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Abstract

Classroom teaching progresses through interaction, and effective classroom interaction is not only
a requirement for educational reform and teaching transformation but also a pursuit of teachers’
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professional development. This study employs the Flanders Interaction Analysis System as a meas-
urement tool to conduct quantitative and qualitative analyses of classroom recordings from five
young high school mathematics teachers. Through classroom observation and data analysis, the
characteristics of teacher-student interactions in mathematics classrooms are summarized. The re-
search reveals that while current classroom atmospheres tend to be student-centered, students’ in-
itiative in constructing mathematical knowledge remains limited. Teachers predominantly use di-
rect influence through lecturing and questioning, with relatively insufficient indirect influence, such
as praise and acceptance of student ideas. Additionally, teacher feedback tends to be simplistic. Based
on these findings, practical teaching suggestions are proposed to optimize classroom interaction and
enhance student engagement.
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Table 1. Flanders Interaction Analysis System (FIAS)
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Table 2. Classroom interaction language norms analysis sheet
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Table 3. Coding category percentage distribution sheet
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i X1 X2 Y z w Bl N
1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 1.3% 1.3% 2.0% 4.3% 3.7% 2.5%
3 7.7% 12.3% 8.0% 1.0% 3.0% 6.4%
4 18.0% 21.7% 11.3% 11.3% 6.3% 13.7%
5 29.3% 36.0% 49.7% 45.0% 48.0% 41.6%
6 3.3% 1.3% 2.3% 8.7% 4.0% 3.9%
7 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 12.0% 8.7% 12.0% 12.3% 15.7% 12.1%
9 8.3% 11.3% 5.3% 1.7% 6.0% 6.5%
10 20.0% 7.3% 9.3% 15.7% 13.3% 13.1%
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Table 4. Ratio of teacher talk, student talk, and silence
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Table 5. Teacher verbal interaction behavior distribution
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1 RO Z 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 K 2.2% 1.8% 2.7% 6.2% 5.6% 3.7%
3 RN A R 12.8% 17.0% 10.9% 1.4% 4.6% 9.4%
4 P 30.2% 29.8% 15.5% 16.1% 9.7% 20.3%
5 PHZ 49.2% 49.5% 67.7% 64.0% 73.8% 60.9%
6 54 5.6% 1.8% 3.2% 12.3% 6.2% 5.8%
7 HEPPELAE S BUR 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Table 6. Ratio of teacher direct to indirect influence
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B3 45.3% 48.6% 29.1% 23.7% 20.0% 33.3%
HHEm 54.7% 51.4% 70.9% 76.3% 80.0% 66.7%
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Table 7. Student language behavior distribution
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