
233

9
Teacher–student and student–
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Abstract

This chapter reports on a classroom-based study that investigated 
teacher–student (TS) and student–student (SS) interaction 
patterns in live online classes for teaching and learning Chinese 
as a foreign language (CFL). The participants were 59 students 
enrolled in three levels of CFL courses at an Australian university 
and their instructors. Data were collected from video recordings 
of the lectures and tutorials of three CFL subjects delivered via 
Zoom over a 13-week session. Results show that both the teachers 
and the students assisted with L2 knowledge construction through 
a variety of scaffolding strategies and interactional moves. The 
teachers executed more elicitations, recasts, explicit corrections and 
metalinguistic explanations in TS interactions, although they also 
served as facilitators and commenters as peers did in SS interactions. 
Findings lend support to the sociocultural theory by demonstrating 
how TS and SS interactions benefit L2 knowledge construction in 
formal CFL classes delivered in the synchronous computer-mediated 
communication (SCMC) mode. Results also provide evidence for 
translanguaging pedagogy by showing that the moderate use of L1 
facilitates scaffolding, interaction and, therefore, L2 development. 
The study offers insights into pedagogical strategies for enhancing 
classroom interaction and learner engagement in live online classes.
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1. Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has placed unprecedented challenges on the 
means of communication and education. Since April 2020, 186 countries 
have implemented nationwide closures, affecting about 73.8 per cent of 
the total enrolled students (UNESCO, 2020) and more than 220 million 
tertiary-level students worldwide (UNESCO, 2021). UNESCO’s (2021) 
global survey shows that one of the major impacts of the COVID-19 
pandemic on teaching and learning is the increase in online education. 
Due to COVID-19, nearly all face-to-face (F2F) classes worldwide have 
been transitioned to remote delivery to comply with social distancing 
requirements. Such an urgent transition to emergency remote teaching 
(i.e. a temporary shift of instructional delivery to an alternate delivery mode 
due to crisis circumstances) has placed enormous challenges on formal 
classroom learning, especially second language (L2) teaching and learning 
in which developing L2 learners’ speaking skills through oral interaction is 
one of the central goals. For instance, previous studies found online courses 
might discourage teacher–student (TS) interaction, which is considered 
an important element in language learning (Ng et al., 2006). More recent 
studies under COVID-19 reported that students’ performances in emergency 
online classes were affected by technological constraints (Muthuprasad 
et al., 2021), physical barriers (e.g. internet issues and learning space) and 
demands for self-discipline and time management abilities, which, in turn, 
affected students’ mental health and motivation for learning (Gao, 2020). 
Although flexibility and convenience made online classes an attractive 
option during COVID-19, teachers’ and students’ satisfaction with online 
classes is dependent on quality and timely TS interaction, structured 
online class modules, technical support availability and modifications to 
accommodate the holding of practical classes (Nambiar, 2020). Because 
TS and student–student (SS) interactions serve as critical strategies and 
contexts for the facilitation of L2 acquisition (Philp, 2016), how to engage 
students through interaction in online classes has become an urgent topic for 
teaching practitioners and language educators who want to enhance learning 
outcomes. Although previous studies have examined interaction patterns 
and scaffolding strategies in F2F or synchronous computer-mediated 
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communication (SCMC) modes within a blended learning environment, 
TS and SS interactions in the SCMC mode as a formal classroom setting 
remain under-researched, and this gap in the research partly motivated the 
current study to investigate the scaffolding strategies used by the instructors 
and their students in live online classes to facilitate L2 acquisition.

2. Literature review

2.1. Theoretical frameworks for classroom 
interaction

Classroom interaction has been one of the central concerns in L2 teaching 
and learning due to the demands of collaborative interaction in L2 
classrooms (Lantolf & Poehner, 2014; Long, 1985; 1989; 1996; Loewen & 
Sato, 2018). Though grounded in two different theoretical frameworks—​
a  cognitive approach based on Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1985; 
1989; 2018; Loewen & Sato, 2018; Long & Porter, 1985; Pica et al., 
1996) and a sociocultural approach informed by Vygotskian sociocultural 
theory (Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2014; Storch, 2017; Vygotsky, 
1978; 1981; 1986)—existing studies have achieved consistent results in 
finding that both TS and SS interactions are beneficial to L2 development 
(e.g.  Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Philp et al., 2013; Loewen & Wolff, 2016; 
Ziegler & Mackey, 2017).

Research into SS interaction has also evidenced that SS interaction in the 
SCMC mode is as effective as in the F2F mode. Nevertheless, existing 
studies mainly focused on peer interaction in a laboratory setting for 
learning L2 English (e.g. McDonough, 2004), Spanish (e.g. Loewen & 
Wolff, 2016) or French (e.g. Lyster, 2002; 2019). Studies examining TS 
and SS interactions in SCMC formal classrooms remain scarce. To the best 
of our knowledge, no study has examined TS and SS interaction patterns in 
live online classes for learning Chinese as a foreign language (CFL). To fill 
this gap, this chapter reports on a qualitative case study that investigated 
TS and SS interaction patterns in CFL classes delivered via Zoom during 
COVID-19. The findings will contribute to a better understanding of how 
TS and SS interactions facilitate L2 knowledge construction in the SCMC 
formal classroom setting and provide insights into pedagogical strategies for 
enhancing student engagement and learning outcomes.
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2.2. Sociocultural theory and scaffolding

The current study adopts a Vygotskian sociocultural theory (SCT) 
(Vygotsky, 1978, 1981, 1986) approach to address the research gap. SCT 
is a psychological theory that explains how mental capacities develop 
as an inherently social process mediated by a more capable human or 
artefacts. An SCT perspective views language learners as active agents who 
participate in the processes of developing higher-order capabilities with the 
assistance of more capable others (e.g. a teacher or peer) via scaffolding or 
mediation of physical (e.g. books, computers and the internet) or semiotic 
tools (e.g.  language and gestures) that enable interactions to take place 
(e.g. Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf et al., 2018; Ohta, 
1995; 2000). Central to SCT are the constructs of the zone of proximal 
development (ZPD), scaffolding, mediation and tools. The ZPD (Vygotsky, 
1978) refers to the cognitive gap between what a novice can accomplish 
with and without assistance (Lantolf & Poehner, 2014). Scaffolding is a 
metaphor that refers to an expert’s finely attuned and contingent assistance 
that is responsive to a novice’s needs and helps the novice gain a higher 
order of understanding or capability in order to complete a challenging task 
that is unachievable independently (e.g. Maybin et al., 1992). Scaffolding 
has two characteristics: 1) dynamic assessment through diagnostic activities 
before and in between interventions, which helps the expert to find out the 
current state of the novice and to provide tailored support; 2) procedural 
facilitation that emphasises the appropriate and contingent support that 
the expert provides. The assistance should be temporary and cease once the 
less capable person has achieved a higher level of understanding in order 
to restore learner autonomy, since too much or too little assistance may 
be inappropriate or constrain development (Hermkes et al., 2018; Maybin 
et al., 1992; Mercer, 2002; Storch, 2017).

The current study adopted SCT as the theoretical framework for the 
following reasons. First, in SCT, scaffolding is closely related to constructivist 
theories, in which scaffolding is targeted not merely at outcomes but at the 
process of active knowledge construction. The current study is a classroom-
based descriptive study that intends to reveal how the teacher and the peer 
student facilitate L2 knowledge construction in TS and SS interactions by 
focusing on demonstrating the dynamic scaffolding process and the nature 
of language-related episodes (LREs). Second, SCT views learning as a unity 
of affective and intellectual processes (Vygotsky, 1986) and acknowledges 
the use of both L1 and L2 as mediational resources in assisting knowledge 
construction and scaffolding. Like translanguaging pedagogy, it suggests 
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that language learning is based on the learner’s entire linguistic repertoire, 
including the use of L1, and acknowledges the positive impact of L1 use 
on L2 development (W. Li, 2018; Smith & Robertson, 2020; Wu, 2018). 
Third, LREs generated in the scaffolding process exemplify interactional 
moves and scaffolding features, and showcase how dialogic interventions 
enable a novice to gain new knowledge or the capabilities needed to 
accomplish a challenging task.

2.3. Interaction patterns in L2 classes

Interaction is an indispensable component in the L2 classroom. Research 
shows that interaction benefits L2 development, although its efficacy can 
be affected by many factors, such as modality (oral vs. written), mode 
(F2F vs. SCMC), task conditions and individual differences (e.g. L1, L2 
proficiency, and motivation) (Loewen & Sato, 2018). Studies based on a 
sociocultural perspective revealed that negotiation for meaning and form 
that accounts for corrective feedback (CF) is an effective way to fulfil the 
pedagogical potential of communicative L2 classrooms (Lyster, 2002; 2019; 
Hall & Walsh, 2002; Jin, 2005; Nassaji & Swain, 2000). Consequently, 
the research focus of interaction studies has shifted to examining how and 
under what circumstances interaction is effective (Loewen & Sato, 2018), 
as interactional contexts may influence how individuals communicate. 
However, TS and SS interaction patterns may differ, since interlocutors have 
different linguistic capabilities and social relationships, which may, in turn, 
affect the provision, perception and acceptance of feedback in collaborative 
communication.

2.3.1. TS interaction patterns
With regard to TS interaction patterns, existing studies reported different 
interactional moves and structures in L2 classes. For instance, Long (2018) 
described an exchange structure that commonly emerged in TS interaction—
IRF: ‘I’ stands for teachers’ initiation, usually by closed, known information 
or questions; ‘R’ stands for students’ response; and ‘F’ for teachers’ feedback, 
usually in the form of praise or error correction. As Long (2018, p. 1) puts 
it, such a ‘thinly disguised, rather boring, repetition drill’ fails to effectively 
enhance students’ communicative competence, as it is disparate from natural 
conversations in everyday life. However, some ‘cost-free’ adjustments to the 
first move of the IRF pattern can improve the quality of TS interaction, such 
as altering the proportions of displaying known information and referential 
questions (i.e. genuine questions to which teachers do not know the answer) 
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(Brock, 1986). Referential questions can elicit more turns, longer and more 
complex student utterances, and more communicative language use, so 
they are more likely to engage students in genuine communication and 
elaborate the input automatically. The current study adopted the adjusted 
IRF exchange structure as an analytical framework to analyse international 
moves in LREs generated in TS interaction. Previous studies that examined 
scaffolding features from an SCT perspective found that the teacher 
employed scaffolding features such as elicitation, recast, recap, rejection, 
elaboration, confirmation and repetition to provide the assistance needed 
in F2F classrooms (Gibbons, 2003; Hammond, 2001; Hammond & 
Gibbons, 2005; Lyster, 2002; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Mercer, 2002). The 
current study adopted the above scaffolding features as a baseline to analyse 
TS interactions in the SCMC classroom setting.

2.3.2. SS interaction patterns
Group work and pair work that involve interactions and discussions are 
everyday activities in foreign language classrooms, since group and pair 
activities offer more opportunities and create a less stressful environment 
for students to practise the L2 (Long & Porter, 1985; Storch & Aldosari, 
2013). Studies conducted within the SCT framework have analysed the 
nature of feedback that peers provided to each other, distribution of 
learner participation, nature of LREs, interaction patterns and learners’ 
collaborations that lead to the co-construction of new language knowledge 
and solve language-related problems (e.g. Edstrom, 2015; Garcia Mayo & 
Zeitler, 2017; Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2013; Swain & Watanabe, 
2013). These studies have found that learners provided effective assistance 
using various scaffolding strategies, such as advising, requesting clarifications 
and providing mini grammar lessons when needed. Swain and Watanabe 
(2013) argue that peer–peer collaborative dialogue mediating L2 learning 
can be used as both communicative and cognitive tools in collaborative 
group interaction. Their findings suggest that interactive SCMC conditions 
place differential demands on L2 learners, which, in turn, impact the way 
in which L2 learners address LREs during task-based interactions. Golonka 
et  al. (2017) investigated SS interaction patterns in L2 Russian SCMC 
classes. They found that students engaged in three types of interaction 
moves that might support language learning: 1) providing language-related 
assistance (e.g. self- or peer-correction, and negotiation for meaning), 
2) using their partner as a resource (e.g. clarifying information, modelling 
language use or helping with unknown vocabulary), and 3) providing 
encouragement (e.g. responding positively to each other and eliciting 
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information from a partner). The current study adopted Golonka et al.’s 
(2017) interaction patterns as the analytical framework for the analysis of 
SS interaction patterns in CFL online classes.

2.4. Interactional studies in the SCMC context

Interaction in the SCMC context has attracted growing attention in SLA 
since the last century (e.g. Chanier & Lamy, 2017; Chapelle, 1998; 2014; 
Chun, 1994; Kitade, 2000; Salaberry, 1996; 2000; Warschauer, 1997). 
Existing studies have uniformly demonstrated the benefits of computer-
mediated communication for L2 development (e.g. Nassaji & Swain, 2000; 
Torres & Yanguas, 2021; Ziegler & Mackey, 2017), although they mainly 
focused on text-based (e.g. Blake, 2000; Chun, 1994; Storch, 2002), voice-
based (Bueno-Alastuey, 2013) or video-based interactions (Yanguas, 2010). 
Some found that the interaction mode (SCMC vs. F2F) influenced the 
type of negotiations and learning outcomes in terms of modified output, 
successful uptake and communication strategies (Loewen & Wolff, 2016; 
Rouhshad & Storch, 2016), whereas others revealed no significant difference 
between SCMC and F2F in terms of the benefits of interaction for L2 
development (Ziegler, 2016). Recent studies have confirmed that SCMC can 
effectively improve learner interaction when learners are physically isolated 
and thus has technological potential in future L2 learning environments 
(e.g. Lenkaiti, 2020; Junn, 2021).

In summary, previous studies have revealed that scaffolding strategies of 
TS and SS interactions in F2F or SCMC settings benefit L2 learning. 
However, classroom-based studies remain scarce, since existing studies are 
mainly experimental or quasi-experimental studies based on manipulated 
instruction in laboratory settings (e.g. Loewen & Wolff, 2016; Loewen 
& Sato, 2018). Researchers (e.g. Loewen & Sato, 2018; Mackey, 2012) 
call for more authentic classroom-based studies, as this line of research can 
provide high ecological validity and insights into the realities that teachers 
and students face in everyday practice. It is worth further investigating what 
scaffolding strategies are used in authentic SCMC classes and how they help 
L2 learners develop their linguistic competence. These have motivated the 
current study to investigate TS and SS interaction strategies in live online 
CFL classes during the emergency remote delivery period.

This study aimed to address the following research questions (RQ):

RQ1. What are the TS interaction patterns in Zoom classes?
RQ2. What are the SS interaction patterns in Zoom classes?
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3. Method

3.1. Context

This study involved three levels of CFL courses offered at a mid-sized 
Australian university. The courses aimed to develop students’ language skills 
(listening, speaking, reading and writing) and intercultural competencies. 
Weekly contact hours for first-, second- and third-year CFL courses were 
five, four and three hours, respectively. Due to the breakout of COVID-19, 
all courses were transitioned to remote delivery after three weeks of F2F 
teaching in the first semester of 2020. This study was based on the data 
collected from the second semester of 2020 over a 13-week teaching period. 
All CFL courses were delivered through a combination of live online classes 
via Zoom, video recordings, and interactive quizzes and learning resources 
on the course online learning platforms. All live Zoom classes were video-
recorded, and recordings were made available on the course online learning 
platforms for students to review out of class after obtaining consent from 
the teachers and students as part of the course design. The textbooks of these 
courses were Integrated Chinese, volumes 1–3 (Liu et al., 2017a; 2017b; 
2017c), depending on students’ proficiency in Chinese, which ranged from 
elementary to upper-intermediate level.

3.2. Participants

Participants were students and their four teachers of the aforementioned 
CFL courses, including the authors of this chapter. The student participants 
were 57 undergraduates (32 females and 25 males) enrolled in one of the 
first-year (n = 28), second-year (n = 23) and third-year (n = 6) Mandarin 
courses. They were aged between 17 and over 60, with a mean age of 20. 
The students had varying L1 backgrounds: Australian English (n = 49), 
Vietnamese (n = 5) and Japanese (n = 3). Their proficiency in English 
was at native speaker or advanced level. At the time of investigation, they 
were studying towards a wide range of degrees and majors, including arts, 
international studies, law, international business and engineering. All the 
teacher participants were female and bilingual speakers of Mandarin and 
English with Mandarin as their L1 or dominant language. They had 5–25 
years of experience teaching CFL in the English-speaking context.



241

9. TEACHER–STUDENT AND STUDENT–STUDENT INTERACTION IN LIVE ONLINE CLASSES

3.3. Data collection

After obtaining human research ethics approval from the host institution, 
consent was obtained from both teacher and student participants to use 
their data from the Zoom recordings. The two authors, who were involved 
in teaching all three courses, watched all video recordings and selected 
episodes independently. A total of 60 hours of recordings (20 hours for each 
course) were selected. Auto-transcriptions of the selected Zoom classes were 
read through and edited by adding Chinese characters and pinyin tones 
while watching the selected recordings. Edited transcriptions were used for 
analysis. The transcription system is shown in the Appendix. The LREs 
were coded to identify the interaction patterns through a scrutiny of the 
transcribed data. For SS group activities in Zoom breakout rooms, only the 
groups that the teachers joined were recorded, and so only their data were 
analysed. This is one of the limitations of this study.

3.4. Data coding and analyses

The study adopted the following guidelines for coding scaffolding strategies. 
The contingent assistance must meet the following criteria: 1) a learner’s 
successful completion of a task with assistance; 2) the learner’s achievement 
of a greater level of independent competence as a result of the assistance 
(see Maybin et al., 1992; Hermkes et al., 2018). The two authors coded 
and identified interaction moves according to the IRF exchange structure 
(Long, 2018) and scaffolding features for TS interactions (Lyster, 2002) 
and SS interactions (Golonka et al., 2017), respectively. Where there was 
a disagreement on coding, the authors discussed and revised until an 
agreement was achieved. Coded data subject to unresolved disagreement 
were eliminated from the analysis. We adopted Lyster’s (2002) CF strategies 
as a baseline because they were inclusive and clearly defined.

Most importantly, many previous studies have adopted this taxonomy, which 
enables us to compare our findings with existing findings generated in the 
F2F setting. However, scaffolding strategies that emerged in our study were 
far beyond the categories listed in Table 9.1, since classroom interactions 
are not confined to providing CF to learners’ errors. We will refer back 
to this when reporting and discussing our qualitative results in Section 4. 
Coding schemes for scaffolding strategies, definitions and examples of TS 
interactions are shown in Table 9.1. Scaffolding strategies and examples 
for SS interactions are presented in Table 9.4, along with results (e.g. their 
numbers and percentages).
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Table 9.1 Coding scheme for TS scaffolding strategies, definitions 
and examples

Scaffolding 
features

Definition Example 

Elicitation To directly elicit correct 
forms from students by 
asking questions; or by 
pausing to allow students 
to complete the teacher’s 
utterance; or by asking 
students to reformulate 
their utterance 

T: xxx yòng Zhōngwén zěnme shuō ?
[How to say xxx in Mandarin]?
Nǐ de àihào shì …? 
[Your hobbies are …?]
Qǐng zài shuō yí biàn? [Pardon?]

Recasts 
(conversational 
or didactic)

To repeat the student’s 
utterance by highlighting 
the erroneous part with 
emphatic stress or using 
a rising intonation

S: Wǒ yi xiàkè jiù qù jiā
[Once I finish class, I will go home.]
T: Oh, Nǐ yí xiàkè jiù huí jiā [Once you 
finish class, I will go home.] 

Metalinguistic 
explanations

To provide comments, 
information, or linguistic 
explanations on the well-
formedness of the student’s 
utterance without explicitly 
providing the correct form

S: Wǒ zuótiān qù dàxué
[*I go to school yesterday.]
T: Nǐ zuìhǎoshuō Wǒ zuótiān qù 
daxué le
[You’d better say I went to school 
yesterday.] Because going to uni 
already happened, you should use le.

Explicit 
correction

To explicitly indicate an 
error and provide a correct 
form

S: Wǒ yi xià kè jiù qù jiā
T: Oh, you’d better say Nǐ yi xiàkè jiù 
huí jiā because go home in Chinese 
is huí jiā (return home), not qù jiā

Repetition To repeat the student’s 
erroneous utterance, 
adjusting the intonation to 
highlight the error 

S: Wǒ yǒu liǎng kǒu jiějie [I have two 
sisters.]
T: Nǐ yǒu liǎng kǒu jiějie?
[Do you have two sisters?] 

Clarification 
requests

To indicate to the student 
that the message has not 
been understood or that 
the utterance is ill-formed 
in some way, and that a 
repetition or a reformulation 
is required 

 T: Nǐ de yìsi shì—?
[Did you mean—?]

Confirmations To confirm the correctness 
of learner’s production

T: Duì, méicuò
[Yeah, you are right.]

Confirmation 
checks

To confirm the learner’s 
intended meaning

T: Qǐngwèn zhè xuéqī nǐ xué  jǐ mén 
kè? [How many subjects are you 
studying this session?]
S: Wǒ xié shì. incorrect pronunciation
T: Duìbùqǐ, nǐ xué sì mén kè? [sorry, 
are you studying four subjects?]
S: Yeah.
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Scaffolding 
features

Definition Example 

Comprehension 
checks

To check if the student has 
comprehended 

T: Nǐ dǒng le ma?
[Do you understand?]

Paralinguistic 
signals

To use a gesture or facial 
expression to indicate that 
an error has been made 
or to assist in making 
corrections

S: Zhōngguó cái [Chinese food]
T: Zhōngguó cài. Cài is the fourth 
tone, with the right hand moving 
sharply downwards to emphasise 
a falling tone.

Source: Compiled by author.

4. Results and discussion

4.1. RQ1 TS interaction patterns

RQ1 sought to reveal scaffolding strategies used in TS interactions in live 
Zoom classes. Table 9.2 presents the number (percentage) of instances 
of scaffolding strategies according to Lyster’s (2002) taxonomy for CF 
strategies. It can be seen that recasts were the most used strategies to provide 
CF to learners’ erroneous production. Didactive recasts were used more 
frequently than conversational recasts. This is because didactic instruction 
(asking students to read the text and answer questions) took place more 
frequently than conversation tasks involved in real-life tasks due to limited 
class time. Didactic recasts were frequently used to correct learners’ non-
target-like pronunciation (particularly tones), as reported in Gao (2021). 
This finding confirms that recasting is a time-efficient strategy that can 
avoid embarrassing learners. Unlike previous studies, explicit corrections 
and metalinguistic explanations accounted for a large proportion (26%). 
Explicit corrections were generally performed along with metalinguistic 
explanations to clarify the use of challenging grammar points or provide 
equivalent expressions in Chinese with their pragmatic functions or cultural 
backgrounds. The use of L1 allowed the teachers to efficiently stimulate 
more interactional moves.
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Table 9.2 The numbers (percentages) of LREs in TS interactions by 
CF strategy

Category N % Implicit N % Explicit N %

Reformulations 895 75 Conversational 
recasts

224 19 Didactic 
recasts 

368 31

Explicit 
correction 

102 9

Explicit 
correction with 
metalinguistic 
explanation

201 17

Prompts 293 25 Repetition 43 4 Elicitation 136 11

Clarification 
requests

81 7 Metalinguistic 
clue 

18 2

Paralinguistic 
signal 

15 1

Subtotal 1188 100  348 29  840 71

Source: Compiled by author.

As Table 9.2 shows, CF strategies used in TS interactions follow the same 
pattern as reported in previous studies on adult EFL learners in Korea 
(Sheen, 2004) and ESL learners in New Zealand (Ellis et al., 2001)—that 
is, there were more explicit strategies than implicit strategies and more 
reformulations than prompts. However, the proportion of conversational 
and didactic recasts (50%) used in this study is much lower than those 
reported in the previous studies (i.e. 83% in Sheen, 2004; 68% in Ellis et al., 
2001). This might be because the teachers provided more metalinguistic 
explanations in English to construct learners’ new knowledge, which could 
not be gained from anywhere else. The proportion of elicitation (11%) is 
similar to those reported in the above studies (11% in Sheen, 2004; 13% 
in Ellis et al., 2001). However, as mentioned above, the current study 
focused on scaffolding strategies and interactional moves rather than merely 
providing CF to learners’ erroneous production. Elicitation, as reported 
in Hammond and Gibbons (2005), included the teachers’ initiation of 
dialogues using questioning techniques (e.g. referential questions) to elicit 
students’ responses and production. This type of elicitation dominated TS 
interactions and occurred more frequently than elicitation functioned as 
a CF strategy (Table 9.2). Also, a single expression might reflect multiple 
scaffolding strategies, as shown in Table 9.3, which presents the LREs, 
interactional moves (IM) and scaffolding features during TS interactions in 
a third-year class.
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Table 9.3 TS interactional moves (IM), excerpts, and scaffolding features 
and functions

IM LREs Scaffolding feature 
(function)

I T: Zuìjìn shéi yǒu shénme dǎoméi de shì ma? 
 [Did anyone have any bad luck recently?]

Elicitation (information 
request)

R S1: Lǎoshī [Ms/Teacher], I am not sure if I can 
say this in Chinese. 

F+TI T: Hǎo [Okay], give it a try? Shì yi xià? [give it 
a try] 

Elicitation (encouragement)

R S1: Xià Xīngqīrì (.)// Wǒ kāichē (…)
[next Sunday (.)// I drive (…)]

Self-questioning

F T: Shàngge háishì xiàge?
[last or next?]

Clarification request & 
Elicitation (eliciting self-
correction) & Recast (adding 
a classifier 个)

R S1: uh, xiàge? [uh, next]? last oh, no, shàngge 
[last]

(Self-correction)

F T: Shàngge// shàngge xīngqītiān
[Last, last Sunday] 

Confirmation & Recast

R S1: Shàngge xīngqītiān // Wǒ—uh, qù (–) gōng 
(–), uh gōngzuò 
[Last Sunday // I—uh, went to work]
oh, no, what is work?

(Uptake)
(Using teacher as a resource: 
helping with vocab)

F T: Duì, gōngzuò, kāichē qù gōngzuò
[Correct, work, drive to work]

Confirmation (providing 
language assistance)

S1: Shàngge xīngqītiān
[Last Sunday] I drove to work.

(Uptake)

I S1: And, a kangaroo jumped out.

R T: Yìzhī dàishǔ tiào chūlái le
[A kangaroo jumped out.]

Providing language 
assistance 

I S1: And hit on my car. And now, xiànzài [Now], 
hàide wǒ [made me] a week, yí gè xīngqī 
[one week], méiyǒu chē [have no car] hěn bù 
fāngbiàn [very inconvenient]

I S1: How to say kangaroo? (Using teacher as a resource: 
helping with vocab)

R+ I T: Dàishǔ, yī zhī dàishǔ, the measure word for
dàishǔ is zhī, yī zhī dàishǔ zhuàng shàng le 
nǐde chē, zhuàng huài le nǐde chē, duì bu duì?
[kangaroo, a kangaroo, the measure word for
kangaroo is zhī. A kangaroo hit your car and 
crashed your car, didn’t it?] 

Providing language 
assistance, Metalinguistic 
explanations & confirmation 
checks (providing language 
assistance) 

R S1: Duì, hàide wǒ xiànzài méiyǒu chē
[Right. That made me end up with no car now.]

Confirmation (S1 uptake)
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IM LREs Scaffolding feature 
(function)

I S2: Lǎoshī, nǐ chī dàishǔ ma? 
[Ms, do you eat kangaroo?]

S2 uptake 

R + I T: Wǒ chī dàishǔròu ma? 
[Do I eat kangaroo meat?]

Recast & Clarification 
check (language assistance: 
negotiation for meaning)

R + I S2: Duì, dàishǔròu nǐ xǐhuān ma?
[Yep, do you like kangaroo meat?]

Confirmation (S2 uptake) 

Source: Compiled by author.

After learning ‘hàide’ (to cause trouble or do harm, to cause or lead to an 
undesirable situation) in class, students were asked to talk about unfortunate 
incidents that they had encountered recently and their consequences 
(Table 9.3). TS interactions were in the form of a series of reacting moves 
in which the teacher reacted through commenting on what the student said 
or asking follow-up referential questions. The student used the teacher as 
a resource to provide language assistance. The teacher adopted a series of 
scaffolding strategies and helped the learner to complete a challenging task 
that could not be completed by herself alone. S1 not only expressed her own 
thoughts by using the target word (hàide) but also reviewed some words 
(shàngge xīngqītiān [last Sunday], gōngzuò [work]) and learned some new 
expressions (dàishǔròu [kangaroo meat]).

In Table 9.3, a single expression (e.g. Shàngge háishì xiàge? [last or next?]) 
contains several scaffolding strategies that fulfil multiple functions: 
clarification request, elicitation and recast. With the support of the teacher’s 
confirmation, recast and provision of new words, S1 self-corrected her 
ill-formed expressions and told her real-life experiences in Chinese by 
using new words. Other students also gained new knowledge from their 
interactions. For instance, S2, as a listener, also picked up a new word 
(dàishǔròu [kangaroo meat]) and initiated a follow-up question to join 
the conversation. S2’s referential question to the teacher (i.e. Lǎoshī, nǐ chī 
dàishǔ ma? [Teacher, do you eat kangaroo?]) indicated his uptake of  the 
new word, ‘dàishǔ’ [kangaroo] after the teacher’s provision to S1 and the 
whole class by repetitively speaking the sentences and typing them in 
characters and pinyin on the chat pad. S2’s referential question initiated 
follow-up reacting moves on this interesting topic. The teacher corrected 
his expression with recast by replacing dàishǔ (kangaroo) with dàishǔròu 
(kangaroo meat) as the students had learned ròu (meat) in a previous lesson. 
S2 immediately picked up the word he was searching for in his follow-up 
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utterances. The teacher’s provision of new words and implicit correction of 
erroneous use scaffolded S1 and S2 to complete challenging tasks (i.e. telling 
real-life experiences and expressing their own thoughts using new words) 
beyond their existing knowledge and skills.

As indicated above, students in this study frequently asked the teachers to 
provide confirmation or metalinguistic explanations for their use of the 
L2. For  example, after learning yǒuyìsi [interesting] in a first-year class, 
the teacher asked students to talk about their own learning experience in the 
main room. A student, S3, attempted this challenging task by telling her 
situation in Mandarin. Table 9.4 presents the LREs, IMs and scaffolding 
strategies used during the TS interaction. Although the teacher already 
provided implicit feedback using recast and praised her performance, 
S3 still insisted on asking the teacher to clarify whether her use of wàiguóyǔ 
[foreign language] was correct because she was struggling with it, and was 
not sure if her use of the word was 100 per cent correct. Her request triggered 
the teacher’s explicit explanation, which helped S3 gain new knowledge 
after completing this task. From this scenario, we can see that the teacher’s 
confirmation or response using repetition or ‘hěnhǎo’ [very good] is very 
vague. Even if a student had produced a target-like expression, s/he might 
not have fully acquired the form. The use of L1 helped both the teacher and 
students clear up their queries.

Table 9.4 LREs, interactional moves (IM) and scaffolding features in the TS 
interactions of a first-year class

IM LREs Scaffolding feature 
(interactional move)

I T: Zhè ge xuéqī nǐ juéde zuìyǒuyìside shì nǎ mén kè? 
Wèishénme?
[What is your favourite subject this session]? Why?

Elicitation (referential 
questions)

R S3: Wǒ juéde zuìyǒuyìside shì Zhōngwén kè
I think the most exciting subject is Mandarin.

S (response)

R+I T: Wèishénme? [Why?] Elicitation

R S3: Yīnwèi… uh, yīnwèi…
Because …uh, because…

S encountered 
a challenge

I T: You can use English if you have never learned the 
words in Chinese. 

Encouragement (use of 
L1)

R S3: Uh, kěshì, Wǒ shì yíxià, yīnwèi wǒ xǐhuān xuéxí 
xuexi uh, wàiguóyǔ
[Uh, but let me try… Because I like studying, 
studying uh, foreign languages]

Output
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IM LREs Scaffolding feature 
(interactional move)

F T: Òu, yīnwèi nǐ xǐhuān wàiguóyǔ, hěnhǎo
[Oh, because you like studying foreign languages. 
Very good.]

Repetition (providing 
feedback and praise)

I S3: Is it the right word to say wàiguóyǔ [foreign 
language]? 

Clarification request

R T: Oh, you could say wàiguó yǔyán [foreign 
language] or wàiyǔ [foreign language] for short.

Explicit explanation

R S3: Oh, wàiyǔ, xièxie nǐ
[Oh, foreign language. Thank you.]

Uptake (understanding 
of new knowledge)

Source: Compiled by author.

The teachers in this study adopted various strategies in IRF interaction 
exchanges. Each interactional move might contain different strategies. 
Elicitation, recast, repetition, clarification and confirmation were used 
more frequently than rejection in the scaffolding strategies listed in the 
literature (Hammond, 2001; Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). According to 
some teachers, students were very shy to volunteer answers and take part 
in classroom interaction, particularly first-year students who had not built 
social networks with their classmates due to the outbreak of COVID-19 at 
the beginning of their studies. Therefore, the teachers encouraged students 
to speak in class to make them feel comfortable when interacting with 
others. They were inclined to employ more euphemistic ways to provide CF 
(i.e. ‘What you said meant … It is better to say …’) instead of using explicit 
negative comments (e.g. ‘Zhèyàng shuō búduì’, ‘Nǐ shuō cuò le’ [what you 
said was wrong or incorrect]). They were afraid that explicit rejection would 
demotivate students to participate in classroom interactions and continue 
their study of Mandarin. The students’ reacting moves and responses shown 
in Tables 9.3 and 9.4 suggest that this strategy was well received.

In fact, in this study, students like S3 frequently asked the teacher to provide 
language assistance, which triggered the teachers’ explicit explanations using 
L1. Students’ requests for help and using the teacher as a resource have 
reduced the teachers’ use of explicit corrections and avoided embarrassment 
on both sides. The teachers’ bilingual competence enabled them to 
successfully answer students’ questions and help students make progress in 
the online classroom setting.
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4.2. SS interaction patterns

RQ2 examined the patterns of SS interactions in online classes. Table 9.5 
displays the interaction strategies, examples and number (%) of LREs 
generated in SS interactions.

Table 9.5 SS interaction strategies, examples, and number (%) of LREs

SS interaction strategies Examples No of LREs %

Providing language-
related assistance

103 31

Peer-correction S4: Nà, měicì dōu de dǎdiànhuà 
yuērén, máfán sǐ le
[In that case, it is troublesome that 
we have to make a phone call for 
appointments every time.]
S5: Cì, measure word, every time; děi 
have to. And yuē first tone.

32 10

Self-correction S5: OK, děi, or just like hé and huò. 20 6

Negotiation for meaning S5: Yeah. So I’d say ‘bù hǎo yìsi, nà 
wǒ yě méi bànfa le. Nǐ bú yuànyì 
yùndòng, nà jiù pàng xiàqù ba!’ 
[I am sorry. There is nothing I can 
do. If you don’t want to exercise, you 
have to remain fat!]
S4: What’s ‘bànfa le’?
[What does ‘bànfa’ mean?]

51 15

Using their partner as a 
resource

178 54

Helping with vocab S4: yǒu wait…duì, yígè kètīng, yígè 
chúfáng hé yígè wèishēngjiān
[There are… Wait… Yeah, a living 
room, a kitchen and a bathroom.]
Hold on. How to say ‘it’s very clean’?
S5: Gānjìng [clean]

60 18

Providing language 
assistance (vocab, 
grammar)

S4: hěn gānjìng, érqiě dài jiājù [Very 
clean, including furniture] 
Uh…Uh…I forgot ‘furniture’
S5: ‘furniture’ is jiājù

72 22

Clarifying Just what furniture could be…have 
what furniture?

46 14

Providing 
encouragement

50 15

Responding positively to 
each other

S5: Ok, all right. Perfect 37 11
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SS interaction strategies Examples No of LREs %

Elicitation S4: ‘furniture’ is jiājù. Just what 
furniture could be…have what 
furniture?
S5: ‘kind’, ‘zhǒng’, tāyǒushénme 
zhǒng jiājù?
 [‘Kind’, what kind of furniture does 
it have?]

13 4

Total 331 100

Source: Compiled by author.

SS interaction patterns that emerged in this study are similar to those 
identified by Golonka et al. (2017) in three broad categories. However, 
the most notable instances were ‘using partners as resources’ and ‘providing 
language-related assistance’ in the current study, but positive affect 
(e.g.  encouragement), self-correction and partner correction in Golonka 
et al.’s (2017). This might be because Golonka et al.’s (2017) study was 
based on text chats of adult learners of Russian at an intermediate level. 
In  contrast, our study was based on live chats of students across three 
different proficiency levels. The Zoom video platform is an effective channel 
for both oral and written communication (via video- and text-based chats 
on chat pad). It is easier to ask for help and provide assistance orally than 
typing. In addition, the difference might reflect the fact that the students 
in the same class of our study demonstrated slightly different linguistic 
competence, and more proficient learners were capable and willing to provide 
assistance to their peers. As shown in Table 9.5, S5 was more knowledgeable 
with regards to S4’s questions and so performed as a ‘teacher’ or ‘teaching 
assistant’ to provide language assistance by using L1. SS interactions helped 
to clear up their confusions and assisted less capable students to complete 
a challenging task that they could not complete independently. There were 
some instances in which both or all students in one group were stuck or 
incapable of doing a task. They then asked the teacher for help when she 
entered their breakout rooms, leading to TS interactions. The findings of 
this study suggest that group work is a time-efficient pedagogical strategy, 
as SS interactions can engage students in meaningful learning and lead to 
better learning outcomes.
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4.3. Use of L1

Scrutiny of LREs generated in this study reveals some common characteristics 
across TS and SS interactions. The first is the use of L1. As shown in 
Tables 9.2–9.5, L1 English was involved in both TS and SS IMs, although 
its use gradually declined from first-year to third-year classes. Both teachers 
and students used L1 to clarify, confirm, negotiate for meaning and provide 
metalinguistic explanations involving linguistic items beyond students’ 
linguistic capacity. L1 was used to prevent the breakdown of conversation, 
ask for help and provide language assistance and metalinguistic explanations, 
which ensured the successful completion of communications in L2 Chinese.

Several reasons can be identified for the use of L1. First, the use of L1 was 
compatible with the goal of L2 education—that is, to cultivate bilingual 
or multilingual speakers rather than monolingual speakers of an L2 (W. Li 
2018). As shown in LREs, the teachers’ and students’ use of L1 functioned 
as an advantage rather than a barrier to the promotion of TS and SS 
interactions in online classes. L1 served as a mediation tool to help the 
learners effectively develop their L2 competence through scaffolding in TS 
and SS interactions. Therefore, the findings provide empirical evidence for 
the SCT and translanguaging hypothesis.

Second, the use of L1 was determined by learner characteristics (e.g. cognitive 
competence and L2 proficiency). According to the teachers, they had tried 
their best to use L2 as much as possible following the convention in foreign 
language education. However, their actual use of L2 varied depending 
on students’ proficiency, course content and the difficulty of tasks. Some 
teachers reported that a total ban of L1 would result in silence in class and 
hinder TS and SS interactions. It would be challenging to engage students 
with a relatively low level of proficiency in classroom interaction because 
they are adults with solid self-esteem and fear negative comments in front 
of the class, particularly in large groups.

Third, the participants’ cognitive and bilingual competence made it 
possible to use L1. In many previous studies (e.g. Long, 2018; Hammond 
& Gibbons, 2005), scaffolding was mainly implemented in L2. However, 
the students in the current study were adult learners who had developed 
the cognitive ability to convey complex thoughts and ideas but had limited 
linguistic competence in L2 Chinese. As adult learners, they were keen 
to find out the rules and reasons behind language use (i.e. ‘why say’) to 
seek comprehensible input rather than just correct production (i.e. ‘how 
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to say’) provided by recasts or explicit corrections. Therefore, the students 
constantly asked the teachers and peers to provide assistance in English. 
The teachers’ bilingual competence enabled them to provide metalinguistic 
explanations and instructions in English, because the explanations in 
L2 Chinese would be far beyond the learners’ linguistic repertoire. 
The common communicative language that the teachers and students share 
ensured that TS and SS interactions could scaffold learners to construct new 
knowledge successfully and efficiently based on their existing knowledge 
of L1. Therefore, this finding agrees with previous studies finding that L1 
can be used as a useful mediation tool to facilitate L2 acquisition (Edstrom, 
2015; J. Li, 2018; Storch, 2002).

4.4. Social relationships between interlocutors

A second common characteristic of TS and SS interactions was that 
both teachers and peers served as resources and providers of linguistic 
assistance when needed. This phenomenon might have reflected the social 
relationships between teachers and students in the Australian context, the 
less-competitive structure of the society or the learner-centred education 
system. Higher education is mostly a matter of interest, not social status. 
In the CFL language classes, the students treated their teacher as a resource 
to provide assistance as they did with their peers. They felt comfortable 
asking teachers to assist, just as if asking their peers for help. This situation 
might differ from the TS relationship in Asian contexts (e.g. Korea), where 
students tend to refrain from asking questions and fully respect the teachers’ 
judgements and comments due to hierarchical cultural values. This might 
explain why recasts accounted for 84 per cent of the CF strategies used 
in Korean EFL classes (Sheen, 2004), while a relatively large proportion 
of explicit corrections and metalinguistic explanations were provided by 
the teachers in this study upon students’ requests. Also, the students in 
this study tended to ask the teacher for help whenever the teacher entered 
their breakout rooms, because they believed that the teacher was more 
knowledgeable and helpful than their peers. They knew peers were unwilling 
or unable to provide explicit corrections to their erroneous expressions due 
to a lack of knowledge or confidence, or a desire to maintain harmonious 
social relationships with peers. Therefore, the students generally used the 
strategies of clarification, confirmation and providing new information to 
help peers.



253

9. TEACHER–STUDENT AND STUDENT–STUDENT INTERACTION IN LIVE ONLINE CLASSES

4.5. Influences of online setting

Finally, the TS and SS interaction patterns also unveiled the influence of 
delivery mode on classroom interaction. For example, compared to those 
reported in previous studies (e.g. Lyster, 2002), the relatively low use of 
recasts (implicit CF strategies) and high use of explicit CF strategies in this 
study reflected the constraints of the online teaching setting on teachers’ 
selection of scaffolding strategies. That is, interactive opportunities in 
Zoom classes are reduced compared to F2F classes due to technological 
(e.g. internet connection) and time constraints (e.g. extra time needed for 
breakout rooms) (e.g. Fraschini & Gonzales, this volume; Gao, 2020). 
Because using breakout room functions (i.e. opening, closing and entering 
each room) was overly time-consuming, teachers reduced the number of 
group work activities so as to make the most of the time with the whole 
class to provide metalinguistic explanations for key grammar points, explain 
common errors explicitly and address students’ questions. Thus, because of 
time constraints, more explicit strategies were used than implicit strategies, 
and more reformulation strategies were performed than prompt strategies. 
Also, students’ responses in the main room declined because some students 
were afraid to ask questions in front of the class in the main session. This 
is particularly true for first-year students who lacked community-building 
opportunities to work with their peers outside the classroom, because 
remote delivery commenced from the beginning of their studies. Thus, the 
teachers sometimes had to answer their own elicitation questions themselves 
with metalinguistic explanations.

However, there are some advantages to using Zoom in the online setting. 
For example, synchronous audio, video and written chats could be used 
simultaneously to develop students’ reading and speaking skills, which 
helped their memorisation of new information through multiple input 
channels. The teachers could also type correct answers on the chat pad 
while providing detailed explanations verbally. Students could be asked to 
post their questions and type their responses on the chat pad. The written 
input and output not only ensured the flow of conversation but also helped 
students to learn characters and pinyin, including tone marks. As such, the 
chat pad and breakout room functions in Zoom effectively supplemented 
live online classroom teaching and facilitated TS and SS interactions in the 
online setting.
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5. Conclusion
This study examined the patterns of TS and SS interactions in formal CFL 
classes delivered via Zoom. Drawing on SCT, the current study found 
that TS and SS interactions in live online courses demonstrated different 
patterns, although both TS and SS interactions scaffolded L2 knowledge 
construction and competence building. The teachers adopted more 
elicitations, recasts and explicit corrections with metalinguistic explanations 
to facilitate TS interactions, while both teachers and students served as 
resources, facilitators and commenters in online interaction. The findings 
lend support to SCT and translanguaging pedagogy by showing that the use 
of L1 facilitated the scaffolding process and that scaffolding, as a form of 
social mediation, effectively assisted learners in fulfilling challenging tasks 
which could not be completed independently. The results can be used as 
baseline data for comparison of TS and SS interactions in F2F and online 
settings in future studies. The study’s findings contribute to the theoretical 
development of interaction studies based on the SCT by providing evidence 
from authentic CFL online classes.

Interaction is an essential topic in teacher education because of the growing 
evidence that it can play a critical role in enhancing teacher efficacy. 
The critical issue facing teachers is how to improve teaching quality and 
learning outcomes with pedagogy in changing circumstances (such as amid 
COVID-19) which may become permanent. It is now clear that simplistic 
pedagogical prescriptions cannot reflect the reality of teaching and 
learning. For this reason, the findings of this study enrich the guidelines of 
interaction in teacher education programs as a basis for teachers’ reflection 
and exploration of interactional research.

This study has pedagogical implications for L2 teaching and learning 
in remote delivery. Though serving as an effective way to mediate L2 
acquisition, interaction is a complex phenomenon. Its complexity is 
reflected in diverse patterns of interactional moves surrounding issues 
relating to the who, how, when and where of interaction. Our findings 
suggest that teachers should familiarise themselves with effective scaffolding 
strategies and actively implement them into their teaching practices to 
facilitate TS and SS interactions and improve learning outcomes. The 
teacher also plays a crucial role in ensuring the quality of the collaborative 
dialogue among learners. Teachers need to develop their questioning 
techniques to incorporate various scaffolding strategies and referential 
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questions that stimulate learners’ responses and provide effective feedback. 
Thus, teachers could assist students in internalising the target-like use of 
linguistic forms through real-life communicative dialogues and enhance 
their communicative competence in expressing their thoughts. Teachers 
should be aware of individual differences and consciously adopt various 
strategies and communicative tasks to stimulate SS interaction and mitigate 
student anxiety. The moderate use of L1 is a mediation tool to prevent the 
breakdown of conversations, reduce students’ anxiety and embarrassment, 
and facilitate TS and SS interactions. Given the potential of online learning 
platforms in future education, teachers should equip themselves with 
technical skills and explore innovative teaching approaches to promote TS 
and SS interaction and maximise learning outcomes.

Finally, teaching is a form of social mediation. This study suggests that 
teachers’ and students’ motivation and affective factors might have 
influenced the quality of interactions in the online classroom setting. Not 
only interlocutors (teachers and peers) but also tools (e.g. Zoom) play a 
significant role in mediating the development of L2 competence. We call 
for future studies to examine the effects of affective and contextual factors 
and teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of interactions in the SCMC mode. 
We believe that participants’ self-reports could provide further insights into 
why TS and SS interactions were executed, as we revealed in this study, and 
how to improve their execution in the future to facilitate L2 learning in 
both F2F and SCMC contexts.
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Appendix: Transcription system
// pause during the on-going interaction
[] use of L1 / English translation
(…) a pause of one second or less marked by three full stops
? rising intonation, questions
Underscore utterances for target scaffolding strategies
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(Writing) give an explanation of what is happening in the 
background

Italicised non-target-like forms
Bold scaffolding strategies
() functions of interactional moves
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