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Two studies are reported in which the effects of supervisor observations of teachers' performance
rate and accuracy on both teachers' and severely handicapped students' behaviors were compared
with baseline supervisor observations that did not specify rate and accuracy feedback. The latter
observation procedure (nonspecific feedback) was more typical of the existing practices of school
supervisors. The dependent variables for the teachers were rate and accuracy of teacher behaviors
to student responses in individualized instructional settings involving discrete trials or task-analysis
steps. The dependent variables for students were the rates of correct and incorrect responding to
teacher presentations during the supervisor observation periods. Both studies used a multiple baseline
design. The results of Study 1 showed that there were educationally significant changes in teacher
and, in turn, student performance as a result of the use of the rate and accuracy procedure. The
results of Study 2 replicated those of Study 1 while correcting limitations of Study 1. This latter
study also demonstrated that the observation effects of the procedure generalized to teacher per-
formance throughout the day. The results are discussed in terms ofthe efficiency and cost effectiveness
of the procedure to train, monitor, and reinforce teacher effectiveness.
DESCRIPTORS: teacher effectiveness, supervision, observation, rate and accuracy feedback

Some studies suggest that a major cause of in-
effective schooling is the lack of the widespread use
of scientifically based pedagogical practices (Greer,
1989; Keller, 1978; Skinner, 1968, 1984). Teach-
ers' use of effective instructional practices is key to
adequate schooling. The studies reported herein test
the use of an observation procedure for evaluating
selected effective instructional procedures by teach-
ers as a means of improving schooling.

Certain behaviors of teachers have a substantial
effect on the behavior of students (Hall, Lund, &
Jackson, 1968; Hall, Panyan, Rabon, & Broden,
1968). These behaviors indude teacher antecedents
to student responses (Greenwood, Delquadri, &
Hall, 1984; Hall, Delquadri, Greenwood, & Thur-
stone, 1982; Lovitt & Curtiss, 1968) as well as
teacher consequences to student responses (Brig-
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ham, Graubard, & Strans, 1972; Madsen, Becker,
& Thomas, 1968). The literature suggests that
these two teacher repertoires are critical variables
in effective educational practices (Barrett et al., 1989;
Greer, 1989).

Procedures for observing teacher behaviors are
numerous (Madsen et al., 1968; White, 1986).
However, few procedures incorporate collection of
data on the responses of students simultaneously
with data on the behavior of teachers. Incorporating
both student responses and teacher behavior in an
observational period allows the detection of func-
tional relations between teacher behavior and stu-
dent responses. Moreover, these procedures provide
potentially useful tools for training teachers and
monitoring their performance with regard to critical
ingredients of effective teaching. These measures
indude higher rates of opportunities to respond
(Greenwood et al., 1984), higher rates of correct
responding by students, and decreases in or main-
tenance of low rates of incorrect responding. Based
on the importance of assessing this student-teacher
relationship, an observational procedure was de-
veloped to collect data on student and teacher re-
sponding, and to convert responses to rates of teach-
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er and student behavior (Greer, McCorkle, &
Williams, 1989). The procedure, termed teacher
performance rate and accuracy (TPRA), has been
used for over 10,000 observations of teachers by
supervisors (Greer, 1991; Selinske, Greer, & Lodhi,
1991).
The TPRA observation procedure was found to

correlate with student responses over an entire ac-
ademic school year (Greer et al., 1989). Weekly
or biweekly observations of teachers during short
instructional sessions were related to the number
of correct responses by all students in the teachers'
classroom. The TPRA was also a component in a
teacher supervision package that was functionally
related to increases in correct student responses in
a multiple baseline across all teachers in a school
for a 2-year period (Selinske et al., 1991). Tests
of the relationships between the TPRA procedure
and correct student responding have thus far been
indirect. Prior to the studies reported herein, it was
not known whether the TPRA procedure, isolated
from other supervisory procedures, affected student
responding, nor was it known whether or not a
more general observation procedure was equally
effective.

There have been numerous studies in behavior
analysis that have demonstrated functional rela-
tionships between teacher practices and student be-
havior (Sulzer-Azaroff et al., 1988). Surprisingly,
there has been little research on the effects of su-
pervisor behaviors on effective teaching practices,
defined as teacher behaviors that increase correct
student responses to academic instruction. Super-
visory behaviors have been shown to affect the
performance of staff members in human service
agencies, induding direct observation with feed-
back (Reid & Shoemaker, 1984).

In the educational research literature, no func-
tional relationships have been demonstrated for su-
pervisor performance and effective teaching prac-
tices beyond the relationship between a package of
practices used in the Selinske et al. (1991) study
and correlations found in educational research (Mc-
Cormick, Cooper, & Goldman, 1979). To date,
the educational literature has identified correlations
between the following supervisory practices and

mean scores of students on standardized achieve-
ment tests: time devoted to curricular issues, time
spent in the dassroom, and provision of atmo-
spheres conducive to academic achievement (Ed-
monds, 1979). Parsons, Schepis, Reid, McCarn,
and Green (1987) showed that training supervisors
to observe and provide functional curricular activ-
ities resulted in significantly more functional activity
in special education dasses. None of the existing
literature has induded direct assessment ofstudents'
correct and incorrect responses or of specific teacher
behaviors.

The purpose of the studies reported herein was
to test the effects of the TPRA procedure compared
to a general observation procedure on teacher per-
formance and in turn on students' responding. The
second experiment tested the generalization of
teachers' performance during the supervisor's ob-
servations to the remainder of the day when the
teachers were not observed.

GENERAL METHOD

Method
Setting. Both studies were conducted at a small

state-funded private school for multiple handi-
capped children in a suburb of a large metropolitan
area. All teachers were evaluated annually, using a
rating scale with descriptors. This contractual eval-
uation specified the length and type of classroom
observations of teachers by the supervisor. Class-
room instruction was largely at the teachers' dis-
cretion. All staff members implemented both ac-
celeration and deceleration behavior-change projects
(nonacademic responses) for the students that were
written and supervised by the school psychologist.
Beyond these programs, teachers adhered to be-
havioral technology according to their own pref-
erences.

Participants. The 16 students attending the
small school ranged in age from 6 to 21 years; all
were severely to profoundly retarded and had at
least one other handicapping condition (e.g., deaf-
ness, blindness, seizure disorders, autism, cerebral
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palsy). Their IQ scores ranged from 8 to 49. Eight
of the students lived in residential placements (in-
termediate care facilities); 6 of these had lived at

home as younger children. The remaining 8 stu-

dents lived at home with their parents.

Three of the 16 students were verbal; 9 others
used manual signs for communication and 4 did
not emit vocal or gestural behavior. All were being
trained in communication, social skills, fine and
gross motor skills, activities of daily living, and
prevocational skills. Student goals ranged from tol-
erating various therapeutic positions, developing
head control, exhibiting consistent responses to en-

vironmental stimuli, and tolerating activities of dai-
ly living (Classroom A), to basic attending and
object manipulation skills (e.g., put in/take out,

matching to object, sorting by size, shape and color,
packaging objects by number using jigs and adap-
tive equipment; Classroom B), to functional aca-

demic skills relating to number (count to 20). One
student was identifying basic sight words (Class-
room C).

The 4 teachers held master's degrees and had 3
to 8 years of experience teaching in the school in
which the experiments were conducted. Teachers
B and C participated in Study 1; Teachers A, C,
and D participated in Study 2. The teacher in
Classroom B left during the baseline phase of Study
2. For the second study, there were 2 new teachers
(Teachers A and D), whereas Teacher C was a

participant in both studies. However, there was

only a single new dassroom (Classroom A). The
change of teachers is reflected in the designation of
Teacher D, who assumed the role of Teacher B for
Classroom D for the second study. This teacher
change also resulted in the use ofa delayed multiple
baseline component in Experiment 2.

Supervisor. The supervisor (the first author) had
worked in che school for 7 years; the first 3 years

as school psychologist and assistant director and the
last 4 years as director. During the last 4 years, she
was in a doctoral training program in special ed-
ucation administration and behavior analysis.
Data collection. Teachers were observed using

a procedure developed by Greer (1985) and used
and discussed in the studies by Greer et al. (1989)

and Selinske et al. (1991). The observations were
10 to 20 min long; all sessions included at least
20 instructional trials or task-analysis steps. Teach-
ing sessions involved teachers instructing a single
student using discrete trials, incidental trials, or
task-analyses procedures. Teacher performance rate
and accuracy was computed by totaling all correct
reinforcements and corrections given by the teacher
for a given session and subtracting reinforcement
errors or correction errors from the correct teacher
total and dividing by the total elapsed time for the
session.

Failure by the teacher to reinforce correct student
responses and reinforcement delivered before the
termination of the target response were scored as
reinforcement errors, as were reinforcements of in-
correct responses. Failure to correct inappropriate
student responses was scored as correction errors,
as were corrections of correct student responses.
Responses by teachers, or the lack of responses,
were tallied for all student response opportunities.
The result of the subtraction of teacher errors from
teacher correct performance was then divided by
the duration of the instructional session to obtain
the rate. Using this formula provided a single da-
tum to represent accuracy (correct teaching behav-
ior), inaccuracy (incorrect teaching behavior), and
the rate of presentation of opportunities to respond
by the teachers.

Student responses, or lack of responses, to in-
struction were recorded as correct or incorrect by
the teacher and supervisor independently. Failure
by the student to respond to the antecedent stimulus
within 5 s of its presentation was recorded as an
incorrect response. Criteria for student success and
acceptable prompt levels were discussed with the
teacher prior to the beginning of each observation,
as was the type and schedule of reinforcement. The
totals for students' correct and incorrect responses
were divided by the duration of the instructional
session in minutes to obtain rates of correct and
incorrect responses.

Baseline conditions: General observation and
feedback. Baseline conditions in both experiments
consisted of the supervisor observing in the class-
rooms and recording teacher and student responses.
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In Study 2 only, teacher assistants were observed
for accuracy in recording student responses. These
observations were unannounced and occurred dur-
ing scheduled individual instruction time. The su-
pervisor also visited each dassroom at other times
and for other purposes. Following each observation,
during the baseline phase, the supervisor met with
the teacher and provided general nonspecific feed-
back on the observation. Praise was given (e.g.,
"That was a nice lesson"), as well as comments on
student behavior; the instructional task and ma-
terials were also discussed. Student success was com-
mented on generally (e.g., "He seemed to do better
today"). Graphs of data were not shown to the
teacher in this phase. This type of feedback is prob-
ably typical of many nontechnical observations of
teachers by supervisors (Parsons et al., 1987).

It is important to note that for experimental
reasons, teacher rate and accuracy data and student
rates of correct and incorrect responses, as described
above, were collected in both the baseline and treat-
ment conditions, but were not presented to the
teachers until the treatment condition.

STDY 1

Method
Teacher rate and accuracy procedure. Treat-

ment was initiated following 6 and 11 days of
baseline. At the onset of the treatment phase, the
supervisor met with each teacher and explained that
at the end of each observation she would be leaving
written feedback with the teacher. The written feed-
back was accompanied by verbal feedback and
praise. The written feedback consisted of the data
on teacher rate and accuracy and the student rate
of correct and incorrect responses, which were ex-
plained to the teacher in detail and were displayed
as graphs in each dassroom. Praise in this phase
was specific to teacher rate and accuracy and stu-
dents' rate of correct and incorrect responses. Ob-
servations occurred once or twice weekly during
Study 1.

Interobserver agreement. The interobserver
agreement for the teachers' and students' behaviors
in Study 1 consisted of calibration to a standard
(Johnston & Pennypacker, 1980). The target teach-
ers did not permit videotapes, second observers, or

the use of teacher-collected data. Thus, the super-
visor's accuracy for the observations of teachers'
behaviors was determined by having the supervisor
view previously validated videotapes of other teach-
ers and students from another school. The super-
visor was trained to use the procedure by another
supervisor and by feedback from training video-
tapes. Four different videotape sessions were used
during baseline and four different videotapes were
used during treatment, with the agreement to the
calibrated standards serving as an index of the su-
pervisor's accuracy in the target school. Indices of
agreement were obtained by dividing the number
of point-by-point agreements on trials or task-anal-
ysis steps for both teachers' and students' responses
by the number of agreements plus disagreements
and multiplying by 100%. Interobserver agreement
between the supervisor and the calibrated standard
ranged from 85% to 97%, with a mean of 91%
for the eight calibrated observations.

Design. The study used a multiple baseline across
two classrooms. The baseline consisted of general
observation procedures, and the treatment consisted
ofTPRA observations with verbal and visual feed-
back.

Results and Discussion
The results for Study 1 are shown in Figure 1.

For Classroom C, in Phase 1 (general observation
and feedback) the mean teacher accuracy rate was
-0.68 (range, -3.0 to 0.27), the mean student
rate of correct responses was 1.60 (range, 1.0 to
2.83), and the mean student rate of incorrect re-
sponses was 1.29 (range, 0.75 to 2.0). In Phase 2
(rate and accuracy observation and feedback), the
mean teacher accuracy rate was 3.33 (range, 0.15
to 10.0), the mean student rate of correct responses
was 3.59 (range, 1.0 to 11.0), and the mean stu-
dent rate of incorrect responses was 0.7 (range, 0
to 2.25).

In Phase 1 the mean teacher accuracy rate for
Classroom B was 0.0 14 (range, -2.5 to 2.3), the
mean student rate of correct responses was 2.21
(range, 0.8 to 5.89), and the mean student rate of
incorrect responses was 1.14 (range, 0.13 to 2.1).
In Phase 2, the mean teacher accuracy rate was
5.35 (range, 0.2 to 8.0), the mean student rate of
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correct responses was 5.21 (range, 1.2 to 9.0), and
the mean student rate of incorrect responses was
0.97 (range, 0 to 2.33).

The data from Study 1 showed functional re-
lationships between supervisor's use of the rate and
accuracy procedure on both teacher and student
performance rates. However, the interpretation of
these data was limited by the lack of direct inter-
observer agreement tests for teacher and student
behaviors and variability in the interval of time
between the occurrences of teacher observations.
Observations occurred every day for Teacher B and
every other day for Teacher C during treatment,
whereas during baseline the observations occurred
every 4 days for Teacher B and every 5 days for
Teacher C. The result was that teachers received
more observations during treatment than during
baseline.

Study 2 was designed to extend the results of
Study 1 by eliminating the potential confounding
effect of differential observation rates across con-
ditions. Moreover, Study 2 tested the generalization
of teacher behavior from the performance during
observation to performance throughout the day with
all students taught in all instructional sessions.

STUDY 2

Method
Data collection. Observations of teachers were

conducted once weekly during both baseline and
treatment conditions. Teachers also permitted the
use of videotapes of the sessions; these were also
observed by the supervisor.

Collection ofall-day total classroom data. The
second dependent variable for Study 2 consisted of
the data collected by the teacher throughout the
day for all individual instruction, in addition to
data collected on individual students during the
single weekly TPRA observation and feedback pro-
cedure. The data from all teacher sessions for all
students were collected each day by the supervisor
at the end of each day. The data induded all correct
and incorrect responses to all instructional trials on
which data were collected. Teachers were not given
verbal or visual feedback regarding these data at
any point in the study.

Interobserver agreement. Interobserver agree-
ment on teacher observations was assessed during
25% of baseline and treatment sessions using vid-
eotapes. The supervisor collected the data for all
sessions, and the second observer viewed a video-
tape of the observation at a later date. The teachers
agreed to being videotaped after having experienced
the observation procedures in Study 1 during the
previous year. Another graduate student, trained
in the use ofTPRA observation procedures, viewed
the tape independently at a later date and recorded
teacher and student behaviors. She was naive as to
baseline and treatment sessions, as well as to the
nature ofthe treatment procedures. Indices ofagree-
ment were obtained as previously described. The
mean for correct teacher behavior was 95% (range,
80% to 100%); for incorrect teacher behavior, the
mean was 97% (range, 83% to 100%). Student
total trials was 98% (range, 88% to 100%); for
correct student responses, the mean was 96% (range,
80% to 100%); and incorrect student responses,
the mean was 96% (range, 75% to 100%). The
agreement between the supervisor and the teachers
ranged between 85% and 100%, with a mean of
94%.

Interobserver agreements for the teachers in the
dassroom were based on the weekly TPRA obser-
vations for 93 single instructional sessions. Obser-
vations of teachers and assistants in each class were
conducted on the same day. The teacher assistants
were observed for accuracy but were not given feed-
back. The students taught and the particular pro-
grams taught were rotated across students and
teacher assistants in each dassroom. Single obser-
vation sessions were conducted on 20% of the base-
line days for teachers and teacher assistants. The
percentage of agreement was totaled across (a) the
teacher agreement with the supervisor and (b) the
teacher assistant agreement with the supervisor, in
order to obtain an estimate of the accuracy of teach-
ers and assistants for all-day instruction. Obser-
vations of teachers and assistants were conducted
on the same day. Agreements and disagreements
were calculated as previously described.

For Classroom A, the mean percentage agree-
ment for correct student responses was 93% (range,
83% to 100%). For Classroom C, the mean per-
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centage agreement for correct student responses was

95% (range, 80% to 100%). For Classroom D,
the mean percentage agreement for correct student
responses was 89% (range, 67% to 100%); for
incorrect student responses, the mean was 87%
(range, 67% to 100%).

Design. The second experiment used a multiple
baseline across 3 teachers and their dassrooms with
a delayed baseline component. Teacher B from
Study 1 left the school during the baseline of Study
2, resulting in a modification in the design. The
new teacher, Teacher D, assumed responsibilities
for Classroom B. Another new teacher (Teacher A)
and her dassroom were induded in this study.
Observations were conducted once per week
throughout Study 2; whereas in Study 1, the fre-
quency of observations was variable, as described
earlier. The dependent and independent variables
were the same with the addition of a second de-
pendent variable, correct and incorrect responses of
all students all day, as a test of the generalization
of the effects of the observation procedures on the
teachers' performance when not being observed.

Results and Discussion
The data on teacher performance are shown in

Figure 2. During the first phase (general observa-
tion and feedback), the mean (and ranges in pa-

rentheses) for teacher rate and accuracy in Class-
rooms A, C, and D were 0.32 (0.05 to 0.75),
0.66 (-0.48 to 2.49), and 0.23 (-0.70 to 1.87),
respectively. The corresponding mean (and ranges)
during the rate and accuracy phases were 2.71
(0.28 to 4.09), 4.0 (1.34 to 6.70), and 3.1 (0.54
to 5.35).

The student rate means are also shown in Figure
2 for correct and incorrect responses (ranges in pa-

rentheses). During the general observation and
feedback phase, the rates were 0.46 correct (0.07
to 0.8) and 0.24 incorrect (0.05 to 0.55) for Class-
room A, 2.07 correct (0.43 to 6.6) and 0.7 in-
correct (0.12 to 2.12) for Classroom C, and 1.0
correct (0.23 to 2.11) and 0.68 incorrect (0.66 to

1.28) for Classroom D. During teacher perfor-
mance rate/accuracy observations and feedback,
the corresponding data were 2.17 correct (0.28 to

4.24) and 0.58 incorrect (0.0 to 2.11) for Class-

room A, 3.29 correct (2.04 to 6.16) and 1.63
incorrect (0.54 to 3.16) for Classroom C, and 2.52
correct (1.52 to 3.49) and 0.93 incorrect (0.21 to
1.86) for Classroom D.

In the general observation and feedback phase
(Figure 3), the mean number of correct and in-
correct student responses (with ranges in parenthe-
ses) for each dassroom for all students were 36
correct (33 to 44) and 17 incorrect (12 to 22) for
Classroom A, 200 correct (147 to 299) and 62
incorrect (38 to 83) for Classroom C, and 59 correct
(38 to 85) and 27 incorrect (22 to 35) for Class-
room D. In the teacher performance rate/accuracy
and feedback phase, the corresponding means and
ranges were 69 correct (26 to 97) and 23 incorrect
(9 to 32) for Classroom A, 305 correct (169 to
536) and 57 incorrect (32 to 120) for Classroom
C, and 175 correct (89 to 225) and 29 incorrect
(20 to 44) for Classroom D.
The results of Study 2 showed that use of the

TPRA procedure significantly increased teacher rate
and accuracy performance; this in turn increased
students' correct rates and maintenance of incorrect
rates relative to correct rates. The effect was stron-
gest for Teacher C who was the only teacher who
was in both studies. His data and that of his stu-
dents were also slightly higher in the second baseline
(Study 2) than they were in the first baseline (Study
1). In addition, the observations functioned to in-
crease total correct responses by all students
throughout the day while maintaining low rates of
incorrect responses. Again, the strongest general-
ization occurred for Teacher C and his students.
The data of Teacher D showed the smallest gen-
eralization effect. These results suggested that teach-
ers' skills learned in the observation periods were
generalized to performance with all students
throughout the day.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of the first study showed that correct
and incorrect responses of the students to teacher
instructions changed as a result of their supervisor's
use of the TPRA observation and feedback pro-
cedure. However, the lack of direct tests of reli-
ability for the teacher data and variability in ob-
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servation frequency limited interpretations of the
data. The results of the second study replicated
those of the first, and the method eliminated the
limitations of the first study. The second study also
showed that the supervisor's observations gener-
alized to teacher and student responses during por-
tions of the day when teachers were not being
observed. This means that teachers ran more trials,
collected more data, and obtained more correct
responses from their students during the TPRA
phase than they did in baseline.

The results showed that specific feedback to
teachers regarding their rate of presentation of in-
structional trials and the rate at which they supplied
accurate consequences to student behavior func-
tioned to increase teacher rate of presentation, to
increase teacher accuracy, to decrease teacher in-
accuracy, and in turn to increase students' correct
responses. The TPRA procedures induded oral and
written feedback by the supervisor and joint in-
spection of visual displays of the teachers' and stu-
dents' performances concerning the variables ob-
served. The degree of the effect varied among
teachers, but performance was always stronger dur-
ing treatment than during baseline. These results
suggest that the TPRA taps an important com-
ponent of teacher effectiveness, at least with severely
handicapped students.

Teacher C was the only teacher who participated
in both studies. During the first baseline his per-
formance, in all but one case, was 0 to -2.0.
Negative scores show occurrence ofmore errors than
correct teacher responses. During the second base-
line (Study 2), six of the nine baseline sessions were
above 0. Thus, the second baseline was slightly
higher than the first. Similar effects occurred for
the student responses during observations; that is,
there were higher rates of student correct rates in
the second baseline. Nevertheless, if both experi-
ments for Teacher C are conceptualized as a reversal
design across the two studies, it is dear that Teacher
C showed a reversal effect. This suggests that the

supervisor observation should be a constant com-
ponent of teacher training and supervision. After
all, supervision of quality and productivity are con-
tinuing features of organizations in which the pro-
ductivity and quality of the product determines the
economic viability of the organization. Perhaps in-
struction of teachers using a procedure similar to
the TPRA is a necessary constant for teaching ef-
fectiveness. In fact, the continuous use of the TPRA
procedure is a feature of schools like the one de-
scribed by Selinske et al. (1991).

The use of the TPRA as a training and moni-
toring tool for teacher effectiveness shows promise.
As a training tool it is particularly cost effective and
efficient in terms of time. The teachers learned from
the TPRA observations, and thus required no ad-
ditional workshop dasses or consultants. The su-
pervisor must, however, be a trained observer.

In the initial study, the teachers' reluctance to
be videotaped or to be observed by anyone other
than the supervisor hampered the collection of in-
dependent observations, and therefore a calibrated
agreement procedure had to be used. During the
second study, the teachers agreed to allow video-
taping. There was no indication that the teachers
were displeased with the observations, and teachers
unanimously stated that they found the observa-
tions useful. In prior studies incorporating the TPRA
procedure (Greer et al., 1989; Selinske et al., 1991),
incentives were used for changes in teachers' be-
haviors. In the present studies, however, the ob-
servations were not linked to salary or tenure de-
cisions (per the stipulations of their contracts).
Nevertheless, the procedures were effective in
changing teacher performance and in turn that of
their students. This suggests that monetary or em-
ployment contingencies are not a necessary ingre-
dient to obtaining significant educational changes
with the TPRA procedure.

The TPRA observation procedure is designed to
improve teacher effectiveness as well as supervisor
accountability. That is, the supervisor is accountable

Figure 2. Rate of teacher performance (TPRA) during general observation and TPRA phases of Study 2, and rate of
correct and incorrect students' responses during supervisor observations of teachers.
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for teacher changes as is the teacher for student
changes. The joint efforts towards improving stu-
dent performance may function as a joint contin-
gency leading to supervisor and teacher cooperation.
In many school systems, the supervisor's observa-
tion is treated as a qualifying test for teacher em-
ployment. It is not surprising, then, for teachers to
eschew the presence of the supervisor in the class-
room, because the nature and frequency of the
observations create an adversarial climate. Perhaps
supervisor observations should be used for purposes
of assistance rather than teacher selection.

The student's rate of correct responses did not
always decrease as a function of the treatment.
However, with the increasing rate of presentation
of trials and more accurate consequences to student
responses or lack of responding, actual percentages
of correct responding did increase substantially over
that of the baseline. Future studies should concen-
trate on lowering the rate of incorrect responding.
The results to date suggest that increasing teacher
presentations and accurate consequences to student
behavior results in more opportunities for student
responding and more correct responses, while main-
taining incorrect responses at baseline levels.

The calculation of teacher performance rate and
accuracy resulted in an algebraic product (accuracy
minus inaccuracy), because incorrect consequences,
errors, and omissions of correct consequences were
subtracted from correct teacher responses. Thus,
the data show negative scores in baseline. This
allows a nonweighted single datum point to be
plotted rather than plotting teacher correct and
incorrect responses separately. The use of a single
quantitative measure also aids in the analysis of
correlations between teacher and student responses
(Greer et al., 1989).

Although the use of oral and written feedback
has been extensively researched in institutional set-
tings (Reid & Shoemaker, 1984), there is a paucity
of studies in school settings beyond that of Parsons

Figure 3. Correct and incorrect responses of all students
for each teacher throughout the entire day during general
observation and TPRA phases of Study 2.
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et al. (1987). Moreover, none of the studies have
assessed incorrect and correct student or client per-
formance relative to staff or teacher performance.
Parsons et al. showed effects on the incidence of
the teaching of functional skills, but there was no
assessment of correct and incorrect student perfor-
mance. The assessment of correct and incorrect per-
formance is critical to effective schooling.
One of the more important results of the present

studies concerns the effect of the treatment on in-
creased opportunities to respond. During the base-
lines, the opportunities were infrequent both in the
observed and generalized settings (Study 2), where-
as during treatment the opportunities increased dra-
matically. The importance of opportunities to re-
spond has been tied to effective schooling
(Greenwood et al., 1984). As suggested by Selinske
et al. (1991), frequent opportunities to respond
may be a necessary, if not sufficient, variable for
effective schooling.

The effects are currently limited to teachers of
the severely handicapped. Future research should
analyze the effects of the use of the TPRA on
students who are more academically advanced. Al-
though this would require some adaptation to writ-
ten as well as oral presentations by teachers of more
advanced students, the problems do not seem in-
surmountable. The results of the present research
warrant the initiation of studies using the TPRA
for teachers and students with no handicaps or
disabilities. The procedures are cost effective and
pedagogically effective for training and monitoring
teacher effectiveness in the dassroom. Their use
required no out-of-class instruction and earned ac-
ceptance by the teachers involved. Thus, the TPRA
procedure provides a new tool to improve educa-
tional effectiveness directly by altering teachers' in-
structional effectiveness.
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