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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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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
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Table 5
The results of the t-test on comparing teachers 'and students' perceptions of the teacher's interaction style in
classroom

che  wp U SArslrod ol oSk egS
e ol byl g Mean Group s
Sig df Levene’s Test for Variable

Equality of Variances
sig F

z10 bl

0215 366 1243 o0, 6.085 students Bl
: . Oledso friendly
3.41
teachers

3.53 O\ij&IJ

0054 366  1.929 students S

style

[}
0.027 4919 208 ololse  understanding % z
' teachers S
3gy b i z
students PR Y g
0.383 366  0.873 !
0.006 7.564 a1l SN dissatisfied 3 og
teaf:hers _§ 5
. e . @
3.73 u"t"’ ;"“’ t" " %‘ g
students 0AILS yi ) puw O
0024 366 2268 g9y 0.052 Jlals  admonishin
3.34 © g
teachers
sga  Oloib
students XK
0.435 366  0.782
0.002 10.209 4753 Olodze overall
' teachers
389 ohprlosh §
0092 366 1962 a0, 1057 students S 4 g
. . 420 Olelzo leadership é £
' teachers o, ’}\ @
gy el w08
' students A 2
0.049 366  1.967 0.152 2.065 lae strict 5
3.16 © ! a

teachers




sgs  Olosh

students  (odl3l ke
0.734 366  0.341 .
0.209 1.581 364 Olalze freedom
teachers
students b
0.049 366 1.966 >
0.599 0.277 3.96 Olelzs uncertain
' teachers
3567 ClrloAh
students Xz
0.422 366 0.804
0.310 1.072 3717 Olodze overall
' teachers

S Gpgad g oS L plilels | plodae o5 (pgal o 3350 AT 0 Jpi 4 25 L
Psine ©ollS 3350 5 (g @llS (jpw gla)kd) 3 yls a3 3 3 leles Sl sl il
J9 955 o0 )3 ladre odlitul 3y90 yide Siw oyl &5 Kddine )ljgal Ll 45 (gleieS 4 !
2 Lol ol @glas saimd L 50 Y Jhges My oy A eS|y S opl a8 W)l slizel yloleo
5 il = 6)Kan S 93 3590 40 gyl gxo graw g odal Cowd a4t ke 4 angi b (JS
99 5 lakee (Lol 118, 51 ligel il 5 plalee Sy oy 45 b e g pdyalalis =5 Sdlalus

s Jd Gz glas g8 e S

.-

¥.0

T -\ /‘W\

.0 \ - — —— s
Y. \v/v — S
Y.0 —m o laq
Y.-

VO

N

-0

[ S) b5 SSha! e 23 =t ORIS SA=

o150 saS

igel gl b ol cladee ol )i, b byl ys clakee g oljgel 2l sl 1Y jlages
Figure 1
The viewpoints of students and teachers regarding the interaction styles behavior of math teachers with students
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