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Abstract

A multiple baseline design across teachers was used to evaluate the effects 
of a systematic, response-to-intervention (RTI) approach on rates of desired 
teacher behavior. Specifically, teachers whose rates of specific, contingent 
praise were nonresponsive to typical schoolwide positive behavior support 
training (primary intervention tier) were provided with targeted training 
support (secondary tier), and, when necessary, more individualized assistance 
(tertiary tier). In addition, composite student behavior was examined to 
determine if concurrent changes in student problem behaviors occurred as 
teachers responded to differentiated training supports. Results indicate a 
relationship between an RTI approach to differential levels of performance 
feedback and teachers’ rates of praise.

Most educators would agree that the link between teacher and 
student behavior is intuitive and important. Teacher behavior 

clearly has an impact on student behavior (e.g., Simonsen, Fairbanks, 
Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 2008). For example, student behavior has been 
shown to be related to teacher fidelity of intervention implementation 
(e.g., Noell et al., 2005), use of effective commands (e.g., Matheson & 
Shriver, 2005), and provision of specific and contingent praise (e.g., 
Keller, Brady, & Taylor, 2005; Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). 
The challenge is identifying effective and relevant ways to improve 
teacher behavior when current levels of performance are not optimal. 

In the past, schools have traditionally used an in-service ap-
proach to professional development. Training is usually delivered in 
relatively passive, one-session workshops, with few opportunities to 
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achieve skill fluency through practice or to receive feedback on skill 
use. These types of events rarely result in durable changes in teacher 
practices (Elmore, 2002; Cohen & Ball, 1999; Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, 
Friedman, & Wallace, 2005; Yoon et al., 2007). In addition, if teacher 
use of a practice does not improve, responsibility for failing to imple-
ment the practice falls on the teacher and systematic assessment and 
remediation of teacher behavior is usually not enacted or available.

To address this situation, more professional development ef-
forts are shifting from one-shot style training events to more system-
atic and continuous teacher support practices (Center on PBIS, 2004; 
Sugai et al., 2000). In the current study, a preventive, multi-tier frame-
work for conceptualizing and responding to the behavior needs of 
teachers was considered. This approach, referred to as response-to-
intervention (RTI) when applied to the academic and social behavior 
of students, emphasizes the use of evidence-based professional de-
velopment practices and data-driven decision rules for determining 
whether to increase or decrease the amount and intensity of profes-
sional development support. The application of the RTI framework to 
professional development has not been examined empirically. Thus, 
the purpose of this study was to examine the effect of teacher perfor-
mance feedback within an RTI-like approach on teacher use of verbal 
praise, a teacher behavior with demonstrated effectiveness in maxi-
mizing the impact of instruction on student academic achievement. 

RTI is a multi-tier framework that incorporates three (or more) 
tiers of progressively more intense intervention. Although an agreed-
upon model for RTI has not been established (see Fuchs, Fuchs, & 
Stecker, 2010 for discussion), most researchers agree upon the follow-
ing common features as applied to students: (a) universal screening 
procedures and frequent progress monitoring; (b) data-based deci-
sion-making and problem solving to determine if students require 
more or less intensive interventions and how any additional instruc-
tion should look; (c) a continuum of evidence-based services provided 
to all students, along with decision points to determine if students 
are performing at or below expectations; (d) a predetermined point at 
which students will be referred to special education if they do not re-
spond to any of the interventions provided; and (e) team-based struc-
tures and procedures to ensure implementation fidelity, including 
accurate and sustained implementation of the systems and practices 
(Ardoin, 2006; Christ & Poncy, 2005; Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & 
Lathrop, 2007; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Gresham, 2004; Sugai, 2008).  RTI 
approaches have been used to support students’ academic and social 
behavior in school settings. In particular, schoolwide positive behav-
ior support (SWPBS) is an application of RTI for social behavior (e.g., 
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Hawken, Vincent, & Schumann, 2008; Sugai & Horner, 2009) 
Whether used to promote social or academic achievement, RTI 

represents an approach to establishing and redesigning learning en-
vironments to ensure that they are effective, efficient, relevant, and 
durable for all stakeholders, including parents, students, and prac-
titioners (Sugai, 2008). For the purposes of this study, RTI can be 
conceptualized as a process for making data-based decisions using 
methods that increase or decrease in intensity in response to an initial 
or ongoing need for support (Barnett, Daly, Jones, & Lentz, 2004; Van-
DerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertson, 2007). 

A logical extension of the RTI approach would be its application 
to adult behavior within a professional development context. Many 
current approaches to professional development are not supported by 
systems-level mechanisms to help sustain teachers’ efforts or enhance 
content knowledge. This lack of follow-through is compounded by a 
lack of incentives and guidance for teachers (Coburn, 2003; Elmore, 
2002). To learn, execute, and maintain new practices, teachers require 
prompt, specific, and ongoing feedback (Denton, Vaughn, & Fletcher, 
2003; Foorman & Moats, 2004). Often, “the level of support for teach-
ers … in learning new practices can be too weak relative to the de-
mands that learning and implementing the new practices will make 
on them” (Elmore, p. 12). Applying RTI logic to professional develop-
ment would provide teachers with increased contingent feedback in 
an efficient (only providing the needed level of support) and effective 
(with data to support impact) manner. 

RTI approaches incorporate the use of high-quality, evidence-
based practices (e.g., Ardoin, 2006; Gresham, 2005). Performance feed-
back is an evidence-based practice for teacher behaviors; there is a 
robust research base demonstrating its effectiveness at increasing a 
range of teacher behaviors (e.g., Codding, Feinberg, Dunn, & Pace, 
2005; Codding, Skowron, & Pace, 2005; Colvin, Flannery, Sugai, & 
Monegan, 2009; DiGennaro, Martens, & McIntyre, 2005; Leblanc, Ric-
ciardi, & Luiselli, 2005; Matheson & Shriver, 2005; Mortensen & Witt, 
1998; Noell et al., 2000; Noell et al., 2005). Therefore, performance 
feedback was selected as the independent variable for this study. In 
addition, providing teachers with performance feedback has been 
associated with documented increases in the accurate use of specific 
and contingent praise (Chalk & Bizo, 2004; Keller et al., 2005; Reinke, 
Lewis-Palmer, & Martin, 2007; Sutherland et al., 2000), the dependent 
variable in this study.

Performance feedback is a system of providing information, 
knowledge, or data to promote acquisition or maintenance of new be-
haviors (Mortensen & Witt, 1998). Performance feedback for teachers 
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typically incorporates the following critical components: (a) review of 
data on teacher performance, (b) praise for correct implementation, 
(c) corrective feedback on procedures used incorrectly or infrequently, 
(d) problem-solving, and (g) opportunities to address questions (Cod-
ding, Skowron, et al., 2005; Cossairt, Hall, & Hopkins, 1973; Noell et 
al., 2000). A case study on the combination of classroom observation 
and performance feedback (similar to the model used in the current 
study) found promising results about the effectiveness of this type of 
model (Colvin et al., 2009). Researchers have called for further inves-
tigation into the “optimal dosage” of performance feedback (Reinke 
et al., 2007; Slider, Noell, & Williams, 2006) to maximize intervention 
efficiency and cost-effectiveness. Using an RTI framework to deliver 
performance feedback allows dosage to vary based on teacher need, 
providing an alternative to traditional “one size fits all” approaches of 
professional development and one-on-one consultation.

The current study used performance feedback to address teach-
ers’ use of praise in the classroom. The use of praise has been shown 
to be one of the most consistently effective teacher behaviors associ-
ated with improved student behavior (e.g., Beaman & Wheldall, 2000; 
Brophy, 1981; Brophy, 1983; Burnett, 2002; Ferguson & Houghton, 
1992; Gross & Ekstrand, 1983; Rose & Church, 1998; Sutherland et al., 
2000). For example, delivery of contingent praise for social behaviors 
has been associated with an increase in on-task behavior (Ferguson 
& Houghton; Sutherland et al.), student attending (Broden, Bruce, 
Mitchell, Carter, & Hall, 1970), and student compliance (Wilcox, New-
man, & Pitchford, 1988). Teacher praise has been found to be most 
effective when it is contingent, descriptive, personal, and genuine 
(Chalk & Bizo, 2004). 

The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the applica-
tion of RTI logic to teacher professional development. Specifically, a 
continuum of professional development and support was developed 
in which all teachers experienced a primary-level, core training ex-
perience (i.e., training in SWPBS), and some teachers received more 
intensive training support based on their responsiveness to the core 
training content. As in student-focused RTI approaches, the proce-
dure for moving teachers along the continuum was systematic, based 
on pre-established decision rules (e.g., criterion for desired behavior), 
and the interventions used were chosen based on sound evidence 
and contextual appropriateness. Specifically, we sought to evaluate 
the relationship between teachers’ use of praise, especially specific, 
contingent praise (dependent variable) and an RTI approach (i.e., ad-
justing level of support according to teacher performance) to teacher 
training and performance feedback (independent variables). We also 
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examined whether changes in teacher behavior were associated with 
concurrent changes in student behavior.

Method
Setting 

This study was conducted in an urban middle school (grades 
5-8) in the northeastern United States. The school was in its second 
year of SWPBS implementation and scored 98% on the School-Wide 
Evaluation Tool (SET; Horner et al., 2004) the previous spring, dem-
onstrating high fidelity of SWPBS implementation (i.e., the school es-
tablished, taught, and reinforced a small number of positively stated 
expectations). The school enrollment was 1050 students, of whom 
more than 70% were eligible for free or reduced lunch and 28.8% had 
a home language other than English. Total minority enrollment was 
65.5%. Ninety certified teachers taught at the school.

Participants

Teacher participants in the study were selected through a self-
nomination process. The first author met with grade-level teams to 
explain the study and the expectations for teacher participants. Seven 
teachers who reported having an unusually high rate of problem be-
havior in their classrooms self-nominated for the study by submit-
ting their names and email addresses to the researcher on individual 
response cards. The researcher then followed up with each teacher 
by conducting a brief teacher interview to identify if each teacher (a) 
received the SWPBS training and (b) knew the school rules, including 
procedures for teaching and encouraging the rules. SWPBS training 
functioned as the primary tier intervention, and training in SWPBS 
was a prerequisite to participate in the study. The researcher con-
firmed with the SWPBS trainers that increasing praise statements (i.e., 
specific, positive feedback contingent on appropriate behavior) was a 
component of the initial SWPBS training received by all members of 
the faculty.

To verify that potential participants were “non-responders” to 
the primary intervention tier (i.e., SWPBS training), data collectors 
conducted a series of baseline observation sessions to determine (a) 
ratios of praise statements to reprimands and error corrections and 
(b) overall frequency of specific praise statements. These observation 
sessions, consisting of 10 s partial interval recording of student be-
havior and tallies of positive and negative teacher interactions (see 
“dependent variables” section), became part of baseline data. For the 
purposes of this study, teachers were selected if during a 15 min ob-
servation session (a) their reprimands exceeded praise statements or 
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(b) they used specific praise in less than 5% of observed intervals. Rec-
ommended ratios for delivery of praise statements have ranged from 
three to four for every reprimand (Alberto & Troutman, 2003) to six 
per 15 min observation session (Sutherland et al., 2000).

Seven teachers were observed and had the requisite levels of 
praise or ratio of positive to negative interaction to continue in the 
study. However, three teachers did not continue participation because 
(a) of unforeseen absences, (b) a majority of parents returned signed 
information letters indicating their children were not to be observed, 
and (c) repeated scheduling conflicts. 

All four participating teachers were White females. Teacher 1 
taught a seventh-grade self-contained special education class; she had 
four years of teaching experience and a bachelor’s degree. Teacher 2 
taught a fifth-grade inclusion class; she had 11 years of teaching expe-
rience and a master’s degree. Teacher 3 taught a sixth-grade general 
education class; she had eight years of teaching experience and a mas-
ter’s degree. Teacher 4 taught a seventh-grade general education class; 
she was a student teacher who had no previous teaching experience 
and was in the process of earning her bachelor’s degree.

To assess levels of problem behavior in the classroom during each 
observation session, three randomly chosen students in each class-
room were observed. Guardians of all students in observed teachers’ 
classrooms were sent an information letter, which they could return 
if they did not want their child observed. Student data were averaged 
for each observation session as an indicator of composite student be-
havior, and individual students were not identified. Because we were 
reporting composite student behavior, the Institutional Review Board 
allowed us to obtain this passive consent rather than requiring signed 
permission forms for all students.

Design

A multiple baseline design across teachers was used to deter-
mine if systematically increasing the level of performance feedback in 
an RTI delivery approach would be associated with an increase in the 
participating teachers’ use of specific, contingent praise statements 
and, subsequently, a decrease in rates of student problem behavior 
(Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968; Richards, Taylor, Ramasamy, & Richards, 
1999). Introduction of the Tier 2 Intervention was staggered system-
atically across teachers, while data were simultaneously collected on 
rates of the teachers’ praise statements and error corrections. Because 
we were applying an RTI logic, the Tier 3 Intervention was introduced 
based on whether teachers responded during the Tier 2 Intervention. 
Thus, not all teachers required Tier 3 Intervention, and its introduc-
tion was not staggered. 
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Dependent Variables

The dependent variables included teacher and student behavior.
Teacher behavior. Teacher behavior included (a) rate of specific, 

contingent praise statements; (b) rate of general praise statements; (c) 
rate of negative (i.e., corrections, reprimands) interactions with stu-
dents; and (d) ratio of positive to negative interactions. Data were col-
lected in 15 min direct observation sessions by counting statements 
(i.e., specific praise, general praise, and negative interactions). This 
collection procedure yielded data on the rate of specific, contingent 
praise statements, the rate of general praise statements, and on the 
ratio of positive to negative interactions with students. 

• A specific, contingent praise statement was defined as a verbal 
statement, delivered by the teacher to an individual or group, 
which incorporated a “praise” word (e.g., “good,” “like,” “ap-
preciate”), a reference to the specific behavior being praised, 
and the learner(s) being addressed, for example, “I like the way 
the class is listening to my directions.”

• A general praise statement was defined as a teacher-delivered 
verbal statement that contained a “praise” word but did not 
specify the behavior being praised (e.g., “Good job,” “Nice 
work,” “Excellent”). 

• A negative interaction was defined as any error correction, rep-
rimand, or statement beginning with “no,” “stop,” or “don’t,” 
for example, “Don’t look at your neighbor.” 

Student behavior. Possible effects of the intervention on student 
behavior also were examined. After each teacher observation session, 
the data collector(s) randomly selected three students in the class-
room and observed them for 12 min (4 min per student, rotated by 
min throughout the 12 min), recording target behaviors and academic 
engagement using 10 s partial interval recording. 

• Academic engagement was defined as a student (a) orienting 
toward his or her work or toward the teacher, depending on 
what was appropriate for the instructional activity; (b) follow-
ing a teacher directive; or (c) participating in a class activity as 
directed by the teacher and according to class rules. 

• Off-task behavior was defined as a student (a) not orienting to-
ward his or her work or toward the teacher, (b) not following a 
teacher directive, or (c) not participating for at least 5 s of a 10 
s interval in an activity as directed by the teacher or according 
to class rules (e.g., looking out the window, fiddling with an 
object, or drawing when expected to be listening).
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• Disruptive behavior was defined as behavior that (a) had the 
potential to disrupt learning even if unnoticed, (b) was inap-
propriate for the current activity, and (c) was not in line with 
classroom expectations (e.g., shouting out, talking to peers, 
throwing an object, or making noises). Any occurrence during 
a given interval was recorded. 

Data collection. One graduate and four undergraduate students 
majoring in special education served as data collectors. All were 
trained to collect data using 10 s partial-interval and frequency re-
cording. Training consisted of (a) one meeting to introduce the partial 
interval recording form and discuss operational definitions of the be-
haviors included on the form and (b) two or more sessions observing 
teachers in the classroom with the form, which continued until each 
achieved 95% interobserver agreement. 

Interobserver agreement. Interobserver agreement was calculated 
for 29 of 99 (29%) observation sessions. Reliability checks were sched-
uled and conducted randomly with and between all data collectors 
to prevent observer drift. Overall interobserver agreement was 97% 
(range 89%-100%), calculated by dividing the total number of inter-
vals with agreement by the total number of intervals observed and 
obtaining a percentage. Kappa (Cohen, 1960) also was calculated, in-
dicating strong agreement (Kappa = 0.83). Although a rule was set at 
the beginning of the study that any interobserver agreement below 
85% would require retraining of both observers, no retraining was re-
quired. Interobserver agreement was established for each data collec-
tor at least once and was conducted in all four classrooms. Secondary 
observers’ data are plotted with the dependent variables in Figures 1 
and 2.

Procedures

Baseline: Primary Intervention Tier

A month prior to intervention, an outside agency conducted the 
SET (Horner et al., 2004) and the school received a total score of 100%. 
These results were verified with school administration and the agency 
that conducted the evaluation. Schools scoring 80% or above overall 
and 80% or above on the subsection concerning teaching behavioral 
expectations are considered to be implementing SWPBS with fidelity 
at the primary intervention tier (Horner et al.). 

All teachers in the school received training in SWPBS (primary 
tier), including the use of specific praise and the need for a higher ratio 
of positive to negative interactions. After this training was completed 
and successful SWPBS implementation was verified, teachers were 
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selected as described previously. Each teacher was asked to identify 
times and activities with the highest rates of problem behavior to de-
termine times for observation sessions.

A brief teacher interview was used to verify that teachers re-
ceived training in SWPBS. To ensure exposure to the “praise” com-
ponent of SWPBS training, each teacher was provided a primary in-
tervention tier training experience during the baseline phase that con-
sisted of reviewing a handout about specific, contingent praise and a 
verbal recommendation on ideal rates of praise. All teachers indicated 
familiarity with SWPBS, recommended rates of specific, contingent 
praise (i.e., 6 per 15 min), and the recommended 4:1 ratio of positive to 
negative interactions with students. However, none of the four teach-
ers met both criteria during the baseline phase and all teachers were 
eligible for the Tier 2 Intervention.

Teacher movement between tiers was determined as follows: 
if, for three consecutive observation sessions, a teacher was able to 
achieve the criteria of six specific praise statements and a 4:1 positive 
to negative interaction ratio, she moved to the maintenance phase. If 
she only achieved one of the two criteria, she remained in Tier 2 Inter-
vention. If neither criterion was met, she moved to Tier 3 Intervention.

Tier 2 (Secondary-level) Intervention

Teachers sequentially received a secondary tier intervention 
(Tier 2) that consisted of (a) brief consultation (prior to implementa-
tion) with rationale and examples of specific, contingent praise; (b) 
data on before and after ratios of positive to negative interactions with 
students, delivered weekly; and (c) weekly praise from the researcher 
contingent on improved rates of specific, contingent praise statements. 

During Tier 2 Intervention, teachers met with the researcher 
weekly for approximately 10 min to review data and to receive contin-
gent verbal praise. Teachers received a hard copy of their data, which 
showed rates of specific praise statements, general praise statements, 
and negative interactions; ratio of positive to negative interactions; 
and data on student behavior (i.e., percentage of intervals with aca-
demic engagement and percentage of intervals with off-task or dis-
ruptive behavior). During these weekly meetings, the teacher was in-
vited to ask questions, and told if she would move to maintenance (if 
she met both criteria), remain in Tier 2 (if she met just one criterion), or 
move to Tier 3 Intervention (if she had not met either criterion). If the 
teacher was remaining in Tier 2, her goal for the following week was 
to meet both criteria (i.e., the number of specific praise statements and 
the positive to negative interaction ratio). 
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Tier 3 (Tertiary-level) Intervention 

Tier 3 consisted of the tertiary tier intervention, during which 
the teacher received feedback after each observation session, both via 
email and in person. At the initial meeting, the researcher provided 
overt daily scripts to use when praising students, gave suggestions 
for self-prompts (such as sticky notes or a reminder on the board), 
modeled specific and contingent praise, and discussed the delivery 
of daily data feedback. After each observation session in this tier, the 
researcher emailed the participant with the praise rates and ratio, at-
tached the graph, and provided contingent praise as appropriate. The 
following day, the researcher delivered a hard copy of the data (in-
cluding the graph), fielded any questions, prompted about goals, in-
quired about and suggested self-prompting strategies, and delivered 
verbal praise as appropriate. These daily interactions lasted between 
2 and 5 minutes.

For Tier 3 Intervention, the researcher reviewed the data after 
each observation session. If the teacher met both criteria for three con-
secutive observation sessions, she moved back into Tier 2 Intervention 
(weekly feedback). If only one criterion was met, the teacher remained 
in Tier 3 Intervention until both were met for three consecutive ob-
servation sessions. If neither criterion was met and the data did not 
indicate an overall increase in praise statements, the researcher would 
have considered further individualization of the intervention, includ-
ing the use of reinforcers contingent on meeting criteria (e.g., $10 gift 
certificates), retraining, and modeling praise for the teacher in the con-
text of an actual lesson. 

Fidelity of Implementation

The researcher conducted all teacher interventions (e.g., train-
ing, meetings). To monitor the fidelity to which the interventions 
were delivered, a checklist was followed for each meeting and dur-
ing each phase of intervention. For all Tier 2 Intervention meetings, 
the researcher followed the checklist, which was then signed by the 
researcher and the teacher to indicate completion of all four items on 
the checklist. Reported fidelity of implementation was 100% for these 
meetings (i.e., all four items were covered at each Tier 2 meeting). Be-
cause Tier 3 Intervention meetings occurred daily across three deliv-
ery methods (i.e., electronic, paper, and face to face), the researcher 
alone used the checklist; the teacher was not required to sign. For the 
Tier 3 Intervention meetings, the researcher covered all five items on 
the checklist after each observation session. 
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Results

Four teachers participated in this study. One teacher met the pre-
determined criteria (i.e., six specific praise statements and a ratio of 
4:1 positive to negative interactions per observation session for three 
consecutive observation sessions) during the first level of intervention 
(Tier 2); performance feedback was faded during her maintenance 
phase. Another teacher achieved and maintained the 4:1 positive to 
negative interaction ratio, but she did not meet the criterion of six spe-
cific praise statements per observation session and remained in Tier 
2 Intervention throughout the duration of the study. The other two 
teachers required a more intensive (Tier 3) level of intervention to 
meet both criteria. 

Overview of the Data

Changes in the dependent variables are shown in Figures 1 and 
2. For each observation session, the number of specific praise state-
ments (Figure 1), number of general praise statements (Figure 1), and 
percentage of intervals with student problem behavior (Figure 2) are 
indicated. Solid lines denote phase changes. Arrows indicate dates 
of teacher meetings when no intervention change was warranted. 
In Table 1, the ratio of teachers’ praise statements (i.e., both specific 
and general praise statements) to negative interactions with students 
is summarized. Ratios were calculated by adding all of the praise 
statements (within a phase), all of the negative interactions (within a 
phase), and then determining the ratio.

 Table 1
Ratio of praise statements to negative interactions (cumulative by phase)

Participant Baseline Tier 2 
Intervention

Tier 3 
Intervention

Tier 2 
Intervention

Maintenance

Teacher 1 1:2.2 4.5:1 6.6:1 5.7:1 6.3:1
Teacher 2 10.2:1 12:1 n/a n/a 8:0
Teacher 3 1:1.8 11:0 8.3:1 13:1 8.8:1
Teacher 4 2.7:1 5.9:1 n/a n/a 24:1
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Figure 1. Teachers’ rates of specific and general praise statements for each 
observation session. Arrows under horizontal axes indicate feedback meetings 
with teachers. Primary observer’s data for specific praise statements are 
shown as closed diamonds while a second observer’s data are shown as open 
triangles. Primary observer’s data for general praise statement are shown as 
closed circles while a second observer’s data are shown as open squares.
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Figure 2. Percentage of intervals with off-task and disruptive student behavior. 
Arrows under horizontal axes indicate feedback meetings with teachers. 
Primary observer’s data are shown as closed circles while a second observer’s 
data are shown as open triangles.
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Teacher 1

During baseline, Teacher 1 had no more than two specific or gen-
eral praise statements during an observation session (Mdn = 2, range = 
0-2), and her ratio of positive interactions to negative interactions was 
1:2.2, below the 4:1 criterion level. 

During the Tier 2 Intervention, Teacher 1 had some variability 
in her rates of general and specific praise. After the first Tier 2 Inter-
vention meeting during which Teacher 1 received performance feed-
back, change in level for both general and specific praise statements 
was immediate. During her third week at the Tier 2 Intervention level, 
Teacher 1 did not meet either criterion (i.e., number of specific praise 
statements or 4:1 positive to negative interaction ratio) for three con-
secutive data points and was moved to the Tier 3 Intervention. While 
in the Tier 3 Intervention, Teacher 1 met the 4:1 criterion for each ob-
servation session (overall ratio of positive to negative interactions = 
6.6:1), and the specific praise criterion for three out of four observa-
tion sessions (Mdn = 6, range = 3-10) after which she was moved back 
to Tier 2 Intervention. The levels of her specific praise statements for 
Tier 3 and her return to Tier 2 were higher than that of baseline, with 
one overlapping data point. During the maintenance phase, Teacher 
1 had rates of praise that were lower than her intervention rates; rates 
of specific and general praise were variable.

Although a decrease in students’ off-task behavior cannot be 
causally linked with the intervention, the data for Teacher 1’s students 
indicate a change in level (for off-task and disruptive behavior) be-
tween baseline (Mdn= 71% of observed intervals, range = 65%-75%) 
and Tier 2 Intervention (Mdn = 46% of observed intervals, range = 
13%-57%). Subsequently, the students’ data show an overall decreas-
ing trend in off-task and disruptive behavior throughout the course of 
the intervention with some variability. 

Teacher 2

During baseline observation sessions, Teacher 2 had rates of 
specific praise under the six per observation session criterion (Mdn = 
1, range 0-5), although her positive to negative interaction ratio usu-
ally exceeded the 4:1 criterion (overall ratio of positive to negative 
interactions in baseline = 10.2:1). Because she continued to meet the 
ratio criterion, she remained in Tier 2 Intervention (based on the pre-
determined procedures for this study), despite not achieving the six 
praise statements per observation session criterion. During her fifth 
week in Tier 2 Intervention, Teacher 2 still did not meet the specific 
praise criterion, but because she met the positive to negative interac-
tion criterion (i.e., 4:1) during the majority of observation sessions and 
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had low rates of student problem behavior, she was moved into the 
maintenance phase. Only one maintenance observation session was 
conducted, as Teacher 2 had to miss more than two weeks of school 
due to an injury.

Visual analysis of the student data for Teacher 2 indicated a de-
creasing trend in off-task and disruptive behavior during baseline 
(Mdn = 21% of observed intervals, range = 3%-63%), an increase in 
level after the introduction of Tier 2 Intervention, and a decreasing 
trend with some variability throughout the duration of the interven-
tion (Mdn = 15% of observed intervals, range = 0%-44%).

Teacher 3

During baseline observation sessions, Teacher 3 met neither the 
six specific praise statements (Mdn = 0, range = 0-1) nor the 4:1 positive 
to negative interaction (overall ratio during baseline = 1:1.8) criteria. 
During her first week in Tier 2 Intervention, she still did not meet 
either criterion for three consecutive data points and was moved to 
Tier 3 Intervention. While in Tier 3 Intervention, Teacher 3 met the 
4:1 positive to negative interaction criterion during every observation 
session (overall positive to negative ratio during Tier 3 = 8.3:1). For the 
first three observation sessions in Tier 3, her specific praise rates were 
below the six per observation session criterion, but she then met and 
exceeded that rate for three consecutive observation sessions (Mdn for 
Tier 3 = 5, range = 1-11) and was moved back to Tier 2 Intervention, 
where she maintained her praise rates and positive to negative in-
teraction ratio. During the maintenance phase, Teacher 3 had levels 
of specific (Mdn = 3.5 statements, range = 1-5) and general (Mdn = 6 
statements, range = 1-10) praise that were higher than baseline rates.

Visual analysis of student behavior data in Teacher 3’s classroom 
indicated an increasing trend in intervals with off-task and disrup-
tive behavior during baseline observation sessions (Mdn = 25% of ob-
served intervals, range = 11%-65%). This trend began to decrease after 
the introduction of the intervention and continued to decrease until 
the maintenance phase, where data indicated a great deal of variabil-
ity in student behavior. Overall, the percentage of intervals with off-
task behavior was lower during maintenance (Mdn = 14% of observed 
intervals, range = 6%-35%) than during baseline.

Teacher 4

During baseline observation sessions, Teacher 4 did not meet the 
six praise statements per observation session criterion (Mdn = 1, range 
= 0-4). She did exceed the 4:1 positive to negative interaction ratio for 
three consecutive baseline observation sessions, but did not attain 
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that criterion for previous or subsequent baseline observation ses-
sions (overall positive to negative interaction ratio during baseline = 
2.7:1). After her initial Tier 2 Intervention meeting with the researcher, 
Teacher 4 exceeded the 4:1 ratio for each subsequent observation ses-
sion. An upward trend in specific praise statements is evident during 
the first two weeks in Tier 2 Intervention; a decreasing trend in both 
general and specific praise statements occurred in week three. Teacher 
4 substantially increased her rates of general praise during the course 
of the intervention. During one observation session, she had 24 gener-
al praise statements, and she had 14 or more general praise statements 
for three other observation sessions. During the maintenance phase 
(which coincided with her last week of student teaching), Teacher 4’s 
specific and general praise levels decreased to baseline levels.

Visual analysis of student behavior data in Teacher 4’s classroom 
indicated a high percentage of intervals with off-task and disruptive 
behavior during baseline (Mdn = 46% of observed intervals, range 
= 29%-82%). The level decreased during Tier 2 (Mdn = 17%, range = 
14%-54%) and the maintenance phase (Mdn = 16.5% of observed inter-
vals, range = 1%-42%), with considerable variability during the main-
tenance phase.

Social Validity

Based on the results of the RTI Approach to Increasing Desired 
Teacher Behavior Acceptability Questionnaires administered by the 
researcher, teachers reported the intervention to be socially valid. On 
a scale of 1-6, with 1 corresponding to “strongly disagree” and 6 cor-
responding to “strongly agree,” teachers agreed with the following 
statements: (a) “Problem behaviors have decreased since the interven-
tion” (M = 5); (b) “Appropriate classroom behaviors have increased 
since the intervention” (M = 5.25); (c) “It was relatively easy to imple-
ment the strategies from the intervention” (M = 5.25); and (d) “I would 
recommend that other schools use this intervention process to train 
teachers” (M = 1). The teachers disagreed with the statement, “The 
intervention process required more effort than it was worth” (M = 6).

Discussion

Response-to-intervention has been conceptualized as a crite-
rion for decision-making, using methods that increase or decrease 
in intensity in response to an initial or ongoing need for additional 
support (Barnett et al., 2004; VanDerHeyden et al., 2007). The cur-
rent study sought to apply RTI logic to teacher behavior by using a 
multi-tiered intervention approach to professional development as a 
way to increase teachers’ frequency of praise statements. Providing 
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a  continuum of supports to students within an RTI framework has 
proven to be an effective mechanism for improving their academic 
and social behavior, and providing a structurally similar continuum 
of supports to teachers could be an effective mechanism for improv-
ing teaching skills associated with improved student behavior. For 
this study, the intervention was performance feedback; the targeted 
skill was the rate of teachers’ praise statements, measured by struc-
tured direct observation. We hypothesized that teachers who did not 
respond to primary intervention tier training in positive behavior 
supports would increase their rates of praise when provided with a 
continuum of performance feedback that varied in intensity based on 
their specific level of need.

As expected based on previous research (e.g., Keller et al., 2005; 
Noell et al., 2005), performance feedback resulted in improved teacher 
behavior (i.e., increases in praise statements). However, as in previ-
ous research (e.g., DiGennaro et al., 2005; Noell et al., 2000), teach-
ers responded differentially. Of the four teachers in the current study, 
one achieved both performance criteria after receiving the secondary 
level of intervention (i.e., Tier 2 Intervention of this study), and two re-
quired more intensive supports (i.e., Tier 3 Intervention of this study) 
to reach their goals. One teacher met one of the criteria and stayed in 
Tier 2 Intervention for the duration of the study. These results suggest 
that the same level of professional development may not be appropri-
ate for all teachers, and that offering supports to teachers along a con-
tinuum may increase the likelihood that they engage in skills targeted 
during professional development. Simply exposing the teachers to the 
information (i.e., through SWPBS training and the initial meeting with 
the researcher) was not sufficient to increase rates of praise for the 
four teachers in this study.

The data showed an overall downward trend in student prob-
lem behavior (i.e., off-task and disruptive behavior) in each teacher’s 
classroom during the course of the intervention. Since any intervals 
without off-task and disruptive behavior meant that the students 
were academically engaged (i.e., data collectors only had the choices 
of “off-task,” “disruptive,” or “academically engaged” for each inter-
val), it seems plausible to infer that there was a corresponding overall 
upward trend in appropriate student behavior. With the exception of 
Teacher 2, student off-task and disruptive behavior during baseline 
observation sessions was stable or generally increasing in all class-
rooms. Although no causal conclusions can be drawn between the in-
troduction of the RTI approach to teacher training in specific praise 
and student behavior, the data were collected to enable descriptive 
statements about student behavior. In addition, teachers reported that 
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students responded well (i.e., demonstrated increased appropriate 
behavior) as teachers increased their rates of praise; however, these 
statements usually came during meetings in which the researcher re-
viewed graphic representations of the data that often showed a de-
creasing trend in student problem behavior. 

Based on the social validity data, teachers found the skills easy 
to use and would recommend the intervention to other schools and 
teachers. In addition, teachers indicated that problem behaviors de-
creased and appropriate behaviors increased during the course of the 
intervention.

Although a functional relationship between teacher behavior 
and the level of professional development feedback was not estab-
lished in the current data-based case study, the results do describe an 
application of an RTI approach to teacher training and suggest that 
a relationship may exist between the level of teacher support and a 
change in rates of teacher praise, indicating a direction for future re-
search. 

Some limitations should be considered when evaluating and 
interpreting the current study. First, all observations and interven-
tions were conducted in a school setting, and certain features of the 
environment could not be controlled (e.g., interruptions, schedule 
changes, student behavior, absences). For instance, on three occasions 
movies were being shown during observation sessions, limiting the 
chance for teachers to interact with students. In addition, statewide 
mastery testing occurred during the baseline period for three of the 
four teachers and a weeklong spring vacation occurred toward the 
end of the study, interfering with the continuous data collection desir-
able in a multiple-baseline study. In addition, the data collectors were 
instructed to select students at random for observation; although in-
dividual data collectors self-reported that they did not select students 
based on any criteria (i.e., they just randomly chose three), there is no 
way to confirm if any factors influenced their choices or if some stu-
dents were observed more frequently than others during the course 
of the study.

Second, because teachers were self-nominated for this study, 
it is unclear whether less willing teachers would be as responsive to 
the same intervention structure. In school settings, teachers gener-
ally do not have much choice about whether to participate in pro-
fessional development. Study conditions may not have been typical 
in that participation was optional and accompanied by potential re-
inforcers (e.g., $10 gift card for participating, increased adult atten-
tion). In addition, one teacher was completing her student teaching, 
and it is possible that there was motivation external to the study that 
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influenced this teacher’s performance. Future research should mimic 
a  typical  professional development experience and target all teachers 
in a school setting so that responsiveness to intervention can be mea-
sured across all faculty members in a school-wide fashion.

The third limitation is the generalizability of the findings in the 
study; specifically, whether similar results could be expected in dif-
ferent settings, with different implementers, and with different par-
ticipants. This study was conducted at a school where the researcher 
had done previous staff trainings and assisted with SWPBS planning. 
Although the researcher had not worked individually with any of the 
participating teachers prior to this study, their responses to the in-
tervention could have been influenced by previous experiences with 
the researcher. Natural implementers (i.e., those who would normally 
conduct professional development, such as administrators, clinical 
staff, or outside trainers) may have dissimilar results because of a dif-
ferent relationship with the school or the teachers. In addition, fidelity 
of implementation was monitored only by the researcher and verified 
by the teacher during Tier 2 Intervention, but not Tier 3 Intervention, 
meetings. Future studies should include objective measurement and 
interobserver reliability assessment for fidelity of implementation of 
the performance feedback intervention.

This study was conducted in an urban middle school with 
particular student and teacher demographics. Unlike in elementary 
schools, students in middle schools see several teachers during the 
course of one day, which may affect results. In a different setting, stu-
dents may not find praise or the associated adult attention reinforc-
ing. If the students find praise or attention aversive, their behavior 
may worsen, which would likely limit the teachers’ use of praise and 
yield different results in an otherwise similar study. Future research 
should explore the application of RTI logic in professional develop-
ment using natural implementers. In addition, future research should 
occur across different settings, different grade levels, and different be-
haviors to explore more thoroughly the utility of the RTI approach 
in professional development. Future research should examine more 
systematically the relationship between teacher behavior and student 
behavior. If occurrences of teacher behavior are occasioned and main-
tained by occurrences of student behavior (e.g., high rates of problem 
behavior), then teacher responsiveness to competing influences (e.g., 
individual consultation) may be affected. 

Fourth, this data-based case study was designed to explore if a 
relationship could be documented between the use of specific, contin-
gent praise and an RTI approach to teacher training. The study was 
not designed to explore the relationship between praise and  student 
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 behavior, and statements about that relationship should not be 
 inferred. Although student problem behavior decreased in frequency 
across time, rates of student problem behavior were calculated pri-
marily to share with teachers and to enhance the social validity of the 
study. 

Finally, this study was conducted in a school that was imple-
menting SWPBS with fidelity. Although ideal, SWPBS implementa-
tion need not be a prerequisite for application of the RTI framework to 
professional development. Any skill taught to teachers during school-
wide professional development or training could be monitored for 
consistent and appropriate use and teachers who needed more sup-
port (i.e., secondary or tertiary tier interventions) could receive addi-
tional training and feedback as warranted.

The findings from this study provide initial support for the ap-
plication of RTI logic to professional development and suggest that a 
multi-tiered approach to teacher training and support has the potential 
to yield better results than one-time and general coverage approaches 
(e.g., in-service training days, after school professional development 
workshops). Rather than just exposing teachers to a general training 
protocol and relying on teacher self-report or yearly administrator 
evaluations to determine effectiveness, teachers may benefit from a 
continuum of supports that provides targeted instruction and more 
frequent feedback – just as SWPBS and RTI do for students’ social and 
academic behavior. 

The results of the current study imply three broad questions for 
future research. First, can a relationship between an RTI approach to 
professional development and an increase in desired teacher behavior 
be established with different dependent variables (e.g., opportunities 
to respond, active supervision)? Second, could a different research 
question, study design, or approach to measurement document a 
functional relationship between the application of RTI logic to profes-
sional development and subsequent teacher behavior? Finally, could 
a similar study across different settings and participants produce 
similar results that document a relationship between varying levels 
of intervention and the effect on the dependent variable? In addition, 
any future research in this area should investigate how the changes 
in teacher behavior affect student behavior, as improving students’ 
academic and social success is the goal of all educational research. Re-
sults from these kinds of studies would lend support to findings and 
address limitations from the current research.

To summarize, the current study applied RTI logic to profession-
al development by using a multi-tier approach to intervention, em-
ploying frequent progress monitoring, and establishing a  continuum 
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of  increasing supports for teachers. The RTI approach to teacher be-
havior used the evidence-based practice of systematic performance 
feedback, which varied in intensity as warranted by teacher respon-
siveness to instruction. Improved student academic and social be-
haviors also were observed. In schools, RTI approaches have proven 
effective as a framework for academic and behavior support for stu-
dents, allowing for faster identification of at-risk students, more ef-
fective allocation of resources, and a data-based approach to decision 
making and problem solving. Applying the RTI logic to professional 
development for teachers may be a way to streamline teacher train-
ing, allowing those who require more support to recognize their need 
and access additional resources. In addition, developing a system that 
provides teachers with frequent, meaningful feedback on their use of 
the skills targeted in professional development could (a) increase the 
likelihood that teachers actually use these skills and (b) make pro-
fessional development more functional and efficient for staff and for 
trainers.

References

Alberto, P. A., & Troutman, A. C. (2003). Applied behavior analysis for 
teachers (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill Prentice 
Hall.

Ardoin, S. P. (2006). The response in response to intervention: Evalu-
ating the utility of assessing maintenance of intervention ef-
fects. Psychology in the Schools, 43, 713-725.

Baer, D. M., Wolf, M. W., & Risley, T. R. (1968). Some current dimen-
sions of applied behavior analysis. Journal of Applied Behavior 
Analysis, 1, 91-97.

Barnett, D. W., Daly, III, E. J., Jones, K. M., & Lentz, Jr., F. E. (2004). 
Response to intervention: Empirically based special service 
decisions from single-case designs of increasing and decreas-
ing intensity. Journal of Special Education, 38, 66-79.

Beaman, R., & Wheldall, K. (2000). Teachers’ use of approval and dis-
approval in the classroom. Educational Psychology, 20, 431-446.

Broden, M., Bruce, C., Mitchell, M., Carter, V., & Hall, R. H. (1970). Ef-
fects of teacher attention on attending behavior of two boys at 
adjacent desks. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 3, 205-211.

Brophy, J. E. (1981). Teacher praise: A functional analysis. Review of 
Educational Research, 51, 5-32.

Brophy, J. E. (1983). Classroom organization and management. The El-
ementary School Journal, 83, 264-285.



56 MYERS, SIMONSEN, and SUGAI

Burnett, P. C. (2002). Teacher praise and feedback and students’ 
 perceptions of the classroom environment. Educational Psy-
chology, 22, 5-15.

Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (2004). Im-
plementer’s blueprint and self-assessment. Center on PBIS: Eu-
gene, OR.

Chalk, K., & Bizo, L. A. (2004). Specific praise improves on-task be-
haviour and numeracy enjoyment: A study of four pupils en-
gaged in the numeracy hour. Educational Psychology in Prac-
tice, 20, 335-351.

Christ, T. J., & Poncy, B. C. (2005). Guest editors’ introduction to a spe-
cial issue on response to interventions. Journal of Psychoeduca-
tional Assessment, 23, 299-303.

Coburn, C. E. (2003). Rethinking scale: Moving beyond numbers to 
deep and lasting change. Educational Researcher, 32, 3-12. 

Codding, R. S., Feinberg, A. B., Dunn, E. K., & Pace, G. M. (2005). Ef-
fects of immediate performance feedback on implementation 
of behavior support plans. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 
38, 205-219.

Codding, R. S., Skowron, J., & Pace, G. M. (2005). Back to basics: Train-
ing teachers to interpret curriculum-based measurement data 
and create observable and measurable objectives. Behavioral 
Interventions, 20, 165-176.

Cohen, D. K., & Ball, D. L. (1999). Instruction, capacity, and improve-
ment. CPRE Research Report Series RR-43. Philadelphia, PA: 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education, University of 
Pennsylvania.

Cohen, J. (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educa-
tion and Psychological Measurement, 20, 37-46.

Colvin, G., Flannery, K. B., Sugai, G., & Monegan, J. (2009). Using ob-
servational data to provide performance feedback to teachers: 
A high school case study. Preventing School Failure, 53, 95-104.

Cossairt, A., Hall, R. V., & Hopkins, B. L. (1973). The effects of experi-
menter’s instructions, feedback, and praise on teacher praise 
and student attending behavior. Journal of Applied Behavior 
Analysis, 6, 89-100.

Denton, C. A., Vaughn, S., & Fletcher, J. M. (2003). Bringing research-
based practice in reading intervention to scale. Learning Dis-
abilities Research & Practice, 18, 201-211.

DiGennaro, F. D., Martens, B. K., & McIntyre, L. L. (2005). Increasing 



57RTI AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR

treatment integrity through negative reinforcement: Effects 
on teacher and student behavior. School Psychology Review, 34, 
220-231.

Elmore, R. (2002). Bridging the gap between standards and achievement. 
Washington, DC: The Albert Shanker Institute.

Fairbanks, S., Sugai, G., Guardino, D., & Lathrop, M. (2007). Response 
to intervention: Examining classroom behavior support in 
second grade. Exceptional Children, 73, 288-310.

Ferguson, E., & Houghton, S. (1992). The effects of contingent teach-
er praise, as specified by Canter’s Assertive Discipline pro-
gramme, on children’s on-task behaviour. Educational Studies, 
18, 83-93.

Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M. & Wallace, 
F. (2005). Implementation Research: A Synthesis of the Litera-
ture. Tampa, FL: University of South Florida, Louis de la Parte 
Florida Mental Health Institute, The National Implementa-
tion Research Network (FMHI Publication #231).

Foorman, B. R., & Moats, L.C. (2004). Conditions for sustaining re-
search-based practices in early reading instruction. Remedial 
and Special Education, 25, 51- 60. 

Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (2006). Introduction to response to interven-
tion: What, why, and how valid is it? Reading Research Quar-
terly, 41, 93-99.

Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L.S., & Stecker, P. M. (2010). The “blurring” of special 
education in a new continnum of general education place-
ments and services. Exceptional Children, 76, 301-323.

Gresham, F. M. (2004). Current status and future directions of school-
based behavioral interventions. School Psychology Review, 33, 
326-343.

Gresham, F. M. (2005). Response to intervention: An alternative means 
of identifying students as emotionally disturbed. Education 
and Treatment of Children, 28, 328-344.

Gross, A. M., & Ekstrand, M. (1983). Increasing and maintaining rates 
of teacher praise: A study using public posting and feedback 
fading. Behavior Modification, 7, 126-135.

Hawken, L. S., Vincent, C. G., & Schumann, J. (2008). Response to in-
tervention for social behavior. Journal of Emotional and Behav-
ioral Disorders, 16, 213-225. 

Horner, R. H., Todd, A. W., Lewis-Palmer, T., Irvin, L. K., Sugai, G., & 
Boland, J. B. (2004). The School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET): A 



58 MYERS, SIMONSEN, and SUGAI

research instrument for assessing positive behavior support. 
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 6, 3-12.

Keller, C. L., Brady, M. P., & Taylor, R. L. (2005). Using self-evaluation 
to improve student teacher interns’ use of specific praise. Edu-
cation and Training in Developmental Disabilities, 40, 368-376.

Leblanc, M., Ricciardi, J. N., & Luiselli, J. K. (2005). Improving discrete 
trial instruction by paraprofessional staff through an abbrevi-
ated performance feedback intervention. Education and Treat-
ment of Children, 28, 76-82.

Matheson, A. S., & Shriver, M. D. (2005). Training teachers to give ef-
fective commands: Effects on student compliance and aca-
demic behaviors. School Psychology Review, 34, 202-219.

Mortensen, B., & Witt, J. (1998). The use of weekly performance feed-
back to increase teacher implementation of a prereferral aca-
demic intervention. School Psychology Review, 27, 613-627.

Noell, G. H., Witt, J. C., LaFleur, L. H., Mortenson, B. P., Ranier, D. D., 
& LeVelle, J. (2000). Increasing intervention implementation 
in general education following consultation: A comparison of 
two follow-up strategies. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 
33, 271-284.

Noell, G. H., Witt, J. C., Slider, N. J., Connell, J. E., Gatti, S. L., Wil-
liams, K. L., et al. (2005). Treatment implementation follow-
ing behavioral consultation in schools: A comparison of three 
follow-up strategies. School Psychology Review, 34, 87-106.

Reinke, W. M., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Martin, E. (2007). The effect of vi-
sual performance feedback on teacher use of behavior-specif-
ic praise. Behavior Modification, 31, 247-263.

Richards, S. R., Taylor, R. L., Ramasamy, R., & Richards, R. Y. (1999). 
Single-Subject Research: Applications in Educational and Clinical 
Settings. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Group.

Rose, J., & Church, R. J. (1998). Learning to teach: The acquisition and 
maintenance of teaching skills. Journal of Behavioral Education, 
8, 5-35.

Simonsen, B., Fairbanks, S., Briesch, A., Myers, D., & Sugai, G. (2008). 
A review of evidence-based practices in classroom manage-
ment: Considerations for research to practice. Education and 
Treatment of Children, 31, 351-380.

Slider, N. J., Noell, G. H., & Williams, K. L. (2006). Providing prac-
ticing teachers classroom management professional develop-
ment in a brief self-study format. Journal of Behavioral Educa-
tion, 15, 215-228.



59RTI AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Sugai, G., Horner, R. H., Dunlap, G. Hieneman, M., Lewis, T. J., Nel-
son, C. M., … Wilcox, B. (2000). Applying positive behavioral 
support and functional behavioral assessment in schools. 
Journal of Positive Behavioral Interventions, 2, 131-143.

Sugai, G. (2008). School-wide positive behavior support and response 
to intervention. Newsletter article to be published at www.rti-
network.org.

Sutherland, K., Wehby, J., & Copeland, S. (2000). Effect of varying rates 
of behavior-specific praise on the on-task behavior of students 
with EBD. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8, 2-8.

VanDerHeyden, A. M., Witt, J. C., & Gilbertson, D. (2007). A multi-
year evaluation of the effects of a response to intervention 
(RTI) model on identification of children for special educa-
tion. Journal of School Psychology, 45, 225-256.

Wilcox, R., Newman, V., & Pitchford, N. (1988). Compliance training 
with nursery children. Association of Educational Psychologists 
Journal, 4, 105-107

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W.-Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. (2007). 
Reviewing the evidence on how teacher professional development af-
fects student achievement (Issues & Answers Report, REL 2007–
No. 033). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, In-
stitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education 
Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational 
Laboratory Southwest. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/
edlabs.



Copyright of Education & Treatment of Children is the property of ETC and its content may not be copied or

emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written permission.

However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.

lusilva
Text Box
Fonte: Education and Treatment of Children, v. 34, n.1, p. 35-59, 2011. [Base de Dados]. Disponível em: <http://web.ebscohost.com>. Acesso em: 18 fev. 2011.




