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Abstract

Teacher-student relationship, in all educational systems is a key aspect of creating
effective learning environments. Therefore, investigating the behavior of teachers
in the classrooms and identifying students' understanding of teachers' behavior is
one of research necessities in each educational system. For this purpose, the present
study was conducted, aimed to investigate the status of interactive behavior of
teachers with students in secondary schools in Gorgan. The study method was
survey and all secondary school students in Gorgan and their math teachers were
considered as the study population. Thus, 354 second and third grade students with
their math teachers entered the study as the sample. The sampling method in the
students' group was random cluster and in the teachers' group was targeted. The
data collection instrument was the standard Questionnaire on Teacher Interaction.
T test was used to analyze the data. The findings showed that students'
understanding of behavioral style of most of math teachers in the classroom was
consistent with Dominance-Submission model, but math teachers believed that no
difference was found between the use of interactive styles of Dominance-
Submission and Cooperation-Opposition between them and benefited equally from
both styles. Also, the results showed that a significant difference was found
between the images that teachers have in mind of interacting with students and the
images students have in mind of interacting with their teachers, in admonishing,
strict and uncertain behaviors, which the students believe are the styles mostly used
by their teachers. But teachers believe that they use these styles less. Comparing
the understanding of teachers and students of using the interactive behavior of
teachers in both styles of Cooperation-Opposition and Dominance-Submission
showed no significant difference.

Keywords: interaction style, submission, cooperation, opposition
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Table 1
Students' viewpoints on the interaction of math teachers with students
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Table 2
The results of t-test on comparing the behavioral styles of teachers from students’ points of view
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Table 3
The viewpoints of math teachers regarding their interaction with students
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Table 4
The results of t-test on comparing the behavioral styles of math teachers in their own opinion
Sbgmepdaw  (oolilas t oSbe lglp Seaw S
Sig df Mean N Style Variable
—cdbo— 5, Kan
3.717 14 =
Cooperation- . 7 .. o e
Opposition 13710 1 hee (Jelafyl2) S
0617 13 0.512 ol ¢ Salals teacher — students
<5 interactional style
3.753 14 SR
Dominance-

Submission




5 swb =9 o ledm ) e Jlo= bl s Gbisel g — sole 4 pis Y.

M gze +[EVY phw 5> odel Cowd 4 (/OIY) T lade gd e disMe ¥ a3 &5 455SSlen
ol b pledze (0 ()l aSus (63 5,8 4 ledre 253 Sl &S xe ol 4
Bdize g Wb b e 355 58, o 1) S 51 S gud lodre &S Sixe ol A g > gime

WSS o ool LSS jeb 4 S 50 5a l lalae &S

(2by 0 o 3 plae ol S 1 el 23l 5 lalas S5 LT gy pow Jlgus

Sl cglato
00 oM 3 e Jlolas S 1 gl s g lalro )3 dlie pdlaio 4y (5 90 §) ol gl D Jgix
Table 5
The results of the t-test on comparing teachers 'and students' perceptions of the teacher's interaction style in
classroom
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Figure 1
The viewpoints of students and teachers regarding the interaction styles behavior of math teachers with students
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