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TEACHER-CHILD DYADIC INTERACTION:
A MANUAL FOR CODING CLASSROCM BEHAVIOR

Jere E. Brophy
‘thomas L. Good

INTRODUCTION

This manual presents the rationale and coding system used by the
authors to study dyadic fnteraction between teachers and chfldren in
classrooms. Emphasis is stressed on the word dyadic, since the manual
applies only to those classroom interactions in which the teacher is
dealing with a single, individual child. There are two major differences
between the present .ystem and other systems in common use: (a) it is
not a universal system that attempts to code all classroom behavior --
expository lecturing and other situations in which the teacher is
addressing himself tc the entire class as a group are omitted entirely;
(b) the teacher's interactions in his class are recorded and analyzed
separately for each individual student, so that the student rather than
the class is treated as the unit o€ analysis. Except for the observa-
tion aspects of behavior modification studies, classroom research on
teacher-child interaction has tended to treat the class as a unit,
fgnoring intra-class individual differences in teacher-child contact
patterns, The present authors have argued at length elsewhere (Good
and Beophy, 1969) that this methodology is not alwaye appropriate for
the kinds of questions which have been fnvestigated with it. In
addition, it is specifically inappli-ahle to studies that focus on
intra-class individual differences, i 1. n; studies of comunication
of differential performance expectations by teachers. The coding system
to be presented was developed specifically for the latter research
purpose, althougn it is applicable to a much wider range of studies
of teachers' and pupils' clsesroom dehavior.
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In stressing the need to shift from the class to the individual
student as the basic unit of analysis in classroom observation
studies, Good and Brophy (1969) question two tacit assumptions made
at least implicitly by investigators who study teacher effectiveness
with observation and coding systeme using the class as a unit. These
two assumptions are: (a) intra-class individual differences in the
way the teacher interacts with differen: children are of little or no
fmportance relative to inter-class differences among teachers;

(b) the teacher behavior variables involved are properly concep-
tualized as Interactions between the teacher and the class as opposed
to interactions between teacher and individual children., The first
assumption is called into question by a review of the literature of
classroom observation studies which shows that differences between

sex, SES, racial, and other groups are regularly found when investigators
look for them and that large intra-class variability on the measures
taken is the rule rather than the exception. Given the large individual
variation within a class, the second assumption may also be questioned,
since it follows that the teacher's average score on traditionally
studied variables such as warmth or indirectness may not acrurately
reflect the way he actually treats the majority of tu. « :uts in

his classroom. For example, the teacher who is neutral coward the
majority of his students but warm and rewarding towards a subgroup
might appear moderate to high on a measure of teacher warmth derived
from a typical observation system using the class as the unit. In
such a bimodal situation, there is no "typical" or "average" teacher
warmth; in effect, the majority of the children are experiencing low
teacher warmth. Use of an averaged :raquency score inaccurately
portraya both the teacher's genera' be. +ior and the d<gree of

teacher warmth experienced by ii.divic. 21 pupils,

In view of the preceding consideracrion , we conclude that observa-
tion of dyadic teacher-child interaction is the method of choice not
only in research concerning individual differences among the children
in a class, but also in research on teacher effectiveness, which fre-
quently has been approached through systems using the class as the unit.
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Teacher warmth, teacher indirectness, and other teacher variables
which have usually been studied with the latter methods are variables
of teacher behavior which are usually directed to individual children
rather than to the class as a group. They are, in effect, variables
of dyadic interaction and should be conceptualized as such., The
relatively weak effeccs that have been reported in studies of teacher
effectiveness using such variables may be a result of failure to take
fnto account intra-class individual variation rather then a result of
weakness in the variables themselves as predictors of student perfor-
mance. A change in research design from the class to the individual
as the unit of analysis would be more appropriate conceptually and more
power ful statistically for evaluating the importance of these teacher
behaviors.

Although the system to be presented below does not involve coding
everything that goes on in the classroom, it does attempt universality
with reference to the class of dyadic contacts: every interaction
between the teacher and an fndividual child is coded. In addition,
several aspects of the system involve preservation of the sequential
nature of teacher-child interaction, so that cycles of initiatioa and
reaction are not lost in the coding process. This feature is especially
fmportant for studying the communication of performance expectat ‘ns,
since it allows separation of effects due primarily te the teacher
from effects due primarily to the child. The system also allows for
the conversion of raw codes from the individual children into per-
centage scores which neutralize the effects of dif{~rences in the
absolute frequencies of various types of interacti... they have with
their teacher. Teachers' interactions with particular -hildren or
subgroups of children may then be compared directly with interaction
in equivalent situations with other individuals or groups. In this
way, quality of contact (what the teacher does when engaged in certain
kinds of interactions with the child) and quantity of contact (the
sheer frequency of the different kinds of interactions) wmay be studied
separately and evaluated, Finally, data for the entire class treated

as a group may also be obtained by cumbining the codes for the individual

menbers.
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The behavior categories and coding procedures presently being
used to study communication of performance expectations fn the class-
room are presented below. To simplify presentation, only those
behaviors actually being coded with the present system are presented
fn the body of the manual. The coding sheets used i{n gathering data
fn the classroom from this manual are presented as Appendix One
(Géneral Class Activities Coding Sheet) and Appendix Two (Reading and
Recitation Group Coding Sheet). A discussion of other behavior variables,
which could have been studied but were excluded from the present
research for theoretical and/or practical reascns, is presented in
Appendix Three. Discussion of these variables {5 deferred until the
appendices because they do not appear on the coding sheets shown in
Appendices One and Two. Incorporation ¢f these additfonal variables
{or any others) would require redesigning of the coding sheets to
accomodate the new categories. Mention of the material in Appendix
Three is made here at the beginning of the manual, however, because
ft points up an fmportant fact about the system to be presented in
particular and the notion of coding dyadic interaction in the class-
room in general: The system to be presented should not be conceived
as a finfshed, closed system to be used without modification. Different
research questions may require the codfng of different variables and/or

a different approach to coding some of the same variables included in
the following system,
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CENERAL OVERVIEW

o~

Five different types of dyadic interaction situations are coded
in the present system:

1. Response opportunities, in which the child publicly attempts
to answer a question posed by the teacher,

2, Recitation, in which the child reads aloud, describes some
experience or object, goes through arithmetic tables, or makes some
other extended oral presentation,

3. Procedural contacts, irn which the teacher-child interaction
concerns permission, supplies and equipment, or other procedural
matters concerned with the child's individual needs or with classroom
management .

4. Work-related contacts, in which the teacher-child interaction
concerns seat work, homework, or other written work completed by the
child.

5. Behavioral contacts, fn which the teacher disciplines the
child or ma“es individual comments concerning his classroom behavior.

These five broad categories of teacher-child interaction are kept
distinct from one another in coding, and each type has its own place
for coding on the coding sheets (see Appendices One and Two). 1In
addition to this physical separation of the coding for the five types
of dyadic contacts, coding distinctions are also made concerning the
nature and sequence of the interaction observed. For every interaction,
coders note whether the inftiator was the teacher or the child and
also code information concerning the teacher's message or response to
the child during the interaction. 1In addition, the coding of response
opportunities and recitatfon turns also fncludes information concerning
the type of question asked and the quality of the child's response,
both of which are coded before coding the nature of the teacher's feed-
back. The latter coding also includes preservation of the sequential
order of events, so that the chain of actfon and reaction sequences
within these interactions is maintuained.

Although the two coding sheets look quite different from each
other physically, the only essential difference between them is that
the reading and recitation sheet (Appendix Two) has a special section
to be used during reading group or other recitatfon situations. The
colvans for coding response opportunities, teacher-afforded dyadic




contacts, and child-created dyadic contacts have the same meaning and
are coded in the same way on both sheets. The difference in physical
appearance between the two coding sheets {s due solely to lack of
space on the reading and recitaticn sheet which required compression
of the space provided for coding certain types of interaction. The
spaces for coding procedural, work related, and behavioral inter-
actions were nested atop one another in a few columns on the page
rather than spread out next to one another as on the general class-

activities sheet.

e -
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RESPONSE OPPORTUNITIES

The coding of response opportunities is perhaps the most difficult
coding in the system, since several aspects of the interaction have to
be coded and the sequence of events within the interaction must be maiu-
tained and indicated in the coding. To some extent the sequential as-
pects have already been designed into the coding sheet, since in going
from left to right the coder takes up coding decisions in the order in
which they tend to occur naturally: first, he indicates the code num-
ber of the child making the response and the type of question he is
responding to; then he codes the level of question; then he codes the
quality of the child's answer; then he codes the teacher's feedback to
the child's ancwer. Each of these aspects of coding response opportunities
is described in turn below, after clarification coricerning the term
""response opportunity."

Three key aspects characterize '"response opportunities" as they
are defined in this system: (a) they are public interactions between
the teacher and only a single child at a time, but nevertheless meant
for and monitored by the entire class or by the entire group operating
at the moment (such as the reading group); (b) they occur when the

teacher asks a question demanding a vertal response from the child or

when she asks the child to publicly respond to a question requiring a
non-verbal response (such as indicating something on the board,

pointing to the right letter or word, etc.); (c) only a single individual

child makes the response (chorus or unison responses in which two or
more children call cut the answer simultaneously are not considered
"reasponse opportunities')}. 1%hus a response opportunity involves a
public attempt by an indlvidual child to deal with a question posed
by the teacher.

Other types of teacher-child interaction are not coded as ''response
opportunities" because they differ from the preceding definition in
one or more ways. It is important for coding validity to bear in
mind that "response opportunities' as used in this svstem are considered

to be teacher afforded; it is assumed that the teacher explicitly or
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at least implicitly wants the child involved In the Interaction to
answer the question. Response opportunities are deliberate teacher
attempts to get a child to respond, or at least implicit: teacher
encouragement in situations where the child seeks out a response
opportunity (see ''call out' below). Response opportunities thus
involve individual recognition of the child by the teacher. The
previously mentioned sitvation in which two or more children call out
an answer simultaneously is not considered a '"response opportunity'
because no individual child receives individual recognition or feed-
back. Even if only a single child calls out the answer, a response
opportunity is coded only if the teacher responds te him in some *ay.
Should the teacher ignore his answer altogether, it is not considered
a response opportunity. Examples to help clarify the coding of
"response Opportunities" are presented in Appendix Four, which contains
both typical and borderline examples of all of the variables in the
system.

The public nature of the ''response opportunity' distinguishes
it frem the various forms of teacher-afforded and child-created dyadic
contacts (procedural, work-related, and hehavioral). In the teacher-
afforded and child-created work-related contacts, the teacher talks
to the child about his own individual seat work. Teacher feedback
here is '"private," meant only for the child involved and not for the
class as a whole. These contacts occur when individual children bring
their work to the teacher to ask him about it or when the tracher goes
around the room correcting work individually at each desk. It fre-
quently happens that the teacher will question a child when dealing
with him individually about his seat work. Such an event is coded
under work-related dyadic contacts and is not considered a ''response
opportunity,' since the question is meant only for the particular
child involved and is not a public question.

Response opportunities must also be distinguished from reading
and recitation turns, which sometimes is difficult. The major dis-

tinction 1s that response opportunities are initiated by a teacher




question which requires a focal, circumscribed answer. Reading and
recitation turns are more extended performances by the child, in which
he responds at length to an initial question or command. Ordinarily
these will involve verbal demonstration of mastery (overlzarninrg) of
skill, as when reading aloud In reading grcups or reciting mathematics
tablas. These two types of interaction must be separately coded
because the appropriate units for analyzing the data coming from them
are nct the same. Response oppcrtunities involve focal questions
which, along with the answer given by the child and the ensuing feed-
back, form a natural unit, Each such question-answer-feedba -k segment
constitutes a self-contained interaction sequence in its own right,
easily separable from preceding or following units, even when they
involve the same child. Reading and recitation turns, on the other
hand, cannot he so easily unitized. 1In these situations, the child's
performance in carrying out the task determines the number of appro-
priate or expected interactions with the teacher. That is, a child
who reads his selection or goes through his tables without error will
ordinarily receive a teacher reaction only at the end, when he
finishes., The child who gets stuck or makes errors, on the other hand,
will get teacher intervention in the form of corrective feedback or
attempts to getr the child to correct himself at each instanée in
which he fails to produce the ccrrect response. A perfect reading
or recitation goes uninterrupted and involves response by the teacher
only at the conclusion. Imperfect recitation is interrupted as many
times as the child makes a mistake or is unable to respond, with
teacher intervention occurring at each juncture,

In view of the foregoing, the two types of interaction cannot be
added together in analyzing the data, since this would dissinate
the validity of the interpretation of response opportunities as
teacher-afforded. The child who made fregquent mistakes in reading
and recitation turns would appear to have more response opportunities
if each of his mistakes and ensuing feedbacks were treated as separate

response opportunities. In effect, his higher score would be due to
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his poor performance in reading and recitation rather than to any
teacher tendency to interact more frequently with him. Because of
these validity considerations, it is necessary to code recitation
turns separately so that problem corrections during recitations do

not get counted as response opportunities. Whenever the response

demand on the child is such that he will continue responding until

and unless he makes a mistake, the interac'ion should be coded as a

reading or recitation turn and not as a response opportunity.

Informat » {s entered on the coding sheets through a combination
of numbers, check marks, and care in placing both of these in the
proper rows and columns. Each child in the class will be identified
by number. Assignment of numbers may be alphabetically, according
to seating ar:;angements, or some other system convenient to the in-
vestigator. 1f investigation is going to continue over a long period
of time it is recommendad that the children bc numbered alphabetically,
since most teachers will rotate seating periodically. The number "17"
appearing on the first line of the general class activities sheet in
Appendix One indicates that the interaction involves child number 17
in the class being observed. All interaction involving this particular
child in that class will be indicated with the number ''17." Each
response opportunity which is coded requires coding of five separate
bits of information: the identity of the child, the type of response

opportunity, the level of question asked, the quality of the child’'s

answer, and the nature of the teacher's feedback response. The last

item to be coded (teacher's feedback) sometimes will be complex enough

to include two or more of the categories of teacher feedback, so that

some response opportunities will require six or more separate markings.
Notation of both the identity of the child getting the response

opportunity and the type of response opportunity involved is accomplished

with the first coding entry. Four types of response opportunity have

been identified: discipline questions, direct questions, open questions,

and call outs. These will be defined below. When a response opportunity

occurs, the coder enters the child's identification number under the
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appropriate column depending on whether it is a discipline, direct,
open, or call out response opportunity. Thus in a single motion, the
coder records both bits of informatlon: The number identifies the
child and the column in which the number is placed identifies the
type of response opportunity, In the first example given in Appendix

One the number "17" is under the direct guestions column, indicating

that the teacher asked a direct question of child number 17. The

types of response opportunities are as follows:

Discipline Questions

The discipline question is a unique type of direct question in
which the teacher uses the question as a control technique, calling on
the child to force him to pay better attention rather than merely to
provide a response opportunity in the usual sense. In coding a
discipline question the coder should be convinced that the teacher
deliberately called on the child involved because of poor attention or
cooperation. Usually this will involve direct evidence in the teacher's
subsequent behavior, as when he responds to the child's inability to
answer with a statement such as '"Maybe if you payed better attention
you'd know the answer." Thus discipline questions should be conserva-
tively coded; the fact that the teacher may ask a direct question of a
child who has not been completely attentive in the prec:ding moments
does not by itself constitute enough evidence to code the discipline
question. There must be some indication that the teacher has deliberately
called on the child to compel his attention.

Direct Questions

Except for the special case of discipline questions, all instances
in which the teacher calls on a child who is not seeking a response
opportunity are coded as direct questions. Direct questions are the
clearest examples of teacher-afforded response opportunities, 1In
contrast to open questions and call outs, in the direct question the
child does not raise his hand, call out an answer, or otherwise
indicate that he wants to respond. Instead the teacher calls-on him

to respond without any indication of interest or willingness on his

e e
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part. Thus, whenever a teacher publicly asks a question (thereby

creating a response opportunity) and calls upon a child who does

not have his hand up to answer it, it is coded as a direct question.
This includes instances in which the teacher calls on a child before
he has a chance to raise his hand (as when he names the child before
asking the question) as well as instances in which the teacher calls
on a child who does not have his hand up rather than on one who does.

Open Questions

In the open question, both the teacher and the child are involved
in determining who gets the response opportunity. Here the teacher
asks a question, waits for the children to raise their hands, and
then calls on one of the children who has his hand up. The teacher
creates the response opportunity by asking a public question, and also
indicates who is to respond by calling on an individual child, but he
chooses one of the children who has indicated a desire to respond by
raising his hand. Thus, the open question is a response opportunity
which is partly teacher-afforded and partly child-created.

Occasionally there will be difficulty distinguishing between a

direct question and an open question. This occurs when the teacher

poses a question and waits for children to raise their hands, but
calls on a child whom the coder has not been watching. The coder must
quickly check to see if the child had his hand up or not. If the
teacher has called on a child with his hand up, the response oppor-

tunity should be coded as an open question; if he has called on someone

who did not have his hand up, it should be coded as a direct question.

Whenever the coder is not sure whether or not the child had his hand

raised, the response opportunity should be coded as an open question.

This means that the category of direct questions will be kept restricted

to those instances in which coders are certain that the teacher called
on a child who did not seek out an opportunity to respond. The category

of open questions will then include both instances in which the coder

is certain that the teacher called on a child who raised his hand and
instances in which the coder is not certain whether or not the child
raised his hand.

R
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Call Quts

Response opportunities created by children who call out answers
to teachers' questions without waiting for permission to respond are
coded in the call out column. The teacher creates the response
opportunity by asking a public question, but one child calls out an
answer to this question before he has a chance to indicate that a
particular child should respond. This type of response opportunity
is therefore child-created, inthat it was not the teacher's intent
that the child answer the question. Besides those already mentioned,
one additional consideration must be present before coders code a
response opportunity under call out: the teacher must recognize the
child's response and make some response to the child in reaction to it.

Called out answers which are ignored by the teacher are not considered

response opportunities and are not coded. A response opportunity

coded as call ¢it then, requires the following: (a) the teacher asks

a public question; (b) the child calls out an answer to the question
before the teacher has a chance to call on anyone to respond; (c) the
teacher then turns his attention to the child who called out the answer
and says something in response to him. The teacher's response to the
child must contain feedback regarding hisanswer to the question; the
interaction is not coded as a response opportunity under call out if
the teacher confines her remarks to criticism of the child for calling
out the answer. 1t is necessary, therefore, that the teacher make

some feedback response to the child who calls out the answer.

Just as there may be confusion in distinguishing between direct
questions and open questions when the coder is unsure whether or not
the child has raised his hand, there may also be confusion in distin-
guishing between open questions and call outs if the coder is unsure
whether or not the teacher made some indication to the child that he
should answer the question. There is usually little problem when the
teacher calls on the children by name, but some teachers will call on
children by pointing at them or otherwise non-verbally indicating
that they should make a response. Coders should be particularly
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alert with such teachers to pick up these less obvious cues given to
children to signal their permission to respond. When the coder is not
sure whether or not the teacher @ ide such a signal, and therefore is
not sure whether or not to code an open question or a call out, the
interaction should be coded as a cell out.

The decision rules in handling ambiguous situations regarding
coding of the type of response opportunity may be summarized as follows:
(a) indecision between discipline question and direct question is re-

solved by coding direct question; (b) indecision between direct question

and open question is resolved by coding open guestion; (c) indecision
between open question and call out is resolved by coding call out. In
each case the decision rule involves coding the category that implies
less about the teacher's intent. The discipline question implies that
the teacher deliberately calls on a child because he has seen that the
child is not paying attention and wishes to compel his attention; the
direct question implies less than this, only that the teacher deliberately
intends to provide a response opportunity to a specific child; the open
question implies a deliberate provision of response opportunity to a
specific child, but this decision is affected by the fact that the child
is one ¢f those with his hand up seeking an opportunity to respond; the
call out implies nothing about the teacher's intention concerning pro-
vision of response opportunity since the child calls out an answer be-
fore Le has a chance to provide a response opportunity,

By following the decision rules for handling the ambiguous situations
outlined above, coders will, in effect, err on the side of conservatism
in implying intent on the teacher's part. This procedure helps insure
the validity and interpretability of the coding from cystematic differences
in coders' handling of ambiguous coding situations. Decision rules guided
by the same rationale will be provided for resolution of other coding
difficulties in which the coder is unable to choose on the evidence be-
tween two categories. In each case the procedure will involve resolving
the difficulties by coding the category which implies less about communica-
tion of teacher expectations. Thus, whatever evidence exists in the coding
for the existence of behavioral correlates of teacher expectations will

be conservative estimates of expectation effects.
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LEVEL OF QUESTION

After noting the type of response opportunity and the identity of
the child involved by entering the child's number in the appropriate
column, the coder now codes the level of question asked by the teacher.
Level of question refers to the nature of the response demand made
upon the child. Four levels are identified: process questions,

product questions, choice questions, and self-reference questions.

The first three levels refer only to questions about academic or
school-related content. The fourth category (self-reference ques-
tions) is used to code all questions that do not refer to academic
subject matter.

Such questions do not have objectively verifiable, right or
wrong answers. Instead they ask the child for his opinions or re-
actions, or they ask about his personal experiences, home life, or

other factors in his personal background. The four levels of ques-

tion are defined as follows:

Process Questions

This is the most romplex level of question, in which the child
is required to explain something in a way that requires him to inte-
grate facts or to show knowledge of their interrelationships. It
most frequently is a "why?" or "how?'" question, and usually requires
an extended phrase or sentence for formulating an adequate response --

single word answers are not usually sufficient. A process question

requires the child to specify the cognitive and/or behavioral steps

that must be gone through in order to solve a problem or come up with

an answer.

Product Questions

Product questions seek to elicit a single correct answer which

can be expressed in a single word or a short phrase, Product questions

differ from process questions in that they only require knowledge of

a specific fact and do not force the child to integrate several facts
or to make inferences from them. Product questions usually begin with
"who?," "what?," "when?,”" "where?," "how much?," or "how many?."

Many of the response opportunities in the early school grades will be
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coded as product questions, as when the child is asked to read a wnrd,
identify a letter, produce a sum or remainder, etc. While the child
may have to go through many cognitive processes in order to arrive at
the answer, the question itself as asked does not require him to
verbalize these processes but only to produce the answer. &o long

as this is true the question is a product question, and the response

demand on the child is less than it is for a process question, since

less is required of the child and since the possibility remains that
he might guess the answer without knowing the process that the teacher
wants him to know.

Choice Questions

In the choice question the child does not have to produce a sub-

stantive response but may instead simply choose cne of two or more
implied or expressed alternatives. Included are yes-no questions,
either-or questions, and questions which present more than two alternatives

but which make it clear that the correct answer is one of the alternatives

presented. Choice questions are of interest because they tend to en-
courage guessing by maximizing the child's chances of producing correct
answers (response products), even though he may lack the correct know-
ledge or skill (response process) that the teacher assumes to be
operating when children answer correctly. Choice questions involve a
more limited response demand upon the child than do product questions,
since unlike the latter they do not require the child to produce a
substantive response on his own; the child knows that the correct
answer is one of the alternatives the teacher presents in asking the
question, and if he is disposed to guess he can make a response by
indicating one of those alternatives. Occasionally a large number of
alternatives will be present, as when the teacher asks the child to
indicate or underline one particular letter of the alphabet (out of
the 26). This nevertheless is still coded as a choice question
because the child knows that the correct answer is one of the alter-
natives presented. When the alternatives are presented verbally,

there are usually only two or three alternative categories of response,
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Note that certain kinds of questions which might appear to be

quite complex may nevertheless be coded as choice questions. A

question such as: "Which exerts the greater influence over world
population figures at present -- increased use of birth control de-
vices or reduction of death rates due to medical and health improve-

ments?" 18 coded as a choice question because it is essentially an

either-or question in which the respondent can take his choice between
one of two alternatives. The key factor, then, in choosing among

process, product, and choice questions is not so much the content of

the question itself but the level of response demand made upon the
child.

Self-Reference Questions

The preceding distinctions between process, product, and choice
questions apply only to questions dealing with academic subject
matter. They require the child to demonstrate some academic skill or
to respond to a question demanding factual knowledge. The three types
of questions differ from one another in the complexity of response
demand made upon the children, but they have in common the fact that
they apply only to ucademic subject matter. The category of self-

reference questions includes all teacher questfons which do not fit

the preceding three categories because they ask the child to make
some non-academic contribution to classroom discussion ("show and
tell,"” questions about personal experiences, preferences, or feelings,
requests for opinions or predictions, etc). Self-reference questions
will often occur during breaks in academic routine for "show and tell
or similar activities, although they may also be asked at any time
during formal lessons. They often occur when the teacher is intro-
ducing a lesson for the day (''Have you ever planted a plant?' ''Have
you ever been to the zoo?"). Questions such as these, while relevant
to the coming lesson, do not require the child to show skill or
knowledge of academic subject matter; they merely ask him about his
previous experiences,

The distinctions made previously between process, product, and

choice questions within the realm of academic questions do nut apply
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to self-reference questions. That is, any question which is a self-
reference qQuesticn is simply coded as such, regardless of the apparent
regsponse demand built in to the question. Most self-reference ques-
tions take the form of chofice questions and would be coded as such {f
they were academic questions. The child ifs asked an either/or question
or a question which is answered yes or no. Coders should be par-
ticularly alert to avoid confusing the coding of such questions. If
the question deals with knowledge or skills it is coded as a choice
questfon; if it deals with personal experiences, cpinions, or other

non-academic matters it is coded as a self-reference question. The

proper coding of level of question therefore requires two separate

coding decisions: (a) first the coder must decide whether it is an
academic question or a self-reference question; (b) if it is an
acadumic question the coder must also decide whether it {s a process,
product, or choice question. The latter distinctions are not made
among the self-reference questions, which are coded under the single
label.

Confusion between academic questions and self-reference questions
must be resolved by determining the teacher's intent. Often the
question as asked will be ambiguous (''What do you think would happen
ff£..."), and the coder will have to await the teacher's feedback to
the child's response in order to determine how he is going to treat
the question. 1If the teacher is searching for a particular kind of
answer and treats the children's responses as right or wrong, the
question is treated as an academic question. On the other hand, if
the teacher simply accepts any answer that the child gives and seems
to be merely trying to get the children to talk or to make a guess,
the question is treated as a self-reference question. In general,
then, %f the teacher seems to be using the question to test or teach
academic knowledge, the question will be coded as process, product, or
choice. 1If he treats the children's responses as opinlons or guesses
and does not eveluate them as correct or incorrect, the question is
coied as self-reference. Annotated examples of this distinction, and
also of the distinctions between the types of academic questions

(process, product, and choice), are provided in Appendix Four.
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CHILD'S ANSWER

After coding the child's identity, the type of questiion, and the
level of question, the coder notes the child's answer into one of four

categories: correct, partially correct, incorrect, or no response.

The teacher's intent is taken into account in determining the correct-
ness of the child's response. Frequently teachers may ask ambiguous
questions which are answered correctly or partially correctly from
one point of view but which are treated as fncorrect by the teacher,
who was looking for a very specific answer. Thus it is the teacher's
perception of the correctness of the child's response which is coded,
not the coder's perception. This distinction is important because the
next variable coded is the teacher's feedback to the child's response,
and this feedback is considered to be feedback to the child's answev
as perceived by the teacher. Consequently {f the teacher reacts to a
response as {f it is wrong it {s coded as wrong, even though another
observer might -onsfder it to be partially or even completely correct.

Correct Answers

I1f the child answers the teacher's question in a way that satisfiee
him, the answer is coded as correct. Determination of whether or not
the teacher is satisfied with the child's answer does not necessarily
require that the teacher positively affirm the answer or make some
favorable response to it. 1Instead, the child's answer should be
considered correct unless the teacher makes some posfitive action
suggesting dissatisfaction with it (explicitly explaining that the
child's answer ‘s incorrect or only partially correct, giving the
“"correct" answer, or asking someone else to answer the same question).
1f the teacher does not make an attempt to improve upon or replace
the child's answer with another, his enswer is considered correct.
This means that some answers that the coder would not accept but which
the teacher treats as correct are to be coded as correct answers.

Part-Correct Answers

Part-correct answers are answers which are correct but fincomplete

as far as they go or answers which are correct from one point of view
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but not the answer that the teacher is looking for. Again, the teacher's
feedback response may determine the way the answer is coded. If the
teacher indicates that the child's response is correct but incomplete,

or if he indicates that the response is correct or defensfible but not

the answer that he is looking for, code the response as part-correct.

Incorrect Answers

Responses coded as incorrect answers are those in which the child's

response is treated as simply wrong by the teacher. The teacher need
not explicitly tell the child that he is wrong; he may indicate this
fndirectly by searching for the answer from someone else or by pro-
viding it himself. In one of these ways the teacher indicates that
the child's answer is not an acceptable response to the question he
has asked.
No Response

The preceding three types of answers {correct, part-correct, and
fncorrect) all refer -, instances in which the child makes a substan-
tive response to the teacher's question. All cases in which he fails
to do so, either by making no response whatever or by indicating
through word or gesture that he cannot answer the question, are coded
as no response. The child need not make some positive action tc be
coded in this category; if the teacher asks him a question and waits
a time for an ansvwar but then moves on to somebody else when he does
not respond, the first child & coded for no response. Occasionally
an ambiguous situation will arise when the child mumbles something
indistinct. 1If the teacher reacts in this situation as {f he hus
understood the child to make a substantive response, the respoanse will
be coded in one of the preceding three categories. If the teacher
¢annot understand the child, he is coded for no response.
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TEACHER'S FEEDBACK REACTION

After fdentifying the child by number, coding the level and type 7
of question, and coding the quality of the child’'s answer, the coder
completes the sequence for coding response opportunities by indicating
the nature of teacher's feedback reaction to the child's answer. This
fs sometimes more complicated than the previous coding because in
reacting to the child's answer, the teachers may produce behavior which
is codable in more than one of the feedback categories. In such
instances it is necessary not only to make a check mark in the appro-
priate column, as in the previous coding, but also to indicate the
nature and sequence of any subsequent codable feedback behavior by
placing a "2" in the column representing the fcedback category which
occurs next, a ''3'" in the column representing the category which
occurs next, etc. Thus if the teacher's feedback reaction includes
only one codable behavior there will be only a check mark under the
appropriate column. If his response includes more than one codable
behavior there will also be numbers in other columns which represent
the occurence of other codable feedback and indicate the serial order
of the occurrence. When properly coded in this manner, the salient
points of each response opportunity can be recreated in the order in
which they occurred by reference to the coding sheets. For example,
the first row of entries ou the general class activities sheet in
Appendix One is interpretable as follows: <child #17 was asked a direct
question which was a product question; he answered the question
correctly; the teacher raacted to his answer first by affirming that
ft was a correct answer and secondly by praising him.

Before defining the categories of teacher feedback in detail,
the category titles will be listed below to provide an overview.
The categories, along with the symbols used to indicate them on the
coding sheets, are as follows:



S YMBOL

H

Affirms Right
0

Negate Wrong
Pcss

Giv Ans

Ask Oth

Call

Rept
Reph or Clue
New Q
The
nated as

first

taining"”
studying

22

FEEDBACK REACTION

Praise (positive evaluation)

Affirmation after a correct answer (positive feedback)

No feedback response -- teacher does not react to
child's answer

Negation after a wrong answer (negative feedback)
Criticism (negative evaluation)

Process feedback

Gives cnrrect answer (without getting into process)
Asks another child to give the answer

Call Out (some other child calls out the answer before
the first child responds to the question)

The teacher repeats the question

Tearcher rephrases the question or gives a clue
Teacher asks a new question

nine of the twelve categories listed above are desig-

"terminal"” feedback, while the last three are called ''sus-
feedback.

communication of teacher expectations.

This is one of the key distinctions involved in
The categories of

sustaining feedback include teacher behavior which prolongs the response

opportunity by providing a second chance to deal with the same or

related questions.

Use of sustaining feedback reactions 1s an index

of the teacher's willingness to stick with the child until he can pro-

duce an acceptable answer.

the response opportunity to & close.

Terminal feedback, on the other hand, brings
With terminal feedback reactions

the teacher either gives the child the answer or sees that he gets f{t

from someune elsc, or merely makes a feedback or evaluation response

without supplying the answer.

In efther case, he does not sustain

the interaction and provide additional response opportunfties.

The terminal feedback categories may also be profitably sub-

divided for some purposes to the first five categories, which do not

involve a substantive response or answer, and the second four

categories, which do involve such an answer.
may be sunmarized as follows:

The 12 categories, then,
the first five categories of terminal



23

feedback provide the child only with affirmation, negation, or evalua-
tion, and not with substantive fnformation; the last four categories
of terminal feedback do provide substantive information to the child,
either from the teacher or from one of the other children; the final
three categories (sustaining feedback) provide the child with a
second response opportunity, either to answer the same question or to
answer a related one. The categories are defined so as to be mutually
exclusive but not contradictory, so that more than one category may
apply to a given teacher feedback reaction. In such cases, each new
category of teacher feedback is simply noted fr the order in which it
occurs, Certain types of multiple-category teacher feedback reactions
require special coding conventions, but discussion of these will be
deferred until the categories themselves are presented in more detail
below,
Praise

Praise refers to the teacher's evaiuative reactions which go
beyond the level of simple affirmation or positive feedback by verbally
compliment ing the child ("Good," 'Fine," "Wonderful," etc.) and/or by
accompanying verbalization of positive feedback with expressions or
gestures connoting excitement or warmth. Thus praise is codel when
the teacher does something more than merely indicate that the child
has given a correct response. He communicates a positive evaluation
or a warm personal reaction to the child and not merely an impersonal
communication of informatfon.

Affirmation of Correct Answers
Affirmation is coded when the teacher indicates that the child's

response is correct or acceptable. He may do this verdbally ('Yes,"
"That's right," "Okay," etc.) or non-verbally (shaking his head up
and down). Repetition of the child's answer {8 also coded as affirma-
tion, unless the teacher does it with a quizeical expression or
questioning tone of voice. Regardless of the particular method used,
in each case the teacher provides immediate feedback to the child and
indicates that his response is correct. Should he go beyond this by
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making a statement that would be coded as praise, both affirmation
and praise would then be coded.

The line between praise and simple affirmation is admittedly
arbitrary. For the sake of consistency of coding, the verbal responses
"Good" and '"Fine" are always coded as praise even if delivered
habitually by the teacher without any affective or expressive con-
comitants. When the teacher's response does not contain a verbal
statement defined as praise ('"That's right," 'Yes") it is coded as
simple affirmation unless the coder perceives the teacher to be
communicating through expression or gesture a personal reaction of
wvarmth or excitement,

No Feedback Reaction

If the teacher makes no response whatever following the child's
answer to the question, he is coded for no feedback reaction. This
means that he makes no verdbal response to the child and does not
comaunicate affirmation or negation by shaking his head in response
to ths answer. Instead, he merely moves on to something e¢lse, perhaps
by starting to make a new point or by asking another child a question.
Most coders will be surprised to find that this category is used much
more often than they had expected. It frequently happens that the
teacher makes no feedback reaction at all to the child's answer,
especially in fast-moving question drills where he is pushing to get
correct answers in an impersonal fashion, without paying attention
to the individual child giving the ansver.

In addition to the odbvioue condition of po feedback reaction
outlined adove, vhere tho teacher says and does nothing in resction
to the child, one special type of teacher reaction {s also coded in
this category. This occurs when the teacher repeats the child's
anaver in a quiseical manner without indicating whether he conaiders
it to bde correct or incorrect. Thie reaction may frequently otour
vhen the teacher {p asking the ohildren to guens, give opinions, or
make prediotions adout something, 1In sush inatances he may voply to
the ohild'e anawer ("Re's going to go homs and tell his mather') with
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an ambiguous response ('You think he'll go home and tell his mother?").
Unless the teacher's feedback reaction is further elaborated to pro-
vide affirmation or negation or some substantive answer to the child,

it 1s coded as no feedback reaction.

Negation of Incorrect Answers

Negation following incorrect responses parallels the category
of afffrmation following correct resnponses. In each instance, the
teacher is simply providing impersonal feedback regarding the
correctness of the response, and not going further than this by com-
municating a personal reaction to the child. As with afffrmation,
negation can be communicated both verbally ("No," "That's not right,"
"Hm-mm'') and none-verbally (shaking the head horizontally).
Criticism

Criticism parallels praise in that it refers to negative teacher
evaluative reactions that go beyond the level of simple negation by
expressing anger or personal criticism of the child in addition to
fndicating the incorrectness of his response. The category includes
obvious verbal criticism ("That's a stupid answer,' "What's the matter
with you?" "If you'd pay attention, maybe you'd get it right") aud
verbal negation which is accompanied by expressive or gestural communi-
cation of hostility, anger, disgust, or sheer frustratfon. In general,
any verbal response which disparagingly refers to the child's in-
tellectual ability or, more frequently, his motivation to do good work,
is coded as criticism. Statements of latter type by the teacher may

be factually true (if.e,, the child may not have been paying attention)
or may be unverifiable gratuitous rejection ("You just don't care").
Both are nevertheless coded as criticism, since this coding refers
to the teacher's behavior per se and not to the veracity or justifica-
tion for his statements.
Process Feedback

The process versus product distinction introduced previously in
discussing level of question is also used in coding the level of
teacher feedback. Process feedback is coded in the present category,
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wvhile the following three categories refer to product feedback
(simply giving the answer)., Process feedback 1s coded when the

teacher goes beyond merely providing the right answer and discusses
the cognitive or behavioral processes that are to be gone through in
arriving at the answer. 1In other words, —he reviews the question or
problem with the child at length, telling him how to go about respond-
fng to it and not merely what the correct answer is. Process feed-
back occurs most frequently following errors, when the teacher ex-
plains the reasoning processes to be gone through to arrive at the
correct answer or explains the erroneous processes followed by the
child to arrive at the wrong answer. Process feedback may sometimes
follow correct answers, as when the teacher elaborates on the response
to verbalize the process knowledge it represents (''Yes, we know that
we should use a capital letter since it is a proper name, and all
proper names begin with capital letters'). Teachers may provide
process feedback by simply answering a process question, since by
definition a process question requires a process answer. Other than
this special situation, however, process feedback will usually require
elaboration upon the answer to a question.
Gives Answer

This category is used when the teacher gives the child the answer
to the question, but does not elaborate sufficiently to be coded for
process feedback. The category is used only when the child has given

a wrong answer or has not answered the question. When the teacher
repeats the answer after the child has given it correctly it is coded
as affirms right answer. Also, as noted above, when the teacher gives
an answer to a process question it is coded as process feedback. Other-
wist, any situvation in which the teacher provides the answer to the
ques: fon to which he has asked is coded as gives answer. Usually this
wili correspond to product feedback following product questions,
although occasionally giving the answer to choice questions may also

be coded here {1 f the child does not take a guess and try to answer

the question himself.
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Asks Other

If the teacher does not answer the question himself but instead

asks some other child to answer it, the feedback is coded as asks
other. This category is coded regardless of the level of question or
feedback involved (f.e., feedback to process questions is still coded
under agks other if the teacher asks another child to provide the
answer). Sometimes the teacher will ask another child very explicitly
to answer the question that could not be handled by the first ("Johnny,
can you help Mary?"). However, this need not be so explicitly stated
for asks other to be coded. Whenever the child does not answer a
teacher question and the teacher moves to another child in order to
get the answer to that same question, the teacher's feedback reaction
is coded for asks other.
call Out

The call out category is used when another child calls out the
answer to the question before the teacher has a chance to act on his
own. This category is coded regardless of the level of question asked:
{f another child calls out the answer to the teacher's question before
either the first child or the teacher himself can provide that answer,
the feedback category call out is coded. Usually this will mean also
coding a response opportunity for the child who called out the answer,
provided that the teacher makes some individual response after he calls
out the answer. 1In any case, the feedback coded for the first child {is
call out.
Repeats Question

This category and the two to follow comprise the categories of
sustefning feedback, in which the teacher sustains the response oppor-
tunity and provides the child with a second chance to respond. The
first such reaction {s when the teacher simply repeats the guestion.

This will almost always occur when the child has made no response,
although it may also occur at times in which he has given an !ncorrect
response. In any case, if the teacher asks a question, waits some

time without getting the correct enswer, and then repeats the question
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to the same child, his feedback reaction is coded as repeats question.

The tcacher need not repeat the entire questfon word for word in order
to be coded in this category. Truncated versions of the original
question and short probes to determine {f the child can nake any

response to the original question, are both coded as repeats question.

For example, to the original question '"What color is this?'" the follow-
ing responses are all coded as repeats question: 'What color?"
"Well?" "Do you know?'" "John?" (The latter said in a manner that

communicates that the teacher is waiting for the child to respond to
his original question).

In each of the varfents mentioned above, the teacher is communfca-
ting that he is waiting for the child to respond to the original ques-
tion and that he still wants him to respoad if he can. The teacher
does not change the question, as ifn the following categories, but
merely repeats it or refers to it as it was asked previously.
Rephrase or Clus

In this feedback reaction, the teucher sustains the response

opportunity by rephrasing the question or giving the child a clue as
to how to respond to it. Usually the rephrasing of the question in

this situation will be such as to simplify ft, particularly in moving
from a product question ('What color is this?'") to a choice question
("1s it red or blue?'"), Rather than rephrase the question in this

manner, the teacher may provide a clue expressed as a declarative

statement: "It's the same color as an apple." Two key consideratfons
determine the coding of rephrase or ¢lue in teacher feedback: (a) the

teacher does not merely repeat the question as originally asked but
embellishes it in some way to make it easier for the child to respond;
(b) nevertheless, he is still seeking the same response as asked for
in the original question. The latter condition separates the present
category from the category of new questions which follows, in which
the teacher asks a new question which requires a different answer from
the one asked originally.
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The material provided by the teacher in rephrasing the question
or giving a clue may or may not be helpful for the child -- certain
types of clues may actually confuse him rather than help him. This
fact should not be allowed to influence the coding. So long as the
teacher does something which is intended by the teacher to help the

child answer the original gquestion, the teacher's action is coded

as rephrase or clue.

New Question

The teacher asks a new question when she requires an answer that
is different from the original question, although it may be closely
related. A question requiring a new answer is coded as a new question.
This is the only criterion. Thus to the original question 'What
color i{s this?", questions which elicit the same answer ("Is it red
or blue?" "Is it red?") are coded as rephrase or clue. Questions
vwhich seek to elicit a different answer are coded as new gquestions

("'Well, what color is this one?" "Have you been studying your home=~
work?" '"Is it bright or a dull color?").

The occurrence of tustaining feadback (repeats gquestion, rephrase
or clue, or new question) presents a special coding problem because
this type of feedback gives the child a new response opportunity.

This new response opportunity must then be coded for level of question,
quality of answer, and additional feedback from che teacher. At the
same time, the fact that it is a follow up to an original response
opportunity rather than a wholly new response opportunity must be
maintained in the coding system. This is accomplished by skipping
down to the next row whenever sustaining feedback is coded, thereby
bringing a close to the coding of the original response opportunity
and beginning the coding for the follow up response opportunity. On
the next row the level of question, the quality of the child's answer,
and the nature of the teacher's further feedback is coded but the
child's number s not repeated in the question type column. Thus
coding of question type and identification of the twumber of the child

involved is done only for original response opportunities; follow-up
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response opportunities occurring due to sustaining feedback in reaction
to the original response opportunities are ceded only for level of
question, quality of child's answer, and type of teacher feedback.
Proper coding of such a sequence is exemplified on the general
class activities sheet in Appendix One, in rows 2, 3, and 4. Beginning
in row 2, the coding example implies that the teacher asked & direct
question of child number 6, that the question was a product question,
that the child failed to give a response, and that the teacher reacted
in this instance by repeating the question., After coding the preceding
information as in row 2 in the example, the coder then moves down to
row 3 and codes the information there which says the following:
The question i1s a product question (since it is a repeat of the original
question); the child this time answers incorrectly; the teacher reacts
this time by negating the wrong answer and then by rephrasing the
question or giving a clue. Since this sequence also culminates in
the appearance of sustaining feedback, as noted by the "2" under

the rephrase or clue column, the coder again skips a row and codes

the third response opportunity of the sequence in row 4. 1In this
instance, the codiny in the example tells that the rephrased question
was a choice question; that the child responded correctly this time;
and that the teacher reacted by affirming the child's response as
his terminal feedback. Thus in the example provided an original
response opportunity as noted by the "6" in the column under the
direct questions eventuated in three different response opportunities,
each of which was coded for level of question, quality of child's
response, and the type of teacher feedback. The coding allows for
retention of all of this information in the sequence in which it
occurred, as in the example in Appendix One. The fact that the se-
quence occurred as an original response opportunity that was followed
up by two others rather than as three separate and unrelated response
opportunities is also preserved in the coding.

Other than the special conditions requirsing skipping to a new

row when sustaining feedbark occurs, the coding of teacher's feedback
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reaction simply involves noting the appearance of new codable feed-
back categories in the order in which they appear. The coder merely
enters a check mark or a "1" in the appropriate column for the teacher's
first codable reaction; any additional codable reactions are numbered
consecutively thereafter. It is rare that more than two or three such
responses are recorded as teacher feedback to a single response by the
child, although theoretically it would be possible for more to occur,

Note also that two or more occurrences of the same type of
sustaining feedback (repeats question, rephrase or clue, or new
question) may occur in succession and be coded separately. Thus a
teacher might repeat the original question (or make some attempt to
get the child to answer it) two or three times rather than just once.
In such a situation, each repetition of the original question is coded,
so long as there is some time in between which amounts to a new
response opportunity being extended to the child. However, redundant
repetition of the question ("Well -- dec you know?') is coded as only a
single repetition since no time for an opportunity to respond is
allowed between parts of the question. When such time is allowed
("Well? ., . . Do you know?"), two separate repetitions of the ques-
tion are coded.

Redundant repetitions within the category of terminal feedback
are not multiply coded. For instance, the comment "Yes, that's
right, it's red"” would sinply be coded as one affirmation of the

correct response (not as three such affirmations).
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READING AND RECITATION TURNS

Because of the validity considerations explained previously,
response opportunities that are of the particular type referred to
as reading and recitation turns are coded on a separate sheet (see
Appendix Two). Reading and recitation turns differ from other response
opportunities in that the child is required to make an extended oral
presentation rather than to give a circumscribed answer to a specific
guestion. The amount of teacher-child interaction to be expected in
connection with a given turn is dependent upon the performance of the
child. The child wiuo successfully completes his entire turn without
error will ordinarily interact with his teacher only at the end or
when she makes some comment about his performsnce as a whole. The
child who frequently makes mistakes along the way, however, can ex-
pect the teacher to react to him each time he makes a mistake or gets
stuck. Thus whenever the response demand mada upon the child is
similar to that Jjust described rather than to the more usual response
opportunity, the material should be coded on the reading and recita-
tion coding sheet. The sheet is most frequently and typically used
for coding the reading which is carried on in first-grade reading
instruction. However, it should be used at any time when the present
interaction suits the definition of reading and recitation turns,
and the class need not be broken up into subgroups at the time. The
type of response demand being made upon the child is the key deter-

minate.
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TYPE OF RECITATINN

Identification of the child and coding of the type of recita-
tion involved is accomplished by a proccdure similar t» that used
in coding response opportunities. The coder enters the child's num-
ber under the appropriate column (self-reference recitation, work
recitation, or reading turn). This information is entered only
once ~-- at the beginning of each such turn, Interruptions of the
turn for correction of mistakes by the child, for questioning the
child about the material, or for other reasons are considered to be
events occurring within the turn and do not result in the initiation
of a new turn., Events occurring within the turn are coded in the
sequence in whicn they appear, but the child's identification number
is coded only at the beginning of the turn. Three types of recita-
tion turns are identified: self-reference recitation, work-recitation,
and reading turns.

Self-Reference Recitatlions

Self-reference recitations are coded when the children are called

upon to present extended verbal descriptions and explanations of a
non-academic nature. This most typically occurs in show-and-tell
situations or similar activities in which the children describe their
experiences, dreams, interests, etc. Any such extended presentation
that is not related to academic work should be coded as a self-
reference recitation. The coding is accomplished by entering the
child’'s number under the self-reference recitation column (marked
"self'" on the reading and recitation sheet)}.

Work Recitation

This category includes all academic vork recitations except

reading turns. Examples would include reciting of memorized verbal

material, retelling or paraphrasing a story read earlier, orally
reviewing the multiplication or division tables, or any other extended
oral presentation in which the child demonstrates some academic know-

ledge or skill. Work recitations differ from self-reference recita-

tions in that the verbal contact is related to the academic curriculum
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and is responded to by the teacher in terms of its correctness or
incorrectness. Thus if a child is asked to retell a story just

read in order to demonstrate his comprehension and memory of it,

the interaction is coded as a work related recitation. On the other
hand, if a child is invited to tell the class a story that he made
up or that he heard somewhere, the recitation is coded as a self-
reference recitation.

Reading Turns

The reading and recitation coding sheet will be used mostly to
code reading turns. A reading turn is coded when the child is asked

to read aloud some extended passage (not just one word), where the
focus of the teacher's interest is explicitly upon his performance

in reading. This most frequently occurs during reading groups, when
the children generally take turns reading sections from a story.
However, reading turns may occur at any time and do not necessarily
occur only in small group activities. The key consideration is that
the child is reading out loud publicly and that the teacher is correct-
ing any mistakes in reading.

Reading turns are frequently interrupted for questions regarding
content or other matters in addition to correction of reading errors
per se. Such questions are treated as response opportunities and
are coded in the same way as other response opportunities on the right
side of the reading and recitation coding sheet. The left side of
the sheet is used for coding only the child's performaince at reading
or reciting and the teacher's feedback at instances when he incorrectly
performs the reading or reciting function. The procedures for coding

the reading and recitation turns are described in the following section.



35

CHILD PERFORMANCE AND TEACHER FEEDBACK DURING
READING AND RECITATION TURNS

The coding of child performance during reading and recitation
turns follows similar principles to those used for response opportunities
which involve a sequence of questions and answers and feedback from
the teacher. That is, the origin of the turn is noted only once by
entering the child's number under the appropriate column identifying
the turn as self-reference, work-related, or reading. Each reading
error and its associated teacher feedback are then coded separately,
with the coder skipping to a new row once the teacher's feedback to a
given error is completed. During reading and recitaticn turns it is
not necessary to code the type of question, the level of question, or
the quality of the child's answer, since these are understood given the
context of the interaction. That is, the direct product question
"Read the next word" {s implicitly asked throughout the reading turn.
Similarly, any inadequacy in the child's response is understood to be
failure to properly read a word, since this is the only aspect of his
response coded in the reading and recitation turn coding area. As
noted above, any different type of response opportunity which would
occur when the teacher asked a question is coded in the ordinary
response opportunity coding area on the right side of the reading and
recitation coding sheet.

Examples of proper coding of reading and recitation turns are
presented in the reading and recitation coding sheet in Appendix Two.
As with the previous coding, the information is conveyed through a
combination of the child's identification number, check marks, and
consecutively numbered coding of the teacher's sequential feedback,
and, in this case, the use of the letter "E" to indicate the teacher's
response at the end of the child's reading or recitation turn. For
example, the first row of coding on the reading and recitation sheet in
Appendix Two represents typical coding for a child who completed an
errorless reading turn. The placement of the number "16" indicates

the child's identity and the fact that the turn was a reading turn
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rather than a self-reference or work recitation. The "E'" indicates
that the teacher made some affirmative comment regarding the child's
performance when he finished reading. The following four rows con-
tain a typical example of coding for a child who experienced some
difficulty in reading. The information contained in this coding may
be summariZed as follows. First, the coder entered the child's
identification number (17) under the reading turn column to indicate
that he had a reading turn. The child then began reading and became
stuck or incorrectly read a word. The teacher's first response at
this point was to repeat the question -- to ask the child if he knew
the word. This is indicated by the check mark in the second row under
the repeat column. The child did not know the word so the teacher
then gave the answer to him by telling him how to pronounce the word,
as indicated by the "2'" in the gives answer column, also in the
second row. Since the latter coding included the terminal feedback
for the particular reading error involved, the coder then skipped to
the next row to prepare for any future errors. Another did occur,
and again the teacher's first response was to repeat the question, as
noted by the check mark in the repeat column in row three. Again the
child did not know the answer, and this time the teacher asked anothe:
child to supply the word for the first child, as noted by the "2" in
the asks other column in row three. This finished the coding for the
second error, so the coder skipped to the next row to prepare for any
future errors. An additional error did occur, and this time the
teacher rephrased or gave a clue to the child about how to get the

vord, as noted by the check mavk in the rephrase or clue column in

row four. The child was able to supply the word himself after the
teacher gave him the clue and the teacher affirmed that he had supplied
the word correctly, as noted by the "2" in the affirm right columa in
row four. There were no further errors in the reading, but the teacher
did give some process feedback to the child concerning his total read-
ing performance at the conclusion of his reading turn, as noted by

the '"E'" in the process column in row five.

g
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The preceding illustrates both the way that the reading turns are
to be coded and the way that the sequence of interaction can be
recovered from the coding sheets. Each separate reading failure and
its subsequent teacher feedback is separately coded, and the teacher's
final comment at the end of the reading 1s identified as such (with
the letter "E'") so as not to confuse it with feedback regarding specific
reading errors during the reading turn., Selfsreference and work
recitations are coded similarly, except that the child's identification
number is in the appropriate column rather than in the reading turn
column, as in the example in Appendix Two.

Any normal response opportunities that occcur when the teacher asks
a public question which is to be answered by a child are coded in the
response opportunities section on the right side of the page. Such
questions may occur during or in between reading turns, and may be
directed at the reader or at other members of the group. In any case
they are simply coded on the right side of the page in the same manner
as they are coded on the general class activities sheet (Appendix Ore).
Only the children's performance at reading and recitation per se and
the teacher's specific feedback regarding this performance is coded
on the reading and recitation section on the left side of the sheet.
Response opportunities and individual teacher-child dyadic contacts
are coded the same way on both sheets. Provision of space for coding
these interactions on the same sheet which contains space for coding
reading and recitation turns simply avoids the problem of having to
switch back and forth between two separate coding sheets during read-
ing and recitation turns.

The sole exception to the preceding statement that response

opportunities are coded in precisely the same way on both sheets

occurs with reference to the coding of type of question. On the
general class activities sheet (Appendix One), the response opportunity
is coded as a direct question, a discipline question, an open question,
or a call out, The distinction among the first three types of response
opportunities has been sacrificed in designing the coding sheet for
reading groups, since experience has shown the coder to be much busier

during this time and he has less time to reliably determine whether a
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question is direct or open. In addition, the closer physical and
psychological relationship between the teacher and the group in the
small group situation as opposed to the general class situation fre-
quently means that the teacher's designation of which child is to
respond is frequently more covert and less obvious. This further in-
creases the difficulty of reliably coding direct questions versus
open questions. Consequently, it has been fcund convenient to not
attempt to make these distinctions in coding a response opportunity
occurring during reading groups. The response opportunity is simply

coded as either teacher afforded or call out. Any response oppor-

tunity for which the teacher indicates which child he wishes to answer

the question is coded as teacher-afforded; any response opportunity

for which the child calls out the answer before the teacher has a chance
to indicate a particular child to respond is coded as call out. As
before, if the coder is unsure whether to code the response oppor-
tunity as teacher-afforded or as call out (because he is unsure about
whether or not the teacher made some indication to the child that he
should respond), the response opportunity should be coded as call out.

Thus those response opportunities coded as teacher-afforded during

reading and recitation groups will be those for which the coder is
sure that the teacher did indicate to the child that he should respond
before the response was made. Those response opportunities coded as
call out will include both those instances in which the coder is

sure that the child called out before the teacher had a chance to
indicate anyone to respond as well as those situations in which he

is unsure. _

With the sole exception just described, response opportunities
occurring during reading and recitation groups have the same meaning
and are coded the same way as they are in general class activity.
Consequently the data from the two coding sheets can be added to-
gether, unless investigators have some reason why they would not wish
to do this. This is also true of the categories of dyadic teacher-
child contact to be described below. Despite the differences in appearance
(which are due solely to the need to conserve space on the reading and
recitation coding sheet), these interactions have the same meaning and

are coded in the same way on both sheets.
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DYADIC TEACHER-CHILD CONTACTS

The preceding material has dealt primarily with the coding of
response opportunities and reading and recitation turns. Description
of the coding procedures involved has frequently been complicated
because of the many distinctions to be made and the necessity for
maintaining the sequence of events in the coding of the interaction.
The coding of dyadic teacher-child contacts to be described below
typically requires only the entry of the child's identification
number in the proper place on the coding sheet.

Dyadic teacher-child contacts differ from response opportunities
and reading and recitation turns in that the teacher is dealing
privately with one child about matters idiosyncratic to him rather
than publicly about material meant for the group or class as a whole.
The latter distinction is the key one, since teacher-child dyadic
contacts are not always private(the teacher may talk in a loud voice
or address the child from across the room. Such interactions are
nevertheless coded as teacher-child dyadic contacts as long as they
involve matters idiosyncratic to the child and are not public gques-
tions (response opportunities) or reading or recitation turns.

Dyadic teacher-child contacts are divided into procedural con-
tacts, work related contacts, and behavioral or disciplinary contacts.
They are also separately coded according to whether they are initiated
by the teacher (teacher-afforded) or by the child (child-created).
The coding also reflects certain aspects of the teacher's behavior in
such contacts.,

Work-Related Contacts

Work-related contacts include those teacher-child contacts which

have to do wich the child's completion of seat work or homewnrk assign-
ments. They include clarification of the directions, soliciting or
giving help concerning how to do the work, or soliciting or giving
feedback about work already done. Work-related interactions are
considered child-created if the child takes it upon himself to bring
his work up to the teacher to talk to him about it or raises his hand
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or otherwise indicates that he wants to discuss it with him. Work-

related interactions are coded as teacher-afforded 1f the teacher

glves feedback about work when the child has not solicited it (the
teacher either calls the child to come up to his desk or goes around
the room making individual comments to the students). Created
contacts are not planned by the teacher and occur solely because the
child has sought him out; afforded contacts are not planned by the
child and occur solely because the teacher initiates them. Separate

spaca is provided for coding created and afforded work related inter-

actions on the coding sheets, and the coder indicates the nature of an
individual dyadic contact by where he codes the interaction.

In addition to noting the interaction as a work interaction and as
an interaction which is child-created or teacher-afforded, the coder
also indicates the nature of the teacher's feedback to the child during
the interaction. He indicates this by using one or more of the five
columns provided for coding teacher's feedback in work related inter-
action: praise (++), process feedback (pcss), product feedback (fb),
criticism (--), or "don't know" (?). The first four of these categories
have the same meaning as they have in other coding of teacher feedback.
The additional "don't know" category is added for this coding because
frequently the individual teacher-child interaction that occurs in
the dyadic contacts will be carried on in hushed tones or across the
room from the coder where he cannot hear the content of the interaction.
In such cases, where he is unable to code the nature of the teacher's
feedback because he cannot hear it, the coder notes the occurrance of
the work related interaction and the fact that it was either teacher
afforded or child created, but he enters the child's identification
number in the "don't know" column (identified by the question mark
on top). Coders should note that the 'don't know' column: has a very
special and specific meaning for this coding. It should be used only
when the coder cannot hear the teacher's feedback. It must not be
used when the coder is unsure about whether to code the teacher's
feedback as process or product. Thus, use of this colunn signifies
that the coder could not hear the interaction, not that he has diffi-
culty in making a coding decision on the basis of something that he
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was able to hear. When a coder is unsure as to whether to code process

or product feedback, he should code product feedback as in any other

situation. Similarly, if he is unsure whether to code praise or
criticism in addition to feedback, he should code only feedback, thus
preserving the coded instances of praise and criticism to those cases
in which the coder was sure of his coding. Thus, entiies in the
"don't know'" columns will indicate solely that the coder could not
hear the teacher feedback in the interaction involved. ‘

Coding of work-related interactions according to the principles
above is exemplified in the first few rows of the general class
activities coding sheet in Appendix One. The number "11" in the
feedback for created work related interactions in row one indicates
that the child whose number is 11 approached the teacher to discuss
his work and was given product feedback. Similarly, the "14" in row
one under the feedback column for afforded work-related interactions
indicated that the teacher initiated an interaction with child number
14 regarding his work and also gave him product feedback. Thus both
of the preceding teacher-child contacts were work related and involved
the teacher giving product feedback to the child. However, the contact
involving child number 11 was initiated by him, while the contact
involving child number 14 was initiated by the teacher. This difference
is reflected in the placement of the two numbers on the coding sheet.
Similarly, the number "9 in row three under the ''don't know'" column
for created work-related iuteractions indicates that child number nine
sought out the teacher to discuss his work but that the coder could
not hear the interaction and therefore could not code the nature of the
teacher's feedback.

The coding in the second row under created work interactions
illustrates the procedure to be followed when the teacher's feedback
includes more than one codable category. The placement of the number
"13" indicates that child number 13 sought out the teacher tn discuss
his work and that the teacher responded with product feedback. The
check mark under the 'praise" column in the same row indicates that in

addition to giving him product feedback the teacher also praised him,
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In general, the first codable teacher feedback in created and afforded
work related contacts will be indicated by the placement of the child's
identification number. Any subsequent codable teacher fecedback should
be noted by check marks in the same row as the child's identification

number. These teacher feedback responses should not be numbered con-

secutively, since in some cases this may produce confusion between

these numbers and the fdentification numbers of the children.

The coding steps to be taken in the coding of work related
contacts may then be summarized as follows: (a) the coder determines
whether the contact is initiated by the teacher (afforded) or by the
child (created); (b) the coder then determines that the contact is {n-
deed a work-related contact and not one of the cther types of teacher-
child contacts; (c) the coder notes the teacher's response to the child
or the feedback given to him and at this point enters the child's
fdentification number under the appropriate column; (d) should the
teacher produce additional feedback responses to the child besides
that aiready indfcated in the coding, the coder makes check marks in
the appropriate columns rext to the identification number of the child
fan the interaction involved.

Procedural Contacts

The category of procedural contacts includes all dyadic teacher-

child interaction which {s not coded as work-related contacts or as
behavioral contacts. Thus it includes a wide range o. types of contacts,
most of which are initiated on the basis of the immediate needs of

the teacher or child involved. Procedural contacts are created by the
child for such purposes as seeking permission to do something, re-
questing needed supplies or equipment, reporting some information to
the teacher (tattling on other children, calling his attentfon to a
broken desk or pencil, ete.), seeking help in putting on or taking off
clothing, getting permission or informatfon about how to take care

of idiosyncratic needs {turning in lunch money, delivering a note from
his mother to the principal, etc.), as well as a varlety of other con-
tacts. In general, any dyadic interaction fnitiated by the child which
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does not fit the definition of work-related contacts is coded as a

procedural contact. Procedural contacts afforded by the teacher

usually have to do with classroom management or with the teacher being
aware of and handling some idiosyncratic need in the child. Examples
include asking individual children to run errands, carry out a
particular clean-up job, pass out equipment or supplies, and similar
interaction in which the teacher enlists the child's aid in classroom
management, ac well as contacts initiated by the teacher to handle a
particular sLtuation idiosyncratic to the child involved (to see if

he is sick or hurt, to give him a rote to take home to his parents,
etc.). 1In general, any dyadic interaction initiated by the teacher
that does not fit the definition of work-related interactions or

behavioral interactions {s cocded as a teacher-afforded procedural

interaction. _
As with work-related interaciions, procedural interactions are
separately coded on the coding sheets according to whether they ave

teacher-afforded or child-created. For afforded procedural inter-

actions, the coder need only enter the child's identification number
in the column headed by the term "procedure" in the space for coding
teacher-afforded dyadic contacts. The numbers in this column on the
general class activities coding sheet in Appendix One in the first
rowe indicate that the teacher approached child number 21, child
number eight, child number 14, and child number ten during the coding

for procedural contacts. In coding child-created procedural contacts,

the coder indicates the nature of the teacher's response in addition
to the child's identification number. Three categories for coding
teacher's response are provided: praise (++), feedback (fb), and

criticism (--). Prafse and criticism have the same meaning here as

elsevhere and are coded i{f they occur as part of tha teacher's response.
All teacter reactions to child-created procedural contacts which do

not contain praise or criticism are coded as feedback. This means

that a large variety of teacher reactions will be coded in the feed-
back category, reflecting the heterogeneity of types of procedural
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contacts. Thus, coding of a created prccedural contact with teacher
feedback means that the teacher responded in scre way to the child's
expressed need or question without either praising or criticizing him.

The numbers in the first rows of thre created prccedure dyadic contact
columns in the general class activity sheet in Appendix One exemplify
the proper coding of these interactions, In the {irst row, the number
16" under the criticism column indicates that child number 16
approached the teacher on a proceduvral matter and was criticized by
him. The check mark in the feedback column next to the number '"16"
indicates that the teacher also gave some feedback to the child's
need in additfon to criticizing him. The criticism involved may have
been due to the fact that the child left his seat to come and see
the teacher, or it may have been corrected with the particular pro-
cedural matter that the child took up with him. In any case, the
coding indicates that the child did in fact approach the teacher on a
procedural matter, that the teacher's first response was to criticize
him for something, and that he also gave feedback regarding the pro-
cedural matter itself. The numbers in the next two rows indicate
that child number 12 and chfild number 13 cameito the teacher on pro-
cedural matters and were given feedback regarding those procedural
matters without any teacher praise or criticism being inveived,
Occasionally there will be difficulty determining whether a
given teacher-child dyadic contact should be coded as work-related
or procedural. Most confusion will be eliminated in this area if it
is remembered that any questions or clarification about the directions
for the assignment f{nvolved are coded as work-related, while questions
having to do with equipment or supplies are coded as procedural. Thus,
1f the child asks the teacher to repeat the page numbers that he is
cupposed to complete in hi® workbook, asks if he should start the
assignment right now or later, or has some other question regarding
the immediate specifics of the assignment, the interaction is coded

as a created work-related dyadic contact. On the other hand, if the

child comes up to the teacher before starting his assignment because
he needs a pencil, has run out of paper, or has some other problem with
supplies, the interaction is coded as a created procedural dyadic contact.
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Behavioral Contacts

Behavioral contacts are coded whtenever the teacher makes same
comment upon the child's classrcem behavior. They are subdivided

into praise, warnings, and criticism. 7The coder notes the information

by entering the child's identification number under the appropriate
column. Behavioral evaluation contacts are considered to be teacher
afforded, although they usually occur as reactions to the child's
immediately preceding behavior. Nevertheless, they are teacher-
afforded in the sense that the child uszually does not want and does
not expect the interaction, and the teacher chooses to single the child
out for comment. The conditions for coding this category are:
(a) the teacher singles cut the child for comment upon his classvoom
behavior; (b) the interaction concerns only his bghavior and does not
involve prafse or criticism i{n connecticn with work-related or procedural
contacts as defined above. Some behavioral criticism may cccur in
work-related and procedural contacts, and in those situations it appears
in the coding for uvork-related and procedural interactions. The
category of behavioral interactions is used only for those instances
in which the teacher singles out the child for comment solely on the
basis of wanting to discuss his classroom behavior. Work-related or
procedural matters are not involved.
Praise

This category will be used relatively infrequently with inost
teachers, although it wi{ll occur. Occasionally children wili be
singled out for special praise when they have done a particularly
good jub of cleaning up their desks, sittinz up straight, keeping
quiet in preparation for leaving the room, etc. Praire coded in this
category will also sometimes occur after activities but not in rela-
tion to specific responses during those activities ('"Johnny really
knew all his words today -- he must have studied real hard last
night."). 1diosyncratic teacher euphemisms that carry the same sorts
of meanings as the preceding examples are also considered to be praise
("Johnny has on his listening ears today,"” "Mary knows how te get
ready to go."). Whenever the teacher singles out a child for such
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praise, coders should enter the child's identification number in the
praise column (++) under behavioral teacher-afforded contacts,
Waraing

This category and the following one refer to teacher behavior in
singling out for comment a child engaging in inappropriate or undesirable
classroom behavior. Comments which function as warnings and which do
not include elements codable as criticism are coded in the werning category,
while negative reactions which do contain cri%icism are coded in the
criticism category to be described below. Usually teachers' warnings
will occur in situations in which the child is doing something that is
not necessaiily or always prohibited but which is troublesome at the
moment. In such instances the teacher will single out the child to
inform him that his present behavior is inappropriate, but will do so
without communication of rejection or anger as in criticism. Examples
of this are as follows: ''Johnny, you're geiting too noisy" "Try to figure
out the answer on your own -- don't copy off your nefghbor" "Johnny, you
can talk to Mary {f you want to, but stay in your seat.”

The lines of demarcation between procedural-afforded interactions
and behavioral warnings, and between behavioral warnings and behavioral
criticisms, are sometimes difficult to discern. Examples are provided
in Appendix Four. Sometimes the same or nearly the same words could be
coded in either category, with the decision being made on the basis of
the nonverbal expressive and gestural components of the teacher's
message. Behavioral instructions given to the child merely in the in-
.terest of {nformation or classroom managenent and without eny connota-

tion of warning or criticism would be coded as afforded procedural con-

tacts. The same fnstructions given in a slightly different context
which connoted more of a warning and perhaps implied that the child
should know better ("John sit down -- Mary can't see when you stand up
like that.") would be codad as behavioral warnings. 1If the same sentence

were snapped at the child or delivered with anger or exasperation, it

would be coded as behavioral criticism.
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Coding of behavioral evaluation is exemplified in the final three
columns of the general class activities sheet in Appendix One. The
number "14" in the first row indicates that child number 14 was singled
out for praise by the teacher. The number "16" and "17" in rows two
and three indicates that the teacher delivered behavioral warnings to
these two children; the appearance again of number "16" in the fourth

row indicates that the teacher also later criticized the behavior of
child number 16.
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GENERAL CODING CONVENTIONS: VALIDITY

Certain general coding rules and conventions have been established
which cut across all the coding categories and which may be relied
upon for guidance in determining what to do in ambiguous situations.
These conventions were established with particular attention to the
problem of ensuring the validity of data in studies of teacher
communication of expectations through differential behavior toward
different students. However, many of them would apply with equal
fimportance to any study using the present coding system The basic
general conventions are as follows:

1. Nothing is coded vhenever the coder is no: sure which child
was interacting with the teacher. Do not guess about the identity

of the child. This convention is important to avoid contamination of
observation data by the expectations of the coder. Guesses about the
identity of the children in ambiguous situations are likely to be
influenced by the coder's expectations of which children would be
likely to have the sort of dyadic interaction with the teacher that
has just occurred. While this problem will occur rarely, it sometimes
does happen that the coder is aware of a dyadic interaction but was not
able to determire which child was interacting with the teacher. In
these situations the occurrence of the dyadic interaction is ignored,
and nothing is coded at all.

2. The teecher's inteat or apparent intent is the single most
important consideration for determination of proper coding when more
than one category might apply. Thus, for example, i{f an ambiguous or
even a correct answer is considered to be incorrect by the teacher,
it {s coded as incorrect in coding the child's answer. Similarly, the
teacher may intend to ask one type of question but phrase it ambiguously
so the child can respond to it in a different way. Consider the
following example:

TEACHER: John, can you tell me how much is two plus two?

JOHN: Yes. (This child response is possible, although it
occurs rarely.)

TEACHER: Well, how much {s {t?

JOHN: Four.
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The preceding example and similar situations should be coded as

single instances of product questicns, rot as self-reference questions

followed by product questions. The rationale for this is that the
teacher's intent was to ask a product questicn in the first place,
and that he was forced to expand to a second question only because
the child took advantage of the ambiguity of the question to give a
self-reference answer to the original question. One should code these
as single instances of product questions in order to faithfully re-
produce the teacher's intent regarding provision of response oppor-
tunities to the particular child involved at this particular moment.
Coding it as two separate response opportunities would in effect
overestimate the teacher's intent to provide response copportunities
to this chiid.

Teacher's intent must also be invoked to determine whether or not
a question is really a question. That is, teachers may frequently
ask rhetorical questions in which they do not expect the child to produce
an answer. These are not considered to be questions and are not counted
as response opportunities for the child, even 1f the chiid should
overtly answer the question (''This ball is red, isn't 1t?"). On the
other hand, choice questions simil&rly phrased which the teacher is
treating as questions and which she expects the child to respond to
are treated as questicns and are coded under response opportunities.
When the coder is uncertain the sentence should be treateﬁ as a
statement rather than a true questf~on, and no response opportunity is
coded.

Coding of evaluative reactions also depends on teacher's intent,
not on the child's reaction. Thus a teacher who verbally criticizes
the child {s coded for criticism, whether or not the child reacts
to this criticism. On the other hand, a particularly sensitive child
might overreact and become upset upon being given simple negation
following a response. The fact that the child may react as {f he
has been crjcicized dces not mean that the teacher is to be coded
for criticism, since this i{s in fact not what he had intended cor did

in any objective way.
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3. Coders should be thoroughly familiar with rules regarding
the handling of ambiguous coding situations. For each borderline
between related categories there is a rule stating what to do in
situations in which the coder cannot decide between Lhe two categories.
These rules should be memorized and used universal.y so that certain
categories can be kept "clean" and restricted to situvations in which
the coder was sure of his rating.

4. All teacher feedback reactions must be coded in the sequential
order in which they cccur. Consider the following teacher response to
a correct answer: ‘'‘Yes, John, very good." This teacher feedback
statement, although relatively brief, requires two separate notations
on the coding sheet. The teacher {s coded first for affirmation
of the correct response ('"Yes, Jotn') and second for praising the
child's response ("Very good."). Thus in the same row corresponding
to the child's answer there will be a check mark ;oded in the affirma-
tion column and a "'2" coded in the praise column.

5. The teacher-afforded and child-created dyadic interactions

(work-related, procedural, or behavioral;, are cocded as single units
1£ uninterrupted, regardless of how long they go on. This means that
ff the teacher should [iunch into an extended process review of the
work with the child in a work-related dyadic contact, the coder never-
theless notes only one unit for an afforded >r created work-related
contact and only one unit of process feedback in that contact. Any
codable teacher behavior during the contact is noted with the child's
fdentification number or with a check mark, but it is noted only one
time and repeated instances of the sare type of behavior are not
multiply coded. Similarly, in giving feedback to the child in an
fndividual contact such as this the teacher might ask several ques-
tions as a way of helping him discover how to do the work. Such
questions are occurring as part of the teacher-afforded or child-
created work-related contact and therefore are not coded as response
opportunities since they are not public questions. This convention
may appear unwarranted or fllogical at times, especfally when a
partfcularly long and noteworthy dyadic interaction is observed,
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but it is consistent with the other facets of this measurement approach.
To code more than one dyadic contact in such situations, or to attempt
to multiply code the separate units of teacher behavior that might occur
during a single unic, would be to intrcduce inconsistency that would
dissipate the validity of frequency meas:res for the dyadic contact
categories. For example, if difficulty in understanding the teacher
produced longer average interactions and a greater number of teacher
messages per interaction, the less-able child would be credited with a
greater number of such in%eractions and/or a greater richness of inter-
action than would a child who was able to understand and more quickly
incorporate the teacher's‘fégsgéck. This is in a sense a special case
of the more general principle mentioned above: The coding must reflect
the teacher's intent and behsvior rather than the child's response to it,

6. Occasicnally unforeseen types of response oppertunlties or
other classroom events will occur in which the couder is not sure whether
to code the situation at all, or is not sure how to code it if he thinks
ft stuuld be coded. 1In these situations the coder should code the inter-
action in whatever manner makes sense to him at the time, but he should
be sure to indicate the units involved very clearly with a large "X" to
the left of the coding sheet and he should at the first opportunity
explain the situation in detail In the 'remarks" sectfon at the bottom
of the page. These special situations should then be discussed with

the project investigators as soon as possible.(before the details are

forgotten), so that determination can be made as to whether the data

should be included in the study. 1In the present research this preblem

has come up with regard to games and other non-academic classroom activities.
Recess, free play, and other obviously non-academic activities are not being
coded. However, teachers will sometimes finstitute games which from sonme
points of view may be considered academically relevant. 1In such situations
the activities of the children may then be coded as response opportunities
and/or recitation turns, with the special nature of the activity noted
through placement of "X's'" in the left margin and description of the

activity fnvolved in the ''remarks" ¢olumn. Determination of
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whether or not to use these data is made later on the basis of whether
or not the activity seems to involve enough elements of academic work

to justify considering the response demands of the activity as response
opportunities or recitation turns as defined above. If it is determined
that the activity did not involve sufficient academic content to be
comparable to the more clearly academic response opportunities and
recitation turns, or if it is clear that the participation of the
children was not under the control of the teacher (thereby making it

not comparable with other cocded ectivities), the data are excluded

from the general analysis.

7. Praise and criticism are regularly coded teacher reactions,

although there are many different columns and places for coding them,
depending upon the context in which they occur. 1t is therefore im-
portant to avoid double coding these teacher behaviors. Frequently,
in a teacher-afforded or child-created work-related contact, for
instance, the teacher will not only criticize the work per se but

g0 on to note that the work is poor primarily because of poor atten-
tion or other maladaptive classroom behavior. In one sense this
criticism may be seen as behavioral rather than as work-related
criticism. However, since it occurs during a work-related dyadic
contact rather than in a contact initisted by the teacher solely to
criticize the child's behavior, it is coded in the criticism column
under work-related dyadic contacts (afforded or created, as appropri-
ate). The coder does not ma¥e an additional coding in the criticism
column for behavioral evaluations.

8. 1In coding response opportunities coders should be sure not
to repeat the child's identification number when sustaining feedback
is involved. This caution is necessary because in the present system
the only method of obtaining an accurate count of original response
opportunities is to count the number of times the child's number
appears in the response opportunity coding sections. This total will
ordinarily be smaller than the total for answers given by the child,
since whenever sustaining feedback occurs a new answer will be coded

and the original response cpportunity will have led to more than one
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answer from the child. Coders should aiso bear in mind that each
response opportunity must be coded at the end for one or more types

of terminal feedback. Be especfally alert to check "0" in terminal

feedback in sitvations where this is appropriate. This is easy to

forget.

9, The design of the coding sheets is such that the need to
enter information in the proper column is crucial, while the impor-
tance of rows is not, except for the fact that sequential information
from the same response opportunity must be recorded on the same row.
Interactions within each kind of dyadic contact (response opportunities,
created work-related contacts, et<.) are simply recorded in the order
in which they occur. The coder may skip rows if .onsiderations of
neatness or convenience dictate. When the space for coding any
particular type of dyadic contact on a given page is used up, simply
g0 ¢» to a new page and code all dyadic contacts on the new page as
they occur. As a gerneral rule, it is better to use more coding sheets
than to cause confusion or poor legibility by attempting to crowd the
data onto the sheet being used at the moment.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THE CODING SHEETS

Although the basic coding procedures have already been described
above, some additional data must be entered on the coding sheets for .
information retrieval and bookkeeping purposes. Both coding sheets con-
tain spaces for identification information at the top of the page. These
include the code number for the classroom being observed (using whatever
systi .m the investigators prefer), the date of the observation, the time
span involved (using the classroom c.ock,, the nature of the school activity
involved at the beginning of the observation, the number of children in
attendance that day, the cbserver's initials, and the page number.

The class code must be entered correctly; this is important as this

will be the only means of identifying the information. The class code

number, the date, and che page number should be entered on each page of

every observation, so that should they come apart from one another they
can be recollated in the proper order later. All three items of informa-
tion are required in order to place each coding she«t in the proper time
sequence.

The start, stop, and elapsed time data are based on the classroom
clock if it is properly functioning. Otherwise coders should syncronize
watches and use them. The start time listed at the top of the page is
the time at which the observer begins coding; the stop time is the time
when he stops coding. The elapsed time is simply the difference between

these two time notations. On the reading and recitation coding sheets

(Appendix Two) the time data will refer to beginning, duration, and end
of the reading group or other group activity, since these are self-con-
tained group activities. Thus the elapsed time here will be 15 or 20
minutes., For the general class activities sheet (Appendix One) the

start time is entered on the initial sheet and the stop time i1s entered
at the end of the day's observation, which may appear several sheets
later. 1This is later copied back onto the first sheet and the elapsed
time is determined.

On the general class activities coding sheet several intermediate
stop times will have been recorded ‘on the left side of the coding
sheet. The time is noted whenever a focal activity ends, so that the
stop time for one activity is also the start time for the following
activity (although the following activity will often be a transition
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period). The first activity to go on at the beginning of the observa-
tion period is entered at the top or. the page on the line labeled
"activity." The start time listed at the top of the page therefore
will correspond to the start time for this activity, or at least the
start time for coding of this activity if it had already started
before the coder began coding. When the first activity ends, the stop
time is noted on the left side of the page under "stop time' and a
line is drawn horizontally across the page underneath all coding which
has been entered on the page so far. This is exemplified in Appendix
One in which the first activity (labeled '"morning routine') began at
8:30 (start time) and it continued until 8:46 (stop time). The coder
noted the stop time at the left side of the page and then drew a line
across the sheet underneath the coding which had occurred duriang the
"morning routine' activity. He then noted that a transition period
occurred which lasted until 8:49, noted also under the 'stop time"
column. He then drew another line across the page to indicate the
limits for coding within the transition period from 8:46 to 8:49, and
then noted that the following consisted of a reading group for part of
the class and seat work for the other part, lasting until 9:09. No
coding appears on the general class activities sheet during the reading
group periods (8:49 to 9:09; 9:13 to 9:32), since these activities
would be coded on the reading and recitation group coding sheet.

The preceding exemplifies the coding procedures for marking time
and activity type. As an activity comes to an end the coder notes the
stop time and draws a line across the page. He then notes the nature
of the new activity and continues coding until it comes to an end, at
which point he again notes the stop time and draws a line across the
page. In this manner the beginning and elapsed time for each of the
various activities identified in the investigation are noted orn the
coding sheet, and later analysis can be performed if there is interest

in the relative amount of time spent in different activities or the

types of interacticns which tend to occur in different types of activities.

Nl e R e ek Yl
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In the present research obsexrvaticn periods extend for an entire
morning or aﬂ entire afternoon, with an equal amount of each being
included in the data for each claseroom. This strategy was adopted to
ensure that the full range of classroom activities would be included in
the research data. For other research purposes it may be advisable to
restrict observation to particular types of activities (such as reading
groups), to observe for shorter blocks of time, or to adopt some other
procedure., Determination of what does and does not need to be coded
concerning time units and types of activities involved must be made on
the bauis of the interests of the investigator and the validity con-
siderations involved in collecting the data required in the particular
research,

For the present rvesearch, the following types of activity levels
are used:

(a) Morning routine: Getting settled into seats, pledging to the
flag and/or singing songs, presenting informa-
tion concerning the day of the week and the
date, passing out seat work or noting workbook
assignments for the day on the board, and
other daily routine events. These may vary
considerably from teacher to teacher, but
most teachers do tend to have a "standard
operating procedure" for beginuing the daily
routine,

(b) Reading groups: Formally organized subgroups for the purpose
of oral reading and group work oa reading
related skills.

(c) Subject-matter (Specify subject) Teacher conducts a lecture-
lesson: demonstration or discussion lesson in academic
subject matter such as word recognition,
arithmetic, scilence, spelling, etc. Most
response opportunities coded outside of reading
groups will occur in these activities.

(d) Show and tell: Children take turns presenting self-reference
material to class.

(e) Story reading: Teacher reads to children. This should not be
confused with reading groups, in which the
children read themselves.

(f) Recess or play Children engage in an activity meant solely
activity: for recreation and/or physical education. No
coding is done during these activities in the
present research.
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(g) Transition: Short perjods in between crganized activities,
in which the teacher ig supervising the
transition from one to the other. During this
time he may be telling childrer to put away
or get out materials from the old or the new
activity, dealing with individual protlems of
particular children, preparing materials to be
used in the subsequent activity, etc. A
transition period betveen reading groups, for
instance, would begin when the teacher tells
the first grcup to go back to their seats and
extend until he begins the organized reading
group activity with the second group. The
time between the end of the last organized
activity for the morning or afternoon and the
actual leaving of the room by the class is
also considered to be a transition period.

In the present research ccding is done continually during the
entire morning or afternoon with two exceptions: (a) no coding at
all is done during play group or recess activities; (b) during the
final transition period at the end of the morning or afternoon, when
the teacher and class are getting ready to leave the room, only be-
havioral evaluations by the teacher are coded. The former procedure
simply reflects the present investigators' desire to concentrate on
teacher and child behavior in academic activities. The latter rule was
adopted to avoid coding the idiosyncratic types of procedural dyadic
contacts that tend to occur at the end of the morning or afternoon.
During this time many of the children will come to the teacher with
procedural matters that involve such things as assistance with clothing,
getting their lunch box or lunch money, seeking permission to leave and
pick up a younger sibling, etc. The majority of procedural contacts
occurring at this time have to do with personal matters other than
classroom éctivity*related procedural considerations. For this reason
it was decided to not code them, thereby keeping the preponderance
of codes in the procedural contact categories confined to interactions
which occurred while the class was engaged in academic activity and
which bears some relationship to the academic aspects of the student

role.



58

Attendance

Coders should form the habit of taking and noting the attendance

jmmediately at the beginning of coding, since it is easy to forget to

do otherwise. Yor the general class activities coding sheet (Appendix
One) attendance refers to the number of children present in the entire
class for that day. For the reading and recitation sheet (Appendix
Two) attendance refers to the number of children present in the group
that day. After recording the total number of children present, the
coder should enter beneath this number the identification numbers of
any children who are absent that day. 1In Appendix One for example,

it is noted that 23 of the 25 children in the class were present on
the day of the observation, but child number 3 and child number 7 were
absent,

Other Information

The coder should enter his initials at the top of the page iu
the line provided and also note the page number and the total number
of pages for the observation. This information will be useful later
in collating the coding sheets if they should come apart. The reading
and recitation codiug sheet also contains the space for identification
of the reading group involved. 1In the present research the groups are
numbered consecutively beginning with the highest achieving or most
advanced group. Thus the phrase "reading group one of three' would
refer to interaction taken from the highest reading group (group
number one) in a class that contains three reading groups.
Expectation

The expectation space on the coding sheets is used in the present
project to recoxd verbatim teachers' communications to individuil
children or subgroups which are noteworthy examples of communication of
performance expectations. This 1s not part of the formal coding in
the present research since the verbalizations involved are not objecti-
fied or operationally defined as are those in teacher feedback. The
space is included primarily to provide the coder with an opportunity
to record some of the particularly striking or noteworthy communications
of expectation which are wissed by the coding system or which contain
an instructive richness which the coding system does not faithfully

Q maintain., When coders encounter such a 3ituation they are asked to
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record the teacher's verbalization and the identification number of
the student or the na:ure of the subgroup of students to which the
verbalization was adcressed. In this way, it is possible to collect
a pool of examples nf the ways in which the teachers communicate
differential performance expectations in addition to those being
tapped directly in the coding system. Many of the examples included
are statements made to groups, such as reading groups, rather than
to individuals ("All of you in the red group should know these words
by now."; "I'm surprised at how well the blue group is doing today.').
These examples are useful for showing how teacher expectations are
translated into behavior and they provide material for case ctudies
of individual students or subgroups. In addition, teacher behavior
initially noted in the expectation example spaces wnich appear fre-
quently enough and are sufficiently operationally definable to be
reliably coded can be added to the coding system.
Remsarks

The remarks section at the bottom of the sheet should be used
by the coder to communicate any information that he thinks is impor-
tant or worth noting. Anything unusual about the classroom activity
during the coding time should be noted, particularly if the activity
somehow differs from the activities anticipated and provided for in
constructing the ~oding system. When this occurs the validity of
the coding might be impaired (i.e., the various codes might not mean
the same thing and be amenable to the same interpretatiors as they
are ordinarily). This most commonly occurs in games and otLar non-
academic activities which do not easily fit into the "self-reference
recitation' category. As noted previously, in such situations the
coder chould code the interaction if he is unsure as to whether or
not it is codable, but he should note the units involved with an "X"
in the left margin and should explicitly and comprehensively explain
in the remarks section the nature of the activity involved. Discus-
sion of the situation with the project investigator should be done

as soon as possible after the data coddrg so that the decision as to
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whether or not the data chould be retained in the analysis may be
made before the details of the situation are forgotten. Coders
should use the remarks space liberally; in view of the importance of
maintaining the validity of the data it is better to err on the side
of over- rather than under-inclusiveness in recording dotails about

unusual or unanticipated classroom events.
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APPENDIX ONE

General Class Activities Coding Sheet
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APPENDIX TWO

Reading and Recitation Turns Coding Sheet
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APPENDIX THREE

Additional Variables Not Included in the Present System
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Listed in this sppendix are a number of other variables which can
be coded with the same methodology used in the present system. These
variables have been excluded from the present system because they are
less relevant to the study of communication of expectations and/or
because of practical considerations concerning the cost or difficulty
of coding them.

Chorus Questione

Chorus questions are coded when the teacher encourages or passively
aliows the class to call out the answer to his question. He does not
direct the question to a2 speciffc individual child or make it clear
that the children are to raise thefr hands and get recognition from
him before responding. In such situations more than one child will
call out an answer, and the teacher's feedback reaction will be directed

. the class as a whole or at some subgroup rather than to an individual
student. Thua the teacher provides each student witi, a response oppor-
tunfty but does not individually monitor their responses or provide
individual feedback. The children respond and are reacted to as an
undifferentiated chorus., This technique fs frequently used in the
early elementary grades when the teacher fs conducting a drill over
previously learned material. It affords the children response opportu-
nities of sorts, since they call ocut answers, but since it does not
fnvolve indfividual monitoring and feedback it usually does not lead to
detection and correction of errors. In adiicion, the question is
usually a low level product question or a chofce question which requires
a one-word answer. The questions and answers tend to pass very quickly,
so that the educational fimpact of a single chorus question is probably
very limfited,

Occasionally a questiun will start osut to be a chorus question but
will result $n the teacher interacting dyadically with an individual
student who happens to be the only one to call out an answer or to
angwer the question correctly. In such situations call out should be
coded L{f the student receives individual feedback from the teacher.
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Hand Raising
During periods of questioning the hand raising behavior of the

children may be coded as a measure of their tendency to seek response
opportunities. This most usually occurs during open questions, al-
though it may happen during direct questions if the clhifld designated
to answer the question i{s having trouble so that the other children
raise their hands in an attempt to get a chance to do better. The
criterion used for coding hand raising is that the child must raise
his hand before the teacher calls on somebody else to answer the
question. Hand rafsfing not noted by the teacher f{s nevertheless
credited if it occurs before the teacher calls on scmeone to respond,
since the teacher presumably would have noticed it and could have
called on the child i1f he had turned his head. Hand raising occuring
after the teucher calls on someone ts not credited, however.

In open question sftuations it may also be desirable to code

whether or not the teacher called on someone who had thefr hand up to
answ2r the question. The teacher who calls on a child who has not
raised his haad in such situations is exerting some prc-active control
fn equalizing response opportunities, while the teacher who rarely or
never does so fs allowing himeself to be manipulated by the children.
Hand raising hehavi or was not included in the present system
because of practical consideratfor3. One coder could not handle an
entire classroom {f he bad to code hand raising in addition to all of
the othexr variables in the system, or indeed if he had to code hand
rafsing by himself, Accurate coding of hand raising requires several
coders {f the entire classroom fs to be coded, since a single coder
can only monitor a few children at a time ff he is to code this behavior
accurately., Three or four coders instead of one would have been required
if this data were to be gathered for every child in each classrcom
studied. Fortunately, much of the information contained in the measures
of hand raising behavior is dupiicated or highly correlated with other
measures wvhich are included fn the system. Thus the number of times
that a child is coded for an open question (which means that he had his
hand up) and the number of times that he seeks out the Leacher for a
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work related contact are indexes of the child's tendency to create
response opportunitfes. At the same time the measures of direct
questions and of teacher afforded work related contacts provide esti-
mates of the teacher's tendency to exert control over the frequencies
of work related contacts with irndividual children.

Aspects of the Chiidren's Answers to Teacher Questions

In the present system the children's answers are characterized
as correct, partially correct, incorrect, or no response. For some
purposes it may be important tc code other aspects of the children's
answers. Latency is one such aspect. In situations in which the child
does not immediately begin to give an answer to the question, it would
be instructive to know the nurher of seconds of elapsed time before
the teacher intervenes with a feedhack reaction. Long latencies
would suggest a confidence in the child and a willingness to wait for
hin to respond, and would be expected tc correlate with a preference
for sustaining feedback over te minal feedback in such situations,
Certain aspects of the child's behavior in such situations which may
affect the teacher's response are also of interest. 1In the '"no
response'’ situatfon, for instance, it would be instructive to record
whether the child quickly indicated that he did not know the answer
(fn a straight forward or even flippant manner) or whether he fnstead
made no response ( and perhaps avoided eye contact with the teacher ani
communicated anxiety or shame). In situations in which the children
give partially ccrrect or incorrect answers, it would be of interest
to code geparately those answers which proceed from acceptable or
even optimal processes but are wrong due to mistaken premises or
inference (“honest" mistakes) and those responses which sppear to be
blind guesses.
Other Variables

The basic research methodology for coding dyadic teacher-child

fnteraction adopted in this manual can be extended to the study of
almost any kind of behavior. Behaviors chosen for study in the
present research are heavily conceatrated in the academic area, since
the manual is bring used to study teacher communication of performance
expectations, Many additional types of coding could dbe done by making
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finer differentiations in behavior which 1s not differentiated with
the present system (separating rephrasing of questfons from clues,
for example) or by extending the system to include behavior not
presently subsumed within it (events occurring during play perfods
and recess). In addition, many presently existing classroom finter-
action analysis systems which are not ordinarily applied dyadically
can be so applied. Usually this will involve applying the system
the same way it is always applied except that data are recorded
separately for each individual child when the teacher 1s interacting
dyadfcally.

When extending the system to include new variables investigators
should make provision to insure preservation of sequential aspects of
the data which may be necessary if the data are to be interpreted
unambiguonsly., It should always be noted, for instance, whether the
fnteraction was initiated by the teacher or by the child. Other {n-

f ormation about the preceding or instigating events may also be
necessary, as in the question-answer-feedback sequences coded in the
present system.

In investigations of {ntra-class group differences in the quality
ot quantity of interactions with teacher, investigators may wish to
record tazacher hehavior directed at groups fn addition to that directed
at individual students. Examples include reading groups, table groups
(children seated at the same table), boys, girls, ethnic groups,
racial groups, etc. To the extent that the eacher recognizes and
tends to interact towards the members of a group as a gproup,
opportunities for coding differential treatment of different groups
within the same classroom will be avaflable. In such cases researchers
might want to extend the system to make provisfon for statements made
to groups about the groups (“"John's reading group should know the
unswer to this question'). Such statements would not be coded {n the
present system, since they do not occur in the context of dyadic
interaction dirccted at a single child (although they should te noted
in the "expectatiuns® space at the bottom of the coding sheets).
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APPENDIX FOUR:

Coding Examples
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RESPONSE O02PORTUNITIES

Response opportunities are dyadic interactions since they occur
between the teccher and a single child at a time, but they are also pub-
lic interactions meant for and attended to by the entire class or the
entire group operating at the moment  The public aspect separates res-
ponse opportunities from the procedural and work-related dyadic . iterac-
tions which often contain teacher questions but do not require a pudlic
response.

Responsge opportunities must also be distinguished from reading end
recitation tuxns. Here the distinguishing criterion {s not the public
nature of the response (since both are public), but the type of response
demanded. Response opportunities involve a sfiagle question that demands
a fafrly circumscribed answer (who, what, where, when, why, how much,
how many, etc.). Reading and recitation turns, in contrast, require

the child to respond at length, demonstrating an over-learned know-
ledge or skill (reading a text, reciting mathematical tables, reciting
poetry or other memorized verbal material, oc¢ any other lengthy pre-
sentation of memorized material}. A response upportunity irvolves
only a single response (although this may become quite complex in
some process responses), while the reading and recitation tutns in-
volve extended presentations made up of several discrete responses,
cach of which can be judged in ifsolation from the others and can
elicit spocific feedback from the teacher (especially if the child
makes a wistake). Any time the response dewand on the child does
involve an extanded series of discrete responses that could eiicit
s rarate and specific teacher feedback, the interaction should be
¢ <u s & reading or recitation turn and not &8s & response opportus
nity. 1This is true even if the teacher makes a feedback reaction only
at the end of the response. The criterion is the type of response
demand, not the teacher's behavior. Reading and recitation turns sre
coded whenever the response involves discrete units which could elicit
specific teacher feedback, whether or not they actually do.
Occasfonally a unitieing problem will come up in determining
wvhether or not to code response opportunities or how many to code.
Consider the fallowing sequence:
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Teacher: "John, what's the little girl's name in our story?"

John: no response

Teacher: '"Mary, do you know what's the little girl's name?"

John: (before Mary can even answer) 'Sally!"

Teacher: '"That's right, John."

The preceding sequence shows the teacher asking John a product
question and getting no respongc. The teacner then moves to another
child to ask the same question, hut John cowes up with the answer
before the second child can say anything. The teacher then gives a
feedback response to John. This would bu coded as three separate

response opportunities. The first would be a product question to John,
to which he makes no response, with the teacher's feedback coded as
Asks other. Then a product question would be coded for Mary, with the
child's answer being coded as no response also and with the feedback
being coded as call out. The third coding would also he a product
Juestion (the same questi:n all along) but with John being coded for
a call out response (since the question was not now directed to him),
with his answer coded as correct, and with the teacher's feedback
response coded as affirmation of the correct answer. The coding for
this example fllustrates also the use of the teacher's intent as the
primary cri%erion for making coding decisions. The sequence is bro-
ken into three separate response opportunities on the ground that the
teacher intended to provide an fnitial response opportunity to John;
that he then provided a separate response opportunity to Mary when
John tould not come up with the answer; that John created an addi-
tional response opportunity for himself dby calling out the answer and
getting a feedback response frem the teacher (this second response
opportunity for John would not have been coded if the teacuer did not
recognize his response and make a feedback reaction). Thus the
sequence includes two response opportunities delidberately given dby
the teacher and one created by the child's call out which is sance
tioned by the teacher when he gives a feedback response.

The following example fllustrates the criterion of a pudlic
response: Eech child tn a reading group has a work book in his lap and
the teacher tells them to drav a line from the picture of Dick to the
picture that show his pet. The teacher then looks atound the group
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to see if everyone is marking correctly. He turns to one child and says
(privately) '"Paul, show me with your finger where the line should go."
Since this i{s a private interaction it is coded as an afforded work-
related fnteraction rather than as & response opportunity. If instead
the teacher had asked Pavl to come up in front of the group and demon-
strate where the line would go so that tha other children vould see,
the interaction would be coded as a response opportunity.

in reading groups, response opportunities frequently will be
fnterspersed within reading turns. This should cause no confugion {f
coders keep in mind the distinctions between the two types of responses.
The child's performance when reading aloud to demonstrate his ability
to read the material for the teacher is coded as a reading turn, and any
mistakes he makes during his reading turn and the teacher feedbsck (if
any) in connectfon with them are coded in the reading turn section of
the coding sheet. During or after such reading the teacher may ask
questions that require the child or gomeone in the reading group to show
understanding of the material that was read (''Why did Dick 1un homeT"
"What's the dog's name?"). These are coded as response opportunities
and not as part of the reading turn, even when asked of the child who
is presently reading. Should the teacher ask the child who has been
reading or some other child to paraphrase or summarige the entire
story, this child will be coded for a recitation turn. Tt would not
be a response opportunity since the response involved can de divided
fnto soveral discrete subunits which could elicit specific teacher
response, and it {s not # reading turn since the child is not asked to
demonstrate any reading skill. 1Instead he {s asked to tell the story
from wemory. This will be coded as a recitation turn, and the coder
should note the exact nature of the response in the “remarks" gpace
at the bottom of the coding sheet.

TYPE OF RESPOMSE OPPORTUNITY
Digscipline Questiong
Discipline questions should be coded only when the coder is sure
that the teacher called on the child deliberately because of innatten-
tion. Ordinatily this will mean direct evidence in the teacher's

comment :
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"I know you don't know =~ you weren't listcning."
"If you kept the place, maybe you'd know."
"You've got time to fool around, but you can't do the work."

Discipline questions would ordinariiy not be coded without such
verbalization of the teacher's intent. However, it is permissible to
code discipline quections if the coder observes striking non-verbal
evidence (the teacher stares at length at & migbehaving child who is
unaware of this attention and then calls on him to answer a question),
In general, however, coders should code discipline questions only when
they are certain, coding the interaction as a direct guestion otherwise.

Direct Questions

Direct quertions are coded whenever the child is given a response

opportunity which he has not saught by vaising his hand or other-
wise indfcating a wish to respond. 7The most obvious cases occur when
the teacher names the child before asking the question ('"John, now
nuch is two plus two?"). Illowaver, anytime the teacher calls on a child
who is not raising his hand or otherwisc indicating a desire to respond,
har question is ¢ .'»d as a direct question, There should be no prodlem
in coding this unless the coder had not been observing the child who was
called on before the teacher called on him. 1In such cases, when the
coder {s unsure as to whether or not the child was raising his hand,
the coder should code the interaction as an open guestion, thereby
restricting the coding of direct questions to instances in which
he is sure that the teacher called on a child who was not seeking a
response opportunity.
Open Questfons

Open questions are coded when the teacher asks & questtion, waits
for one or more children to raise their hands or to otherwise indicate
¢ desfre to 1espond, and then calls on one of the children who are
seeking & cesponse opportunity. Should he call on one of the children
who is not raising his hand or otherwise indicating that he is not
seeking a response opportunity, the interactica would be coded &s a
direct guestion rather than as an open question., The criterion is
simply whether or n»t the child called on was raising his hand or
otherwise indicating a desire to respond yhen the teacher cslled on
him. Consider the following sequence: The teacher asks a question,

Q
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waits for raised hands, and then calls on one of the children who
had his hand up. All of the children then put their hands down.
The child who was called on cannot answer the question appropriately,
so that the teacher then calls on another child. This second child
had his hand up originally when the teacher asked the question, but
he does not have his hand up at the moment that the teacher calls on
him, having put it down when the first child was called ¢n.

In this sequence the first child would be coded for answering an
open gquestion, since he was indicating a desire to respond when the
teacher called on Aim. The second child, however, would be coded for

a direct questicn, since when the teacher called on him he was not

indicating a desire to respond. Had the second child kept his hand
up, or had he raised it again when he saw that the fir.t child was
not answering the question correctly, his interaction with the teacher
would also have been coded as an open question.

Call Outs

Call outs are coded when two conditions are met: (a) a child who
has not been designated to respond by the tcacher calls out an answer
to the teacher's question: (b) the teacher then turns his attention to
this child and makes a feedback response specifically to him.

Confusion over the first condition may occur when the teacher uses
minimal cues in designating who should respond to his questions. The
rule regacding coding indecision on this matter is a follows: if the
coder does not know whether or not the teacher designated the child to
respond before he called the answer, he should code the interaction as

call out rather than as an open guestion, since this implies less about

the teacher's intent. However, when coding in the classroom of a
tzarcher whose style does involve calling on children by nodding at them,
pointing at them, etc., rather than by calling out their name, the
coder should be especially alert to observe the teacher's behavior in
order to minimize the number of times that he codes call out due to
indecision rather than to clear observation.

Application of the second condition (the teacher must respond speci-
fically to the child who calls out an answer) sometimes causes confusion
for new coders. Coders should bear in mind that the key criterion is

that the teacher response is spenific and directed individually to a single
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c¢hild. The teacher's response need not be particularly intense or
prolonged -- i% may be confined to a simple affirmation or negation. How-
ever, it must be directed taward the individual. Thus if several children
call out an answer to the teacher's question, call cut may or may not be
coded depending on the teacher's reaction. If two or more children call
out the same answer and the teacher gives » reaction to the group rather
than to an individual, nothing is coded. This is true even if he names
the individuals by name. However, if the teacher turns to one individual
from the group that called out an answer (or if only one individual called
out an answer) and if he makes a codable feedback response to this indi-
vidual, a response opportunity is coded as a call out for that individual
child.

Occaslonally there will be quick-moving drills in which the teacher
i{s pressing for short answers in previously learned material. In such
cases the teacher may move quickly when the correct answer is called out
and pause only when the group has & difficulty. Sometimes the teacher
may even be more concerned about eliciting the answers than about who
is giving them, and he may respond with no feedback or with a minimal
affirmation ("Okay'') when a right answer is elicited and quickly
move on to another question. Call outs would not ordinarily be coded
in such situations, even if only one child called out the right answer,
unless the teacher takes the time and trouble to direct a feedback res-
ponse to the individual child involved. The teacher need not call the
child by name ("That's right, John"), but he should at least look
directly at the child when giving feedback.

Application of the condition requiring the teacher to make a single
specific response to a child who calls out an answer will mean that
the teacher feedback response category no feedback will ordinarily not
be used in connection with the response opportunity category call out.
There is one way in which this can occur, however, although it will
rarely appear. The teacher may respond to a specific child who has
called out an answer by indicating that he has heard and understood his
response but at the seme time avoiding giving any specific feedback
about its correctness or incorrectness ("You think there ate six?"). In
this case the child involved would be coded for a call out respbnse

opportunity, since the teacher did make a specific reactive response to
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his answer. However, if the teacher's feedback response was confined to
that given in the example, it would be coded a8 no feedback.
When the teacher reacts to a call out by criticizing the child but

does not give feedback to the content of his answer, no response opportunity

is coded; instead, the teacher is coded for a behavioral criticism of
the child involved.

LEVEL OF QUESTION

To determine the level of the response demand built into teacher's
questions the coder must make two decisions: (a) he must decide whether
the question is an academic question or a self-reference question: (b)
if it is an academ?! juestion he nust determine whether it is a process
question, product .¢ “ion, or choice question. Academic questions concern
factual matters con with curriculum content of the school. They
require the child ¢ * a response showing that he has certain knowledge
of information, to prov..e such information himself in answering the ques-
tion, or to explain something at length showing his grasp of the principles
fnvolved. The content of the question deals with reading, writing, arith-
metic, social studies, science, spelling, or otheraspects of curriculum
wnich the school is attempting to deliberately teach the child. Questions
dealing with these matters are considered academic questions and subdivided
into process, product, and choice questions. Questions that do not deal
with suct factual matters but instead ask for the child's opiniona, prefer-
ences, predictions, personal experience, and so forth are coded as self-
reference questions. These are not differentiated into process, product,
and choice questions but are simply coded in a single category ("self-
reference questions').

Process Questions

Process questions require the child to explein at length the cog-
nitive or behavioral processes to be gone through in solving a problem
or producing the correct auswer to a question. They cannot be answered
with a single word or a short phrase as is the case with product questions.

Examples: What can we learn from this story?
What does that saying mean?
Why should we not play with matches?
How do nrw plants grow from old ones?
Why does it get dark at night?
How do you know that that's a long "e" sound?
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Why is that a wrong answer?
What should you do if . . . ?

As always, the teacher's intent determines the coding. For example,
tihe teacher may ask "When you ride your bike and come to a stop sign,

what do you do?" Ordinar.ly this would be coded as a product gquestion

demanding the answer "'Stop." However, if the question appears just after
a lesson in which the teacher had explained the process of stopping

(stop the bike, carefully look right and left, Judge the distance of any
cars in gight, and quickly get to the other side, etc.), this question

would be coded as a process question. This example illustrates the

procedure to be followed when in doubt in determining whether a question
should be process versus product. If the teacher seems to be requiring
a process answer, that is a long explanation of a complex sequence of

events, process question should be coded. If on the other hand he seems

to be satisfied with a simple short answer, product question would be
coded.

Product Questions

Product questions seek a specific correct answer which can be ex-
pressed in a single word or short phrase. They do not involve the
explanations built into process questions, and at the same time they
do not provide the child with alternatives which include the rorrect
answer, as in choice questions. Thus the child must either know the
answer and verbalize it or take a juess by encoding an answer on his

own.

Examples: What (letter, number, day, shape, color, etc.) is this?
Who (discovered America, is the president)?
What is this?
When (is Christmas, was America discovered, etc)?
Where (is Boston, do we buy food, etc.)?
What do we get from cows?
How many are there!?
How do you spell ?
What do buses do?
What is this word? (a question requiring the child to read

a single word is coded as a product question rather thar as a reading

turn, which involves reading at length)



80

The following example occurred during a reading group: The teacher
gave each child a card with a word on it and then told the children, each
in turn, to read their word and then place it under the picture that it
matched. This was coded as two separate response opportunities for each

child; the first one being » product question (read the word), and the

second being a choice question (match the word to one of the pictures).
In discussing stories or pictures there sometimes will be difficulty
in dstinguishing product questions from self-reference questions. As
alweys, coding must follow the teacher's apparent intent. Thus if the
answer to the question is to be found by examining the picture (What

color is S»lly's wagon?), the question is coded as a product question.

On the other hand, if the teacher is not asking for a factual answer but
wants to get opinions on what the children think might happen (What's

Dick going to do now?), a self-reference question is coded. In general,

if the teacher is fisting for the right answer he is asking a product
question; if he is instead only trying to get the children to express
their opinions or to talk about the picture, self-reference questidgs

are coded. Sometimes the teacher will begin with a product question and,
seeing that he isn't going to get the answer, will continue to ask various
children what they think will happen, etc., so that the remainder of the
questions will be coded as self-reference questions.

Choice Questions

Two criteria distinguish choice questions: (a) the question deals
with academic content and cannot be classed as a self-reference ques-
tion; (b) the teacher provides response alternatives, either verbally or
by showing the child visual aids to look at in connection with the ques-
tion, which include the correct answer among them (ie., the correct
answer is one of the ulternatives presented). Exemples:

Is this (b or d, 3 or 4, Monday or Tuesday, a square or a circle,
red or blue)? (either-or questions)

Which of these is (taller, smaller, blue, a vowel, the same as this
one, etc.)? (select the right answer from among the alterna-
tives presented)

Are these (the same, blue, circles, synonyms, correct, etc)? (Yes-
no questions)

Which four of these five things go together? (the child must pick
four pictures but nevertheless tka correct answers are pro-
vided in the alternatives shown)

The big bear sat on a brown box. Which words start with the same
letter? (although more difficult, this is still a choice

Q question in that the alternatives are provided in the ques-

[ERJ!:‘ tion itself)
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Look at the color words on the black board. Which ones start with
the letter "b"? (Again, the correct answers are included in
the alternatives presented. If instead the children were
expected to pull rhese from memory (What color words start
with the letter "b"?) without any reference to concrete exam-
ples of color words, the question would be coded as a product
question,)

Make an X on all the animals that have a tail., (Any workbook or
worksheet exercise which involves marking one or more of a set
of alternatives according to some rule is treated as a choice
question, since all the alternatives are provided.)

Coders should bear in mind that any question which is an either-or

question or a yes-no question is coded as a choice question, regardless

of the complexity of the content. Examples:

If I pour the water from this white dish into this test tube, will
there be more water, less water, or just the same amount?

Are the lines of a rectangle equal and parallel, equal but not
parallel, or parallel but not equal?

Which is better to put out a grease fire -- yater or sand?

Although the preceding examples are apparently complex, it neverthe-
less remains possible for some children who do not understand the processes
involved to be able to respond to the question, since the response alterna-
tives are provided in the question itself. Thus should the child decide to
respond rather than say that he doesn't know or ask for more information,
he can respond by verbalizing one of the response alternatives back to the
teacher.

Sometimes a question which would ordinarily be classified as a product
question is coded as a choice question because of the immediately preceding
events. The previous example "What coloxr words start with 'h'?", for instance
would be classified as a choice question if the teacher had preceded it by
calling the children's attention to concrete examples of color words (by
writing them on the board, showing visual aid materials on which the color
words were printed). Another example occurred in the science lesson in
which the teacher gave an extended presentation about how leaves could be
classified according to size, shape, and color. She repeatedly compared
pairs of leaves explaining that she was looking for similarities and dif-
ferences in size, shape, and color. The repetitive nature of her presenta-
tion and the restriction of her language to the key words ''size,' 'shape,"
and "color" led eventually to the isolation of these three words as a
restricted set of alternatives lo respond to the question “How are these

two leaves different?" When she later began askinug the children to com-

o rare leaves her questions were coded as choice gquestions, since she had
[ERJf:identified and reinforced "size," "shape," and "color'" as the response

IText Provided by ERIC
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alternstives she had in mind and because she accepted with apparent
satisfaction the responses of children who simply verbalized one of
. these key words without any additional material.

Self-reference Questions

Any questions which do not involve academic content and/or are not
intended to elicit a particular correct factual answer are coded as self-
reference questions. These include solicitations of opinions, preferences,
or predictions, as well as information about the life experiences, hone
background, etc. of the children. Examples:

Do you have a (dog, car, cold, pencil, etc.)

When is your birxthday?

Do you like (arithmetic, ice cream, this story, etc.)?

What are you deing?

Have you ever seen (a football game, the inside of aspaceship, etc.)?
Do you understand the work?

Did you do your homework?

What do you think might happen to Dick and Jane when they get home?

QUALITY OF CHILD'S ANSWER

The child's answer to teacher questions are coded as correct, partially
correct, incorrect, and no response. As always, the tescher's apparent
intent is the criterion guiding the coder. Responses which the teacher is
satisfied with and treats as correct are coded as correct; responses which
he treats as incorrect are coded as incorrect. The coding of partially
correct responses frequently depends squarely on the teacher's reaction to
the response more so than on the quality of the response itself. Some
convent ions:

1. An answer is coded as part correct whenever the teacher indicates
ambivalence about the response. This means that the teacher may accept
the response as correct as far as it goes but note that it is incomplete
(as when the child gives only one part of a two part answer); another type
occurs when the child's answer is more specific or more general than the
particular one that the teacher had in mind, so that the teacher must
indicate both the validity and the imprecision of the child's answer
("Well, it 1s an animal, but what kind of an animal is it exactly?'),

Part correct answers will be coded most frequently when the child pro-
duces an answer that the teecher had not anticipated. Often this will
be because the teacher's question was more ambiguous than the teacher

realized when asking it.
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2. Sometimes the child will make an answer that is correct in content
but is not presented in a form which satisfies the teacher. Examples
include shaking the head to indicate '"yes'" or ''mo'" rather than responding
verbally, answering the question in a word or a phrase when the teacher
wants it put into a complete sentence, counting on the fingers when the
teacher wants the child to do the problem in his mind, etc. These answers
are also coded as part correct, since the teacher accepts the correctness
of the content but criticizes the form.

No response is coded whenever the child remains silent, indicates
that he doesn't know the answer, or mumbles unintelligibly. If the child
does make an intelligible response to the question it must be coded as
correct, part correct, or incorrect. Thus if a child mumbles an answer
to a teacher's question and is asked by the teacher to repeat his answer
more loudly, the answer will be coded as either part correct or incorrect,
depending on the reason the teacher asked the child to repeat the question.
1f the teacher wants the child to repeat because she has heard his
response but wants the other children to hear it or wants to avoid allow-
ing children to mumble responses, the child's answer is coded as part
correct, in thst it is acceptable content delivered in unacceptable form.
On the other hand, if the teacher is asking the child to repeat because
the teacher has been unable to hear the child's answer and does not know
whether it is correct or incorrect, the child's answer is coded as incor-
rect. Any mumbled answer which apparently is an attempt to answer the
question is treated as incorrect as long as it remains unintelligible.
Mumbling which does not appear to be an attempt to answer the question,
as when the child seems to be talking to himself or perhaps mumbling
"I don't know,'" would be coded as no response. To summarize: 1if the
child attempts to answer the teacher's question his answer is coded as

correct, part correct, or incorrect, depending on the teacher's reaction

to it; 1f he does not attempt to answer the question or if he indicates

that he is unable to answer, it is coded as no response.

TEACHER!S FEEDBACK REACTION
To facilitate comparison of examples of teacher feedback reactions to
the answers of the children, examples will be given with reference to three
typical teacher questions and child answers. The three situations are as
follows:

ERIC
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Question one: What color is this? (the correct answer is '"Red")

Question two: What word is this? (the word is "Bad'") This question
might be asked as stated or might be implied during the reading group, as
when a child is reading but gets stuck when encountering the word ''bad".

Question three: How do you think John feels? (the answer is ''Bad"
or any one of its synonyms)

Examples of teacher feedback reactions which might be made to the
child's answers (or failures to answer) to the previous questions are
presented below. Under each heading the feedback reactions following the
number 1 refer to reactions to question one; those following the number 2
refer to reactions to question two; and those following the number 3 refer
to the reactions to question three. Additional material and discussion
of special situations will appear after the examples for each of the
twelve categories of teacher's feedback reactions.

Praise

1. "Red!" (delivered with gusto and warmth)
"Right -- it's red. Good, Johnny."
"Good." (said in response to a child who has given the correct
answer)
"Yes, you really know your colors, don't you!"

2. "Good ~-- you remembered didn't you!"
"Bad! Very good, Johnny."
"Right -~ you figured that out all by yourself, didn't you!"

3. "Yes, I think you're right, Johnny, that's good thinking."
"Right, Mary' You read the story and found out how Johnny
felt, didn't you?"

Affirmation of Correct Responses

Affirmation of correct answers would be very similar for all three
types of questions. The teacher would indicate that the answer is correct
either verbally (Yes, um-humm, right, that's right, okay, etc.) or non=-
verbally (nodding the head up and down). Repetition of the child's
answer is also coded as affirmation unless if is delivered in & questioning
tone of voice. Any of the verbal effirmation statements might be included
as part of a teacher feedback reaction coded as praise if the verbal con-
tent were accompanied with non-verbal communication of warmth, joy, or
excitement. When not so accompanied they are coded as verbal affirmation

only,
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No Feedback Reaction

The teacher is coded for no feedback reaction if he gimply does not

regpond to the child following his answer of if he makes a verbal response
which does not communicate information about the correctness or incorrectness
of the child's answer. Examples of the latter: "You think it's red;"

"I never thought of that."

Negation of Incorrect Answers

Indication that the child's answer is incorrect in whole or in
part is coded as negation assumming that the response is confined to infor-
mational feedback and is not codable as criticism. As with affirmation,
negation can be expressed non-verbally by shaking the head or verbally (no,
that's wrong, that's not right, I don’t think so, uh-uhh, etc.).
Criticism

Teacher feedback reactions coded as criticism include negation accom-
panied by gestural or expressive communication of anger, rejection, or
frustration as well as direct verbal criticism:

"Maybe you'd know if you'd pay attention."

"You wouldn't make mistakes like that if you tried harder.”

"Don't guess -- look at the word. You should know better than that."

"I told you to raise your hand before answering =-- weren't you
listening?"

"We've been over this three times already, John =-- you should know it
by now."

"That's not right -- what's the matter with you?"

Process Feedback

1. Process feedback is not possible in reaction to the child's answer
to the first question, since the question deals with the arbitrary linguis~
tic label which the English language attaches to the color "red.'" These
and equivalent questions involve basic facts which must be simply memorized
rather than explained. Since the correctness of the correct answer resides
in arbitrary societal consensual agreement rather than in the presence of
a logically based sequence or process, no process feedback is possible., 1In
addition to color labels, other categories of questionsg which do not
admit of process feedback include spelling, traffic signs and turn signals,
and the interrelationships among units in systems of measurement. Thus
process feedback could be given to a child when the question {nvolves tel-
ling time from the clock, but not shen the question concerns the number of

minutes per hour or the number of hours per day.

[Kc
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2, Johnny, in ovder to read the word you have to sound it out
(followed by a demonstration of how to sound out the word). When you
don't know the word you can sometimes figure it out by thinking about the
story so far and by looking at the picture (followed by an extended
explanation of how the child might have figured out the word was ''bad"
by figuring out that Johnny felt bad in the story and that the particular
sentence was describing how Johnny felt).

3. To figure out how Johany feels you have to think about the story
and abaut what happens to him (followed by a discussion of significant
events in the story which would suggest that Johnny feels "bad").

Gives Answer

1. 1It's red. We call this color red. 1It's red, just like a
stop light.

2. Bad. The word is bad. B-A-D spells bad. Not bed -~ bad.

3. I think John probably feels bad. He doesn't feel very good, does
he? He is very unhappy. (assuming the teacher equates this with
"bad") He feels awful.

Asks Other

Here the teacher does not provide the answer for the child but instead

asks for someone else to provide it:

Does anyone know?

Mary, can you tell me?

Can someone help John?

What is it, class? (the teacher may call for a chorus response rather
than ask for a single child to respond)

Call Out

Call out is sonetimes coded for the teacher's feedback reaction (al-
though it is not a teacher response) if some other child calls out the
correct answer when the first child gives an incorrect answer or is unable
to respond. This includes both instances in which the child who calls out
the answer is coded for response opportunity (because the teacher then
turns his attention to him and makes a feedback response) and instances in
which the child who calls out the answer does not get coded for a respormse
opportunity (the teacher does not turn hig attention to him and give
specific individual feedback). Thus call out has a slightly different
meaning for purposes of coding teacher feedback reaction than it does
for coding response opportunities for individual children. (Call out is
coded in teacher's feedback reaction whenever the child gets feedback
from another child who in fact calls out the answver; it is not necessary

Q that the teacher give feedback to the child who called out the answer.
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Repeats Question
1. What color? Well? Do you know?
2. Do you know that word? Are you stuck? What is it?
3. How does he feel? What do you think? Hommm?
Rephrase or Clue o

1. 1Is it red or blue? Is it red? Is it blue? 1It's the same color
as a stop light. 1It's out new color for today. It begins with "r'. It
rhymes with '"bed'.

2. Is it bad? 1Is it had or bad? Does he feel good or bad? 1look
at the first letter. What word does it rhyme with? We just had this
word up here (pointing). How does Johnny feel? He feels ?

3. Does he feel good or bad? Does he feel bad? Well, is he happy,
sad, angry, or what? Look at his face. He's never going to see Sam
again., How would you feel if you were Johnny? How does he look?

New Question

1. Yes, and what color is this? What else is red? Are you wearing
anything that's this color?

2. V¥hy did he feel bud? 1Is he crying? Did you study this story?
How do you spell that word?

3. And how does Sam feel? Yes, how could you tell that he was sad?
Then what happens? Why does he feel sad?

In general, the teacher's feedback to the child is coded as process
feedback if he explains why an answer fs wrong or if he explains what to
do in order to get the right answer. If the original question was a
process question, the teacher will be giving process feedback simply by
giving the answer to that question. This includes the extreme case in
which the child has answered the questicn correctly and the teacher re-
sponds merely by repeating the child's proc~-s answer. Except for the
speclal case of process questions, however, thc ieacher must go beyond
simply giving the answer to the original quesiicn in order to get credit
for process feedback. For examplé, the teacher may be observing a child
writing his nasme on the board. If she merely says '"No, Johnny, yecu
put a little 'j', your name begins with a capital 'J'.” she would be
coded for product feedback. However, if the teacher explained about
names being proper nouns and proper noun, always being identified with

an initial capital letter, she would be coded for process feedback.

The teacher may sometimes be credited with process feedback when

this feedback is apparently not understood and therefore not successful,
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The key consideration, however, is an attempt to communicate to the child
why his response was wrong and to help him understand the processes
fnvolved, and not tnecessarily the child's success in reaching this under-
standing. Consider the following example:

Teacher: What color of clothes should you wear when riding a bike
at night?

Child: Red, or maybe white.

Teacher: Don't you think you might want to wear white so that you
could be seen better?

The teacher in this feedbsck reaction attempts to communicate the
rationale underlying the choice of white as the appropriate color. This
may or may not be understood by the child. The teacher is nevertheless
credited with process feedback because of his attempt to delineate the

rationale.

Differentiation among repeating the question, rephrasing the question,
and asking & new question requires consideration of both the teacher's
apparent intent and the response demand of the second question. For instance,
when a child is reading and stops because he apparently does not know the
next word, the teacher reaction "Are you stuck?” can be seen as function-
ally equivalent to "Do you know the word?'" and therefore codable as repeat.
However, the reaction "Did you study this?" i{s different. Here the
teacher is not merely inquiring about whether the child knows the word or
vishes to make a guess. He has shifted focus to the more general matter
of the child's reading abitity and faithfulness in practicing f{t.
Consequently, this reaction is coded as a new question, aince it demands
a rev response and is not an attempt to get the child to produce the word.
Thae teacher reactfon 'How does Johnny feel?" would be coded as repeat with
with reference to question three of the examples. However, its appearance
in connection with question two, when the child was stuck when trying to
read the word "bad", would be coded as providing a clue (sttempting to
help the child guess the word by using context clues).

The coding of both the child's answer and the teacher's feedback

response for self-reference questions must often be arbitrary since

often there is no correct answer to the question or the teacher and ob-
server are not in a position to know whether the child's answer is
correct or not (Have you ever been to the goo? When is your birthday?).

ERIC
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For questions in which the teacher solicits personal opinfons, he may

even explicitly state that there is no one right answer. As always, the
teacher's intent must gufde the coding. Responses that the teacher

accepts without attempts to question or correct are considered to be

correct answers. Other answers are similerly coded depending upon the
teacher's response to them. Coders may sometimes be uncomfortable ap-
plying the preceding procedure to self-reference questions, since it some-
times involves treating questions which have no right or wrong answers

as 1f they did. The procedure is necessary, however, if teacher feedback
during self-reference questions is to be evaluated in the context of the
child's performance. Inclusfon of the quality of the child's answer as

pari of the sequence of events coded in self-reference response opportunities
makes possible the conversfon of frequency codes into percentage scores which
allow dfrect comparison of one child with another.

Even though the same procedure can be used in coding self-reference
questions as is used in coding academic questions (process, product, and
choice questions), these two general types of response opportunities are
quite different and the coded i{nformation from them should not ordinarily
be combined. That {8, the teacher-child interaction occurring in self-
refarence questions should be treated and evaluated separately and not
comhined with the Jata from academic questfons. The differences between
the two types of questions and the probability that children will differ
fn the relative amounts of each of these two types of interactions that
they have with the teacher make it likely that combining the data from the
two types of questions would mask important findings rather than facili.
tate their discovery.

READING AND RECITATION TURNS
1t i{s faportant to code interactions occurring in reading and reci-

tation titns in the proper place on the coding sheet to keep them sepa-

rate from interactions occurring in ordinary response opportunities.

Interaction occurring in resding groups or other groups formed explicitly

for recftatfon i3 usually easy to recognize. However, interactions

which should be coded in the reading and recitation coding sheet sometimes

occur in the course ¢f normal classroom activity when the teacher is desling
Q vith the vhole class. Anytime the child is asked to read for the purpose
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of demonstrating his ability to read (a4t opposed to his ability to
understand the material), the interaction should be considered a reading
turn. This is because, just as in reading turns occurring in formal
reading groups, the child is required to read a passage and continue
uninterrupted until and unless he either finishes or makes an error.
Similarly, teacher feedback in connection with this performance is
feedback to the child's reading performance, not to his understanding

of the material or to an answer given to a focal question. These latter

would be coded as response opportunities. Work recitations other than

reading turns which have been observed include the following: recitation
of pvetry, lists of rules, the alphabet, or other memorized verbal ma-
terial; recitation of mathematical tables; naming as many particular types
of words that thechild can think of (words that begin with 'b", words

that rhyme with '"boy," etc.); recitation of the words to prayers, pledges,
or songs. Coders should have reading &#:\d recitation sheets handy at all
times, since interactions which must be coded on these sheets may occur

at any time and are not confined to formally or nfired reading and reci-
tation groups. Coders should also take care to properly distinguish
between teacher feedback given in regard to the child's reading or reci-
tation per se and teacher feedback given in connection with focal questions
(response opportunities) which may be asked of the child during his reading
turn. The latter is coded in the response opportunity sectfon and not in
the reading and recftation turn section, even when ft occurs within a
reading and recitation turn. Thus reading and recitation turns are distin-
guished from other response opportunities on the basis of the response
demands made upon the child and not on the basis of the context in which
they appear,

The system for coding teacher feedback during reading and recitation
turns provides for teacher reactions to errors in reading and reciting and
for the teacher's reaction at the end of the reading or recitation turn.
1t does not provide, however, for teacher praise or encouragement which
may occur during the reading turn (rather than at the conclusion). Such
teacher behavior cannot simply be coded as it occurs, since the coding
would then fwply that the teacher made such a positive response following
an error by the child. Investigators who wish to retain this information
in interpretable form should efther treat it as if it occurred at the

o tonclusion of the reading or recitation turn and therefore indicate it

ERIC
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with an "E" or else use some other symbol to distinguish it both from
teacher reactions to errors and from the teacher's comment at the conclusion
of the readinrg turn. The latter can be &sccomplished with a small case ‘e

or a plus sign.

DYADIC TEACHER-CHILD CONTACTS

All contacts between the teacher and an individual child that do not
involve reading, recitation or a public response opportunity are coded
into one of the categories of dyadic contacts (procedural, work-related, or
behavioral). They are separately coded according to whether the teacher or
the child initiated the interaction. Identiffcation of the initiator of the
interaction is usually a simple matter, although difficult coding decisions
somet imes arise. For example, the teacher may invite initiation by asking
"Does anyc~ne have a question?'" Despite this invitation, any subsequent
dyadic interactions which result when children raise their hands to ask
a question is coded as child created, since the child initiates each partic-

ular interaction by raising his haad to get the teacher's attention.

A child occasfonally wili create a work-related or procedural inter-
action by asking the teacher a question but will not succeed in getting
an immediate teacher response. In such cases the teacher will reccognize
the child's request and at the same time delay his response ("Tust a moment,
Johnny, 1'11 get to you later.'"). This interaction would be coded simply
as a child-created response, with the teacher veing coded for "feedback'
in resgonse to the child's request. Later, when the teacher does deal with
the child's »roblem (assuming that he does), this second interaction is
coded as a tivacher-afforded procedural or work-related contact, just as
if 1t had occurred spontaneously without any previous activity on the part
of the child. 1Tnis procedure avoids double coding (crediting two cteated
dyadic contacts) and at the same time provides a procedure for separately
dealing with situations in which the teacher does follow up by contacting
the child from those in which the teacher does not follow up. Although
preferable to other alternatives from the standpoint of coding validity
(ie., what the coding implies about the teacher and the child), this
procedure loses the connectfion between the two contacts.
Work-Related Contacts

Work-related contacts {nvolve discussion of the seatwork or homework

that the child individually perforws. They differ from response opportuni-
_RJ}:tlen fnthat no public response is fnvolved; the teacher and the child

A ruiToxt provided by ER



are involved in an individual dyadic discussion. They differ from other
types of dyadic contacts in that they concern specific written assignments
rather than more general aspects of the student's role. Examples:

1. Work-related interactions created by the child

Wants to know if answer is right

Wants help, fnstruction, clarification

Shows work after finishing

Doesn't know or remember assignment and asks help
Asks what pages to do or where to start

2, Workerelated interactions =-- teacher afforded

Affirme or negates correctness of work
Gives help, f{nstruction, clarification
Comments on quality of work

Urges greater speed, care, or neatness

Gives reminders (''Don't go over the ifne."” '"Look at each one before answer-
ing.")
Specific directions ("Turn to page 16." 'Your bock's upside down.'" '"Usge

a red crayon on this sheet.")
Procedural Interactions
Procedural interactions include all dyadic interactions which are
not codable in the more narrowly defined categories of reading and reci-
tation turns, response opportunities, work-related contacts, or behavior
evaluations. Examples:
1. Procedural interactions 2reated by the child

Wants piper, pencil, eraser, etc.

Seeks permission for washroum, drink, etc.

Finishes sork and wants to know what to do

Has wrong took or worksheet and wants to exchange

Tattles on other children

Of lers to do a job or errand

Reminds teacher of something or calls attention to something

2. Teacher afforded procedural interactions

Gives child job or errand

Tells child where or how to sit, line up, etc.

Gives unsolicited supplies or directions about supplies (''Go sharpen your
peacil.” 'Pass out the paper.')

Inquires about the child's well-being

Tells child to hold feet still, sit up in his desk, keep doth hands on
book, etc.

Behsvioral Evaluations

Behavioral evaluations include preise, warning, or criticism by
the teacher directed at the child during the class for his general classroon
behavior. They ordinarily occur when the teacher has not been interacting
with the child immediately beforehand. BEvaluations occurring in this
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latter situation would ordinarily be coded as part of the coding for
response opportunities or work-related interactions. Most of the evalua-
tions coded in this category will occur in connection with the child's
actention, cooperation, and performance of classroom rituals, although
occasionally they will be comments made in relation to the child's academic
work. 1In the latter case, there will be evaluations made at the conclusion
of a lesson or a scl.ool day in which the teacher refars to the child's
general performance. Teacher praise or criticism of this sort would not
be picked up by the coding system otherwise, since it does not occur as
part of a response opportunity, reading or recitation turn, and other
dyadic contact. Examples:

1. Praise

"Joha {8 all ready.” (has hishands folded, is sitting up, etc.)

"John's got his listening ears on today."

"John, you really knew your words today, didn't you?" (said after the
lesson rather than during a response opportunity)

2. Warning

""You're too loud, Johu."

"Stay in your seat, John."

""Raisns your hand if you want to answer."
“Try to figure out the answers yourself."

3. Criticism

"Keep your voice down, John!" (with frritation)

"John -- sit down!!"

"1 told you to raisec your hand first -- don't you listen?"

"Keep your eyes to yourself, John, his paper i{s none of your business."

Teacher Feedback in Dyadic Contacts
The categories for teacher feedback in dysdic contacts are siwply

coded for presence or absence of each type of feedback behavior within
each unit of contact. More than one category of teacher feedback is
coded {f mure than one typeof teacher behavior appears in a given dyadic
contact; howvever, a given category is coded only once for a given contact
regardless of the number of times it may have been repested within that
contact. Each type of teacher teedback is simply coded for presence or
adbsence within the unit and no attempt to divide this feedback into sudb-
units is wade. Praise, criticism, and process feedback are special types
to be noted when they occur; otherwise the teacher's reaction is coded
simply as feedback (fb). The "don't know" (?) categoty is used if the
o~~der vas unable to hear the teacher (this is the only case in which
l;EKL(;ln category is used).
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APPENDIX F1VE:

Derivation of the Scores from the Raw Coding




a5

Use of the entire observation system for any length of time results
in the accumulation of a tremendous volume of raw data. Since the data
for each fndividual child in the class must be tabulated separately, much
time will be spent in data processing. The exact procedures used in a
given investigation for recording and combining data must be dictated by
the logic of the problem under study, so that no attempt will be made to
give general guidelines. 1Instead, the data processing procedures used in
the present study of teachers' communicaticn of performance expectations
will be described in detail to exemplify the logic used in deriving the
scores from the raw coding.

Preparing the Coding Sheets

Certain procedures vital to processirg must be completed before any
data tabulation can occur. As a first step, each coder should carefully
check his coding sheets immediately after observing the classroom. He
should be sure that all the fidentification :Information has been entered on
each sheet, that all coding 1s legible, and tdat everything has been pro-
perly coded (mistakes which occur due to haste, such as entering check
marks or numbers in the wrong rows or on the lines between the rows should
be corrected at this time). If there are any ambiguities that need to be
discussed with the project investigators, they should de discussed immediate-
ily. At this point the data should be complete, unambiguous, and therefore
ready for tabulation.

Tabulation of Frequencies

In the present study frequency counts are made for each column during
each separate observation for cach child. For some colimms (categories)
this means simply summing the codes that exist for each child on the var-
fous coding sheets used that day. Coding in other columns, however,
aust be suddivikd and recorded separately in order to preserve important
coding distinctions relevant to the way the data sre to be interpreted.
Self-refarence response opportunities and recitation turns, for example,
are tabulated separately from academic response opportunities and reading
turns. To facilitate this separation, all of the coding from self-
reference recitations and response opportunities is circled in red on the
coding sheets. This serves as a distinctive reminder that the encircled
¢oding is not to be included vhen tabulating the codes for level of
question, quality of ¢hild's answer, and the type of tescher feedback

O eaction during academic response opportunitiss and reading tutns. This

E119
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separate tabulation in the present study is required because self-reference
recitations and response opportunities are not considered to be relevant
to the communication of performance expectations by teachers. Separation
would not be necessary in a study in which the academic/non-academic distinc-
tion was not so important,

Response opportunities occurring during general class activities
and response opportunities occurring in reading groups are also tabulated
separately, partly because of the difference in the way question type ia
coded in the two situations and partly because there may be differences
in patterns of data from these two situations which would be masked by
combining the coding. Separation is also required in tabulating the
teacher feedback reaction codes, since knowledge of the quality of the

child's response is required before they can be interpreted. Consequently,
teacher feedback reactions following correct answers by the child are
coded separately from feedback reactions following part-right answers,
wrong answer, and ''no response'' answers. Data from the procedural,
work-related, and behavioral contacts, on the other hand, are simply added
together without distinction as to whether they occurred in general class
activities or in reading groups.

Application of the preceding rules result in the need for nine separate
summary tabulations for each child. Eight of these are for the teacher's
feedback reactions (One set for feedback during reading and another for
feedback during general class activities, with each set containing one
summaty for feedback following correct answers, one for ieedback following
part-right answers, one for feedback following wrong answers, and one for
fecedback following "no response"). The ninth susmary contains totals
for each of tha columns under procedural, bebavioral, and work-related
dyadic contacts 8s well as data from reading surns The latter information
fncludea the number of reading turns, number of errors made during reading,
the nuader of teacher feedback reactions in each of the feedback categories
following errors, and the numbers of feedback reactions in each category fol-
lowing the ends of the reading turns.

The preceding totals form the basic measures wvhich are used by thea-
selves or in combination scores and percentages to draw inferences from
the data. For many putposes the large number of separate scotes outlined
above would not be necessary, since combining data from separate categories
O 114 not mask trelevant findings. The number of separate scores can be
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greatly reduced if the teacher's feedback reactions during response
opportunities in the general class are combined with those following
response opportunities in the reading groups. Similarly, teachers'.
feedback responses following wrong child responses can be combined with
reactions following '"no response," Other useful scores can be obtained
by combining categories. Theseinclude summiny the various questfon
types to get a measure of total response oppcitunities, adding afforded
procedural and afforded work-related contacts to get a total number of
teacher-afforded contacts, adding created procedural and created work-
related contucts to get a measure of child-created contacts, and adding
the categories of sustaining feedback to get the total of sustaining
feedback reactions to the particular child involved.

The measures above constitute the basic frequency scores to be drawn
from the coding. They can be used to compare teachers or children on
how often the various codable events occur. Individual and group com-
parisons using these frequency scores are straight forward, providing
there are no missing data; however, missing data due to absences or
other difficulties introduce complex problems which threaten the validity
of the data when ured for frequency comparison. Simple averaging or
prorating of the frequency scores for each individual is the solution
that readily comes to mind, but this technique is appropriate only when
there ate very small sftuational variations in the data. When large
situational variations occur (and this tends to be the case in the first-
grade classrooms presently being studied), simple averaging or prorating
usually is not satisfuctory and might even compound distortions due to
saxpling error. Sometimes such corrections can be made on a rational
busis wvhich reduces the prodable error. For example, frequency data for
reading turns, reading errors, and teacher feedback to reading errors
can be averaged or prorated, but the investigators should de sure to
base thelr adjustments not on the data for every observation but only
on the data from days in which reading turns appeared. Other situational
variations are muchharder to take into account. For example, on days
when the teacher allows the children to '"show and tell,” a large number
of self-reference recitations will be coded. On days when the teacher
fnstitutes a competitive drill as a wethod of reviewing old mater{al,

a large number of call outs will be coded under response
Q
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opportunities. These are just some examples of a more general phenomenon:
situational differences in class activity tend to be systemmatic rather
than random in their effects on frequency data for the various coding cate-
gories, This means that investigators should avoid averaging or prorating
frequency data when possible, and should be alert for systemmatic situa-
tional influences on frequency scores which must be taken into &ccount
when averaging or prorating is necessary.

Percentage Scores

The coding category distinctions and the maintenance of initiation-
reaction sequences give the syst.m a unfique and powerful basis for
inference from the raw coding: conversion of frequency totals into
percentage scores allows direct comparisor. of the quality of teacher-
child fnteraction in different individuals and groups, despite differences
in quantity of dyadic interactions with the teacher. Most of the important
infercnces about the nature of teacher-child interaction, especially about
the communication of performance expectations by teachers, come from the
percentage data and not from the frequency scores. Some of the more
important percentage scores that can be derived from the coding include
the following:

1. Average errors per reading turn

2. Correct answers over total answers

3. Created work-related contaéts over total work-related contacts
4. Created procedural contacts over total procedural contacts
5

Total created contacts over total created plus total afforded
comntacts

™

Wrong answers over wrong answera plus "no response"
7. Open questions over open questions plus direct questions

8. Correct answers followed by teacher affirmation over total
correct answers

9. Correct answers followed by teacher praise over total correct
answvers

10. Incorrect answers followed by teacher negation over totel incortect
answvers

1ll. 1Incorrect snswers and "noresponse” followed by teacher criticism
over total incorrect answers and 'nn response"

12. Correct responses followed by a new question over total correct re-
sponses

13. 1Incorrect answers or "no response” followed by sustaining feedback
L over total incotrect enswers plus "no response”
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14. Ansvers followed by '""no teacher feedback” over total answers

15. Process feedback over total of process feedback plus asks other
plus gives snswer plus call out

16. Created work-related contacts containing process feedback over
total created work-related contacts

17. Praise in dyadic contacts over total dyadic contacts

18. Criticism in dyadic contacts over total dyadic contacts

19. Process guestions over process plus product plus choice questions
20. Choice questions over process plus product plus choice questions

21. Academic questions over academic questions plus self-reference
questions

Percentage scores such as those listed above neutralize the effects of
differences in frequencies of the various kinds of interactions and allow
direct comparisons of the teachers' behavior towards individuals when
engaged in partfcular types of interactions. The first seven measures
listed above provide information about the patterns of initiation of
teacher-child contacts, the quality of performance by the child during
response opportunities in reading turns, and the child 's response tendencies
in situations when he doesn't know the correct answers (guessing vs. no
response). The other measures provide information about the types of
response opportunities, thy level of response demanded, and the feedback
and reinforcement provided by teachers during response opportunities.

It is recommended that when converting frequency scores to percentages
investigators use part/whole percentages rather than part/part ratios
(direct questions over direct questions plus open questions, for example,
rather tnan simply direct questions over open questions). This practice
will fnsure that all percentage scores will vary between tero and one
hundred percent and will avoid the undesirable fluctuations which can occur
in part/part ratios when the denominator is very small in relation to the
numerator (thus creating percentages exceeding one hundred percent).

Many other percentage scores besides those Listed above can be derived
from the ¢oding in the present syatem, and the same principles can be
applied for deriving percentage measures from coding involving varisbles
not in the present system. In every case ft will be possible to make
valid inferences from the data and direct tomparisons between individuals
ot groups provided that the coding categories included in the totals (the
dencainators for the percentsages) have been kept "clean" so that they ate
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amenable to unambiguous interpretations. Since interpretation from the
percentage scores is predicted on the assumption that individuals or
groups are being compared on interaction with the teacher inequivalent
situations, investigators must make sure that coding practices do not
violate this assumption by stretching coding categories to cover a widex
class of events than was originally intended, thereby diluting their
meaning and their potential usefulness for drawing inferences. When
unsure whether or not two types of codable events are different enough
to call for coding them separately, investigators are advised to code
the events separately rather than risk masking important differences

by combining them into one category. The two categories can be combined
later if analysis of the data supports the feasibility of this pro-
cedure,

Summary sheets to aid in tabulation of frequencies are presented
following this page. Four blenk copies of the first sheet ('"Teacher
Feedback in Response Opportunities') are required for each child: onme
for fecdback following correct answers, one for feedback following
part-right answers, one for feedback following wrong answers, and one for
feedback following '"no response.” ~oders indicate which one of the
four types of quality of child's ansier is involved by checking one of
the four boxes at the top of the page.
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APPENDIX SIX

Reliability and Validity
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Because of the complexity of tlLe system, a one- to two-week
training and practice period will be necessary before sufficient )
intercoder reliability can be established. The following procedure
is recommended: (a) coders should familiarize themselves with the
manual and coding sheets, discussing any questious they may have with
the investigators; (b) coders should then write out their own examples
for each of the coding categories and discuss these with the investi-
gators; (¢) coders should write out questior and answer sequences,
exchange and code them and discuss them; (d) coders should begin
working in the classroom or coding video tapes of classroom interactien
similar te that expected in the research.

Two or more coders should work together so that reliability

(percent agreement) can be monitored. Initially coders should con-
centrate only on applying the coding distinctions in the system with-
out attempting to record the identification numbers of the children.
The type of response opportunity can be noted simply by entering check
marks in the appropriate columns, rather than child identification
numbers as will be used later. Attempts to code child identification
numbers in addition to coding all the aspects of dyadic interaction
included in the system will hamper most coders at this stage. Later,
when the coders have learned to apply the system efficiently, they
can start recording identification numbers with relative ease.
Coders should write down in sufficient detail for later recovery any
questionable coding situation that comes up. Short periods of coding
intermixed with periods of discussion are preferable in the heginning
to attempts to code for an entire morning or afternoon.

As the coders become more reliable in applying the system they
can begin to code for longer time periods and to begin tcv identify
the children by numbers as they code. A seating chart locating all
of the children in the room by number shnuld be handy for quick reference
at this time. There will be frequent omissions in the early coding
protocols since coders who arve unfamiliar with the system, the coding
sheets, and the children's identification numbers will be unable to
keep up with some quick-moving question and answer sequences and con-

szquently will miss some coding. Most of these disagreerents due to
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omissions will disappear as the ccders become more efficient in applying
the system. Once efficient applicatinn occurs, so that there no
longer are constant differences between coders in the number of inter-
actions coded, the data are ready for assessment of intercoder agree-
ment and for discover; »f constant differences in application of the
system. Any constant differences which appear should be discussed
with the coders, since such differences reflect disagreement in the
way equivalent situations are being coded (as when one coder con-
sistently has more process questions and less product questions than
the other cocer, showing that one or both coders are not properly
applying the definitions of these two variables).

Once constant differences between coders and the way they apply
the system are eliminated and satisfactory intercoder agreement is
achieved, coders can begin to work individually. Determination of
what constitutes "satisfactory" intercoder agreement will depend on
the preferences of individual investigators and the degree of precision
in data that the problem under study requires. As a general rule of
thumb the present investigators recommend that intercoder agreement
of at least 807% be attained beforz coders begin to work alone, and
that reliability checks be made periodically to ensure that reliability
is being maintained and to aid in discovery of any constant differences
between owders which may appear with time. Percent agreement is
determined by the ratio of exact agreement betweer coders to the
combined total of exact agreements plus omissions (one coder coded
and the other did not) plus disagreements (both coders coded but
dissgreed on the coding). In determining agreement on type of respouse
opportunity, for instance, the denominator of the ratio would be
defined by the sum of all response oppcrtunities coded by coder A
plus all response opportunities which were coded by coder B but not
coded by A. This aggregate can be divided into four subtntals:

{a) cases where both coders coded a response opportunity and also
agreed on the coding of the type of response opportunity; (b) cases
where both coders coded a respouse opportunity but disagreed on the
type of response opportunity involved; (c) cases where only coder A
coded; (d) cases where only coder B coded. Only instances of the first
type (both coders have coded the response opportunity and agreed on the

type of response opportunity involved) are considered to be agreements.
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When good coding agreement 15 establisked, the percent agreement
using the formula described above will exceed 80% (feor mest categories
it will e much higher), and the discrepencies will tend to be
omissions rather than disagreemenrts. Disagreements (both coders
code but do not agree on the coding} should be rare and should cccur
only in connection with category boundaries kncwn to be arbitrary
rather than absolute (process vs, product feedback, affirmation vs.
praise, negation vs. criticism, warning vs. criticism).

Using the preceding criteria, all four cf the coders trained
for the present research were able to reach satisfactory performance
within two weeks. This has been maintained in subsequent checks.

Two of the coders are former teachers. and the other two are graduate
students in e'ducational psychclegy. Their data suggest that an average
college student or graduate should be able to apply the system reliably.

Since the system invnlves objective ceoding of observable behavior,
its validity is insured automatically if it is reliably applied
according to the instructions in the manual., The only real threats
to validity occur in ccnnecticn with unforeseen types of interactions
which the manual was not prepared to deal with. Consequently investi-
gators must impress on coders the necessity for recording any unusual
or unforeseen event in the classrocm and discussing it with the
investigator at the earliest possible moment. In order to make
decisions in these situations investigators must have a clear grasp of
their own conceptualization of the problem and the inferencas concerning
it that are going to be made on the basis of the data collected. If
coding a particular interaction (or coding it a certain way) would
introduce characteristics into the data which would violate the implicit
or explicit assumptions about the data which establish the basis for
inference from data to theoretical issues, .Ye interaction should not
be coded (or it should be coded in a way that is consistent with the
implicit or explicit assumptions). Investigators must also be careful
to avoild contaminating their data by sllowing relevant biases to affect
decisions about how to code unforeseen si .cions. Ideally these

decisions should be made "blind" -~ without knowledge of subject
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characteristics relevant to the study. If this is not possible it
will be necessary to rely on advance specification of decision rules
and/or randomizing procedures. In the present study, for example,
coding was restricted to interactions involving academic work and
discussion, since attention was being directed to teachers' expecta-
tions for academic performance by the children. Consequently recess
and other non-academic activities were not coded at all, and self-
reference response opportunities and recitation turns were treated
separately from the rest of the data. Similarly, the teachers'
subjective intent was the most basic criterion used in determining
how to code certain Interaction sequences and in defining the quality
of the answers of the children. Validity considerations for studies
in which the system was used to collect data for a different purpose
might dictate the use of different coding procedures from those adopted
in the present research. Even in an objective coding system, reli-
ability can insure validity only if the data and their interpretation

conform to the logical demands of the research design.




