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ABSTRACT 
Classroom behavior of elementary level teachers who 

display contrasting styles of socialization was analyzed. The 
Classroom. Management Questionnaire an instrument designed to measure 
socializationstyle as derived from Aronfreed's 
Induction-Sensitization Paradigm, was administered to a sample of 
elementary teachers. Those scoring one standard deviation above or 
telow the mean were selected for classroom observation using the 
Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories System. The two groups 
displayed significantly different teacher-student interaction 
patterns. The inductive teachers used specific Fraise with students, 
minimal amounts of criticism, and small group activities with a focus 
on accepting and expanding student ideas and feelings. The 
sensitizing teachers used perfunctory praise, public criticism of 
students, large group activities with an emphasis on student 
misbehavior. While most teachers tend to display a combination of 
behaviors, each teacher does display an overall socialization style 
that can be observed and measured. The next step in the process is to 
determine the effects of these styles on the cognitive and affective 
development of students. (Author/CKJ) 



A STUDY OF CONTRASTING STYLES OF TEACHER BEHAVIOR* 

Dougl as K. Smith 
University of Wisconsin-River Falls 

The teacher's role as a socializing agent is one that has largely been 

ignored in educational research. Many studies have examined classroom climate 

and the techniques of management used by teachers (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974); 

and others have sought to relate specific teacher behaviors to student 

achievement gains (Brophy and Good, 1974; Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975). 

One approach to studying teacher behavior can be found in Aronfreed's 

módel of socialization (Aronfreed, 1968). This model describes discipline 

practices in terms of induction and sensitization. Although it was 

originally based on parental styles of socialization it seems relevant 

for describing the teacher's role as a socializing agent. 

The inductive approach consists of techniques that emphasize children's 

roles in behavioral' situations and facilitate the development of internalized 

controls over behavior. Children are induced to accept responsibility for 

their behavior and to examine the effects and consequences of the behavior 

op themselves and others. ..The role of socializing agents is that of 

providing information and feedback to children along with communicating 

positive 'expectations of behavior. Appropriate behavior is reinforced 

and inappropriate behavior is ignored whenever possible, The socializing 

agents guide children into Judging the appropriateness of the behaviors. 

,Gradually the children develop sets of internal standards of conduct and 

are able to resolve behavioral-dilemmas as they develop. This approach 

*Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southeastern Psychological 
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communicates acceptance to children as well as a sense of control over 

their own behavior. 

The sensitizing approach consists of techniques that focus on punish-

ment of behavior. Children are "sensitized" to the particular situations 

and are taught to avoid specific situations rather than to examine their 

roles in the situations. The role of the socializing agent is that of 

dispensing punishment. Appropriate behavior is ignored and inappropriate 

behavior is punished. Children are taught to fear the external consequences 

of misbehavior. Behavior is often labeled as good or bad and little 

information as to why a certain behavior is good or bad is communicated. 

Lacking adequate knowledge of situations, children learn to evaluate 

behavior on the basis of the opinions of others. This approach communicates 

the expectation that children deliberately behave inappropriately. 

Specific inductive techniques, include: (1) suggesting appropriate 

actions to the child; (2) asking the child to explain the behavior; 

(3)withdrawal of affection through ignoring behavior or expressing 

disappointment provided that affection is reinstated after the child has 

used his or her own resources to evaluate or correct the behavior; and 

(4)advising the child of the specific aspects of the behavior that were 

unacceptable. 

Specific sensitizing techniques include; (1) physical punishment; 

(2) threatening, humiliating or screaming at.the child; (3) criticizing 

 the child, especially on a personal level; (4) telling the child that his 

or her behavior is bad and that he or she is no good. 

Smith (1977) emphasized this socialization paradigm and developed the 

Classroom Management Questionnaire, a 36 item forced-choice questionnaire 



that measures the socialization style used by teachers in responding to 

student behaviors classified as aggressive, dependent or academic. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present research was to analyze actual .teacher 

behavior in the classroom on the basis of socialization style as measured 

by the Classroom Management Questionnaire. 

Method of the Study 

The subjects consisted of 16 elementary teachers selected from a 

group of 121 teachers who completed the Classroom Management Questionnaire. 

Criterion for selection was scoring at least one standard deviation above 

or below the mean on the questionnaire. The teachers were from schools of 

similar socioeconomic status. Table 1 describes the characteristics of the 

16 teachers. 

The teachers were observed by a pair of observers (one male and one 

female) trained in the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories System 

(Flanders, 1965). The observers participated in six hours .of training 

With the Interaction Analysis Training, Kit: Levels I and II (Amidon and 

Amidon, 1967) after studying Role of the Teacher in the Classroom (Amidon 

and Flanders, 1967), Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes and Achievement 

(Flanders, 1965). and Interaction Analysis (Amidon and Hough; 1967). 

Scott reliability coefficients were computed to assess the inter-rater 

reliability (Flanders, 1965; Scott, 1955). These coefficients ranged from 

0,81 to 0,91. In addition, Scott coefficients were calculated at irregular 

intervals during the classroom observation to assure satisfactory inter-rater 

reliability. In all case the coefficients were 0.75 or above. 



Each teacher was observed on at least four occasions for a tota„1. of 

60 to 75 minutes. The observers were unaware of the teachers' scores on the 

questionnaire. Observations were randomly arranged to allow for a representa-

tive sample of classroom functioning. In addition to recording the Flanders 

data,' the observers recorded individual student-teacher interactions on the 

basis of student gender and student. behavior (aggressl,ve, dependent, and 

academic). 

Results of the Study 

Data from the observations were utilized to construct a matrix for 

each group of teachers. Utilizing the Darwin Chi Square procedure (Darwin,' 

1959; Flanders, 1965) the two group matrices were compared. The results 

were: sensitizing group (N = 7) versus inductive group (N = 9), Darwin 

Chi Square = 1 952.15---a difference well beyond the .01 level of confidence 

at 90 degrees of freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis stating that there 

is no difference between the interaction patterns represented by the two' 

group matrices is rejected. Consequently, it may be concluded that the 

matrices represent distinct interaction patterns and that the two groups 

of teachers display different styles of interaction with their respective 

classes. The matrices for the two groups of teachers are presented in 

Tables 2 and 3. 

The results of the individual student-teacher interactions indicate 

a differing pattern for the two groups and these results are presented in 

Table 4, 

Discussion of Results 

An analysis of the Flanders observational data demonstrates that 



inductive teachers accepted students feelings (as measured by category l of 

-the Flanders system) ta greater degree than sensitizing teachers. This 

behavior was about five times more frequent for the inductive teachers. This 

behavior, therefore, suggests a more positive response to the feelings and . 

emotional reactions of students by the inductive teachers. 

Teacher praise (as measured by category 2) was also used more frequently 

by inductive teachers. The row 2, column 2 cell is three times larger for 

the inductive teachers as compared to the, sensitizing teachers. This data 

suggests that the inductive teachers provide students with more extended 

praise which often includes reasons for the praise and is generally less 

perfunctory, and consequently, more effective. Also, the inductive group 

displayed almost three times as much praise for student initiative (row 9, 

column 2 cell) as compared to the sensitizing group.. 

Both groups of teachers asked questions in the classroom at approximately 

the same rate (category 4). However, ,the inductive group asked more questions 

following lecture (row 5, column 4 cell) and student initiative (row 5, 

column 4 cell) than the sensitizing group who asked more questions following 

teacher instructions' (row 6, column 4 cell) and teacher criticism (row 7, 

column 4 cell). These differences in frequency range from 1 1/2 times to almost 

3 times. 

Teacher lecture and giving of instructions (categories 5 and 6) were 

used to the same approximate degree by the group of teachers. The inductive 

group, however, had a 50% greater concentration of tallies in the row 5, 

column 5 cell, which often indicates that ideas are developed to a greater 

extent. 

The sensitizing group utilized criticism (category 7) 50% more often 



than the inductive group. Most of the critical comments by the teachers

followed student response and preceded additional student comments. This

may indicate a continuing exchange with the teacher and student that is

termed a "vicious circle"(Amidon and Flanders, 1967; Flanders, 1965). 

This pattern was three to four times more frequent with the sensitizing

group than with the inductive group.

The frequency of student responses (category 8) was greater with the 

sensitizing group of teachers, whereas the frequency of student initiative 

(category 9) was greater with the inductive group of teachers. An analysis

of the row 9, .column 2 cell suggests that the inductive teachers rewarded 

student initiative tó a greater degree than the sensitizing teachers. 

Therefore, the students may have felt more comfortable in volunteering 

information and ideas rather than waiting for the teacher to call on them. 

The inductive teachers were considerably more indirect in their motivation 

and control of the classroom as shown by'the ratio of tallies in categories 

1, 2, and 3 to those in categories 5, 6, and 7. The ratio was 1.91 (inductive) 

to 0.98 (sensitizing). 

Amidon and Flanders (1967) described the area of the matrix bordered 

by row 3 and column 3 as'the area of "constructive integration." In this 

area the teacher uses student ideas and amplifies upon student ideas and 

feelings. The Inductive group of teachers did this almost three times as 

often äs the sensitizing group of teachers (20.69 to 7.10). 

The area of the matrix bordered by rows and columns 6 and 7 is 

described as the "vicious circle" area (Amidon and Flanders, 1967). In 

this area teacher criticism is emphasized along with a focus on the teacher's 

use of authority. Often a cycleof criticism followed by additional criticism 



occurs. The sensitizing group of teachers engaged in this behavior almost 

50% more often'than the group of inductive teachers ,(21.51 to 16.03). 

During the classroom observation, teacher-student interactions were 

coded with respect to student behavior (dependent, aggressive, or academic) 

and thé sex of the student. Interactions,were classified.as positive (teacher 

response in Categories 1, 2, 1); negative (teacher response in category 7); 

and neutral (teacher response in categories 5 or 6). In addition, the number 

of interctions by sex of the student was calculated. This data is presented 

in Table 4.

The results demonstrate that 94.1% of individual teacher-student inter-

actions were of.an academic nature for the inductive group and 93.3% for the 

sensitizing group. Both groups treated dependent behavior negatively and 

academic behavior positively on the average. However, the Sensitizing group 

exhibited a slightly higher negative percentage for academic behavior. There 

were more teacher-individual student interactions with the inductive group, 

whereas the sensitizing group displayed more teacher-class interactions. 

Boys received fewer positive interactions from both groups of teachers ás 

compared to the girls. The total number of boys and girls in the classrooms 

was equivalent. 

Atmosphere of the Classrooms 

In addition to using the Flanders system, the two classroom observers 

recorded their subjective impressions of the classroom functioning following 

each observation period. The results of this "subjective analysis" are 

presented in this section, 

As the classes were being observed, specific differences in the styles 

of teaching became evident. Although the observers were unaware of the 

https://classified.as


classification of the teachers or their scores on the Classroom Management 

Questionnaire, they were able to differentiate between the teachers on the 

basis of the induction-sensitization continuum. 

The sensitizing teachers used much perfunctory praise sudh as simply 

acknowledging a student's response by nodding their heads or saying "okay." 

Much drill was used consisting of asking a question, receiving'a student 

response and acknowledging that response (4-8-2 sequence in the Flanders 

system). Criticism of students as measured by category 7 was often extended 

and rather personal such as "Get out of my class. I don't want you in here!" 

Question-answer drills were often used with the class as a whole rather 

than focusing on the individual student. Praise was dispensed as a matter 

of 'fact with little noticeable feeling on the teacher's part and usually 

without specific reasons for the praise. In addition, the 'sensitizing 

teachers often directed criticism to the class as a whole rather than to • 

an individual student. When a student was criticized.it was usually in 

front of the class rather than privately. 

The inductive teachers as a group displayed well organized classrooms. 

A variety of activities were taking pla ce at any one time and the students 

appeared to be on task the majority of the time, These teachers repeatedly 

attempted to ignore inappropriate behavior when it occurred in the classroom. 

This technique typically worked well , in that inappropriate behaviors usually 

soon ceased. The classrooms were generally structured with concrete, specific 

directions. In addition, the teachers themselves displayed both enthusiasm 

and a calming manner which seemed quite supportive. 

The atmosphere of these classrooms was quite positive. Praise and 

support were routinely given to the studen ts. When criticism was expressed 

https://criticized.it


it usually took the form of a correction of a student error in reading or 

arithmetic. The praise was generally very specific and offered the student 

more than a simple "good." For exafiple, one teacher responded to a student 

in this manner: "It's hard to get every one, but you did a good job!" 

Extended praise and acceptance.of student feelings were evident. 

A particular facet of the inductive teaching style was the handling 

of an incorrect student response to a question. Time after time, the 

inductive teacher would handle this by asking the student related questions 

that were somewhat simpler and would guide the student into correcting the 

original error on his or her own and providing. the correct answer. .Criticism 

of the student was replaced by encouragement and support which you could 

actually "feel" in the classrooms. 

The inductive teachers used direct questions to students'as an integral 

part of the teaching process. A general principle Would be presented and 

the teacher would use questions to demonstrate that the students understood 

the principle and its applications. Although this produced a 4-8-2 pattern 

with the Flanders system, there was a distinct difference between this 

procedure and' the class drills used by sensitizing teachers which were 

related to skill practice rather than to the presentation of new material. 

Inductive teachers also seemed to spend more time going from student 

to student and interacting on a one-to-one basis or small group basis. 

Much individual praise and support were exprésséd iri this manner, Corrections 

of student behavior were,, likewise, phrased positively as: "Would you try 

that again?" or "Please raise your hand." Finally, students were often 

rewarded with privileges such as being first in line when  they completed 

work on time or exhibited oh-task behavior. 

https://acceptance.of


Concluding Comments 

On the basis of this study, a teacher displaying an inductive style of 

socialization generally exhibits these behaviors: 

1. use of specific praise in responding to students and often includes 

the reasons for that praise 

2. use of minimal amounts of criticism which usually focused on

correction of responses and is not of a personal nature 

3. provides structure and organization to the classroom through a 

variety of small group activities 

4. use of direct questions of students as an integral part of the 

teaching process 

5. use of much support and encouragement through a focus on accepting 

and expanding upon student ideas and feelings 

6. much movement of the teacher from group to group and from student 

to student 

On the basis of this study, a teacher displaying a sensitizing style 

of socialization generally exhibits these behaviors: 

1. perfunctory praise usually given to the class or a group of 

students with little regard to the reasons for the praise 

2. criticism of students usually in front of the class and of a 

personal nature 

3. a relatively rigid control of the classroom with a focus on large 

group activities 

4. lecture techniques with use of rhetorical questions as well as 

question and answer drills in place of actual teacher- student interactions 



5. attention often focused on misbehavior and emphasis placed on 

subject matter as opposed•to student responses 

6. little movement of the teacher with the teacher usuálly occupying 

a position'in front of the class with students coming to the teacher for 

resolution of questions, problems,,etc. 

rt should be emphasized that these observations' and conclusions were 

based on samples of teachers scoring at extreme ends of the continuum. 

The majority of teachers probably display a combination of many of these 

behaviors. However, it is asserted that each teacher will display an 

overall style of socialization that can actually bè measured-and observed. 

The next step in this-process, of course, is to determine the effects of 

these socialization styles on the cognitive and affective development of 

the students. 
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Table 1 

Characteristics of Teachers Participating in Observation 

Number of Teachers 
Characteristic 

Degree 
Inductive group Sensitizing group 

Bachelors 3 (33.33%), 3 (42.86%) 

Masters 

Experience

6 (66.67%) 4 (57.14%) 

0 through 4 years 3 (33.33%) 2 (28.57%) 

5 through 9 years 5 (55.55%) 4 (57.14%) 

10 through 14 years 1 (11.11%) 0 

over 15 years 0 1 (14.29%) 

Mean years of experience 5.67 14.29* 

Mean Scores on Questionnaire and Subscales 

Full Scale 31.11 18.14 

Aggressive Subscale ' 9.56 5.14 

Dependent Subscale 10.00 4.00 

Academic Subscale 11.56 9.00 

*This value is inflated due to one teacher having 18 years of 
teaching experience. The value is 4.67 withóut this teacher. 



Table 2 

Interaction Matrix for Inductive Teachers 
(per 1,000 tallies)* 

1 2 4 5 6    7 8     9     10

1 1.01 0.10 0.10 1.52 0.81 0.10 0.20 0.91 0.71 

2 0.81 9.33 5.58 34.58 28.09 2.43 1.62 6.09 7.81 7.10 

1.93 1.83 5.48 5.38 0.41 0.30 0.71 3.04 1.22 

4 0.61 3.35 0.41 8.92 11,46 2.74 1.93 110.04 14.71 7.71 

5 1.22 8.62 0.61 '45.33 114.20 12.07 7.30 15.82 34.38 33.06 

1.32 0.10 4.16 7.81 4.87 1.42 4.16 4.46 6.59 

0.71 0.10 2.84 8.92 2.74 7.00 2.74 3.25 4.46 

8 0.81 57.30 5.17 30.63 29.31 4.06 5.48 23.63 4.77 5.38 

1.01 17.04 6.39 13.18 39.76 1.12 4.06 0.51 5.78 4.06 

10 3.75 15.21 26.88 4.36 3.65 2.64 13.79 38.95 

5.48 103.45 20.28 161.87 272.62 34.89 32.76 166.53 .92.90 109.23 
*blank cells = zero 

~ 



 

Table, 3 

Interaction Matrix for Sensitizing Teachers 
(per 1,000 tallies)* 

Categor 1 2 3 4 5 6     7 8      9 10 

1 0.69 0.11 0.23 0.11 

2 3.09 2.75 32.85 . 15.45 5.84 2.63 10.07 1.72 5.38 

, 

3 0.23 1.03 5.26 - 3.66 0.34 0.23 1.03 1.26 1.60 

4 0.11 2.29 0.57 10.76 11.56 4.12 4.81 107.69 10.30 6.98 

5 0.34 3.89 0.11 34.22 80.22 11.67 4.23 30.44 19.00 21.97 

6 1.49 7.44 8.47 4.12 3.43 9.16 4.12 . 8.70 

7 1.03 0.11 8.01 5.95 5.15 8.81 11.90 1.83 7.90 

8 0.23 59.97 5.84 34.22 38.11 7.90 16.82 55.50 2.86 8.47 

9 0.34 6.52 4.01 7.67 23.69 1.95 2.75 0.46 6.64 2.98 

10 0.11 1.26 0.23 18.77 18.31 5.84 6.98 3.55 9.04 90.52 

1.14 79.77 14.65 159.19 206.11 46.92 50.70 229.92 56.99 154.61
*blank cells = zero 



Table 4

Analysis of Teacher-Student Interactions 

Types of Interactions 

Teacher 
Group

Dependent Aggressive Academic
Positive Negative Neutral, 'Positive Negative Neutral Positive Negative Neutral 

Inductive 0 32 12 0 0 1 361 40 3.2 

Sensitizing o 27      5 0 1 0 190 73 193 

Interactions by Sex of Student 

Teacher group . 	Male Students Female Students 

Inductive 470 
(58.8%) 

.329 
(41.2%) 

Sensitizing 	260 
	(48.9%) 

272 
(51.1%) 

730 
(54.9%) 

601 
(45.2%) 

Positive: student talk followed by Category 1, 2 or 3 
Negative: student talk followed by Category 7 
Neutral: student talk followed by Category 5 or 6 
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