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ABSTRACT 

In recent years, two areas which have received much at

tention in educational circles have been the systematic analysis 

of teacher behavior and the teaching of foreign languages . A 

review of related literature revealed that, of the many instru

ments for the analysis of teacher behavior, relatively few have 

been adapted for the foreign language classroom. The codes that 

have been devised for the foreign language classroom have several 

shortcomings which render them less useful than they might other

wise be. This study was initiated to accomplish the following 

tasks: (1) to survey existing observation systems for the anal

ysis of teacher behavior, (2) to identify some of the universal 

elements of teacher behavior in the foreign language classroom 

which should be utilized to write a code which would describe 

foreign language teaching inclusively and exclusively, (3) to 

devise an instrument utilizing the information gained in the 

first two steps, (4) to write a manual to aid in its use, and 

(5) to establish the adequacy and reliability of the code. 

The task of developing an instrument for the systematic 

analysis of foreign language teacher classroom behavior was or

ganized into three phases . Phase One involved a thorough survey 

of the existing systems in order to study the dimensions of these 

viii 
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previous attempts and to abstract those dimensions which seemed 

to be particularly appropriate to the foreign language classroom. 

Phase One concluded with an analysis of the unique aspects of 

foreign language teaching and the formulation of the rationale 

for the study. 

Phase Two consisted of developing an instrument for the 

systematic analysis of foreign language teacher behavior. The 

resulting instrument consisted of fourteen basic categories, 

which comprised Form A. The numbering system of the Flanders in

strument was retained. Form B, consisting of subscripts for 

eleven of the fourteen categories, was developed to give more 

complete feedback information. 

Phase Three was designed as an empirical test of the ade

quacy and reliability of the instrument. This phase was divided 

into three parts: (1) an initial tryout by the author, 

(2) training sessions with a graduate student from The University 

of New Hampshire, and (3) the coding of two episodes of selected 

high school German classes with this graduate student. 

The test tapes used in the initial tryout of Phase Three 

had total coder agreements ranging from .82 to .98, and Pi-

coefficients ranging from .57 to .95. The test tapes used in the 

formal testing produced coder agreements of .93, and Pi-

coefficients of .83 and ,86. These results were deemed satisfac

tory. An analysis of the tally sheets for Form B indicated that 

92% of the interaction occurred in eleven of the thirty-nine 

categories. 
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Conclusions of the investigation were that: (1) observa

tional procedures presently available for the analysis of foreign 

language teacher behavior discriminated poorly among behaviors 

typical of the foreign language class, (2) it is possible to de

vise an instrument which is capable of describing foreign lan

guage teacher behavior in as much, or as little, detail as the 

individual desires, and (3) the present attempt was exploratory 

in nature and certain dimensions of the code need further experi

mentation, modification, and elaboration. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the last decade, the quantitative description of the 

teaching process as it occurs in the classroom has been an area 

of active research. Often, the descriptions that have resulted 

have been carefully analyzed in order to provide a means of im

proving the teaching process. There have been many instruments 

designed for the systematic observation of teacher classroom be

havior, varying in breadth and depth of coverage and the catego

ries of teacher behavior studied. 

Barr (1929), Anderson (1939), Withall (1949), Medley and 

Mitzel (1955), and Hughes (1959) were some of the pioneers. They 

were soon joined by Smith, Meux, and Aschner (1959), Ryans 

(1960), and Flanders (1960). In the last ten years, many others 

have become involved in this research. Most notable among the 

more recent investigators are: Bellack and Davitz (1963), Bel-

lack (1966), Taba, Levine, and Elzey (1964), Aschner and Gal

lagher (1961), Amidon and Hunter (1966), Galloway (1962), and 

Roberson (1967). In all these studies, foreign languages have 

received little or no attention. 

Observational systems already developed can be divided 

into four groups: (1) those that assess teacher characteristics 

1 
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and skills, in which Barr (1929) was the leader, (2) those that 

systematically analyze teacher verbal behavior, where Withall 

(1949) exerted a great deal of influence, (3) those that system

atically analyze teacher nonverbal behavior, where Galloway 

(1962) was the pioneer, and (4) those that analyze foreign lan

guage teacher behavior, for which we have Moskowitz (1968) to 

thank. 

It is curious, given the amount of research in the last 

decade concerned with describing classroom interaction processes, 

and given the simultaneous interest in the teaching of foreign 

languages that Sputnik touched off, that so few instruments have 

been designed for specific use in the foreign language classroom. 

The leader in this area was Moskowitz (1968), who was joined by 

Jarvis (1968), Nearhoof (in Grittner 1969), and Wragg (in Simon 

and Boyer 1970). 

Behavioral peculiarities occur in the foreign language 

classroom that do not in others, namely the use of two languages 

and the need to develop patterns of behavior in the foreign lan

guage that are normally developed in the native language before 

the child enters school. These pecularities make it necessary 

for the foreign language teacher to develop patterns of behavior 

in himself that are unique to the foreign language classroom, or 

are less necessary in other classrooms. The systems that have 

been developed for the foreign language classroom have limita

tions and there is, in the author's opinion, no one existing 
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instrument that seems precisely appropriate for the observation, 

description and analysis of foreign language teacher classroom 

behavior. The reason for this study was to develop a code for 

this specific purpose. 

Statement of .the Problem 

It is the purpose of this study to seek an answer to the 

following question: What are some of the universal elements of 

foreign language teacher classroom behavior which should be uti

lized to write a code which will describe foreign language teach

ing inclusively and exclusively? 

Significance of the Problem 

In reviewing the literature dealing with observational 

procedures for the analysis of classroom interaction, it became 

obvious that the foreign language classroom had received very 

little attention. The few instruments that were adapted or de

vised for the foreign language classroom did not render truly 

significant and carefully structured information regarding what 

went on in the classroom. None of them distinguishes between 

broad and narrow questions or between the different kinds of pat

tern drills. One (Nearhoof in Grittner 1969) has categories that 

are neither mutually exclusive nor inclusive of the behaviors 

that can occur in the foreign language classroom. In the au

thor's opinion, none of the instruments deals effectively with 

the verbatim repetition of student responses, which is a 
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reinforcement mechanism that is an integral part of the foreign 

language classroom. These limitations are unfortunate, given the 

amount of money that has been invested in the retraining of for

eign language teachers so that they could more efficiently use 

the newer methods of instruction. 

Assumptions Underlying the Problem 

This study is based on the following assumptions: 

1. All behavior is goal directed. 

2. Goals arise out of perceived needs, and are struc

tured within the system of values the individual holds . 

3 . Behavior may best be modified when the individual 

perceives a need to change it. 

4. Teachers, by using codes, are provided instruments by 

which to view their behavior. 

5. Foreign language teaching is significantly different 

from other subject matter areas as to warrant the development of 

a specific code. 

6. German teaching is typical enough of foreign language 

teaching generally to justify its use as a testing ground in the 

development of a code. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following were recognized as limitations of this 

study: 
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1. Observation of foreign language teacher classroom be

havior was limited to tape recordings of selected German classes 

in the Tucson Public Schools . 

2 . Because the author completed this study in absentia 

and did not have ready access to a source of students or practic

ing teachers on which to test the instrument, she was faced with 

establishing the adequacy of the instrument by training a gradu

ate student from the Department of Spanish and Classics at The 

University of New Hampshire who volunteered to take part in the 

study. Therefore, reliability testing was limited to the coding 

of audio-tape recordings by two observers: the author and the 

volunteer. 

/ 

Definitions of Terms 

The following definitions will apply throughout this 

study: 

audio-lingual Method: The approach to language teaching 

that considers listening and speaking the first and central tasks 

in learning a language, and reading and writing as derivative, or 

secondary tasks. Also referred to as the "aural-oral" or "new" 

method (Lado 1964, p. 214). 

Basic Sentences: Useful sentences that illustrate the 

typical constructions or patterns of the target language (Lado 

1964, p. 214). 



Behavior: Any response of an individual to a stimulus, 

real or perceived. 

Verbal Behavior:--Oral communication between two or 

more people. 

Nonverbal Behavior:—Silent communication between two 

or more people. 

Bilingualism: The language behavior of an individual who 

possesses a mother tongue and also another language, in whole or 

in part (Brooks 1964, p. 265). 

Compound Bilingualism:—A term used to describe the 

circumstance in which certain features of a second language, 

especially items of vocabulary or grammar, are added to a 

learner's mother tongue but are not separated from it. No 

area of the target language is sufficiently mastered to per

mit it to function as a system of communication independent 

of the learner's native language (Brooks 1964, p. 267). 

Coordinate Bilingualism:—A term used to describe the 

relationship of two language systems in a person who is truly 

bilingual. Such a speaker uses one system or the other, but 

not both simultaneously. The systems operate independently 

with only minor or incidental effects upon each other (Brooks 

1964, p. 267). 

Communication: Social interaction performed through mes

sages (Gerbner 1967, p. 18). 
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Culture: The total belief and behavior patterns of a 

language community (Brooks 1964, p. 268). 

Direct Method; An approach to the teaching of foreign 

languages that is characterized by emphasis on presenting words 

and sentences to the students in ways that will show their mean

ing without translation or grammatical analysis (Lado 1964, 

p. 216) . 

Grammar-Translation Method: A degeneration of successful 

medieval practices in teaching Latin by abandoning the speaking 

and reading practice and keeping only the rote memorization of 

grammar rules and the analytical translation of selected texts 

(Lado 1964, p. 216). 

Habit: With reference to foreign language learning, the 

facility to use the units and patterns of a language at conversa

tional speed with attention on the message and not on the lan

guage units or patterns as such (Lado 1964, p. 216). 

Instrument: A quantitative system for classifying and 

recording teacher behavior, also referred to as a code, tech

nique, or system. 

Language: A system consisting of a set of significant 

symbols plus meaningful methods for their combination (Berlo 

1960, pp. 171-173). Language is a socially institutionalized 

sign system (Carroll 1964, p. 8). 
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Native Language:--The first or predominant language 

learned by an individual as a child. Also referred to as the 

mother tongue. 

Target Language:—The language being taught or 

learned. Also referred to as a foreign language. 

Learning: Any modification of behavior .induced by inter

action with the environment and resulting in the establishment of 

new behavior patterns. 

Pattern: With reference to the study of foreign lan

guages, any recurring design or arrangement of sounds, morphemes, 

words, phrases, or sentences. Each language has its own charac

teristic patterns at each of these levels (Lado 1964, p. 219). 

Pattern Practice:—Any exercise involving the repeti

tion of a pattern with variation of elements. The attention 

of the student is deliberately drawn away from the specific 

language problem being taught. Such practice forces the 

operation of the mechanics of the language more and more on 

the basis of habit and frees the student to concentrate on 

the message (Lado 1964, p. 219). 

Reinforcement: The increase in facility which is assumed 

to result when a correct response is immediately confirmed as 

correct (Lado 1964, p. 220). 

Shaping: The practice of rewarding gradual approxima

tions of the desired response until the end behavior is fully 
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attained. Also referred to as incremental learning (Lado 1964, 

p. 221). 

Sign; The use of words to refer to what is or is ex

pected to be in the immediate environment. This use of language 

is a behavior pattern man shares with animals (Brooks 1964, 

P. 7). 

Structure: The system of units and patterns of a lan

guage . Each language has its own distinct structure (Lado 1964, 

p. 221). 

Symbol: The use of words to refer to something that is 

not in the environment. The abstract use of words . For humans, 

this is the commonest use of language (Brooks 1964, p. 7). 

Syntax: The patterns of construction of morphemes and 

words into phrases and sentences in a language (Lado 1964, 

p. 221). 

Teaching: An interactive process between teacher and 

pupils, usually taking place in a classroom, which involves pri

marily classroom talk. It includes the planning stage, classroom 

activities and evaluation. 

Teacher Classroom Behavior: All teacher activities in 

the classroom. 

Teacher Objectives:—Teacher statements of antici

pated changes in pupil behavior resulting from a learning 

experience. 
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Teacher Methods:—Teacher classroom procedures de

signed to attain certain objectives. 

Utterance: A stretch of speech by a single speaker pre

ceded and followed by silence on his part (Lado 1964, p. 222). 

Writing: The graphic representation of a language. It 

always depends on the prior existence of a spoken language (Lado 

1964, p. 222). 

Organization of the Study 

A review of the related literature is presented in Chap

ter 2. Chapter 3 begins with the rationale for the study, and 

is followed by the presentation of the instrument. The research 

method and procedures are presented in Chapter 4, along with the 

data on the instrument. Chapter 5 contains the summary, conclu

sions and the implications of the study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Since the turn of the century, educators have concerned 

themselves with efforts to improve the quality of teaching in 

the classroom. The earliest attempts to measure teacher compe

tence and effectiveness approached the problem through studies 

about teachers and their characteristics. In recent years, the 

emphasis has shifted to studies _of teachers and their behavior 

in the classroom. Both approaches have been prompted by a desire 

to develop a systematic body of knowledge for a better under

standing of teaching and its effect on learning. 

The discussion of selected related literature is com

posed of four sections: (1) the development of instruments for 

the assessment of teacher characteristics and skills, (2) the 

development of instruments for the systematic analysis of teacher 

verbal behavior, (3) the development of instruments for the sys

tematic analysis of teacher nonverbal behavior, and (4) the de

velopment of instruments for the systematic analysis of foreign 

language teacher classroom behavior. The instruments are then 

further subdivided along developmental and chronological lines . 

That is to say, the development of these systems is traced 

11 
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chronologically when feasible, but when certain instruments are 

particularly influential from a developmental point of view, the 

chronological framework is temporarily abandoned in order.to 

trace out the line of influence. In outline form, the groupings 

and sequence are as follows: 

I. Instruments for the Assessment of Teacher 
Characteristics and Skills 

A. Barr 
B. Jayne 
C. Morsh 
D. Ryans 
E. Domas and Tiedeman 
F. Barr (Bibliography) 

II. Instruments for the Systematic Analysis 
of Teacher Verbal Behavior 

A. Thomas 
B. H. H. Anderson 

1. H. H. Anderson and H. Brewer 
2. H. H. Anderson and J. Brewer 

C. Withall 
1. Withall, Lewis, and Newell 

D. The following are the two groups which were 
directly influenced by Withall's work: 
1. The OScAR System 

a. Mitzel and Rabinowitz 
b. Cornell, Lindvall, and Saupe 
c. Medley and Mitzel 
d. Schueler, Gold, and Mitzel 
e. Medley 
f. Medley, Impellitteri, and Smith 
g. Medley, Schluck, and Ames 

2. The Flanders System 
a. Amidon and Hunter (VICS) 
b. Hunter (Revised VICS) 
c. Hough (OSIA) 
d. Baldwin (FAIR) 
e. Honigman (MACI) 
f. Amidon (SKIT Flanders) 
g. Hunter (FLICS) 
h. Amidon (MCS) 
i. Brunner and Forbes (PIC and Micro PIC) 
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j. Flanders (Revised) 
k. Mid-Continental Regional Educational 

Laboratory 
3. The following codes are less closely related 

to the Flanders system, but show his influ
ence nevertheless: 
a. Heil, Powell, and Feifer 
b. Ober (RCS) 
c. Florida Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior 
d. Teacher Practices Observation Record 
e. A. Anderson 
f. Dodl 
g. Perkins 

1) TBOS 
2) SBOS 

h. Kowatrakul 
i. Heger (mini-TIA) 
j . Ribble and Schulz 

E. The following instruments were designed for use in 
group dynamics situations: 
1. Bales (IPA) 

a. Oliver and Shaver 
1) Oliver and Shaver (Revised) 

b. Borgatta (BSs) 
c. Adams and Biddle 
d. Snyder 
e. Steinzor 
f. Blumberg 

F. The following instrument does not fit into any par
ticular group: 
1. Cogan 

G. The following instruments are based on the structure 
of language: 
1. Guilford 

a. Aschner and Gallagher 
1) Gallagher, Schaeffer, Phillips, 

Addy, Rainer, and Nelson 
a) Gallagher (Revised) 

i) Solomon 
ii) Davidson 

2) Campbell and Minnis 
b. Smith, Meux, and Aschner 

1) Smith, Meux, Combs, Eierdam, and 
Szoke 

c. Wright and Proctor 
1) Wright 

d. Taba, Levine, and Elzey 
e. Bellack and Davitz 

1) Bellack 
f. Mork 
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H. The following instruments do not fit into any par
ticular group: 
1. Hughes 

a. Miller 
b. MacDonald and Zaret 
c. Openshaw and Cyphert 

2. Spaulding (TSC) 
a. Spaulding (CASES) 
b. Spaulding (STARS ) 

3 . McDonald, Allen, and Orme 
I. The following instruments show the influence of 

Bloom's Taxonomy: 
1. Roberson 
2 . Davis and Tinsley 
3. Cropper 

J. Miscellaneous Instruments for the Analysis of 
Teacher and Pupil Behavior: 
1. Simon and Agazarian (SAVI) 
2. Fuller (FAIR 33) 
3. Denny, Ruesch, and Ives (CCOS) 
4. Barnes 
5. R. D. Anderson, Struthers, and James (Gamma) 
6. Cooperative Educational Research Laboratory 
7. Schusler (CIMAR) 
8. Pyper (COS) 
9. Altman 
10. Herbert (SAL) 
11. Wallen, Moohr, Hall, and Weisberg 

K. Miscellaneous Instruments for the Analysis of 
Teacher Behavior only: 
1. Joyce 
2. Waimon 
3. Clements 
4. Matthews (SCAS) 
5. Tidwell 

III. Instruments for the Systematic Analysis of 
Teacher Nonverbal Behavior 

A. Sapir 
B. Birdwhistell 
C. Katz, Ohlsen, and Proff 
D. Lewis 
E. Galloway 

1. Galloway (IDER) 
2 . French and Galloway (PIT) 

F. Buehler and Richmond (ICBA) 
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IV• Instruments for the Systematic Analysis of 
Foreign Language Teacher Classroom Behavior 

A. Moskowitz (FLint) 
B. Wragg 
C. Nearhoof 
D. Jarvis 

The reader will note that some of the systems are de

scribed in more detail than others. In most cases, those instru

ments that are the most important and/or the most influential to 

the development of subsequent codes are described at greater 

length than those that are less important and/or influential to 

the development of other systems. In some cases, however, in the 

interests of brevity, certain rather important instruments are 

less completely described because they are much too long, or are 

revisions or slight adaptations of previously cited instruments. 

Literature Pertaining to the Development of 
Instrument's for the Assessment of Teacher 

Characteristics and Skill's 

Many instruments and rating scales have been developed in 

an attempt to analyze teacher characteristics and their relation

ship to teaching effectiveness. Barr (1929) developed an instru

ment of twenty categories designed to identify characteristic 

behaviors of good and poor teachers. An observer classified be

havior as it happened according to the type of teacher-pupil 

activity, means of motivation, and the material and equipment in 

evidence. Pupils were assigned numbers for the purpose of iden

tification and were coded by number. The data samples consisted 



of forty minute segments of classroom activity. There was little 

evidence regarding reliability and there was apparently little 

effort to intercorrelate the categories or to condense them into 

related groups of items. 

Jayne (1945) developed a two-dimensional observational 

scale to be used with sound recordings of lessons, rather than in 

direct classroom observation. One dimension was called the "In

dex of Meaningful Discussion" and contained seven items: 

1. Percent of fact questions on unprepared material. 
2 . Percent of thought questions on unprepared material. 
3. Percent of thought questions dealing with local 

situations . 
4. Number of participations growing out of spontaneous 

pupil discussion. 
5. Number of teacher explanations. 
6. Number of times teacher presents factual information. 
7. Number of times teacher raises a question as to cor

rectness of pupil response. 

The second dimension was called the "Index of Immediate Recall" 

and contained Jfour items: 

1. Questions demanding recall of specified facts. 
2. Number of factual questions on prepared material. 
3. Number of times teacher indicates answer right. 
4. Number of thought questions on prepared material. 

This observational system produced evidence that sometimes indi

vidual items which do not differentiate between teachers or 

classes can be combined into scales which do. No specific evi

dence regarding observer reliabilities were noted. 

In an attempt to develop an instrument which could be em

ployed by observers without previous training or experience in 

rating Air Force instructors, Morsh (1956) devised a scale of 
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160 items. It contained three major categories: (1) instructor 

verbal behavior, (2) instructor nonverbal behavior, and (3) stu

dent behavior. Reliability coefficients ranging from .30 to .68 

were established on forty-five minute observations in 120 class

rooms by three trained observers. 

The most comprehensive attempt to develop an observation 

record form and a glossary of operational terms describing the 

behaviors to be assessed was the result of a ten-year study of 

teacher characteristics and skills (Ryans 1960). The final form 

included dimensions of pupil classroom behavior and teacher be

havior. Dimensions of teacher behavior included: (1) harsh-

kindly, (2) systematic-unplanned, (3) stimulating-dull, and 

(4) warm-aloof. Pupil behavior dimensions included: (1) 

apathetic-alert, (2) dependent-initiating, and (3) uncertain-

confident. Direct observations and assessments by trained ob

servers produced reliabilities ranging from .70 to .80. However, 

this observational instrument was characterized by the common 

difficulties of complexity and ambiguity in the description of 

teacher behaviors that were not appropriate to all teachers . 

Domas and Tiedeman (1950) prepared a bibliography of 

numerous studies and attempted to rate, categorize, or classify 

teacher characteristics and their relation to teacher competence. 

Another excellent bibliography (Barr 1961) listed studies related 

to teacher personality traits. 
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Despite the extensive effort to develop some means of 

systematically analyzing teacher characteristics and their effect 

on teaching, there is very little in the way of concrete knowl

edge about the nature and measurement of teacher personality or 

the relation between teacher characteristics and teaching effec

tiveness (Getzels and Jackson 1963, p. 574). 

Literature Pertaining to the Development of 
Instruments for the Systematic Analysis 

of Teacher Verbal Behavior 

Thomas (1929) was the first to focus attention on 

teacher-pupil and pupil-pupil interaction and the resultant cli

mate. Observers recorded the number of social contacts, physical 

contacts, vocal contacts, and social group functions that in

cluded group size and the time spent in the group. Observer re

liability based on coder agreement ranged from .47 to .80. 

Harold Anderson (1939) devised an observational technique 

designed to measure classroom behavior in terms of teacher con

tacts . The instrument permitted the recording of dominative and 

integrative teacher behavior in contacts with kindergarten chil

dren. Twenty-three categories were defined originally, but four 

were later dropped or combined with other categories. Eight 

categories dealt with dominative behavior, two were ambiguous hy

brids, and nine dealt with integrative behavior. There were no 

categories which dealt with pupil behavior. Observations were 
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recorded at five-minute intervals . Two independent observers 

established reliabilities ranging from .77 to .97. 

This attempt to develop an observational schedule led to 

a more refined instrument in later years (Harold Anderson and 

Helen Brewer 1945, Harold Anderson and John Brewer 1946). Within 

the divisions of dominative and integrative behavior, the cate

gories of teacher contacts were separated into situational group

ings which were assumed to differentiate the degrees of domination 

and integration. "Dominative Teacher Behavior" included the fol

lowing categories: (1) domination with evidence of conflict, 

(2) domination with no evidence of conflict, and (3) domination 

with evidence of working together. "Integrative Teacher Behav

ior" included: (1) integration with no evidence of conflict and 

(2) integration with evidence of working together. A third di

mension of "Pupil Behavior" was added. This dimension was not 

recorded as dominative or integrative, but was used to detect the 

possible effects of teacher behavior on pupils. The behavior of 

one child at a time was observed, and his contacts with the 

teacher were recorded. Observations were continued until there 

were two hours of observations on each child. Reliability in 

terms of observer agreement on specific items was generally h 

high, but no specific figures were cited. 

Withall (1949) developed the "Social-Emotional Climate 

Index" for coding written transcripts of teacher behavior. The 
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categories were polarized along a "teacher-centered," "learner-

centered" continuum. The dimensions and the subsumed categories 

were: 

Learner-Centered 

1. Learner-supportive. 
2. Acceptant and clarifying. 
3. Problem-structuring. 
4. Neutral. 

Teacher-Centered 

5. Directive. 
6. Reproving. 
7. Teacher self-supporting. 

Reliability coefficients in terms of coder agreement ranged from 

.25 to .90 in the three dimensions and .47 to .97 within the cat

egories . 

A later development of Withall's "Climate Index" is the 

"Classroom Communication Observation Categories" (CCOC), devised 

by Withall, Lewis, and Newell (_in Simon and Boyer 1970). The 

categories were designed for the analysis of both teacher and 

pupil behavior and are as follows: 

1. Asks for information. 
2. Seeks or accepts direction. 
3. Asks for opinion or analysis . 
4. Listens. 
5 . Gives information. 
6. Gives suggestions . 
7. Gives directions. 
8. Gives opinions. 
9. Gives analysis . 
10. Shows positive feeling. 
11. Inhibits communication. 
12 . Shows negative feeling. 
13. No communication. 
14. Perfunctory agreement or disagreement. 

No observer reliabilities have been reported. 
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At this point, it is possible to see a break in the de

velopment of these instruments . Two groups of instruments owe 

their development to Withall's work. The first of these two 

groups resulted in the development of the "Observation Schedule 

and Record," or OScAR, and the instruments influenced by it; and 

the second group produced the Flanders system and its offshoots . 

Mitzel and Rabinowitz (1953) began by developing a vari

ation of the Withall technique. Teacher statements became the 

focal point of this instrument also, as they were in Withall's 

technique, in order to show the relationship between social-

emotional climate and teacher effectiveness. Also included in 

this system was the classification of teacher nonverbal behavior. 

Five categories were included: (1) problem-structuring, (2) di

rective, (3) reproving, (4) supportive, and (5) nonverbal expres

sions . Coefficients of observer agreement ranged from .50 to 

.98. 

The "Classroom Observation Code Digest" (Cornell, Lind-

vall, and Saupe 1952) is a classification system of eight dimen

sions used to measure differences in classrooms as a means of 

characterizing differences between school systems. The eight 

dimensions of classroom behavior were: (1) differentiation, 

(2) social organization, (3) initiative, (4) content, (5) varie

ty, (6) competency, (7) climate-teacher, and (8) climate-pupils . 

These dimensions contained eighty-two items of observable 

teacher-pupil behavior. The scoring system yielded a single 
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score in all dimensions except competency, which had two: diver

sity and persistence. The reliability coefficients, based on 

coder agreement, ranged from .42 to .89. 

Expanding on the work of Cornell et al. (1952), Medley 

and Mitzel (1955) developed the OScAR for use in a follow-up 

study of teacher education graduates . The instrument was de

signed to be used by a single observer in the classroom and con

tained the following dimensions: (1) emotional climate, (2) 

verbal emphasis, and (3) social organization. The three dimen

sions contained six sections: (1) activity, (2) grouping, 

(3) sign, (4) subject, (5) materials, and (6) expressive behav

ior. Reliabilities based on observations by two independent 

observers on two different occasions ranged from .61 to .92. 

The OScAR has been revised several times to fit the needs 

of specific research projects (Medley and Mitzel 1958, 1959, 

Schueler, Gold, and Mitzel 1962, Medley 1963, Medley, Impellit-

teri, and Smith 1967). Scoring was a separate step from observ

ing and was essentially a clerical task, consisting of combining 

items into sets of keys, each of which described an aspect of be

havior. In order to record behavior, the observer had only to 

pay attention to verbal behaviors . Pupil utterances were merely 

tallied and not classified. Reliability coefficients, calculated 

in the same manner as the 1955 study, ranged from .61 to .92. 
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The latest revision (Medley, Schluck, and Ames 1968) con

tains eighteen separate categories: four for pupil behavior, and 

fourteen for teacher behavior. The pupil categories included: 

1. Pupil utterance - non-substantive . 
2 , Pupil question - substantive . 
3. Pupil statement - substantive . 
4. Pupil response. 

The teacher behavior categories included: 

5. Problem-structuring statement. 
6. Convergent question. 
7. Elaborating question - 1. 
8. Elaborating question - 2 . 
9. Divergent question. 

1. No evaluation. 
2 . Considering-supporting. 
3. Informing-approving. 
4. Describing-accepting. 
5. Directing-rejecting. 
6. Rebuking-critizing. 
7. Desisting. 
8. Procedural, neutral - non-substantive question. 
9. Procedural, pos itive. 

This revision, the OScAR 5V, shows the influence of Guilford 

(1956) and the Aschner-Gallagher instrument (Aschner and Galla

gher 1961, Gallagher 1968), which will be described later. 

The second group of instruments derived from Withall's 

"Climate Index" (1949) is the group centering around Flanders 

(1960) and the various revisions and adaptations of his code. 

Beginning with the assumption that the verbal behavior of an in

dividual is an adequate sample of his total behavior, Flanders 

(1960) divided teacher-pupil interaction into ten categories, 

seven of teacher talk, two of pupil talk, and one of silence or 

confusion. The observer records teacher talk under one of two 
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major headings: (1) indirect influence, and (2) direct influ

ence. Included under indirect influence are teacher statements 

that: (1) accept feeling, (2) praise or encourage, (3) accept or 

use ideas of students, and (4) ask questions. Direct influence 

refers to teacher statements that: (1) lecture, (2) give direc

tions, and (3) criticize or justify authority. There are two 

categories of student talk: (1) student talk in response to the 

teacher, and (2) student talk initiated by the student. The re

maining category of silence or confusion was to allow inclusive-

ness in coding classroom interaction. Observers coded every 

three seconds, and reliability coefficients of observer agreement 

ranged from .88 to .96. This system is limited to situations in 

which the students and teacher are engaged in verbal interaction. 

In addition to being a useful tool for research in the 

teaching process, the Flanders (1960) "Interaction Analysis Cate

gory System" has inspired or influenced the development of many 

other observational instruments. The "Verbal Interaction Cate

gory System" (VICS) (Amidon and Hunter 1966) was the first. Five 

dimensions are included in this system: (1) teacher-initiated 

talk, (2) teacher response, (3) pupil response, (4) pupil-

initiated talk, and (5) other. The categories included under the 

five dimensions were: 

Teacher-Initiated Talk 

1. Gives information or opinion. 
2. Gives direction. 
3. Asks narrow question. 
4. Asks broad question. 
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Teacher Response 

5. Accepts: 
a) Ideas. 
b) Behavior. 
c) Feelings. 

6. Rejects: 
a) Ideas. 
b) Behavior. 
c) Feelings. 

Pupil Response 

7. Responds to teacher: 
a) Predictably. 
b) Unpredictably. 

8. Responds to another pupil. 

Pupil-Initiated Talk 

9. Initiates talk to teacher. 
10. Initiates talk to another pupil. 

Other 

11. Silence. 
Z. Confusion. 

No reliability factor was reported . 

According to Amidon and Hunter (1967), there are some 

major differences between the two systems. In the first place, 

direct versus indirect teacher behavior is not a dimension of the 

VICS. Instead, teacher, as well as pupil, behavior is looked at 

from the point of view of initiation and response. Further, 

Flanders does not provide a dimension for differentiating between 

broad and narrow questions . Where Flanders has only one category 

to indicate silence or confusion, VICS has two, and also encour

ages the observer to use the confusion category simultaneously 

with others. Finally, the Flanders instrument has three 
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categories for responding positively to pupils, but only one for 

reacting negatively, while the VICS has three for each. A major 

limitation of the VICS might be the result of expanding the num

ber of cetagories to seventeen. However, there is some evidence 

(Withall 1949, Bales 1950) that seventeen categories, of which 

eight are really subcategories, are not too difficult for trained 

observers. 

Hunter (in Simon and Boyer 1970) further revised the 

VICS, adapting certain categories from the Aschner-Gallagher 

(1961) and the Taba, Levine, and Elzey (1964) codes. The five 

dimensions of the original VICS were reduced to three, which in

cluded: (1) teacher talk, (2) pupil talk, and (3) other. The 

categories subsumed under the three dimensions were: 

Teacher Talk 

1. Gives information or opinion. 
2. Gives direction. 
3. Asks question: 

a) Cognitive-memory. 
b) Convergent. 
c) Divergent. 
d) Evaluative. 

4. Praises: 
a) No reasons. 
b) Personal reasons. 
c) Rational reasons. 

5. Accepts feelings, ideas, or behavior. 
6. Rejects feelings, ideas, or behavior: 

a) No reasons. 
b) Personal reasons. 
c) Rational reasons. 
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Pupil Talk 

7. Responds to teacher: 
a) Predictably. 
b) Unpredictably. 

8. Responds to another pupil. 
9. Initiates talk to teacher. 
10. Initiates talk to another pupil. 

Other 

11. Silence. 
12. Confusion. 

No evidence on reliabilities was cited. 

Based on concepts derived from learning theory, the "Ob

servational System for Instructional Analysis" (OSIA) (Hough 

1967) was designed to test specific instructional hypotheses de

rived from learning theory. The major dimensions of the system 

were: (1) indirect teacher verbal influence, (2) direct teacher 

verbal influence, (3) student verbal behavior, (4) silence, and 

(5) non-functional behavior. The categories included: 

Indirect Teacher Verbal Influence 

1. Affective clarification and acceptance. 
2 . Praise and reward . 
3. Cognitive skill clarification and acceptance. 
4. Teacher question. 
5. Response to question. 

Direct Teacher Verbal Influence 

6. Initiates information or opinion. 
7. Corrective feedback. 
8. Requests and commands. 
9. Criticism and rejection. 

Student Verbal Behavior 

10. Elicited responses. 
11. Emitted responses. 
12. Student questions. 
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Silence 

13. Directed practice or activity. 
14. Silence or contemplation. 
15. Demonstration. 

Non-Functional Behavior 

16. Confusion and irrelevant behavior. 

Observer reliabilities were not reported. 

There are several advantages to a system such as the 

OSIA. First, if separate categories are provided for corrective 

feedback and for criticism or rejection of student behavior or 

ideas, the effects on student learning of corrective feedback may 

be distinguished from the effects of criticism or rejection. 

Furthers one of the more important dimensions of behavior asso

ciated with insightful learning may be studied more exactly when 

three categories are created for the productive conditions of 

silence. In the third place, the distinction between elicited 

and emitted student responses makes possible the study of the 

differential effects of several types of reinforcement given by 

the teacher. Finally, by including the reciprocal categories of 

"student questions" and "teacher response to questions," this 

observational system allows the function of teacher information-

giving to be analyzed in terms of whether or not it was initiated 

by the teacher (Hough 1967, pp. 150-151). 

Another revision of the Flanders code that appeared about 

the same time (Baldwin 1966) added three new categories to the 

original ten-category system, and then changed the category 
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numbers to letters to aid memory. The "Film Analysis of Inter

action Record" (FAIR), as it is called, includes the following 

additional categories: (1) enthusiastic pupil response, (2) hos

tile or inattentive pupil behavior, and (3) pupil work. No re

liability factor was cited . 

The "Multidimensional Analysis of Classroom Interaction" 

(MACI) (Honigman 1965) was also based on the Flanders instrument, 

but focused more heavily on the emotional-personal aspects of the 

classroom. The dimensions of the code included: (1) teacher 

behavior - twelve categories, (2) pupil behavior - five catego

ries, and (3) other - two categories. There were two categories 

that focused on the teacher's reactions to, and his use of, stu

dent feelings, and a corresponding pupil category which allowed 

the observer to code when a student was talking on a feeling 

level. The MCI expanded Flanders' categories of pupil behav

iors, and allowed for the separation of the student's cognitive 

and his affective contributions. There was also a category for 

pupil hostility. This system also focused on the teacher's means 

of involving the students in the classroom interaction. There 

was no evidence concerning observer reliabilities . 

The MACI was tested to see whether or not it could lead 

to better predictions than the Flanders code of teacher influence 

in the classroom on affective, control and cognitive dimensions 

(Honigman 1966). There was a significant difference in favor of 

the new system on the affective dimension, and nonsignificant 
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differences in favor of the MACI on the control and cognitive di

mensions . 

The work of Hughes (1959), Taba et al. (1964), and 

Aschner and Gallagher (1961) has influenced further derivations 

of the Flanders system (Amidon 1969, Hunter 1970). The "Skill 

Development in Teaching" (SKIT) program at Temple University in 

Philadelphia (Amidon 1969) has broken down each category of the 

original Flanders code into two to four subcategories. No evi

dence of reliability testing was cited. 

In addition to the code devised for the SKIT program, 

Amidon has developed a "Modified Category System" (MCS) (in Simon 

and Boyer 1970), using ideas from Hughes (1959), Taba et al. 

(1964), and Aschner and Gallagher (1961) to expand the original 

ten categories. The Flanders categories of "Praise" and "Criti

cism" have each been expanded to include subcategories from 

Hughes: (1) public criteria, and (2) private criteria. The 

"Questions" category included four generalized categories from 

Aschner and Gallagher: (1) cognitive-memory, (2) convergent, 

(3) divergent, and (4) evaluative. The categories of student 

talk have been expanded to include three thought processes from 

Taba et al.: (1) descriptive, (2) inferential, and (3) general

ization. Observer reliabilities were not reported. 

Brunner (1970) and Forbes (1970) have developed a display 

system for Flanders' instrument that was designed to overcome 

teacher reluctance to use the more complicated and time-consuming 



matrix, while still retaining the sequence. If desired, the 

"Profile of Interaction in the Classroom" (PIC) and the Micro-PIC 

can later be built into a traditional matrix. The PIC afforded 

all the functions of the Flanders instrument, with the exception^ 

of the matrix, for forty minutes of classroom instruction. The 

Micro-PIC was intended for use when less than forty minutes of 

instruction was observed, or when the only information required 

was a ratio of indirect to direct teacher behavior, a ratio of 

pupil talk to teacher talk, or a ratio of self-initiated pupil 

behavior to pupil behavior that was in response to the teacher. 

No reliability factor was reported. 

Flanders (1970) has recently revised his original system 

by adding subscripts to most of the categories . It is now pos

sible to differentiate between superficial praise or acceptance, 

and more genuine praise and acceptance in which the teacher de

velops a student's idea or explains why he likes it. The com

mand category has been expanded to include three subcategories 

which form a work-'process dimension ranging from statements in 

which unquestioning obedience is expected to statements which 

allow students to choose between alternatives. The separation 

of the student talk categories on broad and narrow levels should 

reveal the differences in student behavior in classes where the 

teacher focuses on helping students learn to hypothesize and to 

explore content in depth. Reliability checks based on coder 
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agreement produced coefficients ranging between .70 and .86, with 

the median at .79. 

The Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory has 

developed an observational system for use in studying self-

directed learning (in Simon and Boyer 1970). Flanders' catego

ries have been maintained, but each category has from five to 

eight subscripts. No observer reliabilities were reported. 

Although both observational systems were influenced by 

Withall's (1949) "Social-Emotional Climate Index," Flanders' 

"Interaction Analysis" system and the OScAR were quite different 

from the point of view of the results they gave and how and when 

they were used. Because the Flanders instrument had only ten 

categories, it was simpler to learn and therefore was more likely 

to be used by individual teachers for the purpose of self-

appraisal. The Flanders code was also more sensitive to student 

behaviors, but it was less accurate in discriminating teacher 

behaviors related to substantive content from those behaviors 

related to procedure. Flanders' system would seem better suited 

for use as a self-appraisal instrument, while the OScAR was more 

suited for use as a research instrument (Medley and Hill 1969). 

In addition to the category systems that still retain 

many of Flanders' own categories, there is a group of observa

tional techniques which, although influenced by the Flanders 

"Interaction Analysis" system, show Flanders' influence only 

indirectly. The first of these is the instrument developed by 



Heil, Powell, and Feifer (1960), which contains categories which 

were influenced by Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) and Withall 

(1949). Called the "Teacher Observation Scale," it had four 

dimensions: (1) teacher behavior, (2) teaching role, (3) psy

chological climate, and (4) child behavior. Observer reliabili

ties were not cited. 

The "Reciprocal Category System" (RCS) (Ober 1968) was 

an adaptation of Flanders' code which introduced a reciprocity 

function which allowed the collection of the same kinds of in

formation on both pupils and teacher. It was one of a battery 

of three instruments for use in classroom research: (1) the RCS, 

(2) the "Florida Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior" (FTCB) by 

Brown, Ober, Soar, and Webb (in Simon and Boyer 1970), and 

(3) the "Teacher Practices Observation Record" (TPOR) by Brown 

(in Simon and Boyer 1970). No evidence of observer reliability 

was reported. 

An adaptation of Flanders' designed to be used in medical 

schools was developed by Alexander Anderson (in Simon and Boyer 

1970). Dodl (in Simon and Boyer 1970) devised a technique that 

was structured like Flanders', but which focused on pupil ques

tioning behavior. The six dimensions included: (1) teacher 

response, (2) teacher response or initiation, (3) teacher initia

tion, (4) teacher control, (5) pupil behavior, and (6) nonclassi-

fiable. Observer reliabilities were not reported for either 

system. 
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Perkins developed two scales for the analysis of class

room interaction: (1) the "Teacher Behavior Observation System" 

(TBOS), and (2) the "Student Behavior Observation System" (SBOS) 

(in Simon and Boyer 1970). The second instrument was an expan

sion of one designed by Kowatrakul (in Simon and Boyer 1970). 

The TBOS had two dimensions: (1) teacher behaviors, and 

(2) teacher roles. The two dimensions of the SBOS included: 

(1) student behaviors, and (2) student activities. The dimen

sions of the Kowatrakul system were: (1) behavior categories, 

(2) classroom activities, and (3) subject areas. No reliability 

factor was cited for any of these instruments. 

Heger (1968) developed a miniaturized interaction analy

sis system, in which the verbal interaction included only the 

denotative meaning of the words used in the total interaction. 

Nonverbal interaction consisted of all of the visual dimension 

and certain affective portions of the aural dimensions, such as 

inflections . The various dimensions were categorized by role and 

included: (1) the teacher's role in the personal development of 

the pupils, (2) the teaching role, (3) the institutional role, 

(4) the learning role, and (5) the personal growth role. A sep

arate category was included for silence or confusion. Inter-

observer reliability calculations were cited as generally high, 

but no specific figures were given. 

Ribble and Schulz (in Simon and Boyer 1970) devised the 

"Social-Substantive Schedule," which was unique in its focus on 
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the congruence between the teacher's choice of objectives to be 

implemented and the behavior chosen to implement the objectives. 

There were seven teacher categories and one student category, and 

all had one or more subscripts. No evidence regarding observer 

reliabilities was reported. 

To be sure, Withall (1949) and Flanders (I960), in addi

tion to Harold Anderson (1939) and his colleagues, have greatly 

influenced the development of classroom observation systems. 

However, other methods and techniques have also been developed 

for the systematic analysis of teacher classroom behavior. One 

of these was Bales (1950), who developed a technique called "In

teraction Process Analysis" (IPA) for use in analyzing group 

problem-solving behavior. There were four classes of conditions, 

each containing three categories: 

Social-Emotional Area Positive Reactions 

1. Shows solidarity. 
2. Shows tension release. 
3 . Agrees. 

Task Area Attempted Answers 

1. Gives suggestions . 
2. Gives opinion. 
3. Gives orientation. 

Task Area Questions 

1. Asks for information. 
2. Asks for opinion. 
3. Asks for suggestion. 
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Social-Emotional Area Negative Reactions 

1. Disagrees. 
2. Shows tension. 
3. Shows antagonism. 

Acts were classified according to the category number of the act, 

the person initiating the act, and the number of the person to 

whom the act was targeted. No reliability factor was reported. 

Oliver and Shaver (1962) devised an instrument called a 

"Preliminary Observational System for the Description of Teacher 

Style" to be used in social studies classes . It included three 

dimensions and fourteen categories, and showed Bales' influence 

quite clearly. 

Affective or Social-Emotional Categories 

1. Solidarity. 
2. Low positive affect. 
3. Tension release. 
4. Tension. 
5. Low negative affect. 
6. Antagonism. 

Neutral. 

Cognitive Categories 

7. Suggests inconsistency. 
8. Descriptive. 
9. Evaluative. 
10. Repeats, summarizes, focuses . 
11. Clarification. 
12 . Analogy. 

Non-cognitive. 

Procedural Categories 

13. Directs task-oriented behavior. 
14. Controls deviant behavior. 



Reliabilities in terms of coder agreement were all below .50, 

using the Chi-square method. The system was later revised (in 

Simon and Boyer 1970) and renamed: "Observation System to De

scribe Teacher Style and Learning Outcomes." There were two 

dimensions and fourteen categories: 

Dynamic Categories 

1. Consistency-inconsistency. 
2. Specification or generalization. 
3 . Qualifying. 

Static Categories 

General value judgments. 
Specific value judgments. 
General legal claims. 
Specific legal claims. 
General factual claims. 
Specific factual claims. 
Source. 
Definitional claim. 
Repetition. 
Case. 
Relevance. 
Debate strategy. 
Task - procedural. 
Deviance control - procedural. 

No reliability factor was reported for this instrument. 

Borgatta (in Simon and Boyer 1970), who designed the 

"Behavioral Scores System" (BSs), used essentially the same ty 

of coding units that Bales did, but the focus was on content 

areas derived from empirical experience in the description of 

peer assessments. There were five dimensions, which included 

twelve separate categories: 



Assertive fictions 

1. Neutral assertions or communications. 
2. Assertions or dominant acts. 
3. Antagonistic acts . 

Withdrawal 

4. Withdrawal acts . 

Supportive Acts 

5. Supportive acts . 
6. Assertive supportive acts. 

L. Group laughter. 
T. Group tension. 

Group-Oriented Surscores 

a. Task determining acts. 
b. Group maintaining acts . 

Emotional Quality of Action Surscores 

c. Tension displayed. 
d. Unpredictable behavior. 

There was no evidence concerning observer reliabilities. 

In addition to codes designed to analyze teacher class

room behavior, several codes have been developed especially for 

counseling or other group situations. The observational system 

devised by Adams and Biddle (in Simon and Boyer 1970) was one of 

these. The code included the following six categories: 

(1) role, (2) role allocation, (3) role location, (4) communica

tion structure, (5) role structure, and (6) function. Another 

instrument developed for use in counseling and therapeutic situ

ations was Snyder's (in Simon and Boyer'1970). It consisted of 

three dimensions and various subcategories: 
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Counselor Categories 
Lead-taking categories. 
Non-directive response to feeling categories . 
Semi-directive response to feeling categories . 
Directive counseling categories. 
Minor categories. 

Client Content Categories 

Problem categories. 
Simple response categories . 
Understanding or action-taking categories . 
Minor categories. 

Client Feeling Categories 

Positive attitudes . 
Negative attitudes. 
Ambivalent attitudes . 

The last technique for analyzing group dynamics was that designed 

by Steinzor (in Simon and Boyer 1970). There were nineteen cate

gories , which were coded according to intent with regard to 

"self," "group," and "issue," or an "outsider." No observer re

liabilities were cited for any of these systems. 

Blumberg (in Simon and Boyer 1970) designed a code that 

combined the categories of the Bales (1950) system with the cod

ing and matrix techniques of the Flanders (1960) system. Origi

nally developed for use in situations involving a teacher and a 

supervisor, it could be used in a regular classroom situation, 

provided an allowance was made for a change in roles. The cate

gories included: 

Supervisor-Behavior 

1. Support-inducing communication behavior. 
2. Praise. 
3. Accepts or uses teacher's ideas. 



40 

4. Asks for information. 
5. Giving. 
6 . Asks for opinions. 
7. Asks for suggestions. 
8. Gives opinions. 
9. Gives suggestions. 
10. Criticism. 

Teacher Behavior 

11. Asks for information, opinions or suggestions. 
12 . Gives information, opinions or suggestions . 
13. Positive social-emotional behavior. 
14. Negative social-emotional behavior. 
15. Silence or confusion. 

There was no evidence reported concerning observer reliability. 

Cogan"(1956) developed a code to analyze teacher behavior 

as perceived by students. The four dimensions included: 

1. Inclusive: 

a) integrative 
b) affiliative 
c) rejective 

2. Preclusive: 

a) dominative 
b) aggressive 
c) rejective 

3. Conjunctive: 

a) indicating level of demand 
b) indicating ability to communicate 
c) indicating competence in classroom management 

4. Disjunctive 

Reliability factors were reported as substantial, but no specific 

figures were cited. This code, like the group beginning with 

Harold Anderson (1939), was concerned primarily with the affec

tive dimensions of behavior. Although many of these instruments 
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included categories which dealt with cognitive behavior, they 

were basically concerned with classroom climate and, indirectly, 

its effect on learning. 

The next group of techniques for analyzing teacher be

havior was predominantly concerned with the problems of cogni

tion, although many have dimensions for the analysis of classroom 

climate. Guilford's (1956) "Structure of Intellect Model" in

fluenced many of the instruments in this group and was designed 

to permit the classification of intellectual operations by which 

students reach answers to questions. There were three dimensions 

to his model: 

1. Operations of thinking . 

2. Content of operations . 

a) figural 
b) symbolic 
c) behavioral 

3. Products of operations within and upon content. 

Productive thinking was said to be influenced by (1) ideational 

fluency, (2) flexibility, (3) originality, and (4) penetration. 

Classroom behavior was grouped into the following categories: 

(1) cognitive-memory, (2) convergent, (3) divergent, and 

(4) evaluative. Neither observation procedures nor reliabilities 

were reported. 

Aschner and Gallagher (1961) developed a system for 

classifying thought processes in the context of classroom verbal 
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interaction that was based on Guilford's model. Five dimensions 

of classroom behavior and the subsumed categories included: 

Routine Cognitive-Memory 

Management Scribe 
Structuring Recapitulation 
Verdict Clarification 

Factual 

Convergent Thinking Divergent Thinking 

Translation Elaboration 
Association Divergent Association 
Explanation Implication 
Conclusion Synthesis 

Evaluative Thinking 

Unstructured 
Structured 
Qualification 

Observer reliabilities ranged from .69 to .79, although no pro

cedures for the use of the system were described. 

Gallagher, Schaeffer, Phillips, Addy, Rainer, and Nelson 

(1966) constructed a system that showed the influence of the 

Aschner and Gallagher (1961) system. The code was a three-digit 

number to correspond to three dimensions. They included: 

Hundreds Column 

1 - Content 
2 - Skill 

Tens Column 

0 - no determinable level (undeveloped topic) 
1 - Data 
2 - Concept 
3 - Generalization 
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Ones Column 

0 - no determinable mode of handling (undeveloped topic) 
1 - Description 
2 - Explanation 
3 - Evaluation - justification 
4 - Evaluation - matching 
5 - Expansion 
6 - Activity 
7 - Structuring 

A later revision (Gallagher 1968), called the "Classification of 

Topic Transitions," contained the following categories: 

Analysis of Topic Initiation 

1. Student inquiry. 
2 . Teacher inquiry. 
3. Student introduces new information. 
4 . Teacher introduces new information. 
5. Miscellaneous topic initiation. 

Analysis of Summary in Terminating Topic 

1. Student summary. 
2 . Teacher summary. 
3 . No summary. 

No reliability factors were reported for either instrument. 

Influenced by Gallagher, Solomon's (in Simon and Boyer 

1970) "Taxonomy of Image Provocation Profile" was designed to 

analyze levels of imagery that the teacher used in the classroom. 

The categories included: 

1. Concrete imagery - five types . 
2. Representational imagery - five types. 
3. Abstract imagery - five types. 

A technique for analyzing question-and-answer activity in the 

classroom was devised by Davidson (1970) and showed the influence 
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of the Aschner-Gallagher (1961), Gallagher et al. (1966), and 

Gallagher (1968) systems. The categories were: 

Questions 

1. Fact question. 
2. Thought question. 
3. Clarifying question. 

Teacher Talk 

4. Teacher clues . 
5. Teacher informs. 

Responses 

6. Critical thinking response. 
7. Literal comprehension response. 
8. Non-productive response. 

No observer reliabilities were cited for either the Solomon or 

the Davidson instrument. Campbell and Minnis (1970) designed an 

instrument which analyzed the levels and types of behavior in 

classrooms. The behavior levels included: (1) data recall, 

(2) data processing, and (3) application. Behavior types in

cluded: (1) teacher initiatory, (2) pupil responsive, and 

(3) teacher responsive. No evidence of observer reliabilities 

was reported. 

Smith, Meux, and Aschner (1959) developed an observa

tional system for coding transcripts which divided teacher verbal 

behavior into pedagogical units for analysis . Thirteen catego

ries and subcategories were developed to describe the verbal ep

isodes . 
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1. Defining. 
2. Describing. 
3. Designating. 
4. Stating . 
5. Reporting. 
6. Substituting. 
7. Valuing. 
8. Classifying. 
9. Conditional inferring. 
10. Explaining. 
11. Directing and managing classroom. 
12 . Opining. 
13 . Comparing and controlling. 

The purpose was to attempt to identify and describe the explana

tory and valuative dimensions of teaching behavior in order to 

study the concepts and principles relevant to teaching behavior. 

The observer reliabilities, based on coder agreement, ranged from 

.33 to .88. The limitations of the technique were: (1) catego

ries that tended to overlap, (2) category definitions that did 

not discriminate adequately between categories, and (3) verbal 

cues that enabled coders to involve varying degrees of inference 

within the system. 

An extension of the study of the logic of teaching 

(Smith, Meux, Coombs, Eierdam, and Szoke 1970) focused on the 

larger classroom maneuvers having to do with control of subject 

matter. These maneuvers were called strategies, were concerned 

with certain outcomes, and were directly related to objectives. 

They may have been influenced by Taba et al. (1964). There were 

two sets of coding units: (1) the venture, and (2) the move. 

Ventures were classified by the cognitive objective into one of 

the following categories: 
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1. Causal. 
2. Conceptual. 
3. Evaluative. 
4. Informatory. 
5. Interpretive. 
6. Procedural. 
7. Reason. 
8. Rule. 
9. System. 

The various levels of operations included: 

Level I Level II 

Retrieving Inferring 
Reflecting Comparing and contrasting 
Remembering Imagining 
Recalling Exploring 
Identifying Organizing 
Dis criminating Analyzing 
Perceiving 
Sensing 

Level III Level IV 

Defining Creating 
Judging Generalizing 
Evaluating Inventing-compos ing 
Discovering Synthesizing 
Hypothesizing 
Abstracting 
Integrating 

No reliability factor was reported. 

Starting from the assumption that the key aspect of the 

classroom was the student's mastery of particular subject matter, 

Wright and Proctor (1961) categorized behaviors in the teaching-

learning situation according to the essential aspects of lan

guage. This classification system was designed for high school 

mathematics classes. Three dimensions of behavior were featured: 
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Content Frame 

Structure 
Technique 
Deductive 
Inductive 
Statement 
Mathematical 
Other 

Attitude Frame 

Curiosity 
Independence 
Receptivity 

Process Frame 

Analyze 
Synthesize 
Specialize 
Generalize 
Relevant 

Observer agreement was calculated by the method of Chi-square 

values and found to be satisfactory, according to the authors, 

although no specific values were cited. The major limitation of 

this instrument was the high level of observer training required 

both in mathematics and behavior observation. 

An outgrowth of the Wright-Proctor system was developed 

by Wright (in Simon and Boyer 1970), Called the "Minnesota 

National Laboratory Five-State System," it was an attempt to 

simplify the original system to make it more easily usable by 

observers not trained in mathematics. The categories included: 

Content Categories 

Structure 
Techniques 
Deductive 
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Inductive 
Statement 
Mathematical 
Other 

General 

Silence, confusion, organization 

Pupil Involvement Categories 

Teacher 

1. Clarifying, encouraging, summarizing. 
2. Contacting, checking. 
3. Confronting, seeking. 
4. Soft or hard challenging, jolting. 
5. Informing, lecturing. 
6. Directing. 

Pupil 

7. Receptive, passive. 
8. Independent, active. 
9. Curious, creative . 

No reliability factor was reported, although it might be assumed 

that the method used in the 1961 study was employed here. 

Taba et al. (1964) employed verbal units to clarify and 

identify the concept of teaching strategy. The basic coding unit 

was the strategy, which was defined as involving goals and the 

ways teachers behave in achieving them. The concepts of the ven

ture and the move were used to describe strategies. The unit of 

coding was a remark or series of remarks expressing a complete 

idea, serving a specified function, and classifiable according to 

a level of thought. Units were classified in terms of source, 

thought levels, and functions. No reliabilities or procedures 

were reported. 
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In an attempt to identify the rules of teaching, Bellack 

and Davitz (1963) and Bellack (1966) devised a system for classi

fying teaching behavior as game theory in the sense that it was 

rule-governed behavior. The instrument contained the following 

dimensions and categories of classroom behavior: 

Pedagogical Moves 

Structuring 
Soliciting 
Responding 
Reacting 
Not codable 

Emotional Meaning 

Valence 
Strength 
Activity 

Classroom Talk 

Substantive meanings 
Substantive-logical meanings 
Instructional meanings 
Instructional-logical meanings 

No reliabilities or observational procedures were reported. 

In order to classify the cognitive, skill, and affective 

dimensions of teacher behavior, Mork (1966) developed the "Class

room Verbal Reaction Behavior Log." Designed to be used in the 

direct observation of classroom behavior, the system contained 

three dimensions and nine categories of teacher behavior: 

Cognitive 

Facts 
Generalizations 
Applications 



Skill 

Directions 
Repetitive 
Varied 

Affective 

Identification 
Supportive 
Negative 

Neither observation procedures nor reliabilities were reported. 

The Utah Code (Hughes 1959) was the last of the instru

ments for the systematic analysis of teacher classroom behavior 

which had a direct effect on the development of other codes . The 

purpose of the system was to analyze the teacher-learner situa

tion from typed manuscripts. There were seven comprehensive 

categories, containing thirty-three functions, which were re

corded at three levels of abstraction. They included: 

Controlling Functions 

Structure 
Regulate 
Set standards 
Judge 

Facilitating Functions 

Checking 
Demonstrate 
Clarify procedure 

Imposition of Teacher 

Regulate self 
Moralize 
Teacher estimate of need 
Inform appraisal 
Inform 



Functions That Develop Content 

Resource 
Stimulate 
Clarify 
Evaluate 
Structure 
Content agree 

Functions That Serve a Personal Purpose 

Meets request 
Clarify personal 
Interprets 
Acknowledges 

Functions of Negative Affectivity 

Admonish 
Reprimand 
Accusative 
Threat 
Negative personal response 
Verbal futuristic 
Ignore 

Functions of Positive Affectivity 

Support 
Solicitous 
Encourage 
Does for personal 

Reliabilities based on coder agreement ranged from .63 to .89. 

Although it was a complex instrument to use, it accounted for a 

very wide range of both verbal and nonverbal teacher classroom 

behaviors. 

Miller (1966) revised the Hughes instrument and con

structed the "Collaboration Scale for the Analysis of Teaching" 

to analyze teaching along a "Responsive-Directive" continuum. 

The dimensions of the code included: 
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Working on Content or Task 

Providing focus 
Development 
Giving information directly 
Appraising effort 

Maintaining Social Order 

Setting expectations 
Implementing action 
Appraising effort 
Facilitating 

Similar to Miller's revision of the Utah Code is the 

"Verbal Interaction Continuum" (MacDonald and Zaret 1966). The 

purpose of the technique was to examine classroom interactions 

from the viewpoint of a process continuum of openness versus de

fensive and/or compensatory behavior. The categories included: 

Teacher 

1. Transaction-oriented decisions (opening) 

Stimulating Evaluating 
Supporting Monitoring 
Clarifying Sharing 
Facilitating Accepting 
Elaborating 

2• Role-expectancy-oriented decisions (closing) 

Directing Proving 
Judging Monitoring 
Reproving Chairing 
Rejecting Factual dialog 
Ignoring Affirming 

Learner 

1• Productive behavior (opening) 

Discovering Evaluating 
Exploring Synthesizing 
Experimenting Explicating 
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Elaborating Deriving implications 
Qualifying Divergent associations 

Counter-responding 

2 . Reproductive behavior (closing) 

Guessing Parroting 
Confirming Counter-responding 
Acquiescing Reproducing facts 
Following 

Like the Utah Code, this system was meant to be used with tran

scribed tape recordings of classroom interactions. Observer 

agreement was attained on eighty-one percent of the verbal behav

iors observed. 

Another student of Hughes devised a taxonomy for the 

classification of teacher classroom behavior to account for the 

observable dimensions of classroom interaction (Openshaw and 

Cyphert 1966). Several modifications of the Hughes categories 

that were more adaptable to the direct observation of teacher 

classroom behavior were included. The encounter was the basic 

unit of teacher behavior and was defined as a unit of teacher 

behavior that served a discernible function within a teaching 

situation. An encounter began when a function was observed. An 

encounter was categorized in each of four dimensions: (1) 

source, (2) direction, or target, (3) sign, or mode of communica

tion; and (4) function, or purpose. The five functional dimen

sions included: 



54 

Structure Develop 

Initiate Inform 
Order Explain 
Assign Check 

Elicit 
Regulate Test 

Reinforce 
Set standard Summarize 
Support Stimulate 
Restrict 
Assist Administer 
Inquire 
Monitor-self Manipulate 

Manage material 
Evaluate Routine 

Proctor 
Appraise 
Opine 
Stereotype 

Observer reliabilities based on coder agreement ranged from .76 

to 1.00 within categories. 

Spaulding (1965) developed the "Transaction Sample: 

Classroom" (TSC), which contained four dimensions: (1) approv

ing, (2) disapproving, (3) instructing, and (4) listening. Each 

dimension included the following categories: (1) activity level, 

(2) molar teacher behavior, (3) source, (4) direction, (5) child 

identification, (6) publicity, (7) tone, (8) technique, and 

(9) regarding. The instrument was used to record both verbal 

and nonverbal behavior. Reliability coefficients based on coder 

agreement ranged from .47 to .92. 

Spaulding later revised the TSC by splitting it into two 

forms: (1) the "Coping Analysis Schedule for Educational Set

tings" (CASES), and (2) the "Spaulding Teacher Activity Rating 

Scale" (STARS) (in Simon and Boyer 1970). The CASES emphasized 
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the nonverbal behavior of the child in the affective and psycho

motor domains. The categories included: 

lo Aggressive behavior. 
2. Negative attention-getting behavior. 
3. Manipulating and directing others. 
4. Resisting authority. 
5. Self-directed activity. 
6. Paying rapt attention. 
7. Sharing and helping. 
8. Social interaction. 
9. Seeking support, assistance, and information. 
10. Following directions passively and submissively. 
11. Observing passively. 
12 . Responding to internal stimuli. 
13 . Physical withdrawal or avoidance „ 

The STARS coded only teacher behavior and provided a mea

sure for determining the teacher's approach to control in the 

classroom, and a measure of the amount of time the teacher spent 

working with the student's cognitive structures focusing upon the 

modification of thinking. The dimensions of the code were: 

Molar Categories 

Cognitive structuring 
Behavior management 
Motor structuring 
Converse 
Non-child 

Modification Categories 

Approve 
Disapprove 
Do 
Don't 
Neutral 
Listen 

No reliability factor was reported for either CASES or STARS. 

McDonald, Allen, and Orme (1966) constructed an instru

ment for use in coding video-tape recordings of intern teachers' 
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behavior. The dimensions of behavior studied were: (1) teacher 

responses, and (2) teacher-pupil interaction. The teacher re

sponses included: (1) positive reinforcement, and (2) negative 

reinforcement. Teacher-pupil interaction included: (1) pupil-

initiated behavior, and (2) teacher-initiated behavior. Relia

bility coefficients based on coder agreement ranged from .87 to 

1.00. 

Bloom's "Taxonomy" (Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, and 

Krathwohl 1956, Bloom, Krathwohl, and Masia 1964) has been in

fluential in the development of classroom interaction techniques. 

Roberson (1967) devised an instrument to be used as a self-

appraisal system. It was a synthesis of some other systems, in

cluding: (1) Bloom's "Taxonomy" - objectives, (2) MacDonald and 

Zaret (1966) - open and closed methods, and (3) Galloway (1962) -

verbal and nonverbal expressions . The various dimensions and 

categories included: 

Methods - Closed Methods - Open 

Information-giving 
Mastery 
Problem-solving 

Clarification 
Inquiry 
Dialogue 

Objectives - Cognitive Objectives - Affective 

Knowledge 
Comprehension 
Application 

Receive 
Respond 
Value 

Analysis 
Synthesis 
Evaluation 
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Expressions - Verbal and Nonverbal 

Disapproval 
Unresponsive 
Inattentive 
Routine 
Receptive 
Helping 
Supporting 

Reliabilities based on coder agreement ranged from .69 to .98. 

Another technique that was also based on Bloom's "Taxon

omy" was the "Teacher-Pupil Question Inventory" (TPQI) (Davis and 

Tinsley 1967). Each instance of a question by the teacher or a 

pupil was coded. The questions were judged by attention to their 

form and inferred intent as well as the nature of the response 

elicited and its recognition by the pupil or the teacher. There 

were nine categories, as follows: 

1. Memory 
2. Translation 
3. Interpretation 
4. Application 
5. Analysis 
6. Synthesis 
7. Evaluation 
8. Affectivity 
9. Procedure 

No reliabilities have been reported. 

The most recent instrument which showed Bloom's influence 

was the "Substantive Observation System" (Cropper 1971) and was 

designed to examine the nature of the subject matter or content 

statements made by the teacher. The code contained two dimen

sions: (1) cognitive categories, and (2) affective categories. 

The categories were: 
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Cognitive Categories 

Knowledge 
Comprehension 
Application 
Analysis 
Synthesis 

Affective Categories 

Interests 
Feelings 
Attitudes 
Biases 
Values 

A second code, the "Procedural Observation System," was devised 

at the same time for the purpose of analyzing the types of class

room techniques teachers use. It was concerned with how the 

teacher interacts and did not analyze content. The major dimen

sions included: (1) democratic procedures, and (2) authoritarian 

procedures . The instrument was composed of the following cate

gories : 

Giving 
Instructional 
Directions 

Limits on 
Student 
Behavior 

Information-
Giving 

Questioning 

Democratic 
Procedures' 

Two or more actions 
are acceptable 

Institutional 
Criteria 

Authoritarian 
Procedure's 

Only one action is 
acceptable 

Personal Criteria 

Discussion Lecture 

Convergent and 
Cognitive-Memory 

Divergent, Evalua
tive questions or a 
variety of these with questions only 
some Convergent and 
Cognitive-Memory 
questions included 
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Democratic 
Procedures 

Authoritarian 
Procedures 

Planning Cooperative Unilateral 

Responding Commending 
Actions" Encouraging 

Using 

Criticizing 
Blocking 
Ignoring 

Silence or 
Confusion 

There were no reliabilities reported on.either instrument. 

In reviewing the selected related literature, the author 

has now reached a point in the development of instruments for the 

analysis of classroom interaction where a great proliferation of 

instruments occurred that had no very obvious forebears . Most 

evolved as a result of the interest in classroom interaction. 

They have been divided into two groups for the sake of simplic

ity: (1) those systems which dealt with the analysis of teacher-

pupil behavior, and (2) those systems which dealt with the 

analysis of teacher behavior only. Within the first group are 

some instruments that deal primarily with classroom climate. The 

best-known of these was the "System for the Analysis of Verbal 

Interaction" (SAVI) by Simon and Agazarian (in Simon and Boyer 

1970). The system was two-dimensional with six categories which 

could be combined with various permutations. The categories in

cluded: (1) personal, (2) topic, (3) topic and personal, 

(4) avoidance, (5) potential approach or avoidance, and (6) ap

proach. It was not necessary to use all the categories simul

taneously. 
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The "Fuller Affective Interaction Records" (FAIR 33) by 

Fuller (in Simon and Boyer 1970) had three dimensions: 

(1) teacher categories, (2) student categories, and (3) irrele

vant noninteraction. Likewise, the "Classroom Creativity Obser

vation Schedule" (CCOS), developed by Denny, Ruesch, and Ives 

(in Simon and Boyer 1970), had three dimensions dealing with 

classroom interaction: (1) classroom climate, (2) general 

structuring, and (3) specific structuring. No evidence of reli

ability was reported for either system. 

Barnes (in Simon and Boyer 1970) used the concepts of 

"open" and "closed" methods in developing his technique for the 

analysis of teacher questions and the resulting pupil responses. 

They included: (1) factual question, (2) reasoning - open and 

closed, (3) open questions not requiring reasoning, and (4) so

cial questions . No reliability factor was cited . Anderson (in 

Ronald Anderson, Struthers, and James 1970) used a continuum 

ranging from pupil passivity to pupil autonomy as the basis for 

his system, which he called "Gamma." The dimensions included: 

(1) noneducational activities, (2) direct verbal activities, 

(3) direct nonverbal activities, (4) indirect verbal activities, 

and (5) indirect nonverbal activities . A reliability factor of 

.88, based on coder agreement, was reported. 

The remaining instruments dealing with teacher and pupil 

behavior were concerned with general classroom interaction. The 

Cooperative Educational Research Laboratory produced the 
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"Verbal Behavior Classification" (in Simon and Boyer 1970), which 

dealt with both substantive and process variables . The system 

was a two-dimensional instrument, and the four substantive cate

gories could be combined with the four process categories, or 

any combination thereof, producing a system with a maximum of 

sixteen categories. The substantive categories included: 

(1) cognitive-memory, (2) productive critical thinking, (3) ex

pressed emotion, and (4) class management. The categories con

tained in the process variable were: (1) seeking, (2) informing, 

(3) accepting or approving, and (4) rejecting or disagreeing. No 

evidence of reliability was cited. 

Schusler's "Classroom Interaction Management Analysis 

Record" (CIMAR) (in Simon and Boyer 1970) contained nine inter

action categories: (1) questions, (2) answers, (3) statements, 

(4) operational state, (5) individual help, (6) supportive state, 

(7) objective control, (8) negative state, and (9) no response. 

In addition, there was an interaction code and an activity code. 

Reliabilities were not reported. Pyper's "Classroom Observation 

System" (COS) (in Twelker 1968) included two dimensions: 

(1) teacher behaviors, and (2) student behaviors. The teacher 

behavior dimensions contained the following categories: (1) in

struction, (2) stimulation, (3) management, and (4) position 

change. Student behaviors included one major category of "Dis

turbance," which was then subdivided. 
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Altman's "Science Observation System" (in Simon and Boyer 

1970) included five dimensions, which were then divided into 

categories: (1) communication method, (2) procedure, (3) cogni

tive behavior, (4) affective behavior, and (5) other. Similarly, 

the "System for Analyzing Lessons" by Herbert (in Simon and Boyer 

1970) contained the following six dimensions: (1) subject mat

ter, (2) lesson form, (3) form of the subject matter, (4) media, 

(5) grouping and location, and (6) influence technique. Finally, 

the "STEP Observation Schedule" by Wallen, Moohr, Hall, and 

Weisberg (in Simon and Boyer 1970) analyzed behavior through the 

use of the following dimensions: (1) attention-teacher, 

(2) response-teacher, (3) non-attenders-pupils, (4) response-

pupils, (5) individual differences, (6) help by teacher, 

(7) feedback, (8) inappropriate responses, (9) irrelevant 

behavior-teacher response, and (10) disruptive behavior-teacher 

response. No reliabilities were reported for any of these sys

tems . 

The second group, which dealt with those instruments de

signed to analyze teacher behavior only, was very similar in 

objective to the preceding group, except that it focused solely 

on the teacher. Joyce (in Simon and Boyer 1970) developed an 

instrument containing four dimensions: (1) sanctions-positive 

or negative, (2) handling information, (3) procedural communica

tions, and (4) maintenance communications. Waimon's code (in 

Simon and Boyer 1970) contained three similar dimensions: 
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(1) procedural, (2) substantive, and (3) feedback. Clements (in 

Simon and Boyer 1970) devised a system to collect data on the 

type of question and the length of the resulting answer. The 

categories included: 

Experience question 
Judgment question 
Intent question 
Beginning question 
Process recall question 
Identification question 
Suggestion-order question 
Rule question 
OK question 

Matthews designed a dual system, of which only one part concerned 

us . The "Science Curriculum Assessment System - Teacher" by 

Matthews (in Simon and Boyer 1970) was meant to be used in science 

classrooms to analyze teacher interaction with groups of students. 

No evidence of reliability was reported for any of these instru

ments . 

Finally, Tidwell (1971) constructed two instruments for 

use in examining and analyzing his own behavior in the classroom. 

The first code was called the "Identification Process" (IP) code, 

and was designed to permit him systematically to record selected 

aspects of his classroom behavior, while attempting to establish 

personal contact with the students . The categories included: 

1.0 Originating 
1.1 contact 
1.2 introduce 
1.3 invite 
1.4 position 

/ 
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2.0 Conversing 
2.1 silence 
2.2 respond 
2.3 explore 
2.4 contribute 
2.5 include 

3.0 Reoriginating 
3.1 review 
3.2 recontact 
3.3 reinvite 

Coder agreement reached ninety percent after training. The sec

ond instrument, the "Psychological Warmth" (PW) code, was de

signed to permit Tidwell to describe his verbal classroom 

behavior. The categories were as follows: 

1.0 Accepting 
1.1 set 
1.2 consider 
1.3 invite 
1.4 refer 
1.5 encourage 
1.6 reassure 
1.7 commend 
1.8 silence 

2.0 Rejecting 
2.1 hinder 
2.2 rebuff 
2.3 ignore 
2.4 block 
2.5 discourage 
2.6 belittle 
2.7 deprecate 
2.8 silence 

As with the "Identification Process" code, coder agreement 

reached ninety percent after training. 

Instruments for the systematic analysis of teacher verbal 

behavior are numerous and have a long history, as we have seen. 

However, verbal behavior has not been the sole focus of research. 



Several authors have turned their attention to teacher nonverbal 

behavior, which is the topic of the next section. 

Literature Pertaining to the Development of 
Instruments for the Analysis of 

Teacher Nonverbal Behavior 

Sapir (1927) developed one of the first instruments for 

the analysis of teacher nonverbal behavior, which categorized 

five levels of speech dynamics considered relevant to nonverbal 

behavior. The levels included in this system were: (1) voice -

timbre, (2) voice dynamics - intonation, rhythm and speed, 

(3) pronunciation - pauses, variation and inflection, (4) vocab

ulary - word selection, and (5) style - individual manner. The 

lack of emphasis on gestures as a major portion of nonverbal 

behavior was a limitation of this system. Observation procedures 

and observer reliabilities were not reported. 

Birdwhistell (1954) tried to design a system of notation 

for nonverbal gestures . However, the system was too complex and 

was unwieldy to use and he failed in his attempt to train observ

ers . In an attempt to record gestures, facial expressions and 

postures of adolescents in group counseling situations, Katz, 

Ohlsen, and Proff (1959) developed a category system whose dimen

sions included: (1) approach, (2) withdrawal, and (3) attack. 

The technique was designed simply to indicate positive and warm 

feelings, negative and hostile feelings, and feelings of with

drawal . Reliabilities and procedures were not reported. 
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By dividing nonverbal behavior into two dimensions, Lewis 

(1961) developed an instrument with two categories: (1) recep-

tivenessj and (2) responsiveness. According to his working def

inition, receptiveness was the expression of such nonverbal cues 

as the direction of one's vision, facial expression, and bodily 

posture suggesting willingness or readiness to listen. Respon

siveness referred to the modifications in a teacher's behavior 

which reflected a perception of change in the feelings, needs 

and interests of the pupil. Neither procedures nor reliabili

ties were reported. 

The most systematic effort to observe teacher nonverbal 

behavior was designed by Galloway (1962). There were three di

mensions included: (1) encouraging expressions that exhibit 

approval, (2) routine, or pro forma, expressions, and (3) inhib

iting expressions that show disapproval. The categories and sub

categories of the system are as follows: 

Encouraging 

Enthusiastic 
Facial 
Expression 

Action 
Vocal 

Helping 
Facial 
Action 
Vocal 

Receptive 
Facial 
Action . 
Vocal 

Routine 

no 
reaction 

no 
reaction 

no 
reaction 

Inhibiting 

Inattentive 
Facial 
Expression 

Action 
Vocal 

Unresponsive 
Facial 
Action 
Vocal 

Disapproval 
Facial 
Action 
Vocal 



Using a direct observation procedure and simply checking non

verbal behaviors as they were observed, observer agreement com

puted by a Pearson product-moment correlation ranged from .60 to 

.82 . 

In an attempt to enable the observer to use the catego

ries , time intervals and ground rules of the original Flanders 

(1960) system while also recording nonverbal dimensions, the 

Galloway code was revised (in Simon and Boyer 1970). Called the 

"Indirect-Direct, Encouraging-Restricting" (IDER) system, the 

observer marked a slash £/] (Encouraging), or a dash £ - J 

(Restricting) to the right of the tallies of the Flanders cate

gories. When teacher behavior was solely nonverbal, a circle 

enclosed the category number, indicating that the behavior was 

entirely nonverbal. No reliability factor was reported on the 

categories that follow. 

Verbal Nonverbal 

1. Accepts feelings. (None) 
2. Prais es/encourages Congruent— Incongruent 
3. Uses student idea. Implement-Perfunctory 
4. Asks question. Pers onal-Impers onal 
5. Lecture. Res ponsive-Unresponsive 
6. Gives directions. Involve-Dismiss 
7. Criticizes/justifies Firm-Harsh 

authority. 
8. Pupil talk-response. Receptive-Inattentive 
9. Pupil talk-initiated. Receptive-Inattentive 
10. Silence or confusion. Comfort-Distress 

French and Galloway (1968) devised an instrument called 

the "PIT" to analyze the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of both 

teacher and pupils. The basic unit was the communication event, 



68 

which was defined as a sequence of teacher-pupil communicative 

behaviors separated from the preceding and succeeding sequences 

of events by naturally occurring boundaries. There were four 

types of communication events: (1) institutional events, 

(2) task events, (3) personal events, and (4) mixed events. 

Events involved the teacher with either a single pupil or a group 

of pupils and had to be classified as either individual or group. 

No reliabilities were reported . 

The last instrument to be discussed is the "Interpersonal 

Communication Behavior Analysis" (ICBA), developed by Buehler and 

Richmond (in Simon and Boyer 1970). The major dimensions in

cluded: (1) biochemical, (2) motor movement, (3) speech, and 

(4) technology. The categories, for which no reliabilities were 

reported, were as follows: 

Biochemical 

1. Body contact. 
2 . Affect. 

Motor Movement 

3. Posture. 
4. Head movement. 
5. Extremities. 

Speech 

6. Sound. 
7. Verbal. 

Technology 

8. Technology. 
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Instruments for the systematic analysis of teacher be

havior have had a long history, nor is there, at present, any 

lack of systems for use in analyzing teacher behavior in general. 

In addition, several systems have been devised for use in the 

foreign language classroom, and to these systems we now turn our 

attention. 

Literature Pertaining to the Development of 
Instruments for the Analysis of Foreign 
Language Teacher Classroom Behavior 

As has been true with other codes, Flanders' (1960) in

strument has influenced the development of systems for use in 

foreign language classrooms. The best-known of these was the 

"Foreign Language Interaction" system or FLint (Moskowitz 1968). 

Like the Flanders technique, it maintained the concepts of direct 

and indirect teacher verbal influence. 

Teacher Talk 

Indirect Influence 

1. Accepts feelings . 
2. Praises or encourages . 
2a. Jokes. 
3. Uses ideas of students. 
3a. Uses ideas of students verbatim. 
4. Asks questions. 

Direct Influence 

5 . Gives information. 
5a. Corrects without rejection. 
6. Gives directions. 
6a. Directs pattern drills. 
7. Criticizes student behavior. 
7a. Criticizes student response. 
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Student Talk 

8. Student response, predictable. 
9. Student response, unpredictable or initiated. 

Other 

10. Silence. 
11. Confusion-enthusiastic. 
11a. Confusion-disorderly. 
12. Laughter. 
E. Uses English. 
NV. Nonverbal. 

No evidence of observer reliabilities has been reported. 

In an attempt to maintain FlandersT categories, Wragg (in 

Simon and Boyer 1970) simply devised a dual number system, one 

set to be used when speaking in the native language (1, 2, 3, . . 

. .), and another to be used when speaking in the foreign lan

guage (11, 12, 13, . . . .). The original categories of the 

Flanders instrument were maintained. No reliability factor was 

reported. 

Nearhoof (in Grittner 1969) based his instrument on the 

idea of Flanders' code, although it did not retain the same cate

gories. They included: 

Teacher Talk 

1. Teacher use of foreign language (FL) for communica
tion. 
FL used to give directions which then elicit 

desired pupil action. 
FL used to discuss ideas dealing with cultural con

trasts, geography, history and literature, etc. 
FL used to explain problems of structure, sound 

system, orthography. 
FL used to answer pupil questions. 



2. Teacher use of FL for reinforcement. 
FL used to correct pupil errors. 
FL used to let pupil know immediately that response 

successful. 
FL used to shape new responses or to reshape unsuc

cessful ones . 
FL used to give hints . 
FL used to provide model for drills . 
FL used to elicit rote response in pattern drills . 

3. Teacher uses English to clarify meaning or provide 
clue. 

4. Teacher uses English as functional classroom language 
(for any activity described in 1 and 2 above). 

Pupil Talk 

5. Pupil uses FL for rote response. 
FL used in mimicry-memorization and pattern practice. 
FL used by one pupil to elicit rote response from 

another. 
FL used in any type of repetitive drill exercises . 
FL used to read from text, board. 
FL used for any exercise which requires only auto

matic response. 

6. Pupil uses FL to recombine prelearned material. 
FL used to answer question. 
FL used in which pupil required to recall and recom

bine structures. 

7. Pupil uses FL to ask question he originated himself. 

8. Pupil (or pupils) uses FL spontaneously. 

9. Pupils use English for classroom communication. 

10. Noninteraction activities . 

No reliabilities have been reported. The major limitation of 

this instrument was its failure to describe classroom behavior 

inclusively and its failure to make each category mutually ex

clusive . 
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The last system for use in the foreign language classroom 

was that developed by Jarvis (1968). There were five dimensions: 

(1) real language categories, (2) drill language categories, 

(3) reading and writing, (4) English, and (5) other. Each of 

these dimensions was then broken into the following categories: 

I. Real Language Categories 

Teacher 

A - Teacher evokes pupil response. 
B - Teacher response evoked by pupil. 
C - Management. 
D - Teacher reinforces or facilitates pupil perform

ance . 
E - Teacher gives explanatory presentation. 

Student 

1 - Student evokes response. 
2 - Student responds. 

II. Drill Language Categories 

Teacher 

G - Teacher gives stimulus-evoking response. 
H - Teacher gives repetition reinforcement. 
J - Prompting. 
P - Teacher models or corrects. 

Student 

. 3 - Individual response. 
4 - Choral response. 

Ill. Reading and Writing 

Teacher 

W - Presents written language. 
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Student 

5 - Writing. 
6 - Reading silently. 
7 - Reading aloud. 

IV. English 

Teacher 

K - About target language. 
M - About meaning. 
N - Management. 

Student 

8 - Pupil question about target language. 
9 - Pupil response about target language. 

V. Other 

+ - Lack of verbal behavior, or English which seems 
to have positive effect on learning. 

- - Lack of verbal behavior, or English which seems 
to impede learning. 

Rather high reliabilities were reported. Observer agreement 

reached .84 after about four hours of training. 

As we have seen, codes developed specifically for use in 

foreign language classrooms have existed since 1966, but, as al

ready indicated, most of them do not really give the kind of in

formation which most foreign language teachers want, and need, 

in order to improve their teaching. This is unfortunate, in 

view of the large amounts of money that have been spent to re

train foreign language teachers in the newer methods. It is the 

result of just such observations that the following instrument 

was developed. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND PRESENTATION 
OF THE INSTRUMENT 

The author designed this instrument so that individual 

teachers could analyze and appraise their own behavior for the 

purpose of improving the teaching process. Philosophically, the 

author believes that: (1) all behavior is goal-directed; 

(2) goals arise out of the perceived needs of the individual, and 

are structured within the system of values he holds; and (3) be

havior may best be modified when the individual perceives a need 

to change it. The teaching process is highly individual and 

consists of both cognitive and affective aspects of behavior. In 

other words, teaching is human interaction. Therefore, if teach

ing is to improve, the interactive process must change. Because 

teaching is so unique to the individual, the only access that the 

individual teacher has to the teaching process is through his own 

behavior. It was, then, for the purposes of self-appraisal and 

self-improvement that this instrument was designed. In develop

ing this instrument, the unique aspects of foreign language 

teaching were analyzed and a tentative description of the proces

ses involved was made. This description serves as the rationale 

for the study. 
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The Theory of Language Teaching 

According to Berlo (1960, pp. 2 5-26), language is a pro

cess and therefore always in a state of flux. To talk about 

language is to change this quality somehow, because to analyze 

language, one must stop the process. However, although language 

is always changing, it also consists of a set of significant 

symbols and meaningful methods for their combination. Carroll 

(1964, p. 8) stated that language is a socially institutionalized 

system of signs and symbols, while to Brooks (1964, pp. 2-4), 

language is a central feature of the characteristic social pat

terns known as culture. 

The function of language is to express and elicit mean

ings (Berlo 1960, pp. 171-173). In other words, the purpose of 

language is communication. Man communicates, or uses language, 

in order to alter the original relationship between himself and 

his environment. He communicates in order to influence, or to 

affect with intent (Berlo 1960, pp. 11-12). Because man is a 

social and purposive creature, the urge to communicate, and in 

some way to control his destiny, is a powerful force in motivat

ing him to learn a language (Lado 1964, p. 42). The essence of 

language is audio-lingual; the graphic form of a language is 

merely a derived and secondary form (Brooks 1964, p. 20). 
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Human language, according to Carroll (1964, pp. 30-31), 

is always learned and the only hereditary element involved is 

that a normal child is endowed with all the neural equipment 

necessary to learn it. However, second language learning in a 

school can never be the same as the learning of the native lan

guage (Brooks 1964, p. ix). According to Politzer (1968, 

pp. 16-17), the difference lies in the fact that in acquiring the 

mother tongue, there is an extremely large amount of primary, or 

memorized matter that is learned and available to the speaker. 

As a result of the primary matter available in the native lan

guage, the processes involved in the manufacture of secondary 

matter (or the ability to use the primary matter by transforming 

it into unpredictable utterances) will be less complex and less 

important. Obviously, only many years of exposure to the foreign 

language would produce a volume of primary matter equal to that 

of the native language. Therefore, the sector of language ex

perience left to secondary matter is much greater in the foreign 

language than it is in the mother tongue. Not only is more left 

to the processes of generating secondary matter in the foreign 

language, but the manufacturing processes used in the native 

language will interfere. 

It would appear, then, that foreign language learning 

will be most successful when the cues for competing responses in 

the mother tongue and the foreign language are kept as distinct 

and separate as possible (Carroll 1964, p. 42). In other words, 
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the aim in the teaching of a foreign language should be to pro

duce coordinate, rather than compound, bilingualism. As Lado so 

aptly stated, "Learning a second language is . . . acquiring the 

ability to use its structure within a general vocabulary under 

essentially the conditions of normal communication among native 

speakers at conversational speed (1964, p. 38)." 

The Practice of Language Teaching 

The audio-lingual approach to foreign language teaching 

is based on this concept of language as primarily aural-oral com

munication. As a result, the so-called "new" method has con

sidered listening and speaking the first and central task in 

learning a language, and reading and writing as skills that fol

low (Lado 1964, p. 214). Initially, the pupil is to speak only 

what he has heard, he is to read only what he has spoken, and he 

is to write only what he has read. More important, however, than 

the order of the language experiences is the fact that reading 

and writing are partial skills in the sense that they depend 

largely on the prior existence of a spoken language, and exercis

ing them constitutes partial language experiences. Once the 

total skills have been learned, the student can more easily learn 

the partial skills than vice versa (Lado 1964, p. 43). 

With such objectives, dialogs and pattern drills become 

the basis for foreign language instruction at the introductory 

levels. The use of dialogs which deal with common, everyday 



situations finds its basis in the concept that foreign language 

students should learn the language as it actually exists arid is 

used by native speakers. New language forms are studied further 

through the medium of pattern drills . Lado defined pattern prac-

tive as "rapid oral drill on problem patterns with attention on 

something other than the problem itself (1964, p. 105)." "The 

ultimate goal of pattern practice is to teach the student . . . 

those grammatical procedures which allow him to convert primary 

matter into secondary with maximal speed and minimal interference 

from his native language (Politzer 1968, pp. 30-31)." This prac

tice causes the mechanics of the target language to become more 

and more habitual and thus frees the student's attention to dwell 

properly on the message. 

Habits, however, are not formed in a vacuum. Responses 

must be reinforced, at least initially, in order to increase the 

probability that they will occur again. Drill is probably of 

little use unless there is more or less constant feedback of in

formation to the learner concerning the degree to which he is 

approximating the desired responses (Carroll 1964, p. 43). 

Rivers cited several guidelines to be followed to insure the max

imum effectiveness of pattern drills: 

Drills should involve responses to cues which ap
proximate those which may occur in a real-life situa
tion . 

The right response should be practiced in a situa
tion where the reward shows it to be an effective way 
of achieving a goal. 
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Whereas repetition is useful in establishing a re
sponse, "overlearning" can fixate stereotyped responses 
and reduce the student's ability to select among pos
sible alternatives. 

Practice of the right response should be conducted 
in such a manner that the student understands in what 
way the response is "right," which will facilitate the 
transfer of the response to appropriately similar situ
ations (1964, p. 67). 

If one accepts the premise that analogy is a better 

foundation for foreign language learning than analysis (Rivers 

1964, pp. 19-20), and if one also accepts the premise that the 

capability of generating and understanding novel utterances is 

the essence of language (Carroll 1964, p. 23), then provision 

must be made in the teaching of foreign language for training at 

both levels of language. Analogy and analysis serve different 

purposes. If language behavior is hierarchical, then analysis 

and the understanding of structure are essential for the over-all 

direction of communication, while analogy is a useful procedure 

for making the details of structure automatic (Rivers 1964, 

p. 129). As Rivers stated elsewhere: 

There must be, then, a constant interplay in the 
classroom of learning by analogy and by analysis, of 
inductive and deductive processes, .... It is evi
dent that higher-level choices cannot be put into 
operation with ease if facility has not been developed 
in the production of the interdependent lower-level 
elements, and so learning by induction, drill, and 
analogy will be the commonest features of the early 
stages . Genuine freedom in language use will, how
ever, develop only as the student gains control of the 
system as a whole, beyond the mastery of patterns in 
isolation (1968, pp. 78-79). 
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To summarize, the basic tenet of the audio-lingual method 

is that speech precedes writing, and writing is merely represent

ative of speech. The foreign language is taught as a process 

within a cultural context. Basic sentences and dialogs are em

ployed to introduce the student to language as it occurs, and not 

simply as a collection of words with lexical meanings. The vo

cabulary is carefully controlled until the student masters basic 

patterns, and only then is it expanded. Pattern practice, in 

graded patterns, is used to help the student attain unconscious 

control over the mechanical aspects of the language, in order to 

free him to concentrate on the message. Patterns are graded so 

that learning is incremental, and responses are carefully shaped. 

Throughout the entire course sequence, authentic language stan

dards are stressed, and culture and language are seen as indi

visible. One of the important value-oriented goals of foreign 

language instruction is to help the student identify with the 

target culture, because as the matrix of communication, culture 

and the understanding of it is essential to the full understand

ing of the language. 

Because foreign language learning involves the develop

ment of motor ski3.1s as well as intellectual activities, the 

behavior pattern that is the goal is intimately dependent upon 

teacher-pupil interaction. Not only must the teacher provide 

opportunities for the student to develop ideas, perceptions, and 

values, but he must also provide the student with opportunities 



to develop complex patterns of muscular coordination and habit 

formation, such as are generally acquired in the mother tongue 

before the age of five. In contrast to either a grammar-

translation or reading approach to second-language teaching, the 

audio-lingual method is highly dependent upon the characteristics 

and personality of the teacher. In the classroom situation, the 

student is asked to imitate the teacher as exactly as possible 

with regard to intonation, tone of voice, and even gestures. 

Should the student dislike the teacher, or feel ill at ease with 

him, he will then be reluctant to identify with the teacher to 

the degree necessary in order to master the foreign language 

(Rivers 1964, pp. 95-96). In the audio-lingual method especial

ly, it is important to establish a cooperative and open teacher-

pupil relationship, or much of the repetitive practice, which is 

a major portion of the method at the early stages, will be a 

waste of time. It is quite generally accepted that mere fre

quency of repetition without the proper "learning set" does not 

result in efficient learning (Rivers 1964, p. 83). 

Mowrer (1960, p. 220) stated that learning alters what 

the student wants to do, rather than what he can do. Thus, in

centive motivation becomes an important element in the learning 

process. Even intensive pattern drills and dialog learning will 

not make the student produce foreign language phrases in an ap-

priate manner unless he wants to do so. As Combs (1958, pp. 23-

24) put it, behavior is a function of perception and therefore, 



to be effective, teachers must deal with students' meanings, not 

just facts . Since such meanings lie within the individual, and 

are not open to direct manipulation, the teacher must find ef

fective ways of helping his students explore and discover these 

meanings for themselves. In a face-to-face situation that has 

been interestingly contrived, it is natural for the student to 

want to communicate, and learning is more likely to take place. 

The foreign language teacher, therefore, is faced with a double 

problem: in the first place, he must provide the student with 

the correct foundations in the new language, and secondly, the 

teacher must arouse the student's desire to communicate in the 

foreign language. The most efficient classroom method must be 

the one which provides the necessary stimulation for the develop

ment of both of these areas . 

The Need for an Instrument for the Analysis of 
Foreign Language Teacher Classroom Behavior" 

Although much research has been done concerning the ef

fect of classroom climate on the attitudes and achievement of 

pupils, this is an area of study that is strikingly absent from 

the research in foreign language learning (Moskowitz 1965, 

p. 786). Although foreign language instruction has become more 

of a science, it must not overlook the sensitivity of the student. 

The field of foreign language teaching may be the area in which 

classroom climate and the emotions of the student are more cru

cial to learning than in most other areas. This is chiefly 



because the student is expected to begin performing, or "behav

ing," immediately. He is expected to take on a role that he has 

not known since he was a child, and this at a stage in his devel

opment, usually, when he is very self-conscious. It is no wonder 

that many students find the foreign language class frightening. 

Also, teachers, by their very choice of profession, are an artic

ulate group. Often without realizing it, they expect of their 

students a greater degree of control of the foreign language than 

these same students show in their native language. 

The problem facing the foreign language teacher is, 

therefore, to create a climate in which the student feels free 

to communicate. As Harold Anderson's (1939; this author with 

Helen Brewer 1945; and with John Brewer 1946), studies illus

trated, dominative influence on the teacher's part sets up a 

cycle of dominative-aggressive behavior on the part of the stu

dents . Integrative behavior, on the other hand, produces a 

climate characterized by cooperative pupil behavior. In other 

words, once a social system has developed, it tends to determine 

the future communication of its members (Berlo I960, p. 147). 

Flanders, in his more recent studies (1960, 1963, 1965), has 

shown the effects of direct and indirect teacher influence, and 

the resulting climate in the classroom, on the attitudes and 

achievement of the pupils . Of particular importance for the 

foreign language teacher is the fact that the teacher's reaction 

at the moment a pupil stops talking is critical (Flanders 1970, 
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pp. 103-104). This is so because each communication reentry of 

the teacher produces pupil expectations of what may follow. 

Since it is quite possible that the highest proportion of the 

class is paying attention to the teacher just before he speaks, 

and when he is about to react to something a pupil said (Flanders 

1970), it would follow that this is an aspect of teacher behavior 

that deserves particular study. Such patterns should be very re

vealing, since the spontaneous impulses of the teacher are likely 

to come into play at such times. 

It is thus especially important that the foreign language 

teacher be aware of his behavior in the classroom. As has al

ready been mentioned, although relatively reliable instruments 

for the systematic observation and analysis of teacher classroom 

behavior have existed for a decade, little has been done in the 

field of foreign language teaching. Given the assumptions under

lying this study, most especially the first four, and accepting 

the author's conviction that foreign language teachers especially 

need to become aware of their classroom behavior in the interests 

of improving the profession and cultivating interest in the study 

of a foreign language, it would appear imperative that some in

strument be devised which would encourage foreign language 

teachers to analyze and improve their classroom behavior. 

Much research has been conducted on pupil achievement in 

the foreign language class, but very little on teacher perform

ance . As Politzer stated: 
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Thus it seems to me that there is a very real need 
to supplement the existing "battery" of tests which 
measure, not the teacher's preparation for teaching 
languages, but his actual performance in the classroom. 
That adequate preparation will guarantee performance 
is, of course, a reasonable hypothesis, but the rela
tion between preparation and performance is itself an 
area to be investigated (1966, p. 251). 

Politzer suggested that desired classroom performance be taught 

as well-defined units of behavior. In such an endeavor, and in 

in-service programs or those for self-appraisal, some form of 

interaction analysis, adapted especially for the foreign lan

guage classroom, would be most helpful. 

Limitations of Several Selected Instruments 

Several existing codes were surveyed for ideas, and were 

tested in college and high school foreign language classrooms. 

With the rationale of the study in mind, each instrument tested 

was carefully analyzed and its limitations were noted. The first 

instrument tested in the foreign language classroom was Flanders' 

(1960), and its limitations are as follows: 

1. There is no way to distinguish pattern drills from 

narrow questioning with predictable answers. 

2. There is no way to distinguish narrow questions from 

broad ones which expand student freedom. 

3. There is no way to distinguish the mere repetition 

of a student response, which is a frequent occurrence in the 

foreign language classroom and acts as a simple reinforcement 

mechanism, from teacher behavior which really uses a student idea. 
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4. There is no category for prompting, or for simple 

nonrejecting correction of a wrong answer. 

5. There is no way to distinguish between individual and 

choral pupil responses. 

6. There is no way to distinguish between the use of the 

foreign language and the native language. 

Wragg's (in Simon and Boyer 1970) instrument solves the 

problem of distinguishing between the use of the target language 

and the native language, but, because of the fact that the orig

inal categories of the Flanders code are retained, all the other 

limitations of the Flanders instrument are also retained. 

The FLint code (Moskowitz 1968) provides a solution to 

the problems outlined in numbers 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 above. How

ever, even these "solutions" have limitations: 

1. There is no way to distinguish among the types of 

pattern drills (repetition, substitution, transformation). 

2 . There is no way to distinguish between broad and nar

row questions. 

3. The verbatim repetition of a student response, which 

is more a reinforcement mechanism than the genuine use of a stu

dent idea, is still grouped within Flanders' category _3. 

4. Considering the relative frequency of occurrence of 

Flanders' category 2, it is perhaps unnecessary to split this 

category, as Moskowitz has done, to provide a category for 

"joking." 
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5. There is no way to distinguish between individual and 

choral student responses . 

Nearhoof's (in Grittner 1969) instrument, although mod

elled somewhat on Flanders', has several drawbacks. In the first 

place, the categories of teacher talk are individually too 

broad, and include too many different kinds of behavior which 

could be considered distinctive and mutually exclusive. For ex

ample, category 2 includes a subcategory for reinforcement, 

another for correcting a pupil response, and still another for 

modelling pattern drills. This produces a code which, although 

it may be rather easy to learn, does not give the teacher a 

great deal of information. In addition to these limitations, 

others are as follows: 

1. There is no way to distinguish between broad and 

narrow questions . 

2 . There is no way to distinguish among types of pattern 

drills . 

3. There are no affective categories, such as are in

cluded in Flanders' code: categories 1, 2, 3, and 7. 

4. There is no way to distinguish between choral and 

individual pupil responses. 

The Jarvis (1968) instrument is an improvement over 

Nearhoof's, but even this instrument presents certain difficul

ties: 
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1. All positive affective categories are lumped to

gether into one which includes accepting feelings and ideas, and 

praising and encouraging. 

2 . There is no distinction made between broad and narrow 

questions . 

3. There is no category provided for criticism or rejec

tion in the target language. 

The unique aspect, and major strength, of the Jarvis code is his 

distinction between "real language" categories, and "drill lan

guage" categories . 

After analyzing the unique aspects of foreign language 

teacher classroom behavior, and testing existing codes and noting 

their limitations, the next step was extracting the elements of 

existing instruments which seemed particularly relevant to the 

foreign language classroom, and devising new elements to fill in 

the gaps left by the present systems. Because the author feels 

very strongly that many existing codes sacrifice simplicity for 

completeness, or vice versa, two forms have been created. The 

first, Form A, is an attempt to present an instrument which is 

relatively easy for busy classroom teachers to learn. The basic 

numbering system of the Flanders technique has been retained in 

the interests of simplicity. However, in order to provide an 

instrument which would allow the classroom teacher to study 

specific aspects of his behavior in depth, the second form, B, 

has been devised. In this form, most categories have been 
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subscripted. It is the author's intent to provide an analytic 

system which is capable of analyzing teacher behavior in as much, 

or as little, detail as the individual teacher desires. Form A 

can be used alone, as can Form B, or Form A can be employed along 

with certain specific categories from Form B. For example, the 

teacher may wish to concentrate solely on the types of questions 

he asks, or the types of pattern drills he employs. In any case, 

it is the opinion of the author that the following instrument 

allows each teacher to analyze his behavior according to his 

personal teaching objectives. 

Instrument for the Systematic Analysis of Foreign 
Language Teacher Classroom Behavior 

The simplified version of the instrument, Form A, con

sist s  o f  e l e v e n  c a t e g o r i e s ,  t h r e e  o f  w h i c h  a r e  s u b s c r i p t e d  ( 5 ,  

5a, _6, 6a, 7, and 7ci)> and an additional category which is always 

used as a subscript with other categories (E). 

Form A 

1. Accepts Feelings . The teacher accepts and/or clari

fies positive or negative feelings that are expressed by the 

students. There is a complete absence of threat involved in this 

category. Also included is the prediction or recall of feelings 

by the teacher. 

2. Praises or Encourages. The teacher makes statements 

with a positive value orientation which are directed at student 

behavior, ideas, or feelings. Such behavior, ideas, or feelings 
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may have been previous, may be current, or predicted. This cate

gory includes jokes that release tension and are not at the ex

pense of an individual. It also includes nodding one's head or 

saying "um hm," or "go on," as long as these behaviors are not 

habitual teacher behaviors . This category also includes teacher 

statements which indicate agreement with student behavior, ideas, 

or feelings and thus, by implication, express the teacher's feel

ings concerning the value of the behavior, ideas, or feelings. 

^ • Accepts or Uses Student Ideas . The teacher clarifies 

or further develops ideas suggested by the students. The coder 

must recognize the student's contribution in the teacher's words. 

This category does not include the verbatim repetition of student 

responses, which is a reinforcement mechanism, rather than use of 

student ideas . 

4. Asks Questions. The teacher asks a question to which 

an answer is expected. The expected answer may be either pre

dictable or unpredictable. Directed dialog is included in this 

category, but rhetorical questions are not. 

5. Lectures or Gives Information. The teacher relates 

information, facts, opinions, or ideas; lectures, states proce

dures; or asks rhetorical questions. This category includes 

direct answers to student questions. 

5a. Reinforcement of Student Response or Corrective 

Feedback. The teacher makes statements that repeat or narrowly 

paraphrase what the student has said. Such repetition or 



91 

paraphasing functions as a reinforcement mechanism, designed to 

provide the student with an additional opportunity to hear the 

correct form. The teacher makes statements that correct a stu

dent's response, without implying rejection of the student or the 

response. This category is restricted to cognitive or skill 

areas in which behavior can be considered correct or appropriate 

by definition, convention, or empirical validation. It also in

cludes the perfunctory acknowledgment of a correct response, even 

though not a verbatim repetition (OK, yes, etc.). 

6. Gives Directions . The teacher gives directions, com

mands , or makes requests to which immediate compliance is ex

pected . This category includes the repetition of a question 

which is preceded by a student's name, after the student has in

dicated that he is not ready to answer. 

6a. Directs Pattern Drills . The teacher models state

ments or phrases which students are expected to repeat exactly, 

or to manipulate in some given form. This rapid oral drill on 

problem patterns focuses attention on the mechanics of language 

structure. The intent of pattern practice is to make the me

chanical aspects of the foreign language habitual, and thus to 

free the student's attention to dwell on the message. Student 

responses may be either individual or choral and are always pre

dictable, JarvisT distinction between "real language" and 

"drill language" is particularly useful in helping the observer 

to distinguish between this category, which would encompass 
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"drill language," and narrow questioning belonging to category 4, 

which would encompass "real language." According to Jarvis: 

"Real" language categories are those where language 
is used to communicate. Control of the language is in 
the speaker's intent or meaning rather than in the 
structure of the language. The utterance is not in
variably predictable by a potential auditor. It has 
furthermore, a meaningful and immediate context. . . . 

"Drill language" is language for the purpose of 
facilitating the use of that language. It has meaning 
but is not uttered for the purpose of communication in 
this instance. It is "practice language" (1968, 
pp. 336-337). 

7. Criticizing or Justifying Authority. The teacher 

makes statements that are intended to change pupil behavior from 

an unacceptable to an acceptable pattern. This category includes 

rejection of student behavior, communicating anger, displeasure, 

annoyance, or dissatisfaction. Extreme self-reference is also 

included. 

7a. Criticizing or Rejecting Student Response. The 

teacher tells a student (or group of students) that the response 

is not correct or acceptable in such a way that the teacher com

municates, verbally or nonverbally, criticism, displeasure, an

noyance, or rejection. 

8. Student Response - Elicited. Any student response 

in which the teacher initiates the contact or specifically solic

its the student's response. Such responses are specifically pre

dictable. This category also includes conforming responses to 

narrow questions or commands: "I don't know," reading aloud, or 

asking for clarification of teacher directions or questions. 
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9. Student Response - Emitted. Any student statement to 

the teacher, or another student, which is unpredictable. The 

student responds with his own ideas, feelings, opinions, or re

actions . The student gives one from among many possible answers 

which may have been previously shaped, but from which the student 

must make a choice. This category includes any talk initiated 

by the student. 

10. Silence. This category includes three or more sec

onds in which there is no verbal interaction, either because the 

students are engaged in directed activities, or because contem

plation is taking place. Any lull in interaction is also in

cluded, provided it is more than three seconds in length. 

Z. Confusion. This includes periods during which more 

than one person is talking, so that the interaction cannot be 

recorded. It may be enthusiastic or disorderly. It also in

cludes laughing and giggling. This category may be used alone, 

or may be combined with other categories . 

E. Uses English. This category includes any use of 

English by the teacher or the students. It never occurs alone, 

but always with another category. 

Form B 

In outlining Form B, examples will be given. Most of 

these will be done in English in order to make them intelligible 

to all foreign language teachers. 
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1. Accepts Feelings . 

la The teacher simply acknowledges the student's feel

ings ; he may or may not name them. 

Examples 

I know that it's difficult to pronounce the word 
"druben." 

I see that you don't understand me and that 
you're confus ed. 

You seem to enjoy talking about your vacation. 

lc The teacher clarifies the student's feelings; he at

tempts to relate the feelings observed to a probable cause. This 

subcategory may include clarification of past or future feelings . 

Examples 

You seem to be tired because this room is so hot. 

Some of you seem to be bored because this exer
cise is too easy. 

You look pale, John. Don't you feel well? 

lr The teacher refers to similar feelings of others; he 

indicates to the student that the feeling observed is natural or 

normal by referring to similar feelings that others have in like 
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circumstances. This subcategory may include the prediction or 

recall of feelings that others have had, or will have, in like 

circumstances. 

Examples 

I know that you don't like these irregular verbs 
and you're probably afraid of them. Many others 
feel the same way about them. This feeling is 
not at all unusual. 

I understand that studying is difficult when the 
weather is so hot. I don't feel much like 
studying myself. 

2. Praises or Encourages. 

2w The teacher praises or encourages with no criteria. 

He simply tells the student that he's right, or that what he has 

done is good, but with no reason. 

Examples 

That's right, Michael'. 

I'm very satisfied with this class 

Go on, Tom. 

2p The teacher praises or encourages using private cri

teria. Nonauthoritative standards are employed as a basis for 
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the praise. The teacher's preference is communicated to the stu

dent . 

Examples 

I think your idea is very original, Heidi. 

Terrific, Peter'. I think you're speaking just 
like a native'. 

If you work some more on this problem, I think 
you'll find you'll overcome it. 

I'm certain you can do it, Kathy. 

2P The teacher praises or encourages employing public 

criteria. The reason given is publicly verifiable and accepta-

~ble". 

Examples 

Very good, Frank'. Your enunciation is very 
clear. 

It's obvious, Sue, that you are studying quite a 
bit, because your vocabulary is very large. 

2j The teacher jokes in such a manner that tension is 

released and in such a way that it is at no individual's ex

pense . 
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Examples 

(A student mispronounces the German article 
"die" by giving it the English pronunciation.) 

•'Teacher: Never say die! 

3. Accepts or Uses Student Ideas . 

3a The teacher simply acknowledges the ideas by mere 

reflection, or a word such as "OK." There is no evaluation given 

or implied. 

Examples 

OK, Tom. That's a possibility. 

Yes, I see your point. 

3c The teacher clarifies the ideas by restating the stu

dent's idea, or by speculating on its implications. 



Examples 

You think the German people are very intelli
gent, perhaps because they have produced so many 
great thinkers. 

Fred thinks that the characters in this play are 
just like ordinary people, because they react to 
circumstances in a pretty typical way. 

Ann is of the opinion that by studying two hours 
a night you can earn good grades . 

3s The teacher summarizes ideas . He acknowledges the 

contributions of several pupils by enumerating them, or by or

ganizing them into a coherent sequence. 

Examples 

Hans says that this story is more interesting 
than the other, while Maria is not so sure. 

Several students in this class feel that the 
main character is very hard-working. Others, 
however, think he just puts up a good front. 

Carl thinks that the language lab helps stu
dents to learn proper pronunciation, while Joe 
finds it a waste of time. Sue thinks it's very 
tiring, and Mary just finds it very confusing. 
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4. Asks Questions . 

4r The teacher asks routine questions 3 usually regarding 

classroom routine or management. Such questions generally result 

in an elicited response from the student. 

Examples 

Where is my room pass? 

Who hasn't finished this exercise? 

4n The teacher asks narrow questions. This subcategory 

includes any questions to which the specific nature of the re

sponse can be predicted. It also includes directed dialog, and 

the reading aloud of oral test questions. 

Examples 

What time is it? 

What is the date today? 

What is the past tense form of "gehe?" 

Directed Dialog 

"Teacher: Ask John how many brothers he has 
Student: How many brothers do you have? 
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4b The teacher asks broad questions. Such questions are 

relatively open-ended, or are those which the student can answer 

by giving one from among many possible answers, which may have 

been previously shaped. This subcategory generally includes any 

question to which the specific nature of the response cannot be 

predicted. 

, Examples 

J What do you think of this film? 

| What are you going to do this summer? 
i 

Why do you prefer to study German? 

How could one explain the characterization of 
the main character in this novel? 

5. Lectures or Gives Information. 

5f The teacher gives a factual lecture, which communi

cates factual information or subject-matter content. This sub

category also includes prompting (feeding students words or 

phrases to help them over a blank spot), or asking rhetorical 

questions. It also includes the teacher reading any passage, 

even if it is a test, as long as it is not a question to which 

an answer, even though written, is expected. 
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Examples 

Some vowels in German are pronounced differently 
from English. 

In German, the umlaut is often used. 

Prompting 

Teacher: What did Hans forget? 
Student: Hans forget his . . . his . . . 
"Teacher: . 0 . workbook? 
Student: Yes, Hans forgot his workbook. 

Rhetorical Question 

There are many English words that are of German 
origin. How many can we think of? Let's 
see . . . shoe, kindergarten .... 

5p The teacher gives a lecture involving personal opin

ions , feelings, ideas, or preferences. Self-reference is also 

included. This subcategory includes making reference to personal 

enthusiasm or excitement about the subject matter. 

Examples 

In my opinion, the Alte Pinakotek in Munich has 
some of the best paintings in the world. 

I really looked forward to studying in Germany, 
and nowadays it's much cheaper than you may 
imagine. 
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5o The teacher gives an orientation lecture, by describ

ing the procedure for approaching the subject matter, or by pro

viding a framework for what the class has been doing or will do. 

Examples 

Today we're going into the language lab in order 
to hear two new tapes. 

The purpose of pattern drills is to give you 
enough practice on the grammatical problems so 
that you can use the correct forms without 
thinking too much about them. I'll give you a 
pattern, which you repeat, then I'll give you a 
cue, which you use to restructure the pattern. 

5a. Reinforcement of Student Response or Corrective Feedback. 

No subcategories . 

Examples 

Reinforcement 

Student: We are going home. 
*Teacher: We are going home. 

Examples 

Corrective Feedback 

Student: We goes home. 
'"'Teacher: We are going home. Please repeat. 
Student: We are going home. 
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6. Gives Directions. 

6n The teacher gives narrow commands, to which immediate 

compliance is expected. As such it is easily judged. No reason 

is given. The subcategory also includes the repetition of a 

question which is preceded by a student's name, after the student 

has indicated that he is not ready to answer. It also includes 

directions for pattern drills, which precede the actual drills 

themselves . 

Examples 

Open your book to page 151 

Please close the door, John'. 

Teacher: Where is John going? 
Student: (no answer) 
*Teacher: Paul, where is John going? 

6ex The teacher explains the directions he has given. 

Although reasons are given, immediate compliance is still ex

pected . 
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Examples 

I want you to write out some sentences in which 
you use the future tense. This way I can see 
if you understand the concept. 

For tomorrow, please prepare a dialog with 
another person (in German, of course), which 
you will' present to the class . I think you 
need practice in speaking before a group. 

6al The teacher provides alternatives by giving reasons 

and inviting the students to help decide what must be done. In 

this sense, although alternatives are provided, the task must be 

done, and the students are expected to select one of the alterna

tives . 

Examples 

There are several ways of learning this particu
lar concept. I'll outline the various alterna
tives , and you pick the one you feel will help 
you most. 

6a. Directs Pattern Drills. 

6ar The teacher directs repetition drills, by modelling 

statements which the students are expected to repeat exactly. 
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Examples 

-'Teacher: Please repeat'. I am going home 
Student: I am going home. 
"Teacher: You are going home'. 
Student: You are going home. 

6as The teacher directs substitution drills . Such 

drills are those in which the basic utterance is regarded as a 

type of frame consisting of slots into which words which fulfill 

a similar function structurally may be inserted. No change of 

word order is involved. The purpose of this type of drill is to 

concentrate the student's attention on one structural problem at 

a time and to provide him with steady practice in handling this 

problem in various lexical contexts, without requiring him to 

give conscious attention to details of sequence. 

Examples 

,vTeacher: Please repeat'. I am going hornet 
Student: I am going home. 
*Teacher: You . 
Student: You are going home. 
^Teacher: to school. 
Student: You are going to school. 

6at The teacher directs transformation drills. Such 

drills are those in which a student is asked to change a basic 
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sentence in such a way that the structure and syntax are altered 

(declarative to interrogative, affirmative to negative, active to 

passive, past to present to future tense). 

Examples 

"Teacher: I am going home. 
Student: I am not going home. 

*Teacher: Hans closes the door. 
Student: The door is closed by Hans. 

*Teacher: I'm reading a novel. 
Student: I read a novel. 
^Teacher: Irm going to school. 
Student: I went to school. 

7. Criticizing or Justifying Authority. 

7w The teacher criticizes student behavior, but gives 

no criteria for the criticism. 

Example 

Be quiet, Don! And sit down immediately! 

7p The teacher criticizes student behavior, and employs 

private criteria. This subcategory includes extreme self-

reference . 
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Examples 

I think this class is too noisy, and I don't 
like it one bit'. 

I'm not at all satisfied with the way you are 
working today. 

7P The teacher criticizes student behavior and employs 

public criteria. 

Examples 

There will be no throwing of pencils in this 
classroom'. It's very dangerous and you might 
have hurt someone'. 

You are very rude, John'. Others might like to 
hear what is going on'. 

7a. Criticizing or Rejecting Student Response. 

No subcategories. 

Examples 

No, Maria'. That answer makes absolutely no 
sense at allI 

No, no I I've told you a hundred times that 
this verb is irregular'. 

That's a stupid mistake'. 



8. Student Response - Elicited. 

8cr Two or more students give a choral response. 

8ir A student gives an incorrect response or says "I 

don't know." 

Examples 

Teacher: I'm going to the store. 
You . 

"Student: You goes to the store. 
Teacher: You are going to the store. 

Teacher: What's the weather like? 
vVStudent: I don't know. 

8r A student reads aloud. 

8c A student asks for clarification of teacher direc 

tions or questions. 

Examples 

I'm not sure I understand. Would you explain 
it again, please? 

9 . Student Response - Emitted. 

9t The student responds to the teacher. 
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Examples 

Teacher: What did you think of the movie? 
'-"Student: I like it. I thought it was very 

informative. 

9s The student responds to another student 

Examples 

Teacher: What did you think of the movie? 
Student 1: I liked it. I thought it was very 

informative. What did you think? 
*Student 2: I didn't. I'd already seen it. 

9i The student initiates the contact. 

Examples 

•'Student 1: Did you really like the speaker we 

Teacher: 

Student 1: 
^Student 2: 

had yesterday, Mrs. Williams? 
I did. I thought he was concise and 
to the point. What did you think? 
I was confused. 
I wasn't confused at all, just bored! 

10. Silence. 

lOd The students are engaged in directed practice or 

activity. This subcategory includes all nonverbal activity 
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requested by the teacher. It includes writing answers to oral 

test questions. 

Examples 

Teacher: Please do the exercise on page 1081 
'''Students: (working - silence) 

10c The students are engaged in contemplation. The sub

category includes all instances in which the student is not 

overtly working on problems, or reading, etc. It includes three 

or more seconds of silence following questions or statements, and 

periods of silence of three or more seconds duration interspersed 

with teacher or pupil talk. It also includes periods of silence 

intended for thinking. 

Examples 

Teacher: What do you think Maria should have 
done? 

^Students: (thinking - silence) 

Z. Confusion. 

No subcategories. 
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Examples 

Disorderly 

Teacher: Who is going to present the next re
port? 

^Students: (all together) Not me I Oh no! 

Teacher: Please open your books to page 191 
-'Students: (sounds of books opening, paper rus

tling, etc.) 

Enthusiastic 

Teacher: 

"''Students: 

Who wants to go meet our guest 
speaker at the principal's office? 
(all together) Oh, please let me I 
Mel 

E. Uses English. 

No subcategories or examples. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHOD AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to develop an instrument 

for the systematic analysis of foreign language teacher classroom 

behavior. This involved three phases: 

1. To survey the literature on systems for the analysis 

of teacher behavior and the literature on the methods of foreign 

language teaching. 

2. To develop an instrument for the systematic analysis 

of foreign language teacher classroom behavior and to write a 

manual to aid in its use. 

3. To establish the adequacy and reliability of the in

strument . 

Phase One 

This part of the investigation involved a thorough survey 

of the existing instruments for the observation and analysis of 

teacher classroom behavior. The purpose of this survey was to 

identify and study the dimensions of these previous attempts, and 

to abstract those dimensions which seemed to be particularly ap

propriate to the foreign language classroom. Several of these 

codes were then tested, using audio-tape recordings of high 

112 
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school German classes, and the limitations of these instruments 

were noted. 

Next, the tape recordings of the author's high school 

German classes were carefully analyzed in order to describe the 

processes involved in foreign language teaching. The last part 

of this phase of the investigation consisted of the analysis of 

the unique aspects of foreign language teaching and the formula

tion of the rationale for the study. 

Phase Two 

The data obtained in the first phase of the study were em

ployed in the development of an instrument for the systematic 

analysis of foreign language teacher classroom behavior. The re

searcher consulted experts in the fields of general secondary 

education and foreign language teaching during this developmental 

stage in order to integrate more fully the ideas and concepts un

covered in Phase One, 

The resulting instrument consisted of fourteen basic 

categories, which comprised Form A. Because the Flanders (1960) 

instrument is so widely known in the educational field, its num

bering system was retained in order to make it easier for busy 

teachers to learn the new code. 

The goals which guided the development of Form A were 

ease of learning and simplicity of feedback. In contrast, Form 

B was developed to give more complex feedback information. This 
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form consisted of subscripts for eleven of the fourteen catego

ries, and in its entirety included thirty-four subscripts. It 

was the author's intent that only part of this second form be 

used at any one time. The point to be emphasized is that it was 

never envisioned that all thirty-four subscripts would be used 

simultaneously. Such subscripts were intended as expansions of 

individual categories when the purposes of a particular investi

gation demanded such an expansion. However, simultaneous use of 

all thirty-four subscripts was thought possible with the use of 

an audio- or video-tape recorder, thus enabling the researcher 

to go back over areas which would be difficult to code. It would 

be wholly impractical and unrealistic to assume that Form B could 

be used in live classroom observation. 

The author then used both forms in analyzing tape record

ings of her high school German classes and redefined certain 

categories in order to provide more appropriate cues for use in 

coding. It was decided to use a three-second coding interval as 

the basis for coding, with the understanding that any category 

change within a three-second interval would be recorded. To 

facilitate training, a series of guidelines (Appendix A) were 

developed during this stage. A coding sheet (Appendix B) was 

designed to provide ease in coding and tallying. 
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Phase Three 

This final stage was designed as an empirical test of the 

adequacy and reliability of the instrument. This phase was di

vided into three major parts: 

1. An initial tryout by the author, using the instrument 

in its entirety (Form B). 

2 . Training sessions with a volunteer from The Univer

sity of New Hampshire. 

3. The coding of selected episodes of the investigator's 

high school German classes with this volunteer, using Form A. 

Initial Tryout 

The initial tryout included: (1) self-training sessions 

by the author, (2) further revision and clarification of the 

category definitions and guidelines, and (3) checking the record

ings of five classroom observations of approximately thirty min

utes each for coder agreement. 

Following the development of the instrument and the 

guidelines for its use, the researcher engaged in self-training 

sessions in which she coded tape recordings of approximately ten 

hours of high school German classes. Category definitions were 

revised and clarified in order to aid in distinguishing among 

the categories and subcategories. Additional guidelines were 

formulated to aid in the decision processes that are necessary 

when using this instrument. 
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Next, five classroom episodes of approximately thirty 

minutes each in length were chosen on the basis of the occurrence 

of: (1) behavior that could be considered typical of a high 

school foreign language classroom, and (2) behavior falling into 

the greatest number of different categories and subcategories. 

These five episodes were each coded three times, at intervals of 

approximately four weeks, and coder agreement and Scott's (1955) 

Pi-coefficient were computed. It was decided that coder agree

ment would be computed by dividing the number of coder agreements 

by the total number of coder observations. Coder agreement was 

employed because it is a common statistic used in such studies, 

although the researcher was well aware of the limitations of such 

a means of establishing reliability, as noted by Medley and 

Mitzel (1963, pp. 309-310). 

The Pi-coefficient (Scott 1955) was utilized because it 

was felt to be less affected by low frequencies, and more sensi

tive at higher levels of reliability (Flanders 1967, p. 161). 

The assumptions that must be met are: (1) that the categories 

be mutually exclusive, and (2) that observations be duplicated 

on a random sample of the total set of responses being studied 

(Scott 1955, p. 321). Pi is defined as "the ratio of the actual 

difference between obtained and chance agreement (Scott 1955, 

p. 323)." The results of the initial tryout are presented in 

Tables 1, 2, and 3. 
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Table 1. Coder Agreement: Basic Fourteen Categories 

Cate
gory 

First-Second Codings 

Episodes 
2 3 4 

Second-Third Codings 

Episodes 
2 3 4 

1 .00 _ _  *  1.00 

2 .89 .86 .92 1.00 1.00 .89 1.00 .92 1.00 1.00 

3 — — .00 — .00 

4 .99 .99 .98 .94 .96 .99 .99 .99 .73 .98 

5 .96 .81 .95 1.00 .98 .95 .93 1.00 .83 .95 

5a .99 .95 .99 .93 .98 .99 .94 .99 .99 .99 

6 .89 .97 .89 .94 .95 .89 .99 1.00 .78 .94 

6a .99 .98 .86 1.00 .99 1.00 .98 1.00 1.00 .99 

7 .67 .33 .50 .50 

7a 

8 .98 .98 .96 .87 .97 .99 .98 .99 .86 .99 

9 .00 .67 .71 .97 .85 — .82 .75 .91 .70 

10 .87 .97 .89 1.00 .92 .97 .97 .98 .89 .97 

Z .87 .71 .96 .85 .97 .91 .95 .87 .94 .91 

TOTAL .97 .96 .95 .92 .96 .98 .97 .98 .92 .96 

,%No tallies occurred. 
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Table 2. Coder Agreement: English Categories 

First-Second Codings Second-Third Codings 

Cate
gory 1 

Episode 
2 3 

s 
4 5 

Episodes 
1 2 3 4 5 

le .00 ft 1 .00 — 

2e .00 .00 — 1.00 — 

3e .00 

4e .94 .67 .91 .77 .55 .94 .67 1.00 1.00 .55 

5e 1 .00 .85 .97 .75 .95 .93 .89 .94 .82 .98 

5ae .50 .80 .57 1 .00 - - 1 .00 1.00 .75 1.00 .00 

6e 1 .00 .97 .89 .80 .91 .81 .97 1.00 .55 .93 

6ae 1 .00 .89 1 .00 1.00 — 

7e .67 .33 .50 .50 

7ae 

8e .50 .83 .91 .86 1.00 .95 .83 1.00 .80 .95 

9e .00 .87 .71 .97 .85 .82 .75 .91 .68 

TOTAL .89 .91 .89 .84 .89 .92 .90 .95 .84 .86 

*No tallies occurred. 
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Table 3. Coder Agreement: Expanded Categories 

First-Second Codings Second-Third Codings 

Cate
gory 1 

Episodes 
2 3 4 5 1 

Episodes 
2 3 4 5 

la .00 * .00 

lc .00 

lr 

2w .86 .77 .92 1.00 1.00 .89 .91 .92 1.00 1.00 

2p .00 

2P 1 

2j .00 — .00 --

3a — .00 — .00 

3c 

3s 

4r 

4n .99 .98 .98 .92 .96 j .99 .99 .99 .73 .98 

4b 
: 

.00 

.97 

.00 

5f 

: 

.00 

.97 .76 .93 .93 .98 j .97 .93 .96 .94 .95 

5p j .oo .00 .86 — — .00 — 

5o .57 — .00 1.00 — .00 .00 — 

5a .99 .95 .99 .93 .98 .99 .95 .99 .99 .99 

6n .89 .97 .89 .94 .95 .89 .99 1.00 .78 .94 

6ex 

6al 

6ar .38 .96 .75 .99 1.00 .98 — .24 .99 

*No tallies occurred. 
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Table 3, Continued 

Cate
gory 

First-Second Codings 

Episodes 
2 3 4 

Second-Third Codings 

Episodes 
1 2 3 4 5 

1.00 .89 -- .46 — 

1.00 1.00 1.00 — 1.00 

.50 .50 

.95 .96 .99 .84 .93 

.99 .99 .97 1.00 .99 

.92 .40 1.00 .74 .64 

.75 .86 .89 1.00 .91 

.83 .33 .44 .63 

.00 

.80 1.00 .92 .77 

.86 .93 1.00 1.00 1.00 

1.00 1.00 .95 — 1.00 

.86 .00 .77 .00 .80 

.91 .95 .87 .94 .91 

.97 .97 .97 .82 .95 

6as 

6at 

7w 

7p 

7P 

7a 

8 

8cr 

8ir 

8r 

8c 

9t 

9s 

9i 

10 

lOd 

10c 

Z 

1.00 .89 —* .98 --

.96 .99 .86 -- 1.00 

.67 .40 

.00 

.92 .94 .98 .83 .77 

.98 .99 .97 1.00 .96 

.83 .89 .52 .91 .85 

.00 1.00 1.00 .80 .91 

.00 .63 .50 .40 .91 

.00 .00 

.73 .77 .56 .90 

.24 1.00 .56 1.00 .80 

.53 .96 .65 — .95 

1.00 .00 .57 1.00 .71 

.87 .71 .96 .85 .97 

TOTAL .91 .94 .92 .89 .94 

*No tallies occurred. 
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The results of the initial tryout in terms of coder 

agreement were considered satisfactory for the purposes of the 

study. The results obtained after computation of Scott's Pi-

coefficient are presented in Tables 4, 5, and 6. On the basis of 

the first three episodes, the results were deemed satisfactory. 

Four of the five tapes (episodes 1, 2, 3, and 5) rendered satis

factory results on the basic categories and the expanded catego

ries . Results on episode 4 overall, and on the English 

subcategories, were considered less than satisfactory. 

Table 4. Scott's Pi-coefficient:* Basic Fourteen Categories 

Episode First-Second Coding Second-Third Codings 

1 .91 .95 

2 .89 .95 

3 .87 .95 

4 .83 .76 

5 

•7TX -7—, 1 

.94 .91 

-Scott, 1955 
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Table 5. Scott's Pi-coefficient:* English Categories 

Episode First-Second Codings Second-Third Codings 

1 .64 .78 

2 .67 .84 

3 .59 .86 

4 .75 .60 

5 .72 .57 

"Scott, 1955 

Table 6. Scott's Pi-coefficient:-« Expanded Categories 

Episode First-Second Codings Second-Third Codings 

1 .77 .92 

2 .88 .93 

3 .81 .92 

4 .80 .56 

5 .88 .89 

*Scott, 1955 

Training Sessions 

Approximately ten hour-long training sessions were held. 

The tapes of the author's high school German classes were used 

and were coded at three-second intervals. At first, only the 

basic fourteen categories were employed, and then certain sub

scripts were added, notably the subscripts for categories 4, 5, 



123 

6 ,  _6a, and j3. Informal checks were made to determine coder 

agreement during the training sessions, and category definitions 

were further refined and certain guidelines revised. 

Establishing Formal Reliability 

When it was felt that sufficient expertise had been de

veloped in the volunteer, two test tapes were coded, using Form 

A, to establish formal reliability. Again, coder agreement and 

the Scott (1955) coefficient were computed. The results for 

coder agreement are presented in Table 7. Scott's Pi-coefficient 

rendered results of .86 on the first tape and .83 on the second -

tape. The results of the attempt to establish formal reliability 

were deemed satisfactory on both coder agreement and Scott's co

efficient . 

The three phases described in this chapter resulted in an 

instrument for the analysis of foreign language teacher classroom 

behavior. The reliability of the instrument was shown to be sat

isfactory on the basis of coder agreement and the Scott (1955) 

coefficient. The five test tapes in the initial tryout had total 

coder agreements ranging from .82 to .98. The same five tapes 

produced a Pi-coefficient ranging from .57 to .95. The formal 

reliability check with the student volunteer produced coder 

agreements of .93, and Pi-coefficients of .83 and .86, which were 

considered satisfactory. 
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Table 7. Formal Reliability Check: Coder Agreement— 
Basic Fourteen Categories 

Category Test Tape 1 Test Tape 2 

1 * — 

2 .00 .00 

3 - - .00 

4 .96 1.00 

5 .93 .96 

5a .88 .88 

6 .90 .96 

6a .93 .82 

7 — — 

7a - - — 

8 .97 .99 

9 — - -

10 .33 .82 

Z 1.00 .73 

TOTAL .93 .93 

*No tallies occurred. 
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Table 8. Tally Sheet Analysis 

Cate
gory 

Number 
of 

Tallies 

Percent 
of 

Total 

Cate
gory 

Number 
of 

Tallies 

Percent 
of 

Total 

la 
lc 
lr 

2w 
2p 
2P 
2j 

3a 
3c 
3s 

4r 
4n 
4b 

5f 
5p 
5o 

5a 

6n 
6ex 
6al 

2 
2 
0 

65 
2 
0 
1 

5 
0 
0 

0 
1253 

7 

674 
12 
19 

1642 

474 
0 
0 

.02 

.02 

.00 

.72 

.02 

.00 

.01 

.06 

.00 

.00 

.00 
13.94 

.08 

7.50 
.13 
.21 

18.27 

5.27 
.00 
.00 

6ar 
6as 
6at 

7w 
7p 
7P 

7a 

8 
8cr 
8ir 
8r 
8c 

9t 
9s 
9i 

10 
lOd 
10c 

272 
163 
684 

14 
1 
0 

0 

968 
1188 
119 
0 

100 

74 
7 

133 

112 
385 
58 

567 

3.03 
1.81 
7.61 

.16 

.01 
.00 

.00 

10.77 
13.22 
1.32 

.00 
1.11 

.82 

.08 
1.48 

1.25 
4.28 
.65 

6.31 

TOTAL 9003 
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An analysis of the tally sheets presented in Table 8 re

veals that tallies were recorded in twenty-seven of the thirty-

nine subcategories of Form B, with 92% of the interaction 

occurring in categories 4n, _5f, 5a, &n, 6ar, 6as, 6at, 8cr, 10d, 

and Z. 

An analysis of the statistics run on the initial trial 

and the formal testing, and analysis of the tally sheets, led to 

the conclusions drawn in Chapter 5 and imply certain modifica

tions in the further development of this instrument. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the existing 

instruments for the analysis of teacher behavior and to develop a 

new system for specific use as a self-appraisal instrument in the 

foreign language classroom. Certain instruments were carefully 

analyzed to determine their usefulness in the foreign language 

classroom and their limitations were noted. Specific dimensions 

of already-existing systems were abstracted and then recombined 

during the development phase. 

Because the Flanders System of Interaction Analysis (1960) 

is in such widespread use, its numbering system was retained as 

far as possible, with the intent of simplifying the learning pro

cess involved for busy classroom teachers who wish to employ this 

instrument. Two forms of the code were developed: (1) Form A, 

which included the fourteen basic categories, and (2) Form B, 

which included additional subscripts for eleven of the fourteen 

categories. 

The rationale presented in Chapter 3 provided a theoret

ical basis for the development of the instrument. The develop

ment of the tally sheet aided in summarizing the results of 

127 
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coding. This provided more immediate feedback to the coder, and 

simplified the interpretative use of the instrument. 

Although the code was designed for use as a self-

appraisal instrument, it appears that others can be taught to use 

the instrument as a descriptive device in the recording of for

eign language teacher verbal behavior. The system provides a 

means of quantifying such behavior in terms of activities common 

to foreign language classrooms and allows feedback to be in as 

much, or as little, detail as the individual desires. The cate

gories provide a frame of reference by means of which teacher be

haviors can be analyzed with the intention of improving teacher 

effectiveness in the classroom. Such a code, coupled with audio

tape or videotape equipment, provides a logical, empirical 

method of looking at and improving teacher behavior. The testing 

of the instrument to date has produced the following conclusions. 

Conclusions 

The following statements enumerate the conclusions of 

this study: 

1. Observational procedures for the systematic analysis 

of foreign language teacher classroom behavior either have not 

been readily available or, where they have been available, do a 

poor job of discriminating among behaviors typical of the for

eign language class . 
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2. The present attempt to develop an instrument for the 

analysis of teacher behavior in the foreign language classroom 

was exploratory in nature, and certain dimensions of the code 

need further experimentation, modification, and elaboration. 

3. The teacher behaviors abstracted in the code can be 

identified from audio-tape recordings by trained observers in a 

reliable fashion. 

4. In examining the results of training an objective 

observer, the following suggestions are made: (1) work for no 

longer than two hours per session, (2) schedule only one training 

session per day, and (3) allow eight to ten hours of instruction 

for acceptable coder agreement to be obtained on Form A, and ten 

to fifteen hours for acceptable coder agreement on Form B in its 

entirety. 

5. Phase three of the study suggested that certain cate

gory subscripts should be redefined or dropped completely. This 

will be discussed in the final section of this chapter. 

Implications for Future Research 

The third phase of the study indicated some weak points 

in the instrument. The first was subscript 4b - "broad ques

tions." Guidelines need to be refined to aid in distinguishing 

this subcategory from 4n - "narrow questions." A second area of 

confusion was subscript j>o - "orientation lecturing." This was 

too easily confused with G>n - "narrow directions," or 6ex - "ex

plains directions." It could easily be dropped as a subcategory 
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of 5, and incorporated into one of the subcategories under _6 

without sacrificing detailed feedback. 

For the same reason that a similar subcategory was crit

icized in Moskowitz's (1968) code, subcategory £j - "joking" 

could be dropped and incorporated under 2w - "praises with no 

criteria." Since the entire category so seldom occurs in the 

average classroom (Flanders 1960), perhaps four subscripts are 

too many. 

The last subscript which could be profitably dropped is 

4r - "routine questions." This subcategory could be subsumed 

under 4n with little loss of feedback detail. The researcher 

recognizes, however, that the reasoning behind this could be 

challenged, since teacher questioning behavior makes up such a 

large percent of classroom interaction and does perhaps merit 

three subscripts. It might well be asked why three subscripts 

are retained for each of the first three categories when they, 

in fact, occur so seldom. The question is justified and can 

only be answered definitively after future research with this 

instrument. For the time being, it is sufficient to say that 

research to date has shown that "a relatively small percentage 

increase in attending to pupil ideas, for example from six to 

twelve percent, has a constructive influence on educational out

comes (Flanders 1970, p. 14)." 

The real value of this instrument will be established on 

the basis of further research. Whether or not it can be learned 



with relative ease and used with some degree of accuracy will 

determine its ultimate contribution in the analysis and improve

ment of foreign language teaching. 



APPENDIX A 

GUIDELINES FOR THE USE OF THE INSTRUMENT 

1. Listen to a portion of the tape before beginning to 

code in order to get the set. 

2. Begin and end all coding sequences with 10. 

3. Code every three seconds. 

4. If more than one category occurs within a three-

second interval, code all categories used. Therefore, record 

each change in category. If no change occurs, repeat the previ

ous category. 

5. In order to maintain a steady pace, after a period 

in which the interaction has been rapid (coding more than once 

in a three-second interval), slow down a bit during a period in 

which the interaction is not so rapid. 

6. When the observer is not certain into which of two 

or more categories a statement belongs, choose the category nu

merically farthest from _5, except when one of the categories is 

10 or Z, which are never chosen when there is an alternative. 

7. The rule of the biased unbiased observer: if the 

primary tone of a teacher's behavior has been within a particular 

category(ies) consistently, do not shift to another category un

less a clear indication of the shift is given by the teacher. 
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8. The observer must not be overly concerned with his 

own biases or the teacher's intent. The meaning and value of 

such systematic analysis of teacher behavior comes from the at

tention it gives to the effect of teacher behavior on classroom 

interaction. 

9. To separate student-to-student interaction, draw a 

slash between categories when the student speaker changes. For 

example: 

Student 1: 9 
9 
9 

Student 2: 9 
9 
9 



APPENDIX B 

TALLY SHEET 

a 
g Category 
<u 

o" 
# 1 2  3  4  5  5 a  6  6 a  7  7 a  8  9  1 0 Z  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

a V a r f n ar w cr t d 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

c P c n P ex as P ir 3 c 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

r F s t> o al at V r i 

TOTAL 

ENGLISH 

J c 
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