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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate 

(1) the relationship of Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

(Flanders) to the attitudes of students in released-time 

seminary classes of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-

day saints (LDS Chu~ch) as measured by the student's 

Evaluation of Seminary Instrument (SES) and (2) the 
, 

relationship of scores on the SES before and after training 

in Flanders. 

Released-time seminary teachers of the LDS Church 

from the Tucson and Phoenix areas were asked to participate 

in this study. From those who agreed to participate, half 

were randomly assigned to a control group, and half were 

assigned to an experimental group. SES scores and tape 

recordings of class discussions were obtained from two of 

the classes of each teacher. The teachers in the experi-

mental group attended training sessions on Flanders. After 

training in Flanders, SES scores and tape recordings of 

class discussions from the same classes described above 

were obtained. The tape recordings were coded and ratios 

were figured. From Flanders ratios and SES scores, t-tests 

and Pearson's Product-Moment correlations were used to 

produce the test statistics. 

vii 



The findings of this study were: 
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(1) there wa& no 

significant correlation between Flanders and the SES; 

(2) there was, however, enough correlation to show that 

(a) Flanders ratios which indicate indirect teacher 

influence are related to relatively high scores on the SES 

and (b) Flanders ratios which indicate direct teacher 

influence are related to relatively low scores on the SES; 

(3) there was no significant increase in Flanders ratios 

among the experimental group receiving the training in 

Flanders as described in this study; and (4) the training 

in Flanders described in this study had no apparent 

relationship to SES scores. 

There appears to be a relationship between direct 

and indirect patterns of teaching influence, as defined by 

Flanders, and student attituGGs in the released-time 

seminary classroom of the LOS Church, as measured by the 

SESe Further studies are necessary to investigate the 

extent of this relationship. Further studies that 

investigate the relationship between teacher behavior in 

the seminary classroom and a more vigorous training program 

in Flanders are also recommended. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Evaluating the teaching-learning process in the 

classroom is a complex and difficult process. Many educa-

tors tend to have a "feeling" for good teaching, and they 

seem to know poor teaching when they see it, but the prob-

lem of objectively defining and evaluating what actually 

happens in the classroom is still a challenge. 

Pullias and Young (1968), in addressing the age-

old, but yet unanswered, question "What is teaching?" 

admit: "We cannot hope to see teaching and the teacher 

in their complete fullness. Now one phase comes into view 

or clear focus, and then anothE'r" (p. 7). 

Amidon and Flanders (1967) have described the 

classroom teacher as one who 

..• guides the learning activities of the 
students. As he helps students to learn in the 
classroom situation, the teacher, as the leader, 
interacts with the students both as individuals and 
as a group. In the process of this interaction he 
influences the students, sometimes intentionally 
with planned behavior, sometimes consciously with
out planning, but often without awareness of his 
behavior and the effect of this behavior on the 
learning process. 

The teacher, then, is continually exerting 
influence on the students and on the learning 
situation (p. 1). 

1 
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Richins (1973) states that the foundation stone of 

the educational system is the student-teacher relationship. 

But, how much knowledge does the teacher have about how he 

establishes his relationship with students and the "methods 

of influence" he is using? How much does he know about how 

the students perceive his behavior? Does the teacher know 

what patterns in his behavior elicit appropriate or inap-

propriate responses from students? How much control is he 

able to exert over his behavior in the classroom? 

Amidon and Flanders continue: 

By studying his own behavior in some system
atic, objective manner, the teacher may gain insight 
into his pattern of influence. As he gains insight 
into his behavior, he may decide that he wants to 
change his behavior because either he is not 
achieving what he thought he was achieving; or he 
is not achieving what he has now decided he wants 
to on the basis of new insights about how students 
learn (p. 1). 

Howsam (1960) expressed the need for continued 

study in this area: 

While it would be neither possible nor desir
able to reduce teaching to approved or proved 
routines, there is a great need for a clear under
standing of the nature of teaching and of teaching 
characteristics and behavior which tend to produce 
desirable learnings in students. Elusive as any 
definite answers in this area may be, research 
toward this end must continue (p. 5). 

In religious education the teacher-student Lela-

tionship is of the utmost importance. This relationship is 

one of the prime concerns of the Church Edu~ational System 

(C.E.S.) of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day saints 
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(L.D.S.). The umbrella of the Church Educational System 

covers Brigham Young University, several colleges, private 

elementary and secondary schools, literacy programs in 

foreign countries, adult (continuing) religious and secular 

education, released-time elementary, secondary, and 

COllege-level religion classes, as well as early-morning 

and homestudy secondary and college-level religion classes. 

These programs extend worldwide covering 50 countries and 

18 languages. 

In an attempt to evaluate the student-teacher 

relationship in the released-time seminaries, an instrument 

known as the Student's Evaluation of Seminary (SES) was 

developed by the Church Educational System. It has been 

proven to be a reliable instrument for determining stu

dents' feelings concerning seminary and their teachers 

(Richins, 1973). 

The SES is a questionnaire consisting of 38 state

ments. This questionnaire is given to the students by the 

C.E.S. administrator. The students select one of four 

responses to each of the 38 statements on the question

naire. These statements are divided into six areas: 

(1) Teacher Personality, (2) Rapport, (3) Learning Environ

ment, (4) Preparation and Organization, (5) Skill in 

Methodology, (6) Teacher Effectiveness. Questions from 
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each category are mixed throughout the questionnaire so 

that the students are not aware of their categorizations. 

The results of the SES allow the teacher to deter

mine how the students perceive his behavior. These data 

also provide an opportunity for the administrator to build 

a relationship with the teacher. The administrator helps 

the teacher interpret how the students feel, and works with 

him in resolving problems which may exist. 

However, this use of the SES does not allow for an 

objective, non-threatening observation of the teacher in 

action. While the SES data and the CES administrator may 

point out some strengths and weaknesses of the teacher, in 

many cases the teacher still does not know what specific 

behaviors have produced these reactions from the students, 

or what specific behaviors he may want to change or con

tinue. 

Ned A. Flanders' Verbal Interaction Analysis has 

been used as a procedure for providing teachers with infor

mation about their overt behavior in the classroom. Inter

action analysis allows the teacher to compare his actions 

with his intentions, which is likely to result in an im

provement of instruction (Flanders, 1963). When teachers 

have been properly trained in interaction analysis, two 

significant areas of student behavior are positively 



affected: 
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(1) student attitude, and (2) student achieve-

The key to interaction analysis seems to be the 

influence on students of what are categorized as "indirect 

statements." Indirect statements are defined as those that 

encourage student participation. Accepting, clarifying, 

praising, and developing ideas and feelings expressed by 

the students will support student participation. 

On the other hand, "direct statements" are defined 

as those that restrict student participation. Expressing 

one's own views through lecture, giving direction, and 

criticizing with the expectation of compliance tend to 

restrict pupil participation. 

While there is a need for both direct and indirect 

influ~nces, research indicateG that a predominance of in

direct influences in teaching improves pupil attitudes and 

enhances pupil learning. Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

has been shown to be an effective tool in measuring this 

influence. It has also been shown to be an effective tool 

in shaping teacher behavior in both preservice and in

service teacher education (Amidon, 1966). 

statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to see if Flanders' 

Interaction Analysis and the SES, both of which deal with 

student attitudes, can work together to produce a more 
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effective method 6f improving student-teacher relationships 

in released-time seminary classes of the Church Educational 

System of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

This study investigates (1) the relations~ip of 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis to the attitudes of students 

of full-time Church Education System seminary teachers as 

measured by the Student's Evaluation of Seminary Instru

ment, and (2) the relationship of SES scores to groups of 

teachers before and after training in Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis. 

Significance of the Study 

As an educational institution, the church Educa

tional System constantly strives to improve teaching among 

its teachers. One of the important factors that influence 

successful teaching is developing and maintaining a posi

tive attitude among enrolled students. A significant cor

relation between interaction analysis ratios and SES scores 

would warrant further investigation into the effects of 

teacher behavior patterns as identified by Flanders scores 

on pupil attitude as measured by the SESe Interaction 

analysis training might then be made a part of pre service 

and inservice training among seminary teachers. 

If ratios of Flanders' Interaction Analysis cor

relate significantly with scores on the SES, then teachers 

and administrators trained in Flanders could use the 
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concepts of interaction analysis to point out what teacher 

actions caused certain responses on the SES. Thus, 

Flanders' concepts could be used to reinforce strengths and 

point out possible changes needed in a teacher's behavior 

pattern to bring about change in the students' attitudes as 

measured by the SES. It would also provide a specific way 

for the administrator, a fellow teacher, or ideally, the 

teacher himself to improve certain areas of verbal behavior 

that would improve pupil attitude; whereas now, once the 

SES score is obtained, the teacher and administrator have a 

good idea of how students feel about seminary, but there is 

no objective method of pinpointing what the teacher is 

doing or how the teacher may change to improve in needed 

areas as indicated by the SES. 

Hypotheses Tested 

In order to determine the significant differences 

and correlations among SES scores and Flanders ratios, the 

following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There is no significant difference in SES scores 

of teachers before and after receiving training in 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis. 

2. There is no significant difference in Flanders 

scores of teachers before and after receiving 

training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis. 
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3. There is no significant correlation between inter

action analysis matrix ratios and SES scores. 

Assumptions Underlying the Study 

For the purpose of this study, the following 

assumptions were made: 

1. Teachers will improve their teaching effectiveness 

when given proper information. 

2. Studen~s will respond truthfully and honestly to 

the SES. 

3. The tape recordings made of the classroom sessions 

will reflect the normal classroom behavior of each 

selected class. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions apply throughout the 

study: 

1. Church Educational System (CES): the department of 

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 

responsible for worldwide, week-day religious and 

secular education in certain locations. 

2. Released-time seminaries: church schools operated 

by the CES where teachers are employed full time 

and the students who attend are released from pub

lic school one period a day for religious 

instruction. 
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3. CES administrator: the person responsible for the 

CES programs in a specified geographical area. 

4. Student's Evaluation of Seminary (SES): an in

service instrument designed and used by the CES for 

teacher evaluation by students in released-time 

seminaries. It contains 38 items to which students 

respond (Appendix C) . 

5. Flanders' Verbal Interaction Analysis (Interaction 

Analysis): a system of codifying verbal inter

action between teacher and students. Certain 

patterns of verbal interaction have been shown to 

produce better pupil attitude and achievement 

(Flanders, 1970). 

Delimitations 

The sample for this study was drawn from profes

sional, released-time teachers from the cities of Tucson, 

Mesa, Tempe, Phoenix, and st. David. The findings in this 

study were limited to these areas. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

As stated by the Church Educational System of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints: 

The student-teacher relationship is the founda
tion stone of the educational system. All other 
individuals and services in education are justified 
on the basis of what they can do to enhance the 
student learning provided by the teacher. For this 
reason, there is a great need for a clear under
standing of the nature of teaching and of teaching 
characteristics and behavior which tend to produce 
desirable learnings in students ("Teacher Evalu
ation (Inservice Training Booklet)," 1974, p. 1). 

Two procedures that are investigated in this pro-

lect are Ned A. Flanders' Interaction Analysis and an 

instrument developed by the Church Educa~ional System of 

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, called 

Student's Evaluation of Seminary (SES). In this chapter 

teacher evaluation is discussed and the two evaluation 

procedures are examined. 

Teacher Evaluation 

Appraisal of teaching has existed whenever there 

has been a teacher and student: 

All teachers are rated. They will be rated by 
their students and by the parents of the community 
whether or not there is a formal rating system 
utilized by the school district which employs 

10 



them .... It is apparent that, since teachers are 
inevitably rated in one way or another, it would be 
best to accomplish this through some agreed upon 
and logically defensible method of evaluation 
(Richins, 1973, p. 4). 

Teacher evaluation is inescapable, and is made 

either openly and carefully or subversively and hap-

11 

hazardly. Where no formal system exists, the merit of the 

teacher is usually estimated from impressions, with no at-

tempt at objective measurement (Teacher Evaluation, 1974). 

One of the earliest efforts to impose accountabil-

ity in education was the incident in which the citizens of 

Athens forced socrates to swallow hemlock because they 

thought his influence on youth was not in harmony with the 

values and perceived needs of their parents (Morphet, Johns 

and Reller, 1974). 

In the United States, early evaluation was done by 

committees of citizens who had the responsibility of 

visiting teachers to determine whether they were doing 

their job. This became the basis for making decisions 

about retention and other kinds of rewards. There was no 

effort to improve the teachers or the teaching. 

By the early part of the twentieth century, profes-

sional superintendents and principals were given the re-

sponsibility for evaluating teachers. Inspecting, rating, 

and monitoring were the main purposes of this evaluation. 

With the period of scientific management, there came an 
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attempt to determine the best kind of teacher and teaching. 

Teachers were evaluated on ho," well they met established 

criteria. This evaluation was usually done by a visit from 

the principal. The data from such visits were also used 

for the purpose of making personnel decisions. 

Some years later, the human relations movement 

brought with it a concern for the nature and needs of the 

teacher. This movement added another dimension to teacher 

evaluation. In addition to using evaluations for making 

personnel decisions, evaluations also began to be consid

ered as a way of helping teachers to become more effective 

in their teaching behavior (Wiles and Lovell, 1975). 

In the early 1960's, sharp criticisms were being 

directed towards education. As this criticism continued 

and educators sought to defend their position, it soon 

became evident that there was little information available 

upon which to base either criticism or defense. Most edu

cational data had been concerned with educational input. 

Very few educational outcomes were being measured, and 

those being measured were not of the kind that could be 

used as a sound basis for criticism or defense. Measure

ments of educational output were urgently needed. 

In many instances when criticism was leveled 

against education, data were not available or were not 

effectively utilized. As a result, educators often had to 
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voice opinions. Opinions do not provide a satisfactory 

basis for defending educational procedures or making de

cisions about educational processes and programs (Morphet, 

Johns and Reller, 1974). 

Guba and Stufflebeam (1968) have defined evaluation 

as the process of obtaining and providing useful informa

tion for making educational decisions. Under this defi

nition, evaluation becomes decision oriented rather than 

conclusion oriented. 

There are many approaches to the evaluation of 

learning outcomes. Examples include standardized tests, 

student reaction procedures, student performance in school 

and community, specially designed tests to measure specific 

factors, and expert observation. The specific nature of 

the evaluation technique is a function of the phase of 

instruction to be evaluated along with the expertise of the 

teacher and the evaluator in the technique used. 

There are basically four groups that are involved 

in the formal evaluation of the teacher. They are: 

(l) the administrator, (2) peers, (3) the teacher himself, 

and (4) the students. There are pros and cons as to which 

of these groups can best be used in teacher evaluation. 

Richins (1973) reports that "studies have found that there 

is not a high correlation between evaluations made by 

teachers, administrators, students, and peers. This may 
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be due to different expectations on the part of the four 

group s " (p . 30). 

While there is a wide acceptance and use of evalu-

ations by the administrator, evaluations made by peers, by 

the teachers themselves, or by students are not as cornmon 

nor as readily accepted. Of these three groups, teacher 

evaluations by students are used the least. However, this 

group may produce a much more consistent evaluation. 

Richins (1973) summarizes: 

Published results on studies of teacher ratings 
by pupils reveal a high degree of reliability. 
They are more consistent in their evaluations than 
administrators or teachers. Their opinions of 
teachers do not change measurably during post
school years. Such factors as sex of student, age 
or maturity, intelligence, or marks received by the 
student seem to have little bearing on student 
ratings (p. 30). 

-rhornock (1969) quoted Bush as saying that the most 

powerful condition for bringing about effective learning is 

for the pupil to like the teacher. If this is true, pupil 

evaluations are important in teacher evaluation. 

Richins (1973) also quotes Brighton and Rose (1965) 

as seeing the need of student ratings: 

Though the use of formal pupil ratings of 
individual teachers entails undesirable side 
effects, pupil opinions and reactions can play 
their part in a teacher evaluation program. 
Pupils are able to identify good and superior 
teaching as accurately as adminis-trators--so 
studies reveal; and no description of good 
teaching is complete that overlooks pupil reac
tions and appraisals altogether (p. 24). 
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Flanders' Verbal Interaction Analysis and Student's 

Evaluation of Seminary are two evaluation techniques used 

in this study. Flanders evaluates instructional input. 

The SES evaluates instructional output as measured by the 

students. These two instruments are examined in the re

mainder of this chapter. 

Interaction Analysis 

Interaction analysis was developed by Ned A. 

Flanders in the early 1950's. The early research was de

signed to relate children's attitudes to patterns of 

teacher influence. It was shown that pupils who had 

teachers who used indirect influence had more positive 

attitudes than pupils of teachers using the more direct 

influence of teaching (Amidon, 1966). 

The greatest significance of Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis is for the classroom teacher. Research done by 

Flanders and others shows us that there are certain identi

fiable teacher behaviors that either inhibit or enhance 

pupil learning. Through Flanders' technique, teachers can 

get objective feedback on their patterns of teaching. Ac

cording to Ober (1967), these features of interaction 

analysis assist the classroom teacher in performing at 

least six necessary operations that are of utmost impor

tance to effective teaching. These six operations are: 
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1. Identify and separate the contributing elements 

that constitute a given teaching-learning situation. 

2. Conceptualize the relationships between these inter

acting elements. 

3. Select and plan instructional strategies that will 

facilitate maximum student learning in a variety of 

teaching-learning situations. 

4. Develop and sharpen suitable skills in order to 

transform the selected instructional strategies 

into practice in the classroom. 

5. Acquire reliable and meaningful data which can sub

sequently be analyzed to provide feedback concerning 

the quality of the teaching performance. 

6. Improve future teaching performance by means of 

suitable modification and revision. 

Ober feels that by systematically carrying out the six 

operations listed above, the teacher gains greater control 

over the student learning process. 

In a report to the U.S. Office of Education, 

Flanders (1960) stated that the concept of direct-indirect 

teacher influence not only affected pupil attitude, but it 

also had an influence on pupil achievement. He found that 

students who achieved the most as well as those who had the 

highest positive attitudes were exposed to ~flexible" pat

terns of teacher influence. A flexible teacher is one who 



not only uses an indirect influence effectively, but one 

who can also use a direct influence when necessary. 
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An indirect influence is defined as teacher behav

ior that encourages student participation. Accepting, 

clarifying, praising and developing ideas and feelings 

expressed by the pupils all support student participation 

(Appendix A, cat. 1-4). This has some advantages for both 

the teacher and the student. With increased student parti

cipation the teacher can: (1) better assess what the 

student knows, (2) give less direction and criticism to the 

student. In addition, students have a better opportunity 

to: (1) diagnose their own difficulties, (2) suggest and 

develop their own plans of action. 

On the other hand, a direct influence is defined as 

teacher behavior which tends to restrict student partici

pation. Expressing one's own views through lecture, giving 

directions, and criticizing with the expectation of com

pliance tend to restrict pupil participation (Appendix A, 

cat. 5-7). 

Flanders found that superior teachers talked only 

slightly less than the average or poor teachers. The su

perior teachers, however, used directive aspects of their 

verbal influence much less. He expressed the normal ratio 

of student/teacher talk as the "rule of two-thirds." This 

rule says that someone in the classroom is talking 
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two-thirds of the time; two-thirds of that time the person 

talking is the te.~ch~~; and two-thirds of the time the 

teacher is talking he is using direct influence. For the 

poor teacher , just change the rule of two-thirds to the 

rule of three-fourths (Flanders, 1963) 

Even though interaction analysis was originally 

designed to gauge student/teacher talk in the classroom, it 

has been shown to be an effective tool in shaping teacher 

behavior in both preservice and inservice teacher education 

(Flanders, 1963). The major contribution of interaction 

analysis may well be that the inferences reached are based 

on events which can be said to have occurred with a greater 

degree of certainty than is usually true of classroom 

observation. 

Amidon (1966) reported several studies in which 

student teachers who were taught interaction analysis were 

more indirect (i.e., talked less, had more pupil-initiated 

talk, and more often accepted pupil ideas) than student 

teachers who had not been taught interaction analysis. 

In 1962 Flanders instituted an in service program in 

which interaction analysis was taught as an observational 

tool. At the end of this experimental program, the 

teachers evidenced that they were more indirect than they 

had been at the beginning of the experiment. Several other 

studies in this area are also reported by Amidon. 
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In research that carries implications for super

vision of instruction, Moskowitz (1966) found that training 

in interaction analysis appeared to have a positive effect 

on the interpersonal relationship of the cooperating 

teacher and the student teacher. The relationship was more 

open than where interaction analysis was not used and each 

was more prone to accept and use ideas suggested by the 

other. It was found that if both the cooperating teacher 

and the student teacher were trained, the relationship was 

more positive than when just the cooperating teacher was 

trained. However, when just the student teacher was 

trained, the relationship tended to be worse than if 

neither was trained. 

In summary, the research shows that a predominance 

of indirect influences in teaching raises pupil attitude 

and enhances pupil learning. Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis has been shown to not only be an effective tool in 

measuring this influence, but it has also been shown to 

stimulate a change in teacher behavior if the teacher wants 

to change. Training in interaction analysis seems to in

crease some of the social skills that are so desirable in 

the field of education. 

Procedures 

Data are collected based on Flanders' "Categories 

for Interaction Analysis" (Appendix A). Seven categories 
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are used to classify teacher statements; two categories are 

used for pupil statements; and the tenth category is used 

for silence or confusion. In effect, one of three communi

cation states exists: (1) the teacher is talking, (2) the 

pupil is talking, or (3) silence or confusion exists. The 

seven teacher-talk categories are divided into indirect and 

direct statements. The indirect statements are classified 

into: (1) accepts feelings, (2) praises or encourages, 

(3) accepts or uses the ideas of pupils, (4) asks ques

tions. The direct statements are classified into: 

(1) lecturing, (2) giving directions, (3) criticizing or 

justifying authority. The pupil-talk categories are: 

(1) pupil-talk response, (2) pupil-talk initiation. 

At intervals of three seconds, the observer decides 

which of the ten categories best describes the verbal be

havior just observed. The observer then writes this number 

in a column in the order of sequence. When appropriate, 

brief marginal notes are written describing a major change 

in the classroom communication pattern. 

The "raw" data represent the "sequential" dimen

sions of the verbal interaction. In order to obtain a 

"frequency" measure of the same data, the interactions 

are plotted on a matrix (Appendix B) . 



21 

Interpretation of the Matrix 

Knowledge of how much the teacher or pupils talk 

becomes more useful when combined with some index of 

quality. Ratios can be calculated which provide such in-

formation in terms of teacher initiative, teacher response, 

and pupil initiative. 

We normally expect reciprocal relationships be
tween teacher statements and pupil statements. 
That is, the more the teacher takes the initiative, 
the more likely the students are to respond. The 
more a teacher responds, the more likely it is that 
pupils will make statements which show initiative 
(Flanders, 1970, p. 101). 

The mathematical procedure most frequently used to 

make comparisons between two or more matrices is to convert 

all column totals to percentages of the matrix total. Cer-

tain ratios can then be calculated for which normative 

expectations have been established. Teacher talk, pupil 

talk, and silence or confusion, converted to percentages, 

should add up to 100. It is the use of these percentages 

that allows for the establishing of ratios. Using patterns 

and ratios established by Flanders, one may examine what 

actually happened during the verbal interaction between the 

teacher and pupil. Knowing what one might expect from past 

observations of many teachers, it is possible to compare 

what actually happened with what the teacher intended to 

happen. It is also possible to compare successful 
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patterns and ratios established by Flanders to the patterns 

and ratios observed in the individual classroom. 

The total percentage of teacher talk (TT) is of 

prime importance in interpreting the matrix. This is 

found by dividing the total number of tallies in columns 

1-7 (teacher talk) by the total number of tallies in the 

matrix. The total percentage of pupil talk (PT) is found 

by dividing the total number of tallies in columns 8 and 9 

(pupil talk) by the total number of tallies in the matrix. 

Until recently, two ratios were mainly used to show 

the relationship of frequencies between indirect (cate

gories 1-4) and direct (categories 5-7) teacher statements. 

These are the riD ratio, or the ratio of indirect to direct 

teacher statements, and the revised liD ratio (i/d ratio), 

or the ratio employed in order to determine the kind of 

emphasis given to motivation and control in a particular 

classroom (Amidon and Flanders, 1967). 

These statistics have been useful when applied to 

matrices with well over 1,000 tallies. However, when 

matrices contain fewer tallies, as is the case with most 

matrices resulting from a single visit, they may contain 

very few tallies in certain cells and the ratios may become 

"spuriously high." In matrices of 400 to 600 tallies, it 

is possible for the sum of categories 6 and 7 to provide 

denominators as low as one, two, three, or even zero. 
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For these reasons, new ratios were proposed by 

Flanders for making quick comparisons between direct and 

indirect teacher statements (Flanders, 1970). Flanders 

also changed the focus from direct teacher statements to 

"teacher initiation" and indirect teacher statements to 

"teacher response." Because this study deals with matrices 

with fewer than 1,000 tallies, these ratios were selected 

to run a statistical analysis of the SES. 

Matrix Ratios 

Since the following ratios are used as the basis 

for the statistical analysis of this study, it is important 

that they be understood. Therefore, each ratio is briefly 

explained (Flanders, 1973). 

The teacher response ratio (TRR) is an index which 

"corresponds to the teacher's tendency to react to the 

ideas and feelings of the pupils." The average ratio is 

42. 

The teacher question ratio (TQR) is an index "rep

resenting the tendency of the teacher to use questions when 

guiding the content-oriented part of class discussion." 

The average TQR is 26. 

The pupil initiation ratio indicates "what propor

tion of pupil talk was judged by the observer to be an act 

of initiation." The average PIR is 34. 
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The instantaneous teacher response ratio (TRR89) is 

"the tendency of the teacher to praise or integrate pupil 

ideas and feelings into the class discussion at the moment 

the pupils stop talking." The average TRR89 is 60. 

The instantaneous teacher question ratio (TQR89) is 

"the tendency of the teacher to respond to pupil talk with 

questions based on his own ideas, compared to his tendency 

to lecture." The average TQR89 is about 44. 

The content cross ratio (CCR) isolates the teacher 

statements which are least likely to be involved with cer

tain process problems which every teacher must solve. A 

high CCR is an indication that the ~ain focus of the class 

discussion was on subject matter, that the teacher took a 

very active role in the discussion, and that attention to 

discipline problems was at a minimum. The average CCR is 

close to 55. 

The steady state ratio (SSR) reflects the tendency 

of teacher and pupil talk to remain in the same category 

for periods longer than 3 seconds. The average SSR is 50. 

student's Evaluation of Seminary 

In 1971 a study was conducted to determine the 

reliability and validity of the SES as well as to establish 

norms for its use (Richins, 1973). A test-retest was con

ducted to determine the reliability of the SES. Correla

tions were determined and it was found that students were 
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very consistent in their ratings (.92). An item analysis 

was made, and it was concluded that the SES h~lS content 

validity. 

In order to determine criterion-related validity, 

two tests were made. In one test, 67 teachers were evalu

ated by themselves, their principal, and coordinator, in 

addition to their students. A correlation was run between 

the eight sub-area scores of the SES to determine relation

ships among the evaluations of the four different groups. 

Another attempt was made to correlate the SES 

scores of 51 new teachers with the scores received on an 

instrument known as the Preservice Teacher Evaluation (an 

instrument used in the seminary system to help identify 

teacher trainees who would be hired as released-time sem

inary teachers). Neither of these tests produced suffi

ciently high correlations to support the criterion-related 

validity of the SES. 

The SES does not reveal a precise picture of 

teacher effectiveness. It merely indicates the general 

feelings of students toward the teacher and the classroom 

for which he is responsible. 

Procedures 

The following procedures are taken from the 

IITeacher Evaluation, Inservice Training Booklet ll (1974). 
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The SES was developed and refined during the 1968-

69 school year with the help of teachers, students, and 

administrators. It contains 38 statements to which stu

dents respond with one of four different answers (Appendix 

C) • 

A score is obtained by assigning 3, 2, I, or ° 
points to each response. The most desirable response is 

given 3 points and the least desirable response ° points. 

The ~ response is the best on all statements except 10, 17, 

24, and 31, which are stated negatively, making g the most 

desirable response. Having a few negative statements on 

the SES helps make it possible to tell whether students 

read the sheets carefully or marked them with prejudiced 

feelings. 

To help analyze the results obtained from the SES, 

the 38 items are divided into seven sub-areas: teacher 

personality, rapport, learning environment, preparation and 

organization, skill in methodology, teacher effectiveness, 

and student's evaluation. 

The five statements in each sub-area are totaled to 

obtain a sub-area score. In addition, a total score is de

termined by totaling all the sub-area scores except the one 

for student's self-evaluation (Appendix D). With the use 

of the Item and Sub-area Responses Chart, the coordinator 
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can help the teacher see his strengths and areas of needed 

improvement. 

Fifteen points are possible in each sub-area. The 

six sub-areas total up to 90 points. No teacher is ex

pected to get a perfect score. Norms are available to 

interpret the scores so teachers can compare their evalua

tion with that of other teachers. With the use of these 

norms, the teacher can see his profile as compared with 

that of the average seminary teacher. 

The administrator also has other information avail

able to him that can be used for interpreting the SES. The 

student's self-evaluation sub-area is used to determine if 

the class doing the evaluation is a typical seminary class. 

If not, the results must be interpreted accordingly. 

The primary use of the SES is to obtain feedback 

for the teacher and administrators to assist in preservice 

and inservice work. 

SES scores are one of many factors taken into con

sideration during pre service training in the hiring of new 

teachers. Once a teacher is hired, the SES can be used to 

help him evaluate his work and determine his potential suc

cess in the seminary and institute program. 

The feedback a teacher receives from student evalu

ations is a motivating factor for bringing about profes

sional improvement. If it is positive, it builds the 
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teacher's self-confidence. If it is negative, the teacher 

can set new goals and take steps to improve his teaching. 

While it is true that negative feedback is sometimes 

threatening to a teacher, it often reveals what the teacher 

already knows. In some cases it reveals potential problem 

areas which can then be resolved before they become so 

serious that the teacher is unable to operate effectively 

in the classroom. 

The basis for using the SES is the conviction that 

teachers should be as self-directing as possible. It is 

felt that if given correct information, they will improve 

their teaching effectiveness. 

A secondary use of the SES is to build good 

coordinator-teacher relationships. When an evaluation is 

made, the coordinator normally spends time in two or more 

of the teacher's classes and then an hour or more with the 

teacher interpreting the results and discussing the evalu

ation. This helps the teacher and supervisor gain a better 

understanding of each other. 

Use of the SES puts the coordinator in a helpful 

position--in a sense, on the teacher's team. He helps the 

teacher interpret how the students feel and works with him 

in resolving problems which may exist. 

The SES is administered with the consent of the 

teacher. He decides if and when he wants the evaluation 
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made. If he does not want a student evaluation made, it is 

not forced upon him. In such cases, the coordinator relies 

on other methods for evaluating the teacher's effectiveness. 

The best time for the evaluations is after the stu

dents have had time to become acquainted with their 

teachers, but early in the school year. Giving the SES at 

this time allows the teacher and coordinator to work on 

problems during the school year. A teacher may have addi

tional evaluations during the year if he feels the need for 

them. 

Teachers choose at least two classes they want 

evaluated. Choosing one of their best classes and one of 

their most difficult classes provides a good basis of com

parison for determining the teacher's strengths and weak

nesses. When this is done, it is not necessary to evaluate 

every class and saves the coordinator time and effort and 

becomes less confusing to the teacher. 

Summary 

The student-teacher relationship is the foundation 

stone of the education system. The most powerful condition 

for bringing about effective learning is for the pupil to 

like the teacher. Two procedures that deal with the evalu

ation of student-teacher relationships were discussed in 

this chapter. They are Flanders' Interaction Analysis and 
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the SES developed by the Church Educational System of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

Interaction analysis was originally designed to 

relate children's attitudes to patterns of teacher influ

ence. It was shown that pupils of teachers who used more 

indirect influence had more positive attitudes than pupils 

of teachers using more direct influence of teaching. It 

has also been found that interaction analysis can be an 

effective tool in changing a teacher's behavior if the 

teacher desires to change. The procedures, interpretation 

of the matrix, data, and matrix ratios were also discussed. 

There are various groups who are responsible for 

teacher evaluation. One of these groups is the students. 

The literature reveals that ratings by pupils indicate a 

high degree of reliability. One such method of rating is 

the SES. This instrument is used to determine students' 

feelings toward the teacher and the classroom. The pro

cedures for obtaining scores and their use were then 

discussed. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the 

procedures used for this study. The chapter is divided 

into six sections: (1) Selection of the Population, 

(2) Administering the Pre-test, (3) Training in Flanders' 

Interaction Analysis, (4) Administering the Post-test, 

(5) Data Analysis procedures, (6) Summary. 

The student-teacher relationship is fundamental to 

any educational system. Two procedures that deal with 

student-teacher relationships are applied in this research. 

These procedures are Flanders' Interaction Analysis and 

Student's Evaluation of Seminary. The purpose of this 

study was to see if Flanders' Interaction Analysis and the 

SES can work together to produce a more effective method of 

improving student-teacher relationships in released-time 

seminary classes of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter

day Saints. 

Selection of the population 

In the fall of 1979 permission was obtained from 

the Church Educational System (CES) of the Church of Jesus 

Christ of Latter-day Saints to solicit participation of 

released-time seminary teachers in the study. Seminary 
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teachers in the Tucson and Phoenix metropolitan areas were 

solicited. These two geographical areas were chosen be-

cause of their relatively large concentration of teachers. 

The geographical proximity of these two areas would facili-

tate getting the selected teachers together for training. 

A letter was sent to each teacher explaining the 

intent of the study and what would be required of the 

teachers. It was noted that their participation was not 

mandatory nor would it be held against them if they chose 

not to participate. A cover letter from the Arizona CES 

area administrator indicating church department approval of 

the study and encouraging the teachers to participate was 

enclosed with the request. The teachers were asked to re-

spond indicating if they would or would not be willing to 

participate in the study. A form on the bottom of the 

request letter and a self-addressed, stamped envelope were 

included for that purpose (Appendix E). 

Two weeks after the first mailing, a follow-up 

letter was mailed to those who had not yet responded. 

Finally, a phone call was made to the remaining few who 

still had not responded. A total of 25 teachers agreed to 

participate in the 

From these 25 teachers J 12 were randomly chosen for 

the control group and 13 were randomly chosen for the ex-

perimental group. 
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Two classes taught by each teacher were selected 

for the study. Classes with less than ten students were 

not included in the selection. The two classes were chosen 

as close together in the day as possible, with morning or 

afternoon classes being selected based on geographical 

proximities to aid the researcher in travel time and 

expense. 

Administering the Pre-Test 

It was decided that the study should cover one 

semester and not cross semesters, as students often trans

fer from one class to another at the end of the semester, 

which would have damaged the continuity needed in the 

classroom for this study. In January, 1980, at the begin

ning of the second semester, the first SES was adminis

tered to the two selected classes of all teachers in the 

experimental and control groups. 

Each teacher was then asked to record on a tape 

recorder two 20-minute segments of class discussion. Each 

20-minute segment was recorded from the same class, but on 

two separate days. This increased the chance of getting a 

"normal" discussion from the class. These tape recordings 

were used to code pre-training Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis for each teacher. 
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Training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

Training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis for the 

experimental group was held in February, March, and April, 

1980. The experimental group was divided into three groups 

based on geographical proximity. One group was formed in 

Tucson, one in Mesa, and one in Phoenix. The Tucson group 

had three participants; the Mesa group had six partici

pants; and the Phoenix group had four participants. 

Three sessions were held at each location. The in

formation and format for the workshops was taken from The 

Role of the Teacher in the Classroom (R.T.C.) (Amidon and 

Flanders, 1967), and the Interaction Analysis Training 

Kit - Levell, (Training Tape Manual) (Amidon and Amidon, 

1967). Both are training manuals in Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis. The contents of each session are outlined below. 

First Session 

A. All participants introduced themselves to each 

other. 

B. An explanation of the purposes of this study 

and of the sessions was given. 

c. The background and philosophical basis for, and 

positive results of interaction analysis as ex

plained in Chapter 1 of R.T.C. and in Chapter 2 

of this study were discussed. A summary sheet 

was given to the teachers (Appendix A). 
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D. The ten categories of interaction analysis were 

introduced, and the concept of direct and in

direct teaching was presented. Explanations as 

given in pages 6-14 of R.T.C. were used and 

given to the teachers. A summary sheet of the 

ten categories was used (Appendix Al. A copy 

of chapters 1 and 2 of R.T.C. was given to each 

teacher for study. 

E. Practice was given in identifying the ten cate

gories. As typical classroom statements were 

read, the teachers tried to identify which 

category would be used to code the statement. 

F. An assignment was given to the teachers to 

learn the ten categories, to learn whether they 

were direct or indirect, and to become aware 

of their presence in their own classrooms. 

Second Session 

A. A review of the ten categories, direct vs. in

direct teacher influence, and examples the 

teachers observed in their own classrooms were 

discussed. 

B. The coding procedure for interaction analysis 

was introduced. The "ground rules" for coding 

as explained in R.T.C. were explained. 
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C. The teachers practiced coding sample classroom 

situations using the practice tape included in 

the Interaction Analysis Training Kit - Levell, 

exercises 1-4. These examples are very simple 

at the beginning and become progressively more 

complex. 

D. The teachers were then taught how to record the 

sequence numbers on the matrix. Overhead 

transparencies and handouts were used. Chapter 

3 of R.T.C. was used to explain how to use the 

matrix to determine specific areas of classroom 

interaction. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 were given 

to the teachers so they now had a complete copy 

of the book, R.T.C. 

E. The teachers were assigned to tape record one 

of their own classes. They were then to code 

the recorded classroom session, put the se

quence numbers on the matrix, and interpret the 

findings using the information in Chapter 3. 

This was to be done for the next meeting. 

Third Session 

A. A review of the coding procedures and matrix 

interpretations was held. Questions were 

answered. 



B. Teachers shared insights as they coded and 

interpreted their own classes from the tape 

recordings. 

C. Practice in coding and interpreting a matrix 

from the training tape of the Interaction 

Analysis Training Kit - Levell was given. 
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D. In conclusion, the teachers were asked to give 

their reactions to Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis and the value it had or did not have 

in promoting an understanding of which be

haviors on their part had produced certain 

classroom attitudes. They were also asked to 

evaluate the workshops. 

E. Appreciation was expressed to the teachers for 

their participation in the workshops and the 

challenge was given to continue the use of 

interaction analysis if they had found it 

useful. 

Administering the Post-Test 

In April, 1980, the SES was again administered to 

the same classes as previously described. Each teacher was 

asked to record again, two 20-minute sessions of the same 

class as before. 

The post-test tapes were combined with the pre-test 

tapes prior to coding. The combined sets of tapes were 
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randomly assigned numbers to prevent any bias on the part 

of the coder. The tapes were then coded, and matrix ratios 

were determined. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

T-tests for dependent means were used to calculate 

the difference between means of the pre and post SES scores 

for both the experimental and control groups. T-tests for 

independent means were used to calculate the difference 

between pre and post Flanders ratios for both the experi

mental and control groups. The independent t-test was used 

because of the varying numbers of teachers in the experi

mental and control groups that returned tapes from which 

Flanders ratios in the pre and post time segments were 

derived. 

SES scores and Flanders ratios were obtained. The 

computer at the University of Arizona was used to obtain 

the SES means and the other parametric statistics used. 

All SES sub-area scores and total scores were correlated 

with the 11 Flanders ratios. The Pearson Product-Moment 

Coefficient was used to obtain correlations. Probabilities 

were also calculated for each correlation. Answers to the 

three questions formulated for the study were developed 

from these statistics. 
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Summary 

Seminary teachers from the Tucson and Phoenix areas 

were asked to participate, on a volunteer basis, in the 

study. From those who agreed to participate, half were 

assigned to a control group and half to an experimental 

group. At the beginning of the semester, the SES was ad

ministered in two classes of each participating teacher of 

both groups. Each teacher was also asked to record two 

sessions from one of the two classes. 

The teachers in the experimental group attended 

three training sessions of two hours each to learn 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis. These sessions included: 

(1) background and philosophical basis ~f interaction 

analysis, (2) an awareness of different verbal interactions, 

(3) learning the categories and mechanics of coding and 

interpreting matrix data, and (4) practice from tapes of a 

classroom situation. These sess.ions were held each month 

beginning February, 1980. 

In the latter part of April, 1980, the SES was 

again administered in the same two classes of each teacher. 

The teachers were asked to record two sessions of dis

cussion in the same class, as had been done previously. 

The tapes were then randomly assigned numbers and 

codified according to Flanders' Interaction Analysis. The 

t-test was used to test the significance of the difference 
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between means of pre- and post-test SES scores and 

Flanders ratios. Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficient 

was used to find correlations between Flanders ratios and 

SES scores. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to 

investigate the relationship of training in Flanders' 

Interaction Analysis to scores on an instrument used by the 

Church Educational System of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints, this instrument being the Student's 

Evaluation of Seminary (SES), and (2) to investigate any 

correlations that might exist between Flanders and the SES. 

The participants who supplied the data for this study were 

teachers and students of released-time seminary classes of 

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in the 

Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas during the 1979-80 

academic school year. 

This chapter presents the analysis of the data 

collected from the SES and Flanders. Because of the nature 

of the results, the null hypotheses will be discussed in 

the reverse order to which they were presented in Chapter 1. 

Correlations between SES scores and Flanders ratios are 

given and the results are discussed. Values for pre-post 

Flanders ratios and pre-post SES scores are then presented 

and discussed. 
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This chapter is organized under the following 

headings: Correlation of SES socres and Flanders ratios; 

Flanders pre-post ratios; and SE8 pre-post scores. 

The SE8 has seven sub-areas and a total score. 

Flanders has ten ratios. As the data have been presented, 

the following codes for the SES socres and Flanders ratios 

have been used: 

Code 

TP 

Rp 

LE 

PO 

8M 

TE 

SE 

Tt 

Code 

TT 

PT 

8T 

TRR 

TQR 

PIR 

SES 

Sub-area 

Teacher Personality 

Rapport 

Learning Environment 

Preparation and Organization 

Skill in Methodology 

Teacher Effectiveness 

Student's Self Evaluation 

Total 

Flanders 

Teacher Talk 

Pupil Talk 

Ratios 

Student-Teacher Talk Ratio 

Teacher Response Ratio 

Teacher Question Ratio 

Pupil Initiation Ratio 



TRR89 

TQR89 

CCR 

SSR 

Instantaneous Teacher Response Ratio 

Instantaneous Teacher Question Ratio 

Content Cross Ratio 

Steady state Ratio 

Correlation of SES Scores 
and Flanders Ratios 
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A total of 23 teachers participated in the study. 

Eleven teachers were in the experimental group and 12 

teachers were in the control group. All teachers used two 

classes in the study with the exception of one teacher in 

the control group who only used one class, thus making a 

total of 45 classes participating. Before and after 

Flanders training, Flanders scores were obtained from tapes 

recorded of class discussions. These tapes were 20-minute 

segments of a class discussion. The SES was given to each 

class before and after Flanders training and the scores 

recorded. 

Of the teachers who were requested to tape record 

class discussions, 13 responded with both pre- and post-

tapes and two responded with pre-tapes only. The other ten 

teachers did not return any tape recorded classroom ses-

sions. Correlations were then calculated using the 

Flanders ratios and SES scores of these 15 taachers. The 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used to obtain the 

test statistic. The results are found in Table 1. 
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Table 1-

Correlation Coefficients and probabilities Among 
SES cateogries and Flanders Ratios (n = 49) 

TP BE. LE PO SM TE SE Tt 

FLANDERS 

TT r = -.05 -.10 .002 -.05 - .14 -.12 .06 -.09 
p = .36 .26 .49 .37 .16 .20 .34 .28 

PT .20 .21 .19 .20 .21 .32 -.05 .25 
.08 .07 .10 .08 .07 .01 .37 .04 

ST .07 .12 .08 .12 .10 .23 -.08 .14 
.32 .28 .29 .21 .24 .06 .27 .17 

TRR -.06 -.07 .23 .06 -.07 .002 .08 .02 
.35 .32 .06 .35 .33 .49 .29 .43 

TQR .23 .27 .26 .14 .46 .36 -.22 .32 
.06 .03 .04 .17 .001 .006 .06 .01 

PIR .16 .20 .20 .12 .12 .16 .10 .18 
.14 .09 .08 .20 .21 .13 .25 .11 

TRRS9 .003 .09 .34 .16 .06 .10 -.03 .15 
.49 .27 .01 .13 .34 .25 .43 .16 

TQRS9 .15 .19 .25 .06 .20 .16 -.07 .19 
.16 .10 .04 .34 .OS .13 .31 .09 

CCR -.20 -.24 -.22 -.22 - .16 -.22 -.13 -.24 
.OS .05 .06 .06 .14 .06 .1S .05 

SSR -.07 -.13 -.14 -.13 -.30 -.33 .35 -.21 
.33 .19 .16 .20 .02 .01 .006 .07 
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The third null hypothesis states that there would 

be no significant correlations between interaction analysis 

matrix ratio and SES scores. Statistical significance at 

the .05 level of confidence is present in 11 of the 70 sub

area cells. The SES total score correlates with three of 

the ten Flanders ratios. Because overall correlation be

tween Flanders ratios and SES scores is not present at the 

.05 level, the null hypothesis is retained. 

Several factors may contribute to the low r-values. 

In obtaining the data for Flanders ratios, the classes 

codified should be engaged in the same activity (i.e., dis

cussion, introduction of new material, etc.). Scores vary 

according to the intent of the teacher and the activity in 

which the class is involved. Teachers in the experimental 

and control groups were asked to tape record two 20-minute 

class "discussions" before Flanders training and two 20-

minute class discussions after Flanders training. Not all 

tapes returned were class discussions. Because of the 

crucial timing of when the tapes were recorded (before and 

after Flanders training) and the fact that school was out 

shortly after the second set of tapes were to be returned, 

it was not possible to have teachers re-tape another class 

discussion. Another problem encountered was that the 

quality of the tapes was such that on occasion a response 

could not be heard clearly, thus requiring a judgment on 



the part of the coder. The ideal situation would be for 

the coder to actually be present in the classroom to see 

and hear firsthand the student-teacher interaction. 
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The small n also hampered the search for signifi

cant r. Once again, timing becomes a factor. In order to 

accommodate the pre-post part of this study, the tapes had 

to be recorded on a timely basis. Response from the 

teacher in this task was not great. Those teachers in the 

experimental group were more diligent in returning the dis

cussion tapes. This can possibly be explained by the fre

quent contacts they had with the researcher during the 

workshops. However, only two teachers in the control group 

returned a complete set of tapes. A larger n would help 

verify a future correlational study. 

Another contributing factor for the low correla

tions found may be the SES instrument itself. Several 

questions regarding the validity of the instrument are 

raised: 1) with such a high correlation among the sub

areas, it appears that the items in each sub-area may not 

be mutually exclusive (Table 2)j 2) the content of some 

items in the sub-areas may not be appropriate for that sub

areaj and 3) the intention of each item and terms used 

therein may not be clear to all students. 

It would also be necessary to investigate whether 

the items and categories match the stated objectives of the 
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Table 2. 

Correlation Among SES Sub-Areas and Score (n = 49) 

TP BE. LE PO SM TE SE 

Rp r = .86 
P = .001 

LE .81 .76 
.001 .001 

PO .82 .75 .80 
.001 .001 .001 

SM .77 .73 .68 .65 
.001 .001 .001 .001 

TE .73 .75 .77 .81 .69 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

SE .22 .32 .21 .25 -.05 .12 
.07 .01 .07 .04 .37 .20 

Tt .92 .90 .90 .90 .84 .89 .20 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .09 



C.E.S. Clarifying the above questions regarding the SES 

would help to verify a future correlational study. 
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In spite of these confounding variables, there was 

still enough correlation to establish trends and tendencies. 

Eight of the Flanders ratios across SES sub-areas (ex

cluding SE) are either all positive or all negative, with 

one ratio (TT) across SES all negative except one (LE), and 

that one is an extremely low correlation. In addition to 

the 13 r-values that fall within the .05 level of confi

dence, there are 20 more r-values that fall within a .1 

level of confidence. These trends are reported here in 

the hope that a further study can be made, in which the 

above mentioned variables can be eliminated and these 

trends verified by more significant correlations. 

In the following discussion, the SES sub-area SE is 

not included. There appears to be no correlation between 

Flanders and this sub-area. Unlike the other sub-areas, SE 

is not a measure of the student's attitude toward the 

teacher, rather it gives information about the student 

himself. SE is not included in the summation of Tt. Tt is 

a summation of the other six SES sub-areas. In the fol

lowing discussion, only these six sub-areas and Tt are 

included. Following is a discussion of each Flanders ratio 

across SES as presented in Table 1. The significant SES 

sub-areas down Flanders ratios will then be discussed. 
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TT. TT indicates the percentage of the total class 

time the teacher is talking. All r-values across the SES 

sub-areas are negative except LE, which is near zero. The 

range of the r-values is from -.14 to +.002. The tendency 

is that the less the teacher talks, the higher the SES 

scores. SM and TE show the strongest correlation (.16 

and .20). These subareas deal with lesson presentation 

(items 5, 12, 13, 26, 33 on SES, Appendix D) and how well 

the student perceives he is learning (items 6, 20, 27, 34). 

PT. PT indicates the percentage of the total class 

time that the pupil is talking. PT correlations across the 

sub-areas range from .19 to .32 with a significant correla

tion of .32 between PT and TE. Tt also correlates signifi

cantly with PT (r = .25). The correlations are higher than 

those for TT and indicate that less teacher talk and more 

pupil talk is related to how effective the student per

ceives the teacher to be. 

Richins (1973) found that the student's responses 

on three questions in the sub-area "Teacher Effectiveness" 

correlate very highly with the total SES score. These 

questions deal with the student's perceptions of how well 

he is learning and how pleased he is to have his teacher 

this year. The implication is that the more the students 

are allowed to talk, the more they perceive they are 



learning and the more effective they perceive the teacher 

to be. 
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ST. ST is the amount of time the teacher talks 

compared to the amount of time the students talk. All 

r-values are positive with a range from .07 to .23. These 

correlations are compatible with correlations found in TT 

and PT and they support the concept that increased student 

participation correlates with increased student attitudes 

toward the teacher. 

TRR. TRR indicates the tendency of the teacher to 

react to the ideas and feelings of students. Three nega

tive and three positive correlations are found across the 

sub-areas with r-value ranging from -.07 to .23. The r

value between Tt and TRR is a low .02. It is difficult to 

conclude any tendency or direction from the reported values. 

It might be mentioned that TRR and LE have an r-value of 

.23. Four of the items in Learning Environment deal with 

discipline (3, 10, 17, 21). In calculating the TRR ratio, 

the two categories that measure teacher discipline are used 

in the denominator, thus having an important role in de

termining this ratio. It appears that the way the teacher 

handles classroom discipline has an effect on the corre

lation between SES and Flanders. 

TQR. TQR is a measure of the tendency of the 

teacher to use questions in his teaching. This ratio shows 
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the strongest correlation with SES. There are significant 

correlations in three sub-areas (Rp, LE, SM) and Tt. The 

correlations range from .14 to .46. 

Items that make up Rp deal mainly with how the 

student perceives the teacher's concern for young people 

(items 2, 9) and how willing the teacher is to listen to 

the students (items 16, 23). Questions give students an 

opportunity to say things; and a teacher who uses ques

tions may be showing students that he wants to listen. 

Students are able to perceive this in their teacher, as 

reported by the SES. 

Another item that shows significant correlation is 

LE. The SES items that make up this sub-area deal with 

discipline (items 3, 10, 17, 24, 31). There is a relation

ship between a classroom where questions are asked and 

what students perceive to be a good environment in which 

to learn. 

In the SM (Skill in Methodology) sub-area, item 12 

reads, "My teacher uses questioning techniques that keep us 

involved and interested." Other items in this sub-area 

also deal with variety of lesson preparation (item 26) and 

the clarity with which the teacher explains things (item 

33). When the teacher uses questions in his teaching, the 

students react positively to that technique. There is a 



relationship between teachers who use questions and high 

scores on SM sub-areas. 

PIR. PIR indicates what proportion of pupil talk 

was judged by the observer to be an act of initiation. The 

r-values between PIR and SES are low, but are all positive, 

ranging from .12 to .20. Rp (r = .20) and LE (r = .20) are 

the highest correlations. The tendency is that students 

who feel free to make comments and ask questions are likely 

to enjoy the classroom experience and feel that they learn 

more. 
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TRR89. This ratio measures the tendency of the 

teacher to praise or integrate pupil ideas and feelings 

into the class discussion at the moment pupils stop talking. 

All correlations are positive, ranging from .003 to .34. 

TRR89 correlates significantly with LE (r = .34). It is 

interesting that TRR does not correlate as strongly with 

SES as does TRR89. However, the TRR ratio does correlate 

strongly with LE, as does the TRR89 (r = .34). 

TQR89. TQR89 measures the tendency of the teacher 

to respond to pupil talk with questions based on the 

pupil's own ideas compared to the tendency of the teacher 

to lecture. All correlations across SES are positive with 

a range of .06 to .25. The correlation between TQR89 and 

LE is significant (r = .25). 
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CCR. CCR is the tendency of the teacher to focus 

more on content than on teaching processes. A high CCR is 

an indication that the main focus of the class was on the 

subject matter and that the teacher dominated the discus

sion. A negative correlation indicates that a high CCR 

tends to produce low SES scores. This correlation falls in 

line with the results presented so far. In sub-areas where 

the teacher talk has been high, the SES scores have been 

lower than in sub-areas where the teacher talk has been 

low (i.e., TT, PT, PIR, TQR). 

All correlations were negative ranging from -.16 to 

-.24. Tt has a significant correlation with CCR (r = -.24). 

Rp also has a significant correlation (r = -.24). The most 

cornmon teaching activity that falls within the CCR is lec

ture. Teachers who do a lot of lecturing do not score 

well on the SES. 

In the Flanders correlation (Table 3), the CCR and 

TT correlati~n is very high (r = .78), and they both pro

duce negative r-values in correlations between Flanders 

and SES. Teachers who talk less rate higher than teachers 

who talk more. 

SSR. SSR indicates the tendency of the teacher 

and pupil to remain in the same category for periods of 

longer than three seconds. High SSR ratios are usually a 

result of teacher lecture, as students do not often talk 
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Table 3. 

Correlations Among Flanders Ratios (n = 49) 

TT PT ST TRR TQR PIR TRR89 TQR89 CCR SSR 

PT r = .79 
p = .001 

ST -.91 .90 
.001 .001 

TRR .28 -.17 -.19 
-.03 .13 .09 

TQR -.27 .44 .29 - .16 
.03 .001 .02 .13 

PIR -.30 .14 .25 .42 .12 
.02 .17 .04 .001 .20 

TRR89 .14 -.04 .01 .63 .04 .34 
.17 .40 .49 .001 .39 .01 

TQR89 .23 - .11 -.17 .01 .56 .003 .29 
.05 .22 .12 .48 .001 .49 .02 

CCR .78 -.70 -.78 .01 -.30 -.47 -.06 .14 
.001 .001 .001 .48 .02 .001 .34 .17 

SSR .46 -.53 -.52 .17 -.60 .00 -.09 -.11 .32 
.001 .001 .001 .11 .001 .50 .28 .23 .01 



55 

for extended periods of time. All correlations were nega

tive, with a range of -.07 to -.33. Two sub-areas have 

significant r-values. They are SM (r = -.30) and TE 

(r = -.33). 

Students score teachers high on the SES who do not 

spend long periods of time talking without interruption 

(lecturing). This matches the fact that the highest corre

lations between Flanders and SES arc across TQR. Students 

like to be involved and do not perceive that they learn as 

much if the teacher lectures. 

BE· Rapport includes items 2, 9, 16, 23, and 30 on 

the SES. On these items, the student marks how much he 

thinks the teacher understands young people and if the 

teacher likes him. TQR correlates significantly with Rp 

(r = .27). On the other hand, CCR also correlates signifi

cantly with Rp, but in another direction (r = -.24). As 

before stated, high CCR indicates a high amount of teacher 

talk. PT also has a relatively high correlation of .21. 

These correlations indicate that there is a relationship 

between teachers who allow student participation and the 

fact that these teachers are perceived by students as 

teachers who are interested in young people and make the 

student feel needed or wanted in class. 

LE. Learning Environment includes items 3, 10, 17, 

24, and 31 on the SES. This sub-area measures how much at 
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ease the student feels in the classroom. TQR, TRR89, and 

TQR89 are all significant correlations. This indicates a 

correlation between a student feeling at ease in the class

room with the amount of participation the student perceives 

he has in the classroom. 

SM. Skill in methodology includes items 5, 12, 19, 

26, and 33 on the SES and includes statements on ques

tioning techniques as well as other teaching methods. SM 

correlates significantly with TQR (r = .46). It also corre

lates significantly, but negatively, with SSR (r = -.30). 

SSR is usually an indication of prolonged teacher talk. 

TE. Teacher effectiveness includes items 6, 13, 20, 

27, and 34 and includes statements about how much the 

students think they are learning. TE has significant cor

relation with PT (r = .32) and SSR (r = -.33). As has been 

the case previously, these correlations are in opposite 

directions and are associated with students' participation 

or lack of participation. 

These correlations between Flanders and the SES are 

reinforced when the correlations among Flanders ratios are 

examined. Flanders ratios that correlate high and positive 

with TT have negative correlations with the SES (TT, CCR, 

SSR). These correlations show that students score teachers 

low who talk a great deal. On the other hand, Flanders 

ratios that correlate high and negative with TT have 
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positive correlations with the SES (PT, ST, TQR, PIR). 

These correlations show that students score teachers high 

when the teacher involves the student. The reverse is true 

with PT. Ratios that have a positive, high r-value with PT 

also have a positive r-value with SES (ST, TQR). Ratios 

that have a negative, high r-value with PT also have a 

negative r-value with SESe 

Flanders Pre-Post Ratios 

The second hypothesis states that there is no sig

nificant difference in Flanders ratios before and after 

teachers received training in Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis. A t-test of independent means was conducted 

between the pre and post experimental and control groups. 

Results are found in Tables 4 and 5. No significant dif

ference at the .05 level of confidence was detected in 

either group. The null hypothesis is retained. 

As was reported earlier, there were several prob

lems obtaining accurate Flanders scores. One problem was 

poor teacher response in returning the tape recorded class 

discussions. Only ten of the twelve teachers in the ex

perimental group returned tapes. With such a small n, it 

is very difficult to find significance. The quality of the 

tape recordings was such that there were times the tapes 

were not understandable, and not all tape recordings 



*Movement in 

Table 4. 

Flanders Pre-Post t-Values 
Experimental Group (df 32) 

Ratio t-Value 

TT .50* 

PT -1.19* 

ST -1. 47* 

TRR .29 

TQR .10 

PIR -1. 77* 

TRR89 -1.20* 

TQR89 1. 58 

CCR .56 

SSR 1.12* 

desired direction 
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Table 5. 

Flanders Pre-Post t-Values 
Control Group (df 16) 

Ratio t-Value 

TT - .26 

PT .96 

5T .81 

TRR 1.13 

TQR .88 

PIR -1. 09* 

TRR89 .14 

TQR89 1.80 

CCR .89 

5SR - .15 

desired direction 

59 
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returned were class discussions. These problems may have 

contributed to errors in coding Flanders, thus contributing 

to a lack of significant t-values. 

The biggest problem that became evident as the pro

ject progressed was the minimal amount of training the 

teachers received. Attendance at the workshops was good, 

but Flanders' Interaction Analysis is a fairly complicated 

procedure. It takes time to learn and to become proficient 

in its use. With only six hours of training and two months 

to practice, it became evident that the teachers were 

having problems grasping ideas. As was brought out by the 

data, most teachers did not integrate Flanders well into 

their teaching. 

Another problem was the lack of control on the 

teachers. Because of the few hours of formal training, 

some concepts were merely introduced. Much of the learning 

and practicing had to be left to the teacher to do on his 

own time. As these teachers had volunteered to participate 

in the study and were giving of their own time, it was dif

ficult for them to devote the time necessary to integrate 

the concepts of interaction analysis into their teaching. 

This is not to say many of them didn't try, but time was 

a factor. 

There were, however, six ratios in the experimental 

group that did move in the desired direction. These were 
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TT, PT, ST, PIR, TRR89, and SSR. A negative t-value indi

cates an increase in the post scores. In Flanders, not 

all increase of ratio values is desirable. Table 6 gives a 

description of t-values for each ratio. While t-values of 

the experimental group are not significant, there is some 

indication that change in the desired direction did take 

place. More training in Flanders than was given during 

this study is necessary in order to have an effect on 

teacher performance. 

SES Pre-Post Scores 

The first hypothesis states that there would be no 

significant difference in SES scores of teachers before and 

after receiving training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis. 

Before and after Flanders training, the SES was given to 

classes of teachers in the experimental and control groups. 

The t-test for dependent means was used to determine any 

significant difference between pre and post means of the 

experimental group. The same test was also used for the 

control group. These values are found in Tables 7 and 8. 

No significant difference between means in either the con

trol or experimental group was found at the .05 level of 

confidence. The hypothesis is retained. This is in line 

with the finding in the previous section of this chapter 

that the training in Flanders did not alter teacher per

formance. Given the amount of time the teachers were 



Ratio 

TT 

PT 

ST 

TRR 

TQR 

PIR 

TRR89 

CCR 

SSR 

Table 6. 

A Description of the Desired t-Values 
for Flanders Ratios 

Description 

More teacher talk 
Less teacher talk 

More student talk 
Less student talk 

More PT, less TT 
Less PT, more TT 

More teacher reaction to student 
ideas and feelings 

Less teacher reaction to student 
ideas and feelings 

More teacher questions 
Less teacher questions 

More student initiated response 
Less student initiated response 

More teacher response after 
student stops talking 

Less teacher response after 
student stops talking 

More class time spent in content 
Less class time spent in content 

Longer periods of uninterrupted 
talking 

Shorter periods of uninterrupted 
talking 

*Desired direction of t-value 
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t-Value 

+ * 

- * 
+ 

-* 
+ 

- * 
+ 

- * 
+ 

- * 
+ 

- * 

+ 

- * 
+ 

+ * 



Table 7. 

T-Test of Dependent Means of Pre and Post SES 
Experimental Group (df 21) 

Sub-area t-Value 

TP 1.490 

Rp .758 

LE .762 

PO 1.163 

SM .366 

TE - .345 

SE .914 

Tt 1. 024 
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Table 8. 

T-Test of Dependent Means of Pre and Post SES 
Control Group (df 22) 

Sub-area t-Value 

TP -1.154 

Rp - .707 

LE - .735 

PO -1.287 

SM -1.213 

TE - .060 

SE -1.462 

Tt -1.154 

64 
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working on Flanders, it is also possible that even if there 

was a change in teacher behavior, there might not have been 

enough time for this change to be perceived by the students. 

In the experimental group, all t-values except TE 

were positive. This indicates a decrease in SES scores 

after the Flanders training. In the control group, all 

t-values were negative, indicating an increase in SES 

scores. While none of these values is significant at the 

.05 level, it is unlikely, given no treatment effect, that 

all scores in the control group would increase while all 

but one score in the experimental group would decrease. 

Given the tendencies discussed in the previous two sections 

of this chapter, these results were not expected. It would 

be expected that, given the correlational tendencies found, 

the SES scores and Flanders ratios would be somewhat 

parallel in their movement. However, these results indi

cate that the SES scores and Flanders ratios moved in 

opposite directions. While it was not expected that the 

scores of the experimental group would decline, neither was 

it expected that scores in the control group would all in

crease. Such an occurrence, given the low rand t values 

found in this 8t~dy, is possibly a chance occurrence. 

It is possible, however, that the training given in 

this study did have a negative effect on how students per

ceived their teacher. It has been said, lOA little 
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knowledge is a dangerous thing." While visiting the class 

of one teacher in the experimental group in order to ad

minister the SES, the researcher watched the teacher try to 

put into use a concept recently taught in the Flanders 

workshop. The teacher was unsuccessful, and it had a 

negative effect on his class that day. It could be that 

other teachers also had the same kind of experience as 

they attempted to use the concepts in the classroom. 

In any future study of this kind, it would be im

perative that more training in Flanders be given, along 

with more outside class experimentation over a longer 

period of time. 

Summary 

The findings of this study ,vere presented in the 

form of an analysis of the results for each of the three 

hypotheses. These areas include: correlation between 

Flanders' ratios and SES scores, Flanders pre-post ratios, 

and SES pre-post scores. Based on the findings and 

analysis in these areas, the results of this study are: 

1. There was no significant correlation between 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis and the 

Student's Evaluation of Seminary. 

2. Ther~ were patterns of the correlation matrix 

that would suggest the following relationships 



between Flanders' Interaction Analysis and 

the Student's Evaluation of Seminary: 
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a. Flanders ratios which indicate indirect 

teacher influence are related to relatively 

high scores on the SES. 

b. Flanders ratios which indicate direct 

teacher influence are related to relatively 

low scores on the SES. 

c. Flanders ratios which indicate more ques

tioning by the teacher are related to 

relatively high scores on the SES. 

d. Flanders ratios which indicate high 

student talk and frequent teacher questions 

are related to scores on the SES dealing 

with how much the students perceive that 

the teacher likes them. 

e. Flanders ratios which indicate high 

student talk and frequent teacher questions 

are re}.ated to scores on the SES dealing 

with how much the students perceive they 

are learning. 

f. Flanders ratios which indicate high 

student talk and frequent teacher questions 

are related to how much at ease the 

students feel in the class. 
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3. There was no significance increase in Flanders 

ratios among the experimental group receiving 

the training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

described in this study. 

4. The training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

described in this study had no effect on SES 

scores. 

S. The Flanders training described in this study 

was inadequate to change teacher behavior. 



The Problem 

CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate 

(1) the relationship of Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

to the attitudes of students of full-time Church Education 

System seminary teachers as measured by the Student's 

Evaluation of Seminary Instrument, and (2) the relationship 

of SES scores to groups of teachers before and after 

training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis. 

Design and Methodology 

Seminary teachers from the Tucson and Phoenix areas 

were asked to participate on a volunteer basis for the 

study. From those who agreed to participate, half were 

assigned to a control group and half to an experimental 

group. At the beginning of the semester, the SES was ad-

ministered in two classes of each participating teacher of 

both groups. Each teacher was also asked to record two 

sessions from one of the two classes assigned. 

The teachers in the experimental group attended 

three training sessions of two hours each to learn 

69 
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Flanders' Interaction Analysis. These sessions included: 

(1) background and philosophical basis of interaction 

analysis, (2) an awareness of different verbal interactions, 

(3) learning the categories and mechanics of coding and 

interpreting matrix data, and (4) practice from tapes of a 

classroom situation. These sessions were held each month 

beginning February, 1980. 

In the latter part of April, 1980, the SES was 

again administered in the same two classes of each teacher. 

The teachers were asked to record two sessions of discus

sion in the same class, as had been done previously. 

The tapes were then randomly assigned numbers and 

codified according to Flanders' Interaction Analysis. The 

t-test was used to test the significance of the difference 

between means of pre- and post-test SES scores and Flanders 

ratios. Pearson's Product-Moment Coefficient was used to 

find correlations between Flanders ratios and SES scores. 

Findings 

The findings of this study were: 

1. There was no significant correlation between 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis and the student's 

Evaluation of Seminary. 

2. There were patterns of the cor~elation matrix that 

would suggest the following relationships between 



Flanders' Interaction Analysis and the Student's 

Evaluation of Seminary: 

a. Flanders ratios which indicate indirect 

teacher influence are related to relatively 

high scores on the SES. 
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b. Flanders ratios which indicate direct teacher 

influence are related to relatively low scores 

on the SES. 

c. Flanders ratios which indicate more ques

tioning by the teacher are related to 

relatively high scores on the SES. 

d. Flanders ratios which indicate high student 

talk and frequent teacher questions are related 

to scores on SES dealing with how much the 

students perceive that the teacher likes them. 

e. Flanders ratios which indicat~ high student 

talk and frequent teacher questions are related 

to scores on the SES dealing with how much 

the students perceive they are learning. 

f. Flanders ratios which indicate high student 

talk and frequent teacher questions are related 

to how much at ease the students feel in the 

class. 

3. There was no significant increase in Flanders 

ratios among the experimental group receiving the 



training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

described in this study. 

4. The training ip Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

described in this study had no effect on SES 

scores. 

5. The Flanders training described in this study was 

inadequate to change teacher behavior. 

Discussion 
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The student-teacher relationship is the foundation 

stone of the education system. Individuals and services in 

education are justified on the basis of what they can do to 

enhance student learning. For this reason, there is a 

great need for clear understanding of the nature of 

teaching and of teaching characteristics and behavior which 

tend to produce desirable learning in students. 

The most powerful condition for bringing about ef

fective learning is for the pupil to like the teacher. 

But, how much knowledge does the teacher have about how he 

establishes his relationship with students? How much does 

the teacher know about how the students perceive his be

havior? Does the teacher know what patterns in his 

behavior elicit appropriate or inappropriate responses from 

students? 

In the released-time seminaries of the Church 

Educational System (CES) of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
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Latter-day Saints, the teacher-student relationship is of 

the utmost importance. In an attempt to evaluate this 

relationship, an instrument known as the Student's 

Evaluation of Seminary (SES) was developed. The SES is a 

questionnaire consisting of 38 statements given to the 

students in which he evaluates his teacher in six areas: 

(1) Teacher Personality, (2) Rapport, (3) Learning Environ

ment, (4) Preparation and Organization, (5) Skill in 

Methodology, and (6) Teacher Effectiveness. The results of 

the SES allow the teacher to determine how the students 

perceive his behavior. 

However, in many instances, this use of the SES does 

not help the teacher to know what specific behaviors have 

produced these reactions from the students, or what specific 

behaviors in his teaching he may want to continue or change. 

This study investigated one technique which might help the 

teacher identify specific behaviors he may want to continue 

or change, based on the scores he received on the SESe 

This technique is known as Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis. Interaction analysis was designed to relate 

children's attitudes to patterns of teacher activity. It 

was shown that pupils of teachers who used indirect influ

ence had more positive attitudes than pupils of teachers 

using the more direct influence of teaching. An indirect 

influence is defined as acts that encourage student 



74 

participation. Accepting, clarifying, praising, and devel

oping ideas and feelings expressed by the students will 

support student participation. A direct influence is de

fined as acts which restrict student participation. Ex

pressing one's own view through lecture, giving directions, 

and criticizing tend to restrict pupil participation. 

Through Flanders' technique, teachers can get objective 

feedback on their patterns of teaching. 

One part of this study was to determine correlation 

that might exist between Flanders' Interaction Analysis 

and the SES. Although this study did not establish an 

overall statistically significant correlation between 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis and the SES, it has shown 

that there is a relationship between Flanders' direct and 

indirect teacher influence and the SES. Such relationships 

do not establish causality. This part of the research 

was descriptive; and, while it presented some relation

ships, it does not deal with cause and effect. 

The ratios in Flanders' Interaction Analysis which 

deal with the indirect teacher influence did show a rela

tionship to higher SES scores. These ratios included 

student-talk ratio, teacher-question ratio, pupil

initiation ratio, instantaneous teacher-response ratio, 

and instantaneous teacher-question ratio. These ratios 

indicate a predominance of techniques that encourage 
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student participation. The teacher-question ratio showed 

the strongest relationship with higher scores on the SES. 

These ratios also showed a relationship between higher SES 

scores and the student's willingness to share ideas and 

opinions. 

The four sub-areas on the SES that were most 

strongly related with the direct and indirect teacher in

fluence were Rapport, Learning Environment, Skill in 

Methodology, and Teacher Effectiveness. This implies that 

there is a relationship between indirect teacher influence 

and how much students perceived that the teacher liked them, 

how much at ease students felt in the classroom, and how 

much sutdents felt that they were learning. 

On the other hand, those Flanders =atios which 

deal with the direct teacher influence nid show a relation

ship to lower SES scores. These ratios included teacher 

talk, content cross ratio and steady state ratio. These 

ratios indicate a predominance of teacher talk and lec

ture, which restrict pupil participation. These three 

ratios all correlated negatively with SES scores. This 

further substantiates the relationship of SES scores to 

direct and indirect teacher influence. 

'l'his study showed that by comparing his SES scores 

with Flanders ratios and matrices, a teacher can determine 

to a greater extent than before some specific behaviors he 
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mayor may not want to change, continue, or discontinue in 

the classroom. However, as shown by the other part of this 

study, it is not an easy task to teach Flanders' Inter

action Analysis. 

The second part of this study was to determine if 

training in Flanders correlated with higher SES scores. 

There was no significant increase in SES scores after 

training in Flanders. Scores were also obtained from the 

teachers on Flanders to determine if the teachers did learn 

and use Flanders in their teaching. No increase in 

Flanders ratios was shown. This implies that the training 

was not effective in changing teacher behavior. This is 

not to say that training in Flanders is not effective. 

The effectiveness of Flanders training has been shown in 

other studies. The implication is that training used in 

this study was not adequate. Six hours of training in 

Flanders was given for the purposes of this study, which 

this study showed to be insufficient time in which to learn 

the concepts and techniques of interaction analysis. A 

more vigorous training in Flanders would be necessary to 

change teacher behavior. 

Recommendations 

Based on the results of this studYI the following 

recommendations are made: 
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1. A correlational study should be made to investigate 

the relationship between Flanders' Interaction 

Analysis ratios and SES using a larger number of 

teachers and direct coder observation for coding 

Flanders. Consideration should also be given to 

using more contemporary instruments for observing 

interaction analysis. 

2. From the above mentioned correlational study, 

teacher patterns can be identified. A correla

tional study between these teaching patterns and 

SES scores is recommended. 

3. If correlation is found, research into the cause

effect relationships between Flanders and SES is 

recommended. 

4. A study investigating the effects of training of 

Flanders' Interaction Analysis should be made where 

teachers can be exposed to a more vigorous training 

in Flanders. A higher concentration of teachers 

than was available for this study is needed. The 

pre-service classes for the seminary program at 

Brigham Young University would seem to be an ade

quate situation in which such a study could be 

made. The number of subjects would be sufficiently 

large to conduct the study. Training could be 

included in the courses of one group of student 



teachers and studies made from their student 

teaching. Comparison could then be made with a 

group that was not exposed to the training. 
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5. Further investigation into the costs in time and 

money of implementing training in Flanders needs to 

be made to assess the feasibility of incorporating 

the training into the pre-service and in-service 

programs of the Church Educational System of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

6. Statements and sub-area categorizations of the 

SES should be further studied in form, content, and 

intent of items. 

In summary, seminary teachers need to be aware of 

the effect their patterns of teaching have on attitudes of 

students. There appears to be a relationship between direct 

and indirect patterns of teacher influence, as defined by 

Flanders, and student attitudes, as measured by the 

Student's Evaluation of Seminary. Further studies are 

necessary to investigate the extent of this relationship. 

More study that investigates teacher behavior in the class

room and training in Flanders' Interaction Analysis is also 

necessary. These studies could produce further findings 

that would be very helpful to the seminary instructor who 

desires to know what specific patterns in his teaching 

behavior might raise the: level of his effectiveness. 



APPENDIX A 

SUMMARY OF CATEGORIES FOR 
INTERACTION ANALYSIS 

79 



INDIRECT INFLUENCE 

Summary of Categories 
for Interaction Analysis 

TEACHER TALK 

1. *ACCEPTS FEELING: accepts and clarifies the feeling 
tone of the students in a nonthreatening manner. 
Feelings may be positive or negative. Predicting or 
recalling feelings is included. 
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2. *PRAISES OR ENCOURAGES: praises or encourages student 
action or behavior. Jokes that release tension, but 
not at the expense of another individual; nodding head, 
or saying "urn hrn?" or "go on" are included. 

3. *ACCEPTS OR USES IDEAS OF STUDENTS: clarifying, 
building, or developing ideas suggested by a student. 
As teacher brings more of his own ideas into play, 
shift to Category 5. 

4. *ASKS QUESTIONS: asking a question about content or 
procedure with the intent that a student answer. 

DIRECT INFLUENCE 

5. *LECTURING: giving facts or opinions about content 
or procedures; expressing his own ideas, asking 
rhetorical questions. 

6. *GIVING DIRECTIONS: directions, commands, or orders 
with which a student is expected to comply. 

7. *CRITICIZING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY: statements in
tended to change student behavior from nonacceptab1e 
to acceptable pattern; bawling someone out; stating 
why the teacher is doing what he is doing; extreme 
self-reference. 
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STUDENT TALK 

8. *STUDENT TALK - RESPONSE: talk by students in response 
to teacher. Teacher initiates the contact or solicits 
student statement. 

9. *STUDENT TALK - INITIATION: talk by students, which 
they initiate. If "calling on" student is only to 
indicate who may talk next, observer must decide 
whether student wanted to talk. If he did, use this 
category. 

10. *SILENCE OR CONFUSION: pauses, short periods of 
silence, and periods of confusion in which communi
cation cannot be understood by the observer. 

There is NO scale implied by these numbers. Each number is 
classificatory; it designates a particular kind of communi
cation event. To write these numbers down during 
observation is to en~lerate--not to judge a position on 
a scale. 
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WORK MATRIX 
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STUDENT'S EVALUATION OF SEMINARY 

1. Copy the numbers written on the blackboard in the boxes to the right. 

2. Read each statement ard mark your choice as follows: Teacher identification number 

A· Nearly always C' Some of the time 
B 'C Most of the tIme o II! Seldom. jf ever 

3. Make sure you mark only one response. Please respond to every statement. 

1. My teacher has a goo·j sense of humor. 1 A 8 C D 
2. I feel our teacher has a genuine concern for young people, therr problems, rnterests. and activities 2 A 8 C D 
3. There IS a good sporitual tone or atmosphere in our class . 3 A 8 C D 
4. My teacher is well·organlzed, and we are effectivelY directed in our subject matter 4 A 8 C D 
5. Our written assignments are meaningful. Thev provide a worthwhile learning experience 5 A 8 C D 
6. This class is helping me gain a better understanding of and appreciation for the sc:ipture, . 6 A 8 C D 
7. I attend my church meetings. 7 A 8 C D 
a My teacher shows pOise and self·confidence-he is at ease With the class. 8 A 8 C D 
9. My teacher helps me to feel wanted and needed in class 9 A 8 C D 

10. Our class IS noisy and uncontrolled. 10 A 8 C D 
11. Our teacher's lessons show good preparation. . " A 8 C D 
12. My teacher useS Questioning techniQues that keep uS Involved and Interested .12 A 8 C D 
13. My teacher's lessons are challenging and cause me to think .13 A 8 C D 
14. I enlOY my classroom experiences over at the High School (or Jr. High Schooll . 14 A 8 C D 
15. My teacher appears to be a happy person • .15 A 8 C D 
16. I think I could talk to my teacher about a personal problem, and that he would understand .16 A 8 C D 
17. My teacher offends students by being sarcastic or Critical. 17 A 8 C D 
la Our teacher presents hiS lellons so that we open and use the sCriptures 18 A 8 C D 
19. I like my teacher's methods of testl~g and grading. .19 A 8 C D 
20. I feel that this class is helping strengthen my love for the gospel .20 A 8 C D 
21. I foilow the counsel of my bishop aod other church leaders . .21 A 8 C D 
22. Our teacher presents his lellons With enthUSIasm .22 A B C D 
23. My teacher is willing to listen and hear me out when I have something to say .23 A 8 C D 
24. Our teacher does what he can to maintain a comfortable and appealing classroom .24 A 8 C D 
25. I like the way our class is organized to take care of classroom matters, devotionals, etc. .25 A B C D 
26. My teacher useS good vallety in his lesson presentations .26 A 8 C D 
27. I feel that by taking this clall I am gaining a good knowledge of our subject .27 A B C D 
28. My feelings concerning seminary before enrolling in this clall were good .28 A 8 C D 
29. Our teacher is willing to admit it when he is wrong or makes a mistake .29 A B C D 
30. My teacher is faor and impartial in his dealings with clall members. .30 A 8 C D 
31. Our teacher is too striCt .31 A 8 C D 
32. Our teacher ties hiS lesson into events that are taking place in cur lives today .32 A 8 C D 
33. My teacher explains things well so we can clearly understand him. .33 A 8 C D 

34. I have been pleased to have my present seminary teacher as my InS\ructor thIS year .34 A B C D 

35. I want religion to be an important part of my life .35 A B C D 

36. My year in school: Fr (9thl, So (1 Othl, Jr (11 thl, Sr(12th I . .36 Fr So Jr Sr 
37. The subject in this class: BM (Book of Mormonl, OT (Old Testamentl, NT iNew Testament. 

CH (Church Historyl .37 8M OT NT CH 

3& My sex is: M (Malel, F (Femalel . .38 M F 
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Socill Security Numbor 

T...:her Personality 

~ ... 3 2 1 0 

1 

8 

16 

22 

N 

ToCl! 

Rlpport 

~ .. 3 2 1 0 

2 

II 

111 

23 

30 

To .. 

'USI0315 

ITEM AND SUBAREA RESPONSES 

Numbor of "udents who particip"ud ___________ _ CII" P.,iod ______ _ Ol~ ________________ _ 

Learning Endronmtlnt I Skill in Methodology Students'Own E .. lultion 

~It. 3 2 1 0 ~ ... 3 2 1 0 ~ ... 3 2 1 0 
I 

3 6 7 

10 12 14 

11 18 21 

24 26 28 

31 33 36 

ToUli Total ToCl! 

Prll*ation and Orpnintion Tndl., EfflCti .. "... 

~ ... 3 2 1 0 ~ .. 3 2 1 0 

• 8 

11 13 

18 20 

26 Xl 

32 34 

To .. To .. ex> 
....... 
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Church 
Educational 
System 1ft, Ch •• c"" I" •• L~"" 

oILAII,..JJ~ 5.1 •• " 

D~cember 21. 1979 

Dear Brethren: 

Off.ce of Ihe 

CES AREA ADMINISTRATOR 

ARIZONA! PHOENIX AREA 

Enclosed you will find information from Brother Lincoln Goodman. 
a C.E.S. man living in the Tucson area. Lincoln has a study under
way designed to assist the department in providing help in the 
pre-service training program. He has combined this with his 
doctoral program and needs to involve several of our local C.E.S. 
men and their students. We feel his study is potentially valuable 
and would encourage your wholehearted support in what he is asking. 

It is also our conviction that regardless of the outcome of his 
particular study. those teachers who volunteer for the few hours of 
training will improve their own effectiveness in the classroom, a 
goal we should all be striving for. 

We realize the many demands Oil our time during these busy days, but 
feel the rewards for all concerned far outweigh the sacrifice being 
requested. We hope you will be able to find the time and energy 
necessary to participate in this tudy. 

CBB/rm 

1308 SOUTH 008S0'l ROAO I M~SA. ARIZONA 85202 ! SJ3.JJSl 
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5102 E. 26th Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85711 
December 30, 1979 

90 

As part of my doctoral program at the University of Arizona I am 
conducting research into a technique designed to analyze teacher be
havior in the classroom. This letter is to ask if you would help in 
this project. I would like to use classes and teachers in the Tucson 
and Phoenix areas. A total of forty teachers are needed. Brothers 
Frank Day, Charles Beckert, Ernest Skinner, and Robert Gibson have 
given their permission to conduct this research. 

Participation will involve, at the most, six hours outside of class 
in workshops to learn about Flanders' technique of analyzing teacher 
behavior in the classroom. Some teachers will be spending much less 
time. It is calculated that this training will benefit you profes
sionally in your interactions with your students. These workshops 
will be held in the afternoons and in a location geographically con
venient to you. The SES will be given to two of your classes in 
January and April. Some of you will also be asked to tape recoord 
several segments of these two classes. 

Your participation in this projec~ is not mandatory, and you may 
discontinue your participation at any time, although I strongly urge 
you to remain active in this project. The success of this study is 
dependent on the participation of a sufficient number of teachers. 
Individual teachers' names and seminaries will not appear in the report. 
I would also ask that you not mention this project to your students. 

Again, your participation will be greatly appreciated. 

PLEASE CHECK ONE: 

Sincerely, 

Lincoln R. Goodman 
Tucson Seminaries 

I am willing to participate in this project as explained 
above. 
I prefer not to participate in this project. 

Signed Date 

Please return this signed letter in the self-addressed stamped envelope 
provided as soon as possible. Thank you!! 
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