. This inconsistency can limit the potential impact 

of interventions and complicates implementation.  In order to improve the 

implementation of behavior supports more clearly defining the implementation steps, 
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providing high quality training on the support and consistently and clearly identifying the 

critical features of a support will improve the ability of professionals to get the maximum 

utility of an intervention.  There is a need for future research to identify the critical 

features and training requirements of precorrection.  

This research provided insight into the importance of ongoing feedback and 

opportunities for questions while educators are working to acquire a new skill.  

Examining how school districts can better incorporate this in professional development 

could be an area of research that improves the quality and efficacy of professional 

development programs (Stokes & Baer, 1977) Future research could explore the impact 

of trainings with and without feedback.  Additionally, there could be value in exploring 

the effectiveness of different modes of feedback and support, such as in person, groups, 

virtually, etc.  Understanding the value of ongoing feedback and opportunities for 

questions, as well as, how to effectively provide it could be valuable research for 

educational leaders and teacher credentialing programs. 

In the future, it may be worth considering how precorrections can be varied to 

help teachers prevent problem behavior class wide or individually.  Can the delivery 

method of precorrection be varied to meet the needs of students with more intense 

problem behavior?  How can other research based practices, such as active supervision, 

most effectively be layered on top of precorrection for students in need of additional 

supports?  Considering the limitations many educators feel when addressing problem 

behavior, rather than attempting to teach a different strategy for each type of problem 

behavior, teaching educators the problem-solving process in precorrection and how to 
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apply it to a variety of settings may improve the social validity and implementation of 

behavior supports.  

Conclusion. The problem of practice this research focused on was an overreliance 

on reactive and punitive responses to problem behavior by many educators.  

precorrection and praise are simple and low-labor-intensity antecedent and consequence 

manipulations, only requiring the teacher to deliver a one-sentence, verbal reminder 

beforehand and a similarly brief specific praise statement as a consequence.  Providing 

professional development and support to utilize precorrection and praise is an effective 

way to increase the use of these skills.  According to social validity survey results, 

precorrection can increase teacher confidence in behavior supports.  Additionally, 

precorrection is a durable strategy that can be used in different settings and with a range 

of students.  This may provide teachers with critical skills that reduce their need to resort 

to punitive measures that are typically not seen as effective. 

Precorrection aligns with many of the popular ideas being researched and 

expanded upon in business, economics, sales, and social psychology.  As influential 

social psychologists Martin, Goldstein and Cialdini (2014) explain in The Small Big: 

Small Changes that Spark Big Influence, decision makers need to identify what small 

changes can be made that will net the greatest change.  This is especially true in 

education regarding problem behavior, where resources are scarce and demand is great. 

Precorrection also aligns with what Thaler and Sunstein (2009) describe as a nudge, or a 

subtle change that results in noticeable shifts in human behavior.  Similarly,  

precorrection is a practice that aligns with what highly regarded behavioral psychologists 
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Embry and Biglan (2008) describe as a kernel for behavior change.  These kernels are 

described as small units of behavioral influence that underlie effective prevention and 

treatment. As these diverse researchers agree, there is value in finding and maximizing 

the use of low-intensity supports that yield large results.  Precorrection and praise, like 

“nudges” or “kernels”, are small investments that educators can make that yield large 

returns.  
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APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORMS 

Parent Informed Consent Form 

 

Your child is invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dustin Bindreiff, 

doctoral student in the Graduate School of Education, Portland State University. Through 

this research, I hope to gather information about the impact of an instructional 

intervention, precorrection on the academic engagement of students. If your child decides 

to participate, he or she will be observed for one period per day for up to 30 school days. 

Your child’s participation in this study will be kept completely confidential. Your child’s 

name will not be on any field notes, surveys, or other data collection materials. The 

identities of participants will be kept confidential by assigning a code to each participant.  

Information that links the participants name to the code, as well as other data collection 

materials, will be kept in the locked filing cabinet in my office. 

Participation is entirely voluntary. Your child’s decision to participate or not will not 

affect this/her relationship with XXXX Elementary School, the researcher, or with 

Portland State University. If your child decides to take part in the study, he or she may 

choose to withdraw at any time without penalty. Please keep a copy of this letter for your 

records.  

If you have any concerns or problems about your son or daughter’s participation in this 

study or his or her rights as a research subject, please contact Human Subjects Research 

Review Committee, PO Box 751 (reference HSRRC Proposal # 153545). Portland, OR. 

Their phone number is 503-725-2227 and email, hsrrc@pdx.edu.  If you have questions 

about the study, contact Dustin Bindreiff at (917) 710-5848. 

Your signature means that you have read and understand the above information and agree 

that your child has permission to take part in this study. Please understand that you may 

withdraw your consent at any time without penalty, and that, by signing, you are not 

waving any claims, rights or remedies. The researcher will provide you with a copy of 

this form for your own records. 

 

 

         _ _______           

Signature of parent      Date 

 

 

        

Signature of the Researcher  
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Student Assent Form 

 

Student’s name:          

Like you I am a student and am doing some homework about how to help kids, like you, 

learn.  Your parent has said it is okay for you to help me with this project.  We want to 

learn how we can help students learn. If you choose help me with this project, someone 

will visit your class to take notes on your learning. You will not be asked to do anything 

extra or new. If you have any questions about what you will be doing, I can explain more. 

 

If you do want to help us with this project, please sign your name on the line below. 

Remember, you can stop at any time and if you decide not to take part anymore, just let 

me know. 

 

 

Signed:         Date:   ____________  
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Teacher Informed Consent Form 

 

One of your students has been invited to participate in a research study conducted by 

Dustin Bindreiff, doctoral student in the Graduate School of Education, Portland State 

University. Through this research, I hope to gather information about the impact of an 

instructional intervention, precorrection on the academic engagement of students.  

If you decide to participate, there will be a brief training period where you and the 

researcher, can discuss your concerns and strategies when working with students.  Then, 

you will be observed using the instructional strategies for twenty minutes per day for up 

to 30 school days in the classroom.  Finally, each day you will be given feedback on use 

of the strategies and have the opportunity to ask questions. Additionally, you will be 

asked to complete a short 7 seven question rating scale survey.   

Your participation in this study will be kept completely confidential.  Your name will not 

be on any field notes, surveys, or other data collection materials. Subject’s identities will 

be kept confidential by assigning a code to each participant.  Information that links the 

participants name to the code, as well as other data collection materials, will be kept in 

the locked filing cabinet in my office.   

Participation is entirely voluntary. Your decision to participate or not will not affect your 

relationship with XXXX Elementary School, the researcher, or with Portland State 

University. If your child decides to take part in the study, he or she may choose to 

withdraw at any time without penalty. Please keep a copy of this letter for your records.  

If you have any concerns or problems about your participation in this study or his or her 

rights as a research subject, please contact Human Subjects Research Review Committee, 

PO Box 751  (reference HSRRC Proposal # 153545).  Their phone number is 503-725-

2227 and email, hsrrc@pdx.edu.  If you have questions about the study, contact Dustin 

Bindreiff at (503) 890-2806. 

Your signature means that you have read and understand the above information and are 

willing to participate in this study. Please understand that you may withdraw your 

consent at any time without penalty, and that, by signing, you are not waving any claims, 

rights or remedies. The researcher will provide you with a copy of this form for your own 

records. 

         _ _______           

Signature of teacher      Date 

 

        

Signature of the Researcher 
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APPENDIX B: DATA COLLECTION FORM 

Date: _______Teacher: ___________  

Start Time (hrs, mins, sec.): _____ Finish Time (hrs, mins, sec.):  _______ 

 

Student On-Task Behavior: Student is participating in the activity, following 

instructions and showing appropriate physical behavior towards others and self. 

Time on-task: ______________  Percent of observation on-task:  

Setting and Observation Notes:  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Teacher’s 

Statements 

20 minutes Observation Session  Totals 

Pre-corrective 

statements  

  

General/Non-

Specific Praise 

  

Behavior-

specific Praise 

  

Reprimand 

statements 

  

Instruction to the data collectors:  

1. General Precorrective Statements are prompts delivered to the whole class, 

groups, or any individual student (see Table 7 for more detailed definition). Please 

place a tally mark in corresponding box for every precorrective statement 

delivered by the teacher.  Circle (or underline) the tally mark/s to indicate that the 

teacher delivered a pre-corrective statement/s to the target student. 

2. General/Non-Specific Praise Statements – Place a tally mark in the 

corresponding box for every general/non specific praise statement (e.g.: “Good 

job”, “Super work”, etc.) that the teacher delivers to the whole class, small group 

or any individual student. Circle (or underline) tally marks to indicate that the 

praise statement/s was/were delivered to our target student. 

3. Behavior-specific Praise Statements – Place a tally mark in the corresponding 

box for every behavior- specific praise that teacher delivers to the whole class, 

small group or any individual student. Circle (or underline) tally marks to 

indicate that the teacher delivered praise statements to our target student. 

4. Reprimand statements – Place a tally mark in the corresponding box for every 

reprimand delivered by the teacher to the whole class, group or any individual 

student.  Circle (or underline) reprimand statements delivered to our target 

student. 
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APPENDIX C: TRAINING TEMPLATE 

 

Precorrection is a prevention based instructional strategy that often helps teachers 

prevent predictable problem behavior in their classroom.  Precorrection has been used in 

a variety of settings to work with students engaging in a variety of challenging behaviors.  

Precorrection can help identify a time when a student, group of students or even a class 

often have trouble meeting expectations.  Once this has been done, we work to clearly 

identify what behavior you would like to see from the student instead.   

 

Next, we want to develop a precorrective statement that can be delivered to 

remind the student of the expectation.  This statement can then be delivered prior to times 

when the problem behavior is likely to occur in order to orient the student to the activity 

and the expectations for that setting.  This process has been helpful for many educators as 

a way to reteach students needing additional instruction is needed to meet expectations.  

Below is an example of the process.  On the next page we can talk more specifically 

about your class and work to create a precorrective statement that might fit the needs of 

your students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sample Precorrection Planning form 

Action Intervention 

When and where does the 

problem behavior most often 

occur? 

During whole class instruction, Luke often interrupts 

and talks to his neighbors. 

What behavior would you 

like to see from the child 

instead?   

I would like Luke to stay “on task” meaning his eyes 

will be on the teacher or activity. 

How will you precorrect the 

student?   

As I prepare to deliver a lesson to the whole class I will 

remind the whole class that being responsible means 

keeping your eyes on the teacher or task.  

How will you acknowledge 

when the child meets the 

expectation? 

I will verbally praise the student telling her what 

behavior she did that was great. 
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In this section focus on your class and ___________ (student of focus).  Let’s spend 

some discussing the following: 

1.  When you think about your day and the behavior of  _____________ when do 

you think the off-task behavior we have discussed is most likely to occur? 

2. What behaviors do you expect from your students at this time? 

3. Do you have some ideas about precorrections that might remind _____ of these 

expectations? 

4. Finally, how do you let student’s know they are doing a good job in your class?   

 

 

 

 

Sample Precorrection Planning form 

Action Intervention 

When and where does the 

problem behavior most often 

occur? 

 

 

 

 

 

What behavior would you 

like to see from the child 

instead?   

 

 

 

 

 

How will you precorrect the 

student?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

How will you acknowledge 

when the child meets the 

expectation? 
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Providing specific praise 

 

All forms of praise are often valuable to students.  Yet, if we can deliver specific praise 

for a child’s behavior the impact is often even greater.  For example, a general praise 

statement such as telling a child “good job”, can be made more powerful when we 

specifically tell the child what behavior they did a good job of doing, for example “good 

job on correcting your math work.”.  The impact of praise statements is also increased 

when it is given as immediately, or as close as possible, to the time when the student 

engages in the desired behavior.   

 

What are some praise statements you like to use in the classroom?   

_______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Do you feel these are specific? Or is there a way we can make these statements more 

specific? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What are one or two specific praise statements you would like to use in your classroom 

during whole class instruction? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What are one or two specific praise statements you would like to use in your classroom 

during independent work time? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Practice is vitally important to learning any new skill.  Why don’t we take a couple 

minutes and role play delivering the precorrection and specific praise statements.  Would 

you like to be the student or the teacher to start?   

 


