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Introduction

We have so far attempted to describe the teach-
ing and learning processes in the junior high
school English classroom without regard to differ-
ent theories of language and language teaching.
We have attempted to describe what is going on
in the classroom without value judgment follow-
ing as Flanders’ remark : “there has been no
mention of good and bad teaching [9: 3].”

However, the mere description of what is hap-
pening in the classroom might not be sufficient to
content us. Flanders remarks that neutrality will
not last long and calls his book ‘a book about
effective teaching [9: 3]’ Chaudron relates
description to the resulting effects in the follow-
ing manner :

In addition to the intrinsic interest that the
description of classroom processes has for
researchers, probably the ultimate objective of
classroom research is to identify those charac-
teristics of classrooms that lead to efficient
learning of the instructional content, ... [7: 1]
What is needed in our future research is, thus, a

category system reflecting our view of English
teaching —English as a means of communication.
The author’s concern in the present study is to
examine Jarvis's categories [10; Note 1] and
the ELCI categories [20; Note 2] and reveal
how these categories relate to, or do not relate to,
activities in the English classroom in terms of
communication. A comparison of these two sys-
tems can be expected to lead to the development
of an effective system for analyzing teacher-pupil
interaction in the English classroom, where ‘a
positive attitude toward communication [13]’ in
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English should be fostered.

Jarvis's Categories and ELCI Categories
within the Frame of Bellack's Teaching Cycle

Jarvis’s categories in his Behavioral Observa-
tion System for Classroom Foreign Language
Skill Acquisition Activities and the categories of
the English Language Classroom Interaction Sys-
tem (ELCI) will be comparatively examined. (In
the following discussion, see Notel for Jarvis’s
categories ; Note 2 for the ELCL)

Jarvis’s system first divides classroom activ-
ities into those in the target language and those in
English or the native language for both teacher
and pupils. The target language categories
include as lower level categories the 7eal lan-
guage and the drill language categories and those
for reading and writing, each of which is further
divided into its subcategories. The native lan-
guage category also has its characteristic sub-
categories.

The ELCI system has been developed on the
basis of the Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Cate-
gories or the FIAC system [9: 28-123] and has
as its higher level categories all ten of Flanders’
categories, with their subcategories developed by
the present author.

Each of the Jarvis and the ELCI categories will
be comparatively examined based on Bellack’s
teaching cycle made up of a sequence of moves:
(Str)-Sol-Res-Rea [6: 4-6], pupil responding fol-
lowing teacher soliciting, teacher reacting follow-
ing pupil responding, teacher responding follow-
ing pupil soliciting, etc.

1. Real language categories
Teacher soliciting/pupil responding/teacher react-
ing categories
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In the Jarvis system, the teacher initiation cate-
gories for the real language activities are A, C,
and E. Of these, ‘Classroom Management’ (C) can
be coded in the category of ‘Giving Directions’ (66)
in the ELCI system. (The teacher initiation cate-
gory for drilling will be referred to below.) ‘Infor-
" mation Explanation’ (E) is ‘Giving Information’
(54) in the ELCI. Another teacher initiation cate-
gory is the drill language subcategory ‘Evoking
Stimulus’ (G), which together with ‘Classroom
Management’ (C) will go into the same higher
level direction-giving category in the ELCI,

Jarvis defines ‘Evoking Student Response’ (A)
as “intended to result in an interaction.” - He
further states that “most entries would be ques-
tions either personalized to individual students or
relating to material studied [10: 336].” His
examples are: ‘How are you ?’, ‘What time is it ?,

‘What color is your shirt? The first and the -

second examples can very often been heard in real
life situations in the English classroom. One of
them is a conventional utterance found in the
teacher-pupil exchanges beginning the class. The
other might also be found in communication-
oriented activities or the warm up stage in the
class. As to the last example, it must be pointed
out that if you can see the color of the shirt in the
communication situation, you need not ask what
color the shirt is.

Teacher questions play the most important part
in teacher-pupil interaction. They will elicit pupil
response, which can be followed by teacher reac-
tion. Types of teacher question may influence the
quality of pupil response. Questions can be closed
or open [5:17], display (‘What’s this? ‘It's a
book.’) or referential (What do you think about
sexual harassment ?’} [12: 276]. (Examples are
mine.) Pupil response can be elicited not only by
questions but also by directions in the imperative
and other grammatical forms, which will go to C
in Jarvis and to one of the subcategories (66) of
the ELCI direction-giving category.

These two Jarvis and ELCI categories are very
similar to each other. ‘Classroom Management’
(C) statements can obviously be a part of our
classroom English, although Jarvis’s examples

contain a little more variety than we usually find
in our classrooms (e. g. ‘Change the verb to the
past tense in this drill.’). The problem here is
whether it is necessary to distinguish A, a
teacher-soliciting category in the target language,
and C, another teacher soliciting-category in the
target language, since in many situations both A
and C teacher statements will be used to elicit
pupil response, verbal or nonverbal, followed by
teacher reaction. These teacher communicative
statements can be found divergently in several
ELCI categories. However, it is naturally a good
idea to have both a teacher-communicative cate-
gory and a teacher-drilling category so that we
can separate communication from drilling, con-
sidering the present move towards communi-
cation-oriented language education.

Many of the examples Jarvis gives for real
categories in the target language do not seem to
be on a communicatively higher level in the strict
sense. They are not sufficiently communicative
to meet our expectations. These real categories,
on the other hand, seem to be more effective when
we consider the actual conditions in our English
classrooms, where drilling and explanation are
still the focus of attention. Considering this from
what Jarvis indicates in his definition of A, nat-
ural communication might be obtained by
personalized questions rather than by questions
relating to the material studied [10: 336].

Pupil response in the real language activities
can be coded with ‘Responding’ (2). Jarvis
remarks that “....thus completing an interac-
tion; e.g. ‘Yes, I do have a sister.” ‘I'm sixteen
years old.’ [10: 337]” When we consider the
Sol-Res-Rea sequence in teacher-pupil interaction,
we would surely expect these pupil responding
statements to be followed by teacher reaction,
which in most cases would be ‘Facilitating Perfor-
mance or Reinforcing Behavior’ (D).

The teacher real langnage category D intends
to reinforce and facilitate pupil performance “in a
way that has a positive affective influence on
students [10: 336].” Jarvis’s examples contain
statements that praise and encourage pupils (‘You
did very well, Paul.” ‘Good.” ‘Would it help you to
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remember what John said?’), which might be
related to the ELCI 22. Another example Jarvis

gives seems to be a statement that would go to the

ELCI feeling accepting category (12) (‘T know how
difficult this is.") The ELCI category for accepting
pupil ideas (32) will have to be treated in D. All
of the three teacher-responding categories should
be coded with this category. No alternative way
of classifying this seems to be possible.

Most of the ELCI teacher categories for real
language activities in the target language appear
to be coded with one or the other of the Jarvis
categories. One exception is the ELCI ‘Criticizing
and Justifying Authority’ category. This is the
negative aspect in the Jarvis reinforcing/facilitat-
ing category.

Pupil soliciting/teacher responding (/pupil
reacting) categories

Concerning pupil talk in the target language,
Jarvis lists two types in each of the real and the
drill categories. In the real language category,
they are subcategories of ‘Evoking Response’ (1)
and ‘Responding’ (2). Category 1 is a pupil initia-
tion category, intending to elicit teacher response
B. The ELCI has a pupil initiation category of
Pupil talk —initiation, to which pupil statement in
the target language eliciting teacher response
naturally belongs. In our English classroom, such
soliciting pupil statements would not often be
expected. It might not be meaningless to have a
category of the type in order to free the pupils
from the passive learner position and facilitate
pupil initiation.

Pupil reaction following teacher statements
elicited by pupils might be unusual, but not impos-
sible in the English classroom. Thus, the pupil
reaction move of the Bellack’s cycle in the title of
this section was given in parentheses. Pupil state-
ment as a reaction following teacher responding
can only be coded with Jarvis’s pupil category 2
or the ELCI pupil response (84, 86) or initiation
statement (92).

The teacher initiating and pupil-responding
target language categories in these two systems

are not necessarily in accord with each other,

even when they look similar. The distinction
between ‘Asks Broad Question’ and ‘Asks Narrow
Question’ categories in the ELCI system, for
example, is likely to affect considerably the con-
tent of pupil initiation and individual pupil
response in the target language. In general,
whether we have such a distinction as this or
whether we have an aspect like display/refer-
ential [12: 276] is closely related to the sub-
categorization of the pupil talk categories based
on the communication/drilling distinction.

The Jarvis categories and the ELCI categories
have been examined so far in terms of real lan-
guage activities and as constituents of the Sol-
Res-Rea sequence. Teacher talk and pupil talk in
teacher-pupil interaction, however, may not occur
in a logical sequence. Teacher soliciting behavior
may unintentionally elicit unexpected pupil reac-
tion, and vice versa. For example, a teacher may
utter Management statement C without any logi-
cal connection with what precedes in the interac-
tion to maintain discipline and order [16: 21].
Following such teacher-management statements
there may occur pupil nonverbal responses or
reactions which are acoustically unobservable.
Pupils may also use an ‘Evoking Response’ (1)
without any language context, resulting in a disci-
pline and order problem.

2. Drill language categories
Teacher soliciting/pupil responding/teacher react-
ing categories

In Jarvis’s system, one of the teacher drill lan-
guage categories is ‘Evoking Stimulus’ (G) used
for drilling cues and modeling, which pupils are
supposed to repeat. In the ELCI, these teacher
statements will be categorized as ‘Directing Pat-
tern Drilling’ (64) and included with ‘Giving Direc-
tions’ (66) (as well as other teacher direction
statements in the native language 63 and 65) in the
higher direction giving category. Pupils will
respond individually (3) or chorally (4) in the
target language. The ELCI pupil response cate-
gories, individual and choral, are considered to be
based on the same principles. Teacher ‘Repetition
Reinforcement’ category (H) following pupil
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response will accept the preceding response
(although ‘it may be slightly correctional,’) with-
out any further pupil talk required, accordingto
Jarvis [10: 337] and thus completes the cycle.
The distinction between ‘Evoking Stimulus’ (G)
and ‘Evoking Student Response’ (A) should of
course be made clear, as it is very often ambigu-
ous especially in terms of interpretation of
teacher question. Could we encode every teacher
question as A in the Jarvis system ? Don’t some of
the teacher question-pupil answer activities seem
to be simply drilling activities? Is the question
‘What color is your shirt ?’, given by Jarvis with
the definition of A, a real language statement or
a drill language statement, when directed to the
pérson wearing the shirt? In a higher level com-

munication class this might be considered to be G,

in a beginning class A.Considering the present
situation of communication activities in our
junior high school English class, seemingly real
language activities might be coded A, expecting
qualitative development in this direction in the
future. Otherwise, we might not have A at all.
The teaching cycle of teacher reacting state-
ments following pupil response elicited by teacher
initiation is most often observed in the drill lan-
guage interaction as well as in the real language
interaction stated above. Both of these have the
same teaching cycle. It could be coded 46-84-32
(or 22) and 64-84-32 (or 22) in the ELCI, which
would be A-2-D and G-3-H in the Jarvis system.
As was indicated earlier in the discussion of
real language categories, the distinction between
pupil talk categories is closely related to that
between teacher talk categories. The ELCI pupil
initiation category seems to include Jarvis’ ‘Evok-
ing Response’ (1) and ‘Responding’ (2), which are
real language categories. On the other hand, the
ELCI teacher questions, broad or narrow, will
have to be coded A in the Jarvis system, because
both of them intend to elicit pupil response.
Another difference between the two category
systems is related to teacher reinforcing state-
ments, i.e., the Jarvis system has ‘Facilitating
Performance or Reinforcing Behavior’ (D) for real
language interaction but no such teacher talk

category for the drill language interaction
(‘Teacher Prompting’ (J) has been defined in a -
slightly different way from the real language D.
[10: 337)), while, in the ELCI, ‘Praises or Encour-
ages’ (22) can take care of both pupil responses in
real and drill language activities.

‘Teacher Prompting’ (J) as a drill language
category can be used when pupils are stuck for a
word, etc.,, with no intention of correction of
forms [10: 337]. In the case of the ELC],
‘Accepts or Uses Ideas of Pupils’ (32) is the cate-
gory to accept, prompt, and develop pupil
response in drilling as well as in real language
activities.

As to Jarvis’'s ‘Modeling or Correcting’ state-
ment (P), the ELCI does not have a corresponding
category. It may be coded ‘Giving Information’
(54), which does not evoke a student response as in
the case of Jarvis [10: 337]. This may be the
structuring move in Bellack’s teaching cycle.
There may further be a possibility of teacher
accepting category (32), since Jarvis's category
contains ‘a corrective representation of a student
utterance [10: 337].

It is very hard to consider a situation where a
pupil starts a drilling cycle involving the teacher
in the classroom. Pupil reaction toward the
teacher in drilling activities also seems impos-
sible.

3. Reading and writing categories

The ELCI, following Flanders procedures,
selects only verbal communication in the class-
room, while it prepares a subcategory for record-
ed sounds. One of the characteristics of the Jarvis
system which differ from the ELCI is that it
selects a medium based on visual stimuli, i.e,, it
has a reading and writing category with four
subcategories [Note 1] as well as the real lan-
guage and the drill language categories examined
so far. Activities accompanied by reading and
writing may or may not involve teacher-pupil or
pupil-pupil interaction. Categorization depends
upon comparative prominence of visual and ver-
bal components at the moment in the interaction.
Thus, most of the classroom events categorized
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by the Jarvis system, verbal or visual, will be, in
the ELCI, encoded in verbal behavior categories,
a part of it in the category of ‘Silence or Confu-
sion’ (09).

4, Native language categories
Teacher soliciting!/pupil responding/teacher react-
ing categories

The ELCI has Flanders’ ten categories as its
higher level categories. Nine of them are di-
chotomized according to the difference of the
language used [20: 170]. In the Jarvis system,
language difference is considered on a higher
level and the native language section has three
categories for the teacher and two for the pupils.
The teacher’s categories are ‘About Target Struc-
ture or Sound System’ (K), ‘About Meaning’ (M),
and ‘Management’ (N): K for grammar and
sounds, M for native language equivalents and
translation, and N equal to the target language C.
K and M may or may not intend to elicit pupil
response. When no response is required, they will
be coded with ‘Giving Information’ (53) in the
ELCIL

Pupil statements elicited by teacher talk K or

M are ‘Answer about Target’ (9), which, accord-

ing to Jarvis, completes an interaction [10: 338].
The definition does not anticipate teacher reac-
tion following pupil response, contrary to our
expectations. Thus, the Jarvis system does not
have a category used for teacher reaction in the
native language completing the teaching cycle.
An alternative way to complete the cycle might
be to use K or M, as they do not seem to be
appropriate according to the definition.The
remaining alternative will be to use + or —,
depending on the context. Teacher reaction,
however, is considered to play an important part
in teacher-pupil interaction.

Pupil soliciting/teacher vesponding (/pupil
reacting) categories

Pupils will ask questions about the target lan-
guage in the native language, which are coded
with ‘Student Question about Target’ (8).
Teacher response categories can be K or M. An

inappropriate pupil statement might be related to
‘Management’ (N). Pupil reaction following
teacher response seems to be improbable, but
might occur as an affective statement expressing
surprise, discontent, etc. The cycle is then com-
pleted. There is not a category that can be used
for pupil reaction in the native language in the
Jarvis system, while the only possible way in the
ELCI is to code such statements as ‘Pupil Talk —
Initiation’ (91).

~5, Silence and other factors

The ELCI system has a category for silence or
confusion, adopted from the FIAC system. It has
constructive and non-constructive subcategories.
Part of the pupil ‘Writing’ (5) and ‘Reading Silent-
ly’ (6) activities in the Jarvis system will be con-
structive (09) in the ELCI; simple confusion will
be non-constructive (00), etc. For such classroom
events as well as verbal behavior not encoded in -
the native language categories, such as joking and
other positive or negative comment in the native
language, Jarvis uses the two additional sym-
bols + and —.

Not only silence after teacher soliciting (e. g.
teacher question) but also silence in other con-
texts might be significant in the teacher-pupil
interaction. The characteristic meaning of
silence during the interaction could be observed
on the matrix. The native language statements
coded with the symbols of 4+ or — in the Jarvis
system might be included in one of the native
language categories such as ‘Praises and Encour-
ages’ (21) and ‘Criticizes and Justifies Authority’
(71) for the teacher ; and ‘Pupil Talk —Initiation’
(91) for pupils in the ELCIL

One of the differences between the two classifi-
cations is that the ELCI has a category for tape
recorder use as a subcategory of the teacher
information-giving category, while Jarvis doesn’t.
Teachers often use tape recorders for modeling
instead of their own voice. They might even use
a taped native speaker voice as a soliciting stimu-
lus and require the pupils to imitate, Whether we
should have a category for audio-visual aids and
where in the system the category should be locat-
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ed are problems to be solved because of the
possible greater variety of visual-aids and their
use in the future.

Aspects for Observation and Analysis:
A Conclusion

A comparative analysis has been carried out
between the ELCI categories [20] and the Jarvis
categories [10] according to the (Str-)Sol-Res-
Rea sequence [6] so that we may find which
categories are necessary to reveal distinguishing
characteristics of our English classrooms, which
may or may not reflect the communicative needs
of the present time. The following are some
aspects we have found which should be taken into
account in the development of an analysis system.

The first difference between the two systems is
on which level the language will be distinguished.
Jarvis first makes the distinction on the higher
level, while the ELCI chooses the lower level,
following Wragg [23). It might not be possible to
tell in general which is better, because of the
different aims of the researchers involved. One
thing we can say, however, is that we should have
language difference in the beginning, i.e., we need
to have information of how often teacher and
pupils use the English language. Without this, we
might lose sight of the most characteristic feature
of our English classroom. One point that should
be made is that it might not be economical for us
to have both native language and target language
subcategories for every teacher and pupil func-
tion, as will be seen below.

It must be noted that the use of English in the
classroom, however, is not always connected with
communication. The distinction between real
language and drill language in the target lan-
guage category is useful for obtaining informa-
tion about communication activities in the class-
room. Even ‘Classroom Management’ (C), ‘Infor-
mation Explanation’ (E), etc. will be significant as
communicative input for pupils and different from
apparently similar teacher talk in drill language.

Concerning past studies on language teaching
methodology, Allwright states that “the only rea-
sonable inference to be drawn from such research

is that, generally speaking, students learn the-
things they are taught better than the things they
are not taught,” in his Prescription and Descrip-
tion in the Training of Language Teachers [2;
Reprinted in 1: 45-55].” What he says here might
have disappointed the teacher-trainers as he
points out, but, in fact, it can encourage us. That
is, we learn what we have done and we don'’t learn
what we have done badly ; the more we do the
more we achieve. Our concern is with what is
going on in the classroom and how much is done.
What we concentrate on will be communication.

The third subcategory under the target lan-
guage category for Jarvis is ‘Reading and Writ-
ing.’ The ELCI as well as the FIAC system ana-
lyze only verbal behavior as “an adequate sample
of his (=the individual’s) total behavior [3-121].”
How nonverbal components make up for the
missing part of the Sol-Res-Rea sequence, how-
ever, is an interesting area for further classroom
research. A limited number of types of nonverbal
behavior can be considered as analysis categories.
Moskowitz has lower level nonverbal categories
co-occuring with teacher and pupil verbal behav-
ior [15].

Flanders’ characteristic categories are related

.to the affective area. Following Flanders, the

ELCI also has positive and negative affective
categories (11, 12, 21, 22, 71, and 72). The Jarvis
system does not have any negative affective cate-
gory either in the real language or the drill activ-
ities, though ‘Prompting’ (J) “is associated with
encouragement [10: 337].” These affective cate-
gories might be significant, however, when we
listen to what Brown says [7: 99]: “If we were
to devise theories of second language acquisition
of teaching methods which were based only on
cognitive considerations, we would be omitting
the most fundamental side of human behavior.”
The concept of Flanders’ ' indirect/direct
teacher behavior [3: 122ff.] seems in a way to
depend on affective factors, which will be closely
connected to teacher reaction in the Sol-Res-Rea
sequence. How much pupil freedom has been
permitted or restricted and in what way the
teacher reacts to pupils will be connected to learn-
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ing results. Whether we decide to incorporate
such affective categories might, however, have to
be examined based on the aims of the analysis. It
seems to be necesary to alter Jarvis's definitions
of ‘Responding’ (2) and ‘Answer about Target’ (9),
when they refer to these categores as “completing
an interatcion [10: 336-337],” because of the
importance of teacher reaction pointed out above.

Examinination of category systems will very
often lead us to double or treble the number of
categories. This makes classroom research a
heavy burden for us, even when we observe clas-
ses recorded on audio or video tapes. The results
of our classroom observations up to now seem to
tell us something about possible reduction of
category numbers. Concerning the use of differ-
ent languages, we recognize in our data that the
two languages did not appear with similar fre-
quency. The veteran female teacher of English
used the Directs Pattern Drilling category 90.9%
of its total frequency in English. In the same
class, the frequency of Pupil Talk—Choral
Response was 97.5% in English. Other types of
imbalance could be discussed when we consider
the reduction of category number. The point of
this is that it might not be necessary to bring the
distinction between the target language and the
native language into every subcategory.

A solution to the problem of category number
can be seen in Oosato [24], whose system has
twelve categories, each of which is given a differ-
ent function according to different research objec-
tives. His study is to analyze team teaching with
ALT and contains no language distinction.

Some other problems include the time interval
for categorization (three or five or ten or fifteen
seconds), as to which Jarvis remarks that “there
was some indication that very little information
seemed to be lost by using a fifteen second inter-
val [10: 340].” For drill-oriented English classes
here, the problem is not that simple, when con-
sidering the possibility of teacher/pupil utter-
ances sometimes occurring six times during a
three second interval. In this respect, most text-
books present beautiful segments of teacher-pupil
interaction, neglecting confusing records of analy-

sis, which, however, is the case in reality. Qosata
represents the interval of classroom events by
digital time. This is an aspect that needs a com-
parative study.

Fundamental matters that should be considered
have been examined in many, if not all, aspects of
English classroom interaction. It has been found
that it is not easy to decide what to include and
what not to include, depending on the objectives.
On what level we should have a distinction is also
important. A system which focuses on communi-
cation and with its limited number of categories
will be our future concern. The Course of Study
outlined in 1989 [13] includes “to develop the
students’ basic ability to understand and use a
foreign language” and “to foster a positive atti-
tude toward communication in the language.”
And this seems to be the current trend in English
education.

Notes

1. Categories of Jarvis's Behavioral Observation System
[10]:

Teacher target language categories: Real: A : Evok-
ing student response; B: Evoked by student; C: Class-
room management ; D: Facilitating performance or rein-
forcing behavior; E: Information explanation; Drill:
G: Evoking stimulus; H: Repetition reinforcement; J:
Prompting ; P: Modeling or correcting; Reading and
writing : W : Presenting written language ; Student tar-
get language categories: Real: 1: Evoking response; 2:
Responding ; Drill : 3: Individual response; 4: Choral
response ; Reading and writing: 5: Writing ; 6: Read-
ing silently ; 7: Reading aloud; Teacher English Cate-
gories: K: About target structure or sound system; M:
About meaning ; N : Management ; Student English cate-
gories: 8: Question about target; 9: Answer about tar-
get;

+ : Silence or English not in the above categories but
which seems to facilitate learning; — : Silence or Eng-
lish not in the above categories but which seems to
impede learning.

2. Categories of the ELCI system [20] :

Teacher Talk: 11: Accepts feeling (in Japanese), 12:
Accepts feeling (in English); 21: Praises or encourages
(J), 22: (E); 31: Accepts or uses ideas of pupils (J), 32:
(E); 43: Asks narrow questions (J), 44: (E); 45: Asks
broad questions (J), 46: (E); 53: Gives information (J),
54: (E), 58: Gives information by taperecorder; 63:
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Directs pattern drilling (J), 64: (E); 65: Gives directions‘

(D, 66: (E); 71: Criticizes or justifies authority (J), 72:
(E); 83: Pupil talk — individual response (J), 84: (E);
85: Pupil talk — choral response (J), 86: (E); 91: Pupil
talk — initiation (J), 92: (E); 09: Silence or confusion.
Constructive use of time, 00 : Silence or confusion. Non-
constructive use of time.
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