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Abstract 

 

Student Group Interaction Patterns and Teacher-led Interaction during 

Storybook-based Grammar Learning in a Korean Middle School EFL Classroom 

 

Ga-young Son 

English Major, Dept. of Foreign Language Education 

The Graduate School of Seoul National University 

 

To date, there has been a growing interest in peer interaction in the EFL 

classroom. While many researchers have investigated the positive effects of peer 

interaction on learners’ language development in the language classroom, few 

studies examine the role of the teacher-led interaction in promoting language 

learning. Thinking of these two interactions separately, however, does not fully 

reflect the reality of language classes in schools. In real life, these interactions 

work integratively and lead to the educational growth of the students. More 

importantly, most have been conducted as small-sized studies, which do not take 

into account the diverse patterns of interaction caused by numerous student 

variables in the actual classroom. With a dearth of studies that explore the nature 

of interaction in the Korean EFL context, this study would provide an insight 
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into the aspects of small group interaction in a real classroom.  

Using the qualitative method, this study explores both small group 

interaction and teacher-led classroom interaction inside a Korean EFL 

classroom. Eighteen  students in their first year of middle school were taught the 

comparative and the superlative via English story books for five weeks. The 

students were divided into five groups, whose interactions were audio-recorded; 

the entire class sessions were video-recorded. Individual interviews were 

conducted when necessary and questionnaires were carried out at the end of the 

program. The qualitative analysis of the data revealed the followings as to the 

research questions addressed. 

First, three patterns of interaction were exhibited: collaborative (Group A 

& B), expert/novice (Group C), dominant/passive (Group D & E). Collaborative 

groups featured a high level of mutual scaffolding, collective monitoring for both 

language forms and task process, the emergence of a definite leader student, 

establishment of intersubjectivity, and the ability to overcome difficult tasks. In 

the case of the expert/novice group, the expert student led the interaction through 

leading questions and demonstration but if the task went beyond his ability, other 

participants assisted the expert by outsourcing helps from the teacher. For the 

dominant/passive groups, students suffered from the communication breakdown 

caused by a proficiency difference and relationship problems, and dominant 

learners monopolized the tasks with other students merely persuing task 
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completion instead of learning itself. 

Secondly, each group displayed different characteristics in exchanging 

peer assistance in terms of the methods, the direction of assistance and whether 

they accepted the provided assistance or not. As for the assisting methods, 

collaborative groups utilized less explicit methods such as ‘co-construction’ and 

‘NTIR (without repair)’ while expert/novice and dominant/passive groups 

exhibited more explicit methods like ‘explaining’ and ‘asking’. Nextly, while the 

assistance was multilaterally exchanged in collaborative groups, it was provided 

unilaterally in both expert/novice and dominant/passive groups. The difference 

between these two groups lay in the acceptance of the assistance. In the 

expert/novice group, students willingly accepted the assistance provided, while 

those in dominant/passive groups rejected it. Moreover, collaborative groups 

jointly deliberated over the linguistic problems but expert/novice and 

dominant/passive groups were just satisfied with copying the answers or 

depended heavily on the teacher. These differences in group dynamics suggested 

that the quality of shared communication space among learners (Intermental 

Development Zone) varied considerably across groups of different interactional 

patterns.  

Thirdly, teacher-led interaction functioned as an imperative tool for the 

emergence and development of the individual and group ZPD (Zone of Proximal 

Development). Teacher-led interaction promoted the learners’ cognitive 
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development by creating a common ground for sharing ideas and disscussing 

difficulties. Moreover, the teacher also provided social, and affective supports by 

encouraging participation and reconciling conflicts between students. 

The study findings provide educational implication in practical terms. It 

suggests that teachers need to understand the nature of different interactional 

patterns in groups and identify a variety of factors that make these differences. 

Moreover, teacher-led interaction can help establish a positive learning 

environment where all learners respect each other’s ideas and provide scaffolded 

helps for better learning. This study suggests that it is critical to establish and 

maintain Intermental Development Zone (IDZ) among students as well as 

between the student and the teacher so that scaffolded assistance is available 

everywhere in the process of learning.     

 

Keywords: Group interaction patterns, collaborative interaction, small group 

interaction, teacher-led interaction, classroom discourse, collective scaffolding, 

group work-based instruction, storybook-based English grammar instruction, 

English grammar instruction, integrative approach to teaching English grammar 

 

Student number: 2016-21790  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

The present study explores classroom interaction when Korean EFL 

middle school students learn English through group work-based instruction. 

Specifically, it investigates small group interaction patterns and dynamics of 

peer assistance during small group work, and examines how teacher-led 

interaction facilitates students’ learning process. In this chapter, the context of 

the study is discussed in Section 1.1 and the purpose of the study is introduced in 

Section 1.2. The research questions pertaining to the present study are provided 

in Section 1.3. Lastly, the organization of the thesis is laid out in Section 1.4.  

 

1.1 The Context of the Study 

 

Group work has a long history not only in mainstream education but in 

the field of the second/foreign language classroom. Many previous studies have 

proved the social, psychological, and cognitive benefits of group work (Adams 

& Hamm, 1996; Barnes & Todd, 1977; Johnson & Johnson, 1987, 1990, 1994, 

1999; Maden & Slavin, 1983; Sharan, 1990; Slavin 1983, 1991, 1995). As a 

result, small group work is ubiquitous in many language classrooms. In the field 

of second language acquisition, small group work has been especially favored 

for providing learners opportunities to be exposed to a large quantity of 
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comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985) and output (Swain, 1985) in the process 

of meaning negotiation. In Korea, there has been a significant paradigm shift in 

education since the seventh national curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1997), 

in which learner-centered education was emphasized instead of the traditional 

teacher-centered approach. Accordingly, the use of group work in the classroom 

has been widely encouraged. More recently, the Free Semester Program (FSP), 

which took effect in 2016, provides an exam-free semester to middle school first 

graders and urges the use of various student-centered pedagogical practices such 

as group work, projects, portfolios, and discussion, to name a few (Ministry of 

Education, 2005).  

A surge in group work in the classroom, however, has been executed 

without serious consideration of what group work entails. As Poehner (2009) 

points out, there seems to be little understanding regarding what is meant by a 

group, how and to what extent individual and group abilities are related and how 

they develop together through the interaction. More importantly, Donato (1988) 

problematized the prevalent reductionism in the view of interaction in groups; 

“the need for interaction is reduced to a means of supplying input to the learners” 

(p.63), and the learner is understood as a “solitary acquirer drawing on their 

innate acquisition mechanism and self-generated language learning strategies” 

(p.174). As Donato (1988, 1994) pointed out, this reductive understanding of 

interaction is rooted in the message model of communication, in which the 
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successful sending and receiving of the message were given primary importance. 

Accordingly, many previous studies in this context narrowed their focus to 

quantifying the mere inventory of linguistic performances (e.g., repair strategies 

and negotiation moves) rather than focusing on interacting individuals (Crook, 

1994; DiCamilla & Anton, 1997; Donato, 1988; Huh, 2000; Scott & de la 

Fuente, 2008). However, this line of study reveals very little about the nature of 

group interaction and the role of language as an important mediational tool of 

learning. Moreover, studies based on this message model fail to encompass 

important variables such as participant characteristics or social context. Learners 

are not regarded as active participants who construct their own knowledge, and 

the influence of social context becomes undervalued as an opportunity for “input 

crunching” (Donato, 1988). Thus, the understanding of classroom interaction 

needs to incorporate the social principle of human interaction into a discussion of 

a group (Donato, 1988, p.287). As such, the Sociocultural Theory (SCT) 

provides a new framework to reassess the role of language in group interaction 

in the second-language classroom. Vygotsky (cited in Wertsch 1985, p.94) 

emphasized the social origin of individual development and the social and 

individual functions of language in the process; social interaction becomes 

imperative to the consruction of knowledge in an individual’s mind. Language 

creates and maintains social interaction and it also mediates coginitive activity of 

an individual. In other words, learning is the internalization of social interaction. 
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Thus, close observation of the linguistic activity of the group will provide insight 

into the social origins of individual development. 

Previous research has revealed that collaborative interaction exhibits 

qualitatively different characteristics from non-collaborative interactions. In 

Donato’s (1988) seminal study, he distinguished loosely-knit groups from the 

collective groups, and found that the latter exhibited different aspects of 

learning; students in the collaborative group knew each other well and enjoyed 

working together with collective orientation. As a result, they could achieve 

more than their individual competence. Doanto’s (1998) study well demonstrated 

that the coincidental assemblage of individuals rarely functions as a collaborative 

group. As Donato (2004) clarified, the concept of collaboration is different from 

the more general concept of interaction. In order for interactions to be called 

“collaborative”, several aspects must be met such as sharing meaningful core 

activity, jointly structured goals, the interdependence between individual and the 

group, and the distributed responsibility and knowledge (Donato; 2004; Fullan, 

1999; Gee, 2003; Petrovsky, 1985).  

Stroch (2002, 2004, 2008) in particular has begun to describe diverse 

patterns of interaction focusing on individual engagement in dyadic peers. For 

example, Storch (2002) analyzed learners’ talk about language, which she 

defined as ‘Language Related Episodes (LREs, henceforth)’, and revealed that 

certain interaction patterns (e.g., collaborative and expert/novice) are more 
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productive than others (e.g., dominant/dominant and dominant/passive). 

Collaborative and expert/novice dyads engaged in the co-construction of 

knowledge about language and exhibited more instances of language transfer in 

the end. 

In Korean context, even though there are an increasing number of studies 

on group activity, most of these are focused on quantitatively comparing the 

effectiveness between traditional instruction and group-work based instruction 

(Chen, 2005; Han, 2003; Ko, 2008; Lee, 2012; Oh, 2013) rather than observing 

and describing the naure of interaction itself. Not only are there few studies that 

qualitatively explore the features of different interactional patterns, there is also a 

deart of studies which investigate how Korean students collaborate in an 

authentic classroom setting. As aforementioned, a quantitative approach to 

interaction offers limited practical insights to educational practitioners. As such, 

the present study attempts to probe into Korean EFL students’ interaction 

patterns and investigate how different interaction patterns affect students’ 

learning of English.   

   

1.2 The Purpose of the Study 

 

The aim of this study is to add insight to the existing literature on small 

group interaction. Until now, most studies about group work and collaborative 

dialogue were carried out as small-sized studies with volunteer students who 
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have high motivation for language learning (Kim, 2005; Lee, 2012; Park, 2015; 

Yeom, 2016). In these studies, the majority of the interactions displayed 

collaborative pattern and explorations of other patterns of interaction were not 

made. Moreover, based on the author’s knowledge, many previous studies were 

primarily conducted with university students (Chen, 2013; Han, 2003; Ko, 2008; 

Lee,2012; Oh, 2013) and no study executed group work in the authentic 

secondary classroom context. In reality, the student-related variables such as 

level of proficiency, motivation, and social relation might be more diverse and 

radically different from one student to another. Therefore, studies on group 

activity so far have not revealed the complex interactional processes in a Korean 

secondary classroom, which accompanies social conflicts, relation problems, the 

dominance of interaction, and power relationship, to name a few. 

Furthermore, most previous research reported collaborative dialogue 

conducted by learners themselves with teachers’ playing limited roles, or in most 

cases, no teacher roles reported. Only a few researchers have called for the 

teacher involvement in collaborative dialogue concerning the learning of 

incorrect forms (Fortune, 2005; Storch, 1997; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). In the 

authentic classroom, the teacher’s role goes beyond that of “pedagogical spy” 

(Donato, 1988, p. 185), who wanders around the classroom to catch language 

mistakes. Teachers act as a medium to enhance students’ group process and 

language learning by managing and organizing a learning-friendly social 



7 

environment. Moreover, the learning process is contained in the process of 

participating in both student-led and teacher-led classroom interaction. 

Accordingly, this school-based research examines the teacher-led interaction as 

well as small group interaction to identify the role of teachers in group work-

based instruction. 

As aforementioned, this study differs from most previous studies on peer 

interaction in terms of authenticity. Rather than using a case study methodology, 

small group work-based instruction was conducted in an actual Korean English 

classroom. This was possible through the integration of small group work-based 

instruction into the English curriculum in a Korean secondary school, which was 

under the Free Semester Program. 

The primary purpose of this study is to examine how Korean EFL 

students interact in groups and how different patterns of interaction in groups 

affect their foreign language development, especially focusing on grammar 

learning. Although grammar was the organizing principle in developing the 

curriculum and material for ethical and educational reasons, the adoption of an 

integrative approach to grammar allowed students to learn English in a holistic 

and interactive manner using all four skills. Besides, it further explores the 

facilitative role of the teacher in the group work-based instruction.  

The current study has employed a qualitative research method in order to 

provide a more holistic view of the nature of social interaction in a real Korean 
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EFL classroom. By examing how learners interact, scaffold each other, and co-

construct knowledge, this study attempts to aid teachers in developing an in-

depth understanding of diverse patterns of interaction. Moreover, the present 

study is expected to assist teachers in organizing small group work by describing 

an array of different interactional patterns and providing an insight into how to 

promote stud ent learning when implementing a group-work based instruction.    

 

1.3 Research Questions 

 

The present study aims to investigate how five groups of Korean middle 

school learners of English collaborate with each other in storybook-based 

grammar instruction and how different group dynamics affect individual’s 

language learning. In addition, attention will be on the facilitative role of the 

teacher in organizing group work-based instruction. To this end, the current 

study was inspired by the following research questions: 

1) What are the patterns of group interaction when Korean middle school 

EFL students participate in small group work-based grammar instruction? 

2) How does peer assistance differ when Korean middle school EFL 

students learn grammar through small group activities?  

3) What are the functions of teacher-led interaction in Korean middle 

school EFL group work-based grammar instruction?  
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1.4 Organization of the Thesis 

 

In addressing these questions, the thesis is structured as follows; Chapter 

1 introduces the purpose of the present study and the research questions. Chapter 

2 reviews the theoretical framework and previous studies on peer and group 

interaction. The methodology employed in the study is described in Chapter 3, 

and Chapter 4 reports findings of the qualitative analysis of group interaction 

patterns along with noticeable characteristics, the different dynamics of peer 

assistance in groups of different interactional patterns, and the role of teacher-led 

interaction in the group work-based instruction. Chapter 5 summarizes the major 

findings of the study and pedagogical implications. It concludes with the 

limitation of the present study and suggestions for future research.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

 

This chapter outlines the previous literature relevant to the present study 

and is largely divided into five parts. Section 2.1 presents the history of small 

group interaction in the language classroom. Section 2.2 gives the theoretical 

background and key concepts in regard to learning in groups. Section 2.3 

outlines the previous research on nature and patterns of dyadic and group 

interaction. Section 2.4 probes into learning grammar through peer interaction, 

and lastly Section 2.5 gives value and importance of teacher-led interaction as a 

facilitator of student learning in groups.       

 

2.1 Small Group Work in Second/Foreign Language Learning  

  
Small group work has long been one of the most prevalent teaching 

methods in the language education field as well as general education. The 

implementation of group work dates back to 1960s when the humanistic 

movement was espoused in the fields of psychology and education (Donato, 

1988). The traditional authoritarian style of teaching was criticized for inhibiting 

students’ natural curiosity and imagination. Instead, the democratic classroom 

and process approaches to learning were favored to give students the initiative of 

learning. The social and cognitive benefits of cooperative group work have been 
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reported in a large volume of research; learners can have a meaningful learning 

experience, be motivated to learn, be exposed to a variety of viewpoints, develop 

critical thinking skills, achieve better academic results, and develop social 

behaviors (Adams & Hamm, 1996; Barnes & Todd, 1977; Johnson & Johnson, 

1987, 1990, 1994, 1999; Maden & Slavin, 1983; Sharan, 1990; Slavin 1983, 

1991, 1995).  

This pedagogical shift to a student-centered approach also affected the 

second language classroom. The use of group work has been favored in the 

second language pedagogy over teacher-fronted classes. It was predicated upon 

the theoretical background of comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982), 

negotiations of meaning (Long, 1983) and output (Swain, 1985). These theories 

argued the primacy of interaction in language development for the following 

reasons. First of all, Krashen (1982) argued that the comprehensible input is the 

necessary and sufficient conditions for the development of learners’ 

interlanguage system. In addition, Long’s (1983) interaction hypothesis claimed 

that comprehensible input can be effectively provided as a result of learners 

engaged in the negotiation of meaning. In contrast, Swain (1985) emphasized the 

importance of “comprehensible output” in language development, which forces 

learners to move beyond semantic processing to the syntactic processing of the 

language forms. As a result, group work was employed in the classroom to make 

a maximal opportunity for input and output based on the premise that there is a 
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positive relationship between interaction and language development (Doughty & 

Pica,1986; Ehrlich, Avery, & Yorio, 1989; Long, 1996; Pica, 1987; Pica, 

Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler, 1989; Porter. 1986). However, Donato (1994) 

criticized that classroom group work narrowly focused on two processes in 

interaction; firstly, “the need for comprehensible input to the learner”, and 

secondly, “the challenge for the learners to grammatically structure their output” 

(p. 34). As Donato (1994) put it, this approach in L2 interaction defined 

negotiation process as “message model of communication” (p. 34), whose 

purpose is successful transmission and reception of messages. Donato (1994) 

pointed out that this existing perspective on L2 interaction reduces the social 

context of group work to “input crunching” (p. 34) and fails to capture “the 

collaborative nature of meaning making” (p. 34). For example, most studies 

limitedly focused on mere counting of negotiation strategies (e.g., clarification 

requests, comprehension checks, confirmation checks, repairs) or negotiation 

inventories. Accordingly, they failed to capture how social principles of human 

interaction act when applied to the language pedagogy (Donato, 1988, p. 287). 

More importantly, these studies assumed language acquisition as an individual’s 

internal process, which can naturally happen if one can have enough input to 

process, and consequently overlooked the social origins of learning. As such, a 

number of researchers have sought a more enhanced understanding about 

interaction. They note that not only language but relations between students can 
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be negotiated during group work, and it has considerable influence on students’ 

learning (Banbrook, 1999; Clarke & Silberstein, 1988). It was until recently that 

the nature of interaction and its significance in L2 learning has begun to receive 

some attention in both Ll (Cohen, 1994; Mercer, 1995; Wegerif & Mercer, 1997) 

and L2 (Brooks & Donato, 1994; Donato, 1988, 1994). Besides, many recent 

studies on pair and group work adopt Vygotsky’ sociocultural theory of mind as 

their reference to better understand group dynamics such as motives and 

relations. The present also embraces this sociocultural lens to reach a 

comprehensive understanding of collaborative dialogues in group interaction. 

 

2.2 Learning as a Socially Situated Activity 

 

In this study, group interaction was analyzed from the perspective of 

Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory (SCT, henceforth). SCT focuses on the 

development of higher cognitive functions through social interaction. Section 

2.2.1 introduces a sociocultural theory and its perspectives on cognitive 

development, and Section 2.2.2 demonstrates scaffolding and the Zone of the 

Proximal Development (ZPD, henceforth), which are the key concepts of SCT. 

Then, Section 2.2.3 provides the recent trend of reconceptualizing ZPD, and 

lastly, Section 2.2.4 introduces a theory of group and group ZPD.  
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2.2.1 Cognitive Development in Sociocultural Theory 

 

 Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934), father of SCT, explores the relationship 

between an individual psychological system and sociocultural artifacts. 

According to him, human cognition develops more from participating in social 

activities than from biologically-determined factors. All human activities are 

mediated physically or symbolically. For example, a human being is unable to 

write down their ideas without using physical mediation, such as pencil and 

paper. More importantly, humans cannot convey their ideas without language, 

which is a typical type of symbolic mediation. Likewise, our cognition is also 

mediated by social interaction with others where language plays an imperative 

role. Learning has social origins; starting from birth, a child interacts with 

their parents or others and co-construct knowledge through interaction. It is 

through verbal interaction with others that learners adopt socially shared 

experiences and strategies, which are internalized in the end. Speaking plays 

an important role in creating and maintaining social relationships. Thus, 

learning is the internalization of the social interaction and the environment in 

which children grow up shapes how they think and what they think about. As 

Vygotsky explained, “Every function in the child's development appears 

twice, or on two planes. First, it appears between people as an 

interpsychological category, and then within the child as an intrapsychological 
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category (Vygotsky, 1981, p. 63). As shown in Vygotsky’s own words, 

development proceeds from inter-mental social activity to intra-mental 

functioning.  

According to SCT, the interpersonal relationship and social context are 

the most important factors in the development of individual cognition. Language 

exerts paramount influence on the whole process of cognitive development, and 

it also undergoes developmental changes at the same time. The function of 

language can be defined in two ways; first, it is a communication tool to mediate 

social interaction between individuals, and secondly, it also mediates 

individual’s cognitive activities. When used as a private speech, it regulates an 

individual’s actions and thinking processes (Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Wertsch, 

1985). This social and individual function of speaking provides a rationale for 

examing the linguistic activity in groups; it can provide new insight into how 

individual develops in social relation. 

 

2.2.2 Scaffolding and the Zone of Proximal Development  

 

The developmental role of language cannot be separated from the 

concept of Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which is well illustrated in 

Vygotsky’s (1978) original work as “the distance between the actual 

developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level 
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of potential problem solving as determined through problem solving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration with more able peers” (p. 86). Vygotsky suggested 

this concept when he proposed an alternative to traditional psychological testing 

of ability. He proposed to measure what a child can do with the help of more 

proficient individuals instead of measuring what he can do independently. He 

believed that when a child is in the ZPD for a particular task, offering the 

appropriate assistance will give enough of a “boost” to achieve the task. The 

heart of this concept lies in the social and participatory nature of teaching and 

learning within ZPD. It conceptualizes one’s ability as being emergent and 

extensible with collaboration with others. Poehner (2008) underscores that ZPD 

defines the human abilities “prospectively”, not “retrospectively”. Moreover, 

ZPD presupposes the existence of “more knowledgeable other” in this joint 

activity within ZPD. The more knowledgeable other (MKO, henceforth) refers to 

someone who has a better understanding or a higher ability than the learner, with 

respect to a particular task, process, or concept. The MKO suggests that the ZPD 

itself assumes “intellectual asymmetry” for cognitive development to occur 

(Fernández et al., 2015, p. 40).  

Although Vygotsky’s concept of ZPD implies the assistance from a 

teacher or more capable peer, this is not always the case. Contrary to this, many 

empirical studies have proven that the concept of ZPD is applicable to 

symmetrical learning as well. Indeed, many recent studies in L2 pedagogy have 
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shown instances of scaffolding happened between peer-peer interaction. 

(Donato, 1988, 1994; Kowal & Swain, 1994; Ohta, 1995, 2001; Swain, 2000; 

Swain & Lapkin,1998). In this view, learning occurrs between learners of a 

similar level of conceptual understanding, and the role of the expert turned out to 

be fluid in nature. For example, Van Lier (1996) supports this by suggesting that 

the act of teaching others is an effective way of learning. These findings all build 

upon Allright’s (1984) findings of the act of teaching; by explaining something 

to others, learners can more coherently and clearly construct their own 

knowledge. This comes as no surprise when considering teacher knowledge, 

which surpasses mere content knowledge and further includes other cognitive 

activities, such as roadmaps to guide students’ learning.  

Donato (1988) also found out instances of symmetrical learning in his 

seminal study. He investigated group work among tertiary students on a French 

senario writing task. In groups functioning as a collective, learners jointly pooled 

their knowledge and co-constructed the resolution of the linguistic problems, 

which is then internalized by the individual student. In loosely-knit groups, 

however, pooling of resources and mutual assistance were rare. Donato’s study 

explicated the distinct case of ‘collective scaffolding’ among learners. In Li’s 

(2013) case study, she explores the process of wiki-based collaborative writing 

in a group of Chinese EFL students. The result confirms the case of collective 

scaffolding where individual novices act as collective experts. No one acted as 
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an identifiable expert but participants scaffolded each other’s writing process by 

actively engaging in reciprocal communication.  

The concept of ZPD has become synonymous in the literature with the 

term ‘scaffolding’. However, Vygotsky never used ‘scaffolding’ in his writing. 

Rather, it was first introduced by Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976). They 

explained scaffolding as a “process that enables a child or a novice to solve a 

problem, carry out a task, or achieve a goal which would be beyond his 

unassisted efforts (p. 90)”. They also enumerated six functions of scaffolding as 

follows: 1) recruiting interest in the task, 2) simplifying the task, 3) maintaining 

pursuit of the goal, 4) marking critical features and discrepancies between what 

has been produced and the ideal solution, 5) controlling frustration during 

problem-solving, and 6) demonstrating an idealized version of the act to be 

performed. Similarly, Donato (1994) suggests that any kind of assistance offered 

to the learner for the successful accomplishment of the task can be referred to as 

scaffolding even though it does not lead to the acquisition of skills or abilities. 

In addition, Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) identified the traits of effective 

scaffolding when they examined the interaction between a tutor working with 

novice academic writers. According to them, scaffolding must be both graduated 

(starting from more implicit level and gradually becomes specific until it reaches 

appropriate level) and contingent (provided when needed and withdrawn when 

novice shows a sign of independent performance). Additionally, Verity (1995) 
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proposed that successful scaffolding requires precise judgment from the expert 

about what part of the task he can take over to ensure that the learners are still at 

the center of their activities.  

 

2.2.3 Reconceptualizing ZPD: The Intermental Development 

Zone 

 

Reviewing these instances of positive outcomes occurring in symmetrical 

interaction, some researchers have openly called for re-evaluating two concepts, 

‘scaffolding’ and ‘ZPD’. Mercer (1996, 2004, 2008) proffered a new concept, 

the Intermental Development Zone (IDZ, henceforth), to better understand how 

interpersonal communication can assist learning and conceptual development. 

IDZ is the shared communicative space that talk and joint activity create which 

allows peers to interact and develop their reasoning together. It focuses on “the 

way that a teacher and learner can stay attuned to each other’s changing states of 

knowledge and understanding over the course of an educational activity” 

(Mercer, 2000, p. 141). Mercer (2008) criticized the concept of ZPD as being 

“static” because it represents one’s mental state at any “point” rather than a 

“dynamic, dialogic process”(p. 10). Besides, Mercer argued that the ZPD in 

itself represents “individual ability” rather than “dialogical phenomenon”, 

established and maintained between interlocutors during interaction (Fernández 
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et al., 2001, p.42). Drawing on the concept of ‘intersubjectivity’ (Wertsch, 

1984), which means the extent to which participants agree on what the task is, 

Mercer (2008) focuses on how intersubjectivity is pursued, maintained or lost in 

the course of interaction (p.10). What is central to Mercer’s concept of IDZ is the 

quality of talk because it is closely related to the quality of educational 

outcomes. If the dialogue between participants fails to keep their minds 

“mutually attuned and focused on the task”, “the IDZ collapses” and scaffolding 

ceases to make any contribution to learning. To maintain IDZ among students in 

the classroom, the classroom talk should be collaboratively oriented using 

‘explatory talk’. Mercer (2000) proposed three types of talk in the classroom: 

disputational, cumulative, and exploratory. According to Mercer (2000), the use 

of exploratory talk, in which “participants engage critically but constructively 

with each other's ideas, offering justifications and alternative hypotheses” (p. 

98), helps students as a group to create IDZ and solve the problems they could 

not otherwise solve independently (Fernández et al., 2001, p. 50). 

In reconceptualizing scaffolding and the ZPD, Fernández and his 

colleagues suggest that collaborative group learning can be better understood 

using the concept of the IDZ because it is applicable to both symmetrical and 

asymmetrical learning (Fernández et al., 2001). What is underlying in the 

original concept of scaffolding and the ZPD is “intellectual asymmetry” and 

development is “the product of a teacher’s conscious intervention” (Fernández et 
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al., 2001, p.50). But as Fernández and his colleagues pointed out, the use of 

effective communicative strategies, such as exploratory talk, can support joint 

thinking and learning even in symmetrical groups. 

 

 2.2.4 A Theory of Group and Group ZPD 

 

Even though research on peer interaction in language learning has 

increased over the past two decades, little is known about a theory of ‘group’. 

Poehner (2009, p. 473) pointed out that there has been a little work done to 

articulate ‘what is a group’. In many cases, group members are gathered as a 

coincidental assemblage of individuals, and accordingly, they rarely share their 

knowledge or exchange expertise. In other words, learners are not acting as each 

other’s effective mediator, and their joint activity is actually not functioning 

properly to stimulate their ZPDs.  

Another issue is the extension of ZPD to groups. Certainly, previous 

works have shown a strong preference for one-to-one, dyadic interaction 

between expert-novice or peer-peer. Then, can ZPD be applicable to a group 

consisting of more than two students or the whole class? Based on the author’s 

knowledge, little research has been done and no clear definition or guidelines 

have been established regarding the ‘group ZPD’, not only in experimental 

psychological research but in the field of communicative language pedagogies 
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(Brandl, 2007; Lee & VanPatten, 2003; Savignon, 2002).  

Mercer and Fisher (1997) argued that “the ZPD seems to have limited 

applicability” because in reality teachers are faced with whole classes of 15 to 30 

learners rather than individuals. Thus, Mercer and Fisher concluded that “The 

notion of any group of learners having a common ZPD seems problematic” 

(1997, p. 209). Of course, a counter-argument also exists against them (Guk & 

Kellog, 2007; Poehner, 2009). Drawing on Vygotsky’s (1998) original work that 

describes the ZPD as "the optimum time for teaching both the group and each 

individual" (p. 204), Poehner (2009) suggests larger group configurations are not 

excluded in the concept of ZPD. Additionally, Guk and Kellog (2007), keeping 

in mind that Vygotsky was a public school teacher for the duration of his life, 

also emphasize its likely applicability to whole group zones of development. 

Thus, Guk and Kellog infer “it seems unlikely that an unrealizable student-by-

student ‘scaffolding’ conception should be the core of his pedagogical thinking” 

(p. 282). The present research also embraces this interpretation, and tries to 

explore the development of group ZPD.  

Recently, the term ‘group ZPD’ has emerged in some studies grounded in 

Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, among which explores the effect of Group 

Dynamic Assessment (GDA, henceforth) on learning of different language skills 

such as vocabulary (Mirzaei, Shakibei, & Jafarpour, 2017), listening, writing 

(Karim, 2018; Tabatabee, Alidoust, & Sarkeshikian, 2018), grammar and 
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speaking. (The cited studies all possess the term ‘group ZPD’ while there are far 

more studies in which the term does not appear, but the authors write with the 

premise that it exists). GDA is the application of Dynamic Assessment (DA, 

henceforth) to the group or even the entire class. DA is a method of conducting 

language assessment in an interactive way by providing fine-tuning mediation to 

learners’ changing needs. The purpose of DA is twofold; to measure learners’ 

potentials and to promote development. However, the dialogic nature of DA 

prevented its widespread use in the classroom; there has been a preference for 

one-to-one interaction, especially expert-novice or mediator-learner. Poehner 

(2009) proffered GDA to present a more realistic model in the social context, 

that is the classroom. Phoener (2009) proposed that DA procedures can also be 

applied to groups. According to him, the group-based and one-to-one DA 

procedures follow the same principle; offering mediation to learners to co-

construct their ZPD. A stark difference is that GDA has to consider the group’s 

ZPD. In other words, a group in itself functions as a social system in its own way 

rather than a context for individual performance.  

Drawing on Petrovsky’s three perspectives on groups, Poehner tried to 

exhibit how a group can operate as a solid organism; Petrovsky (1985) posits 

three perspectives on individual and group abilities: group-as-context, group-as-

cooperation, and group-as-collective. In the group-as-context approach, the 

group serves as one of the contextual variables. The existence of the group 
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abilities is ignored, and the group itself is merely a background to an individual’s 

development. In the group-as-cooperation model, group members have their 

own goals which are interconnected with other members. In the group-as-

collective approach, members share a common goal and make united efforts. 

In groups functioning as a collective, members realize the 

interdependence of their goals and support and extend the ZPD of individual 

members. In the end, together they carry out tasks which are above their 

independent performance. What can be inferred is the relationship between the 

development of individual and the development of the group. Both abilities are 

interconnected, which implies a close relationship between individual ZPD and a 

group ZPD. Moreover, what matters is how a group can function as a collective. 

Phoener (2009) underscores that ‘group cohesiveness’ is the key determinant for 

productive group functioning (p. 489). Groups without serious concern about 

solidarity make no opportunity for learning. Petrovsky (1985, p. 183) proposes 

two notions for group cohesiveness: joint intellectual activity and the pooling of 

mental efforts. The careful practice of these two notions can transform a group 

from a chance association of people to a psychological entity. When individuals 

with different expertise cooperatively work for the common group purpose, a 

group activity itself can be a forum to move group ZPD forward while also 

benefiting individual abilities.  
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2.3 The Different Nature and Patterns of Interaction  

 

A number of researchers have shown that simply assigning students to work in 

groups will not create an environment conducive to learning (Bennett & Cass, 

1988; Donato, 1988; Ellis & Gauvain, 1992; Nelson & Murphy, 1993, Storch, 

2002, 2004). For example, as aforementioned in Donato’s study (1988), groups 

exhibited qualitatively different levels of functioning from the loosely-knit group 

to collective according to the learners’ orientation to the task and level of 

interaction. His study highlights the need to consider the nature of group 

interaction and its impact on learning. Thus, in the following sections, the 

patterns of interaction that have been revealed in the previous studies are 

introduced. Section 2.3.1 offers different patterns of dyadic interaction, and 

Section 2.3.2 focuses on the patterns of group interaction.  

 

2.3.1 Pattens of Dyadic Interaction  

A new surge of interest in the nature of dyadic interaction has been 

recently observed in the L2 context. Of particular importance, Storch (2001, 

2002, 2004, 2008) investigated the nature of pair interaction in an adult ESL 

writing classroom in her seminal studies. Based on the pair talk, Storch (2002) 

identified four patterns of interaction: collaborative, expert/novice, 
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dominant/dominant, dominant/passive in terms of equality and mutuality. 

According to Storch (2002), learners in the collaborative pattern mutually work 

together throughout the task completion process and willingly assist each other. 

Storch explains that dominant/dominant pairs, on the other hand, show a high 

level of disagreement and ineffectiveness to engage with each other’s 

contribution. Dominant/passive pairs involve a dominant participant who takes 

control over the task with an authoritarian stance and a passive peer who rarely 

contributes or challenges the ideas provided. Finally, in expert/novice pairs, the 

more knowledgeable learner takes initiative in task completion and actively 

encourages the less knowledgeable learner to participate in the task. Storch 

(2002) found out that collaboratively orientated groups (collaborative, 

expert/novice) are more productive than non-collaboratively oriented groups 

(dominant/dominant, dominant/passive). The groups with collaborative 

orientation showed more instances of knowledge transfer than the non-

collaborative counterpart. Moreover, the lack of engagement in the non-

collaborative pairs resulted in missed opportunities in learning, showing errors 

on individual performance. Storch’s study well characterizes possible patterns of 

dyadic interaction and its importance on learning situations. The aforementioned 

four patterns were later expanded by Watanabe and Swain (2007) and Tan, 

Wigglesworth, and Storch (2010), to include ‘cooperative’ and ‘expert/passive’. 

In a cooperative pattern, participants acknowledge the social presence of others 
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but they work independently on solving problems. The final result is a 

compilation of individual contribution rather than joint efforts. In the 

expert/passive pattern, the passive partner reluctantly participates in the process 

for some reasons despite the encouragement from the expert.  

One criticism of much of the literature on interaction patterns is the 

appropriateness of the word, ‘pattern’. ‘Pattern’ is used to refer to ‘the repeated 

or regular way in which something happens or is done’. When closely looking 

into the interactions happening in the real classroom context rather than those in 

an experimental setting, more pattern combination can be identified. Moreover, 

these patterns are susceptible to many variables such as individual factors 

(personality, learning styles, individual conditions, and proficiency level) and 

sociocultural factors (the relationship between students, class atmosphere, 

teachers’ philosophy, task types, and test types). In other cases, the identified 

pattern of a group at one instance of time can undergo changes over time. 

Therefore, rather than pigeon-hole the interactions into fixed patterns such as 

collaborative, expert/novice, and dominant/passive, one should acknowledge the 

idiosyncratic characteristics of the group interactions that occur. In other words, 

the interaction patterns are simply a guideline to explain the general tendencies 

of possible group interactions; the patterns alone cannot fully capture the unique 

characteristics of all group interactions. As such, the present study focuses on 

ineractional patterns as well as accompanying unique features of each group. The 
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following section will explore the patterns of group interaction with more than 

two members. 

 

2.3.2 Patterns of Group Interaction 

As illustrated in the previous section, a myriad of studies have focused on 

the paired interaction (Lee, 2015; Storch, 1999, 2001, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2008) 

but few studies have examined the interaction pattern of groups of two or more. 

The addition of third or fourth member inevitably alters the dynamics of 

interaction and exerts different influence on the group’s learning.   

An attempt to differentiate group functioning was first made by 

Petrovsky (1985). Donate (1988), then, adapted Petrovsky’s Stratometric 

Method to focus on the qualitative variation each group shows in the classroom 

(pp.87-93). As shown in Figure 2.1, Stratometirc Method and Classroom 

Activity, the vertical axis indicates classroom activity, and the horizontal axis the 

degree of mediation. Students in quadrant I are in the state of the true collective. 

They jointly pull their knowledge and work together on meaningful tasks. 

Quadrant 2 represents a loosely-knit group where students are not in the state of 

the collective but can work well together if sufficient time or appropriate 

environment is given. Next, quadrant 3 shows a high degree of mediation with a 

low-value classroom activity. Students might work together with the wrong 

reasons. As a result, their collective efforts are futile academically. Finally, 
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quadrant 4 is a diffuse group where individuals just assemble randomly with 

valueless tasks. Students might individually work on tasks for reasons other than 

learning. The neutral position 0 indicates the activity with neither positive nor 

negative values. It represents students just carrying out the given tasks by 

displaying procedural knowledge without actually noticing what they are doing. 

 

 

Figure 2.1 The Stratometirc Method and Classroom Activity (Donato, 1988, 

p.88)  

 

Two recent studies (Dobao, 2012; Edstrom, 2015) extended the scope of 

interaction to the groups of three and four respectively. First of all, Edstrom 

(2015) explored interactional patterns of 7 triads drafting a role play script in 
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Spanish. Firstly, some patterns of interaction in triads were different from those 

in dyadic interaction. Among 7 groups, four groups were identified as 

collaborative and additional three combinations were revealed as 

collaborative/collaborative/novice, dominant/dominant/dominant/, and 

dominant/passive/off-task. Secondly, Edstrom focused on the relation between 

different interaction patterns and the frequency and nature of the LREs. The 

findings affirmed the superiority of the collaborative groups as revealed in the 

previous study (Storch, 2002; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). Collaborative groups 

produced the most LREs, resolved the most LREs accurately, and involved the 

most learners in the process. Edstrom’s (2015) study is meaningful because it 

depicts the messiness of the realities that can frequently found in real classroom 

scenes. Collaborative interaction was not synonymous with “ the equal 

distribution of conversational space nor with equality of roles” (p. 35). 

Moreover, the existence of the off-task student, who spent most time chatting, 

created unproductive learning conditions and heightened tension among group 

members. His less than perfect classroom-based realties clearly indicate the need 

for teacher instruction and interventions when necessary. 

Next, Dobao (2012) investigated groups of four, although her study was 

not solely focused on groups but includes other types of participation such as 

individuals and pairs. In her study, Dobao compared different modes of 

participation (e.g., individual, pairs, and groups) in terms of LRE frequency and 
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accuracy. Findings showed that group performances were superior to those of 

individuals or pairs. But more importantly, the difference in LRE frequency was 

observed within groups of the different interactional patterns. As already 

documented in previous studies (Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; 

Swain & Lapkin, 1998; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Wigglesworth & Storch, 

2009), collaboratively oriented groups produced more LREs and they were 

willing to share ideas and scaffolded help. However, in the non-collaboratively 

oriented groups, at least one of the learner adopted either dominant or passive 

stance, which led to unproductive learning with less frequent LREs. Dobao’s 

research confirmed the importance of interaction patterns employed in group 

work in creating opportunities for facilitative learning.  

 

2.4 Grammar Learning through Group Interaction 

 

This research probes into the dynamics of small group interaction during 

the storybook-based grammar instruction. Thus, this section reviews previous 

literature with regard to the status of grammar instruction and grammar learning 

through peer interaction. Section 2.4.1 offers an integrative approach to grammar 

learning, and Section 2.4.2 presents learning grammar through pair or group 

interaction.  

 

2.4.1 Integrative Approach to Grammar Learning  
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Over the centuries, many changes have taken place in the field of English 

teaching and learning. As Thornbury (1999) described it is not an overstatement 

to say that these changes in methods are closely related to the issue of teaching 

grammar in the foreign language classrooms. As Thornbury (1999) noted, the 

whole history of language teaching might be summed up as “the claims and 

counterclaims for and against teaching grammar” (p. 14). The status of grammar 

education has been in constant flux until setting on its present position, which 

can be entitled as “integrating grammar into a communicative curriculum” (p. 

460); focus on grammr peaked during the 1960’s, but began to plunge rapidly 

thereafter. Its renewed focus came as the compromise embraced by the 

communicative approach that underscores both meaning and form are integral. 

As the history of the major methodological approaches shows, two polar 

methods, focused exclusively on form or meaning, have not survived so far. The 

decontextualized grammar in traditional approaches was rarely useful for 

learners to communicate in their daily lives. On the other hand, meaning-

centered approach made learners use a broken, ungrammatical form of the  

target language and resulted in learners being “fossilized” (Selinker, 1972). 

Thus, the use of an integrative approach which incorporates both traditional and 

communicative approaches has become more prevalent in order to improve the 

quality of teaching and learning. Existing research also suggests that the right 

amount of focus on form is necessary for learners to develop both accuracy and 
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fluency in their language learning (Celce-Murica, 1991; Lightbown, 1992; Long 

& Porter, 1985) 

Celce-Murica (1991) discusses this new role of grammar: “grammar 

interacts with meaning, social functions, or discourse - or a combination of these 

- rather than standing alone as an autonomous system to be learned for its own 

sake” (p. 459). In other words, grammar should not be learned as an end but as a 

tool or resource to improve comprehension or make meaning in communication. 

Previous research has also shown that teaching grammar in isolation is far from 

an effective way of the teaching (Lightbown, 1992; Long & Porter, 1985). Thus, 

teaching of grammar can be more effective when it is content-based, and 

discourse-based rather than sentence-based, or context-free. In the same line, 

Larsen-Freeman (1991) also suggestes three interacting elements of language: 

form, meaning, and function. Thus, grammar needs to be taught in a way that is 

consonant with its new role. The teacher’s challenge is to find the most effective 

way to fit their students. Celce-Murica (1991) explains that decisions about 

grammar instruction should be made after due consideration of variables such as 

learner variables (e.g., age, proficiency level, educational background), and 

instructional backgrounds (e.g., required language skills, learners need, 

pedagogical objectives). These considerations about the need for teaching 

grammar in a meaningful context provides a ground for the present study. The 

detail information regarding research design will be further discussed in the 
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‘Methodology’ section.  

 

2.4.2 Learning Grammar through Pair or Group Interaction  

 

As can be seen from the aforementioned changes in teaching grammar in 

the language pedagogy, a growing number of grammar instruction has been 

organized around the subject matter, tasks or projects in a recent language 

classroom. Moreover, the spread of humanistic movement throughout education 

has encouraged and supported the use of small group work. However, as Pica 

(1994, 1997) and Storch (1999) have pointed out, most L2 studies on group work 

focused more on the instances of meaning negotiation, which could not draw 

learners’ attention to grammatical forms and structures ; for example, Storch 

(1999) noted that most learner negotiation in these studies occurred around the 

lexical items, with rare instances of negotiation over grammatical morphology. 

Pica (1997) suggested the need for employing tasks which can engender more 

negotiation on the form. Storch (1999) also claimed the need for “grammar-

focused communication task” to investigate how negotiation on form affect 

learners’ grammatical accuracy (p.363).   

Kowal and Swain (1994) and Swain and Lapkin (1998) suggested that 

the use of collaborative writing task can effectively attract learners’ attention to 

the linguistic forms. In the process of joint production, learners have more 
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chances of noticing the linguistic gap and elaborate the noticed items through 

languaging. Languaging is defined by Swain (2006) as “the process of making 

meaning and shaping knowledge and experience through language” (p. 89). This 

concept of ‘languaging’ is closely related to the use of language as a cognitive 

tool in sociocultural framwork. Learners use language to reflect on the linguistic 

issue and jointly resolve the problem by pooling their resources. This joint 

problem-solving process was analyzed using LREs in a significant number of 

recent studies (Kim & McDonough, 2008; Leeser, 2004; Nassaji & Tian, 2010; 

Seo & Kim, 2011; Storch, 2001, 2007, 2008; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). 

According to Swain and Lapkin (1998), LREs are “any part of a dialogue where 

students talk about the language they are producing, question their language use, 

or correct themselves or others” (p. 326). Now, LREs serve as a framework to 

analyze learners’ collaboration over language form during collaborative writing. 

LREs explicitly indicate what part of linguistic form learners are talking about at 

a given moment. In Storch’s (2008) study, LREs were further divided into three 

categorizes according to the nature of focus: grammatical form (F-LRE), lexis 

(L-LRE), and mechanics (M-LRE). 

A number of empirical studies use LREs to explore the relationship 

between collaborative interaction and grammatical accuracy (Goss et al.,1994 ; 

Storch, 1999; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009). They have shown that interaction 

in pairs or groups increased overall grammatical accuracy but had a varying 
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effect depending on the nature of grammatical items. For example, Storch (1999) 

investigated the effect of pair work on the grammatical accuracy. Storch 

compared individually written texts and collaboratively written ones produced 

from a series of tasks such as cloze exercise, text reconstruction, and short 

composition tasks. The result demonstrated that in general dyadic joint work 

positively affected learners accurate grammatical decisions, but not all 

grammatical items benefited from pair work. For example, peer interaction led to 

greater accuracy in less complex items such as derivational and nominal 

morphology. On the other hand, in the case of more complex items including 

articles, collaboration reduced accuracy. In further research, Wigglesworth and 

Storch (2009) expanded their focus to fluency and complexity as well as 

accuracy of collaborative writing. Wigglesworth and Storch compared 

collaboratively written texts and individual texts of Australian university 

students. Their findings showed the positive effects of collaboration on the 

accuracy, but no significant difference on fluency and complexity. Looking 

inside learner LREs, Wigglesworth and Storch discovered that learners focused 

more on lexical and grammar features than mechanics, with more than half 

constitute lexical discussion. Moreover, learners in pairs pooled their linguistic 

knowledge and complemented their weaknesses with each other’s strengths.  

Dobao’s (2012) study went further from pair work. She explored the 

relationship between LREs and group size by comparing the result of written text 
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from different modes of participation: individual, dyadic, and groups of four. 

Dobao’s result showed that texts written collaboratively exhibited more accuracy 

compared to those written individually or in dyads. On the other hand, pair and 

individual work did not show any difference in accuracy. As revealed in Dobao’s 

transcribed oral interaction data, there exists evidence of higher accuracy in 

groups; learners in groups produced more LREs and attended on linguistic form 

more frequently than those in pairs. Also, Dobao further discovered that groups 

participated in elaborate engagement, which resulted in more correct LREs 

resolution. Dobao’s findings suggested that ‘collaboration’ and ‘linguistic 

accuracy’ might be closely related and ‘the number of participants in the 

activity’ can work as an influential factor (p.54). 

 In the Korean EFL context, studies exploring the effects of group 

interaction in language learning have proven its effectiveness in terms of 

students’ academic achievement and affective domain. Most studies so far, 

however, were limited to university students or focused on skills such as 

listening, reading, and speaking (Chen, 2013; Han, 2003; Ko, 2008; Lee, 2012; 

Oh, 2013). In other cases, studies merely consisted of surveys or questionnaires 

related to either students’ or teacher’s attitudes towards small group activities 

(Choi & Joh, 2007; Han, 2003; Soh, 2000), and beliefs in grammar instruction 

(Kang, 2017). As far as the author knows, only one study explored a groupwork-

based grammar instruction in Korean EFL context (Oh, 2013). In Oh’s study, the 
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researcher compared the effectiveness of group-based grammar instruction to 

traditional teacher-centered instruction in the university context. Oh’s findings 

revealed that learners using cooperative group work participated more actively 

and were further satisfied with the class than traditioanl instruction. But as can 

be seen through a comparison of pre and post tests, no significant difference 

existed when it comes to grammar achievement. The use of quantitative analysis, 

however, might not be an effective method to look into what is really happening 

during interaction.  

In sum, previous studies have demonstrated that collaboration among 

students promotes overall grammatical accuracy even though some variation 

exsits depending on language items. The use of LREs as a unit of analysis 

seemed to provide an insight into the interactional dynamics. Unfortunately, no 

attempt has been made to actualize small group activity in the Korean secondary 

school context. Moreover, there are a dearth of studies which zoom in on the 

dynamics of different group interactions and trace learners’ microgenetic 

development focusing on grammar. Considering such scant literature, the present 

study was designed to give a report of an empirical study on group interaction in 

the Korean EFL classroom context.  

 

2.5 The Value and Importance of Teacher-led Interaction 

 

The role of teachers in peer and group interaction is indispensable in 
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maintaining and promoting the productivity of interaction. In a real classroom, 

learning emerges from the interplay between the teacher and students. Thus, 

Section 2.5.1 reviews the teacher’s role in small group interaction and Section 

2.5.2 proposes the importance of teacher-led interaction in students’ learning 

and development. 

    

2.5.1 Teacher’s Role in Small Group Interaction  

 

While the previous section focused on interaction among students, the 

following section will discuss the interaction between the teacher and students. 

Many previous studies on peer interaction have drawn attention to several 

classroom realities and among them, the need of an authoritative figure or 

teacher instruction, was most noticeable (Danli, 2011; Edstrom, 2015; Guk & 

Kellogg, 2007). 

 The teachers’ roles in the above-mentioned studies can be arranged in 

two ways. On the one hand, there exists the role of a teacher as a monitor, 

encourager, and facilitator. On the other hand, there exists the teachers’ role of 

training students to become more effective communicators. Danli’s (2011) study 

calls for the “re-thinking of the teacher’s role in the currently predominant peer 

editing” in second language writing classroom (p. 123). Students in Danli’s 

study were not always productive and effective in the process of collaboration. 
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In one case, they failed to maintain the goal throughout the task, and in the other 

case, they produced inappropriate linguistic forms. Danli emphasized the 

usefulness of the teacher’s and learner’s collaborative roles to effectively 

scaffold student learning. As a practical measure, Danli recommended the 

necessity of a teacher role as a facilitator, an encourager, or even a director who 

can even manipulate ineffective scaffolding mechanisms in some groups. 

Furthermore, Danli suggested the need for learner training so that learners can 

raise their awareness of the effective scaffolding functions (e.g., how to recruit 

interest in the form, simplify the task, maintain the goal of the task, control 

frustration, demonstrate solutions and provide feedback). This awareness raising 

training would help students to become more able to support each other, and 

exert themselves to be self-regulated in their own learning. 

 Similarly, Edstrom (2015) also suggested that the recommended 

teacher’s role for productive group functioning is twofold; Firstly, teachers have 

to foster true collaboration. In Edstrom’s research, the non-collaborative triads 

depended heavily on their teacher when they were confronted with difficulties. 

Moreover, the tension in the dominant interaction styles reached a climax. Such 

circumstances demonstrate the need for teacher intervention even as their 

interaction continues. As a method to promote collaborative interaction, Edstrom 

proposed to carefully monitor group activities and observe group dynamics. He 

suggested that teachers can place passive or contentious students in the right 
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places so that every group can achieve a harmonious combination, which can 

lead to effective future interaction. Secondly, Edstrom recommended teachers 

have to provide students with instruction on how to work together. Edstrom 

proposed a method of analyzing samples of positive and negative interaction. 

This method would help students to raise awareness of ways to be effective in 

their interaction. Besides, Edstrom further suggested employing exercises for 

students’ deficient communication strategies, such as paraphrasing, can boost 

collaborative interaction.  

 

2.5.2 The importance of Teacher-led Interaction  

 

 One problem in recent studies on interaction in an educational setting is 

that they only focus on the conversation among students, which is a far cry from 

the actual classroom scenes. In an actual classroom, teachers are always doing 

their part as a manager and facilitator of the group interaction. Teachers mediate 

when students fall into incorrect reasoning or intervene them when they are in 

conflict. Therefore, focusing on teacher-student discourse is a prerequisite 

process to deeply understand the students’ learning process as a continuum in the 

actual classroom setting. The following section will be devoted to introduce  

Vygotsky-inspired studies which explore how teacher-led interactions affect the 

development of student ZPD (Guk & Kellogg 2007, Mercer, 2008, van 
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Compernolle & Williams, 2012) 

First of all, Mercer’s (2008) study provides the rationale for investigating 

teacher-student talk as a whole-class mode as well as talk amongst students. 

Mercer signifies the importance of temporal analysis in analyzing classroom 

discourse. Mercer laments that until recently, there has been no conceptual 

framework in the fields of education “for explaining ‘becoming educated’ as a 

temporal, discursive, dialogic process” (p. 9). Learning is a process that happens 

over time and is mediated through language. So, the dialogue between learners 

and with a teacher needs to be traced over an extended period of time, and a 

series of lessons and activities should be understood as a continuum in the big 

framework towards the journey of learning. Mercer criticizes the use of 

atemporal coding schemes for studying educational discourse because it only 

provides snapshots of moments and overlooks the importance of time and 

temporality in learning. Furthermore, Mercer problematizes that these atemporal 

coding schemes can undermine the nuanced pragmatic or semantic values in the 

temporal sequence of communication. That is, the educational outcome of 

learners in a conversational episode should be understood in reference to the 

previous related interaction and contextual knowledge shared by learners. In his 

research, Mercer’s analysis of teacher-student talk as a whole-class mode and 

talk amongst students well shows the continuity of educational experience 

enacted in language. For example, the word “positive body language” (Mercer, 
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2008, p. 29), which was repeatedly used in students’ talk, was not a word that 

originated in students’ mouths but was shared in the past conversation with a 

teacher. Mercer pointed out that both ‘historic’ and ‘dynamic’ aspect of 

interaction should be fully considered to capture the essence of the learning 

process (p. 19).   

Seconldy, Guk and Kellog (2007) conducted a study to see whether 

teacher-led interaction (T-S) and student-led interaction (S-S) have different 

features so as to consider they constitute two different ZPDs. Their findings 

show that “the way in which learners mediate tasks differs from the way in 

which teachers do”, and “learner-to-learner mediation is in important ways 

closer to what Vygotsky termed internalization” (p. 281). For instance, T-S 

interaction is more language-oriented, which concerns about lexical or grammar 

problems, while S-S interaction centers more on the task, especially co-

construction of the discourse. Guk and Kellog concluded that T-S and S-S 

interaction creates “different ends of the same whole class ZPD” with T-S 

interaction lies closer to “the end of the ZPD concerned with inter-mental 

mediation and assisted performance” while the S-S interaction represents “the 

lower, unassisted end, bordering on internalization” (p. 297). Guk and Kellog 

propose T-S and S-S interactional mediation lie within a single, whole class ZPD 

rather than “both teacher-led mediation and learner-to-learner interaction may be 

considered waystages within a single whole classroom ZPD” (p. 287). 
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Guk and Kellog’s suggestion is groundbreaking. Many previous studies 

presupposed the existence of two different kinds of ZPDs, one based on 

‘asymmetrical scaffolding’ (Wertsch, 1998) and the other on symmetrical 

scaffolding (Fernández et al., 2001). Instead of differentiating the two, Guk and 

Kellog believed that they co-exist within a single ZPD, and can even be 

superimposed on each other.  

Vygotsky (1997) suggested an apt analogy of the teacher’s role between 

the ‘rickshaw puller’ and the ‘tram driver’ (cited in Guk and Kellog, 2007, p. 

160). As Guk and Kellog (2007) mentioned in their study, the ‘rickshaw puller’ 

teacher limits his or her teaching to the individual scaffolding and act as a mere 

content provider. Instead, the ‘tram driver’ teacher plays the role of the 

“pedagogical engine” by well organizing social environment of learning (p. 284). 

As an optimum solution to actualize the tram driver role, Fernández et al. (2001) 

recommended the teacher’s comprehensive use of group work and exploratory 

talk, where both symmetrical and asymmetrical interactions play a 

complementary role within the learners’ ZPD. Moreover, according to 

Negueruela (2008), students could expand their understanding and self-regulate 

language in the properly organized classroom where the instructor actively 

collaborates with students whinin their ZPD. In sum, the previous research 

supports the imperative role of teachers for successful group interaction. More 

fundamentally, studies clarify how teachers create a facilitative environment 
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where both student-led and teacher-led interactions promote students’ language 

development within their ZPD.  

To summarize, this study is based primarily on Vygotsky’s ideas of 

sociocultural learning, but the concept of IDZ has been adopted to better 

understand the salient difference in the interaction among groups of different 

interactional patterns. IDZ means ‘the shared communication space that 

language and joint activity creates’. IDZ is based on the same premise with 

Vygotsky’s SCT: learning originates from social interactions, and the use of 

language mediates the development of higher mental functions. But IDZ focuses 

more on the dialogic process itself, such as how learners interact and develop 

their reasoning together. Accordingly, IDZ helps shed light on learning within 

two types of classroom interaction: interaction within students as they conduct 

group work, and teacher-led class interaction after the group work. That is, the 

present study attempts to investigate whether the concept of ZPD, which has 

mainly applied to explain individual development, can extend to groups and the 

entire classroom. Overall, this research tries to explore how classroom 

interaction - interaction among students and between students and a teacher- can 

act as developmentally sensitive supports in an authentic classroom. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

 

This chapter introduces the methodology employed in the present study. 

It begins with Section 3.1 which provides the description of the participants and 

setting, followed by an explanation about the actual procedures in Section 3.2. 

Then, Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 introduces the details of data collection and 

analysis methods with regards to the research questions addressed.  

 

3.1 Participants and Setting   

 

The group work-based instruction was implemented in an intact class of 

the first-year students at a middle school in Suwon city, Gyeonggi Province. The 

school, small sized, consisted of 11 classes in total. This area was surrounded by 

apartments, where housing-site development was in progress in the vicinity. The 

socioeconomic status of families in this region belonged generally to the middle 

class. Unlike some other area, there is no overheated competition among parents 

when it comes to their children’s education. Accordingly, the proficiency level 

of students was intermediate low.  

There were a total of 18 students (10 males and 8 females) in the class. 

They formed five groups, three groups of four (2 females and 2 males) and two 

groups of three (1 female and 2 males). All classes during this group work-based 
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instruction were audio-recorded for close exploration of group interaction 

patterns and the tracking of developmental movements. Groups were arranged  

based on their English proficiency, personalities, and social relations. The 

students took two formative tests to evaluate what they had learned in the 

previous semester. Each test consisted of 10 multiple choices and short answer 

questions about the movement and inflections of verbs. By averaging the scores 

from the two tests, the students were classified into three levels: high, 

intermediate, and low. Then, each group was comprised of one high-level, two 

intermediate-level, one low-level student. For groups of three, one high-level, 

one intermediate-level, and one low-level student were arranged. The description 

of participants is listed under pseudonyms (refer to Table 3.1).  

 

Table 3.1. 

Description of the Participants 

Group Participants Gender      Profiency Level     

 

A 

Da-young 

Byeong-do 

Hyun-ji 

Tae-hwa 

F 

M 

F 

M 

High 

Intermediate 

Intermediate 

Low 

 

B 

Hyun-woo 

Yeon 

Min-seok 

M 

F 

M 

High 

Intermediate 

low 

 

C 

Hyun-do 

You-min 

Tae-hee 

M 

M 

F 

High 

Intermediate 

low 

 

D 

Hyun-su 

Su-hyun 

Nam-su 

Seung-i 

M 

F 

M 

F 

High 

Intermediate 

Intermediate 

Low 
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E 

Su-jin 

Eun-woo 

Seok-ju 

Ji-hong 

F 

F 

M 

M 

High 

Intermediate 

Intermediate 

Low 

 

Group A consisted of four students: Da-young (higher-level participant), 

Byeong-do and Hyun-ji (intermediate-level), and Tae-hwa (lower-level). Tae-

hwa was a slow but steady learner who learns at his own pace. In Group B, there 

existed three students: Hyun-woo (higher-level), Yeon (intermediate-level), and 

Min-seok (lower-level). Group C was composed of three students: Hyun-do 

(higher-level), You-min (intermediate-level) and Tae-hee (lower-level). Hyun-do 

had overseas experience. He attended an international school for two years, in 

which English was the main means of communication. This overseas experience 

might have affected his attitudes toward learning English. He had a better 

command of English than classmates. Thus, the L2 proficiency difference in 

Group C was quite large. Group D was made up of four students: Hyun-su 

(higher-level), Su-hyun and Nam-su (intermediate-level), and Seung-i (lower-

level). Lastly, Group E had four students, Su-jin (higher-level), Eun-woo and 

Seok-ju (intermediate-level), and Ji-hong (lower-level). While Su-jin was a 

student who knew the details of English grammar, Ji-hong was an unmotivated 

student who showed more interest in games than learning English.   

The teacher in the present study is myself. I have been teaching English 

in Korea for 7 years. I started my career as an English teacher at an “innovation” 
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middle school in Gyeonggi Province where all faculty were devoted to 

materializing Vygotsky’s educational philosophy. The idea of “innovation 

schools” was first introduced in Korea in 2009 to strengthen the public education 

system. This school transformation policy values colloboration and tries to root 

out excessive competition. Accordingly, I have been conducting collaborative 

classes passionately and have a strong belief in their value. I am open-minded 

and ready to try any educational initiatives that can help students’ English 

learning. As an advocate of the “researching teacher” (Dewey, 1929, p. 47), the 

present study was motivated by questions stemming from the experiences of 

myself and my colleagues aimed at seeking practical solutions to the issues of 

classroom group work. Thus, this research is part of my inquiry to gain more 

insight into teaching and learning through collaborative group work, to become a 

more reflective practitioner, and to create small changes in my classroom.  

 

3.2 Procedures  

 

Devising a way to integrate group work-based instruction into the 

national English curriculum was the first step of this research. After much 

thought, it was decided that the the Free Semester Program (FSP henceforth) 

would be the best time to foreground group work-based instruction. Held in the 

second semester, FSP exempts students from taking standardized tests such as 

mid-term and final exams during the entire semester. One of the purposes of this 
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program is to change cram culture in Korean education in which students rely 

heavily on mindless memorization and rote learning. Instead of standardized 

tests, project works and group activities are encouraged to develop students’ 

creativity and critical thinking. English teachers can freely reconstruct the 

curriculum under the FSP as long as it is aligned with national achievement 

standards and goals. Accordingly, group work-based instruction could be 

harmoniously integrated into the English curriculum without the pressure of 

quantitative evaluation.  

The target language form that this research chose to teach students in an 

integrative manner was comparatives and superlatives. This decision was made 

for ethical and educational reasons by referring to the target forms laid out in the 

national English curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2015) as well as the English 

textbook of the participants. After all, it would be unethical to teach forms and 

functions outside of the national curriculum, depriving students of the 

opportunity to learn the forms required by the government solely for the purpose 

of this research. Furthermore, a large body of research concedes that an 

integrative approach to grammar is both educational and effective (Celce-

Murica, 1991; Lightbown, 1992; Long & Porter, 1985). Exposure to storybooks 

in particular has been noted to holistically develop language skills such as 

grammar, vocabulary, reading, and narrative comprehension (Sénéchal & 

Lefevre, 2001). I chose a graded reader titled The Fattest, Tallest, Biggest 
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Snowman Ever (Ling ,1997), since it uses comparatives and superlatives 

frequently in a meaningful context. I adapted the length of the story and 

developed worksheets for 9 sessions of small group work-based instruction (refer 

to Appendix 2 for the example of the worksheet). The worksheet was organized 

step by step so that students could prepare themselves to read the storybook. 

Starting from the orientation class to foster collaborative dialogue and attitudes, 

the class was organized in the order of learning the basic concept of adjectives 

first and then applying it to learning of comparatives and superlatives. Table 3.2 

outlines the overview of the group work-based instruction.  

 

Table 3.2  

Overview of the Procedure  

Sessions Activities 

1 Orientation class for small group work : How to learn together: 

2 What is an adjective? (1) : 

Reading Pinocchio story and discussing the definition, placement, and function of 

adjectives in sentences 

3 What is an adjective? (2) : 

Introducing comparative & superlative forms, writing comparative sentences 

4 Reading 1: Introducing ‘The Fattest, Tallest, Biggest Snowman Ever’ 

pre-reading activities (vocabulary, read-aloud, listening), intensive reading, post-

reading activities (reading comprehension questions) 

5 Reading 2: pre-reading activities (vocabulary, read-aloud, listening), intensive 

reading, post-reading activities (reading comprehension questions ) 

6 Reading 3: pre-reading activities (vocabulary, read-aloud, listening), intensive 

reading, post-reading activities (reading comprehension questions, sentence 

writing ) 

7 Reading 4: pre-reading activities (vocabulary, read-aloud, listening), intensive 

reading, post-reading activities (reading comprehension questions, sentence 

writing ) 
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8 Reading 5: pre-reading activities (vocabulary, read-aloud, listening), intensive 

reading, post-reading activities (reading comprehension questions) 

9 After Reading: summary, writing, speaking 

10 Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

 *Students read ‘The Fattest, Tallest, Biggest Snowman Ever’ from session 4 through 8. 

 

The details of each class are as follows. Firstly, the orientation class was 

provided in order for students to gear up for collaborative group work. They 

watched a short video clip, thought about the benefits of collaborative learning, 

and learned about ‘what to do’ and ‘what not to do’ during group interaction. 

Students also thought about tips to provide feedback to peers. The last phase was 

allocated to tackle a task through collaboration following the guidelines in the 

worksheet. Next, the focus of the second and third sessions was dealing with the 

concept of the adjective, which laid a foundation for further learning on 

comparatives and superlatives. Students had to find all adjectives in a short story 

about Pinocchio and discuss their placement inside the sentence as well as their 

grammatical function. Then, they collected and expressed their ideas about the 

adjective in their own words and shared them with students from other groups. 

After consolidating their knowledge about adjectives, students were asked to 

make short sentences comparing ‘Pinocchio’ and ‘Geppetto’. Starting from the 

fourth session, students started to read the storybook. Every class started with 

teacher-initiated pre-reading activities to activate previous knowledge, read-

aloud, and check vocabulary, followed by small group activities for while and 
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post-reading activities. While-reading activities were mostly comprehension 

check-up tasks such as filling in the graphic organizer, answering questions, 

completing a conversation, and drawing a picture. Post-reading activities were 

typically writing and speaking in a variety of contexts: to compare Australian 

snowman vs. Korean snowman (writing for session 6), to measure arm length 

and figure out who has the longest arm in class (speaking and writing for session 

7) and to introduce group members using comparative and superlative (speaking 

and writing for session 9) to name a few. At the end of the procedure, a course 

evaluation questionnaire was conducted to understand students perception of 

collaborative learning (refer to Appendix 1 for the example of the questionnaire). 

 Students participated in small group work-based instruction for five 

weeks (9 sessions) for 45 minutes each class. This group work-based instruction 

consisted of two complementary modes of classroom interaction: student-led 

small group interaction and teacher-led whole class interaction. Most of the time, 

students had to come to grips with the tasks at hand through group interaction. 

While they worked together, I circulated the class and mediated group 

interaction contingent upon students’ requests. I also intervened group 

discussions when the interactions broke down. I paid careful attention to what 

mediational feedback to give students in order to stimulate their ZPDs. I started 

with implicit feedbacks, and gradually moved to the explicit ones. After a 

session of group work, students shared what they had discussed in the teacher-
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led whole class feedback phase. This teacher-led interaction gave students a 

chance to share their ideas, fill the gap in their knowledge, and extend their 

thinking.  

In sum, even though the target form was the organizing principle for 

curriculum and material development, the adoption of an integrative approach 

pursued to develop students’ general English proficiency by including grammar 

as well as listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills in a meaningful context 

of reading a graded book. The group work-based instruction was organized in a 

sequential way; students first became familiar with the concept of adjectives and 

then were exposed to the appropriate use of target language form embedded in 

the story. Students read the story together and jointly solved the tasks in groups. 

This small group interaction was always followed by the teacher-led interaction 

to share product and learn from each other. 

  

3.3 Data Collection  

 

All small group interactions were audiotaped and the classes videotaped. 

Moreover, I closely observed students during class and wrote field notes when I 

confronted noteworthy scenes. The individual interviews were carried out when I 

needed a grounded view of students’ interaction or their developmental 

phenomena. Lastly, attitudes, roles and perceived effectiveness of collaborative 

group work were investigated through a final questionnaire (refer to Appendix 1 
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for the example of the questionnaire). Students were asked about what they 

thought about the small group work, and how different it was compared to the 

normal instruction they have received. All these data were first transcribed in 

Korean and then translated into English.  

It should be noted that students’ group interaction was done mostly in 

Korean, which is the first language of the students. There was no restriction on 

the use of language in their group activities, and students freely held discussions 

with the language they were comfortable with. This was because this research 

was conducted within the Vygotskian framework, which reexamines language as 

a means to mediate not only social interaction among learners but more 

importantly individual’s cognitive development. In this research, students were 

not communicatively capable to use English as a cognitive tool to accomplish 

tasks. Moreover, my own experience has shown that the tasks students were 

engaged in was cognitively demanding for them to communicate in English.  

In the process of transcribing excerpts, the utterances in L1 were 

transcribed in italics. The transcription translates most of the students’ L1 

utterances into English. However, in a few cases in which the translation creates 

confusion to the reader, the L1 utterances have been romanized (phonemically 

transcribed), rather than translated into English. For instance, when a student 

inquires the meaning of the English word ‘quality,’ the transcription reads as 

“Does ‘quality’ mean ‘jil’?” Here, ‘jil’ is not translated into English because the 
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resulting sentence would be confusing: “Does ‘quality’ mean ‘quality’?” 

For more specific transcription conventions, ‘?’ means rising intonation, 

parantheses indicate nonverbal features (e.g., laugh), ‘…’ means sevral turns 

later, and ‘A.B.C.D’ means spelling out the word. For the sake of privacy, 

pseudonyms were used to refer to the participants. Every transcription was 

closely examined and analyzed with respect to each research question.  

 

3.4 Data Analysis 

 

This study employs both deductive and inductive approaches to analyze 

the data. Section 3.4.1 explains the data analysis method for identifying group 

interaction patterns. Group interaction patterns were deductively analyzed by 

adapting the analytic methods used by previous studies. Next, Section 3.4.2 

introduces analytic methods applied to describe dynamics of peer assistance, 

which were part inductive and deductive. Pre-set analytic methods were applied 

to explain peer assistance and level of engagement. However, the direction and 

acceptance of peer assistance were analyzed according to the schemes derived 

from the data. Lastly, Section 3.4.2 describes categories for functions of teacher-

led interaction, which were discovered after inductively reviewing the data.  

 

3.4.1 Data Analysis for Group Interaction Patterns 
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The patterns of group interaction were analyzed by adapting the 

preformulated model suggested by Storch (2002, p. 128). Storch (2002) 

suggested two indexes to describe different role relationships in dyadic 

interaction: equality (the degree of control or authority over the task) and 

mutuality (the level of engagement with each other’s contribution). Based on 

these indexes, she divided group interactional patterns into 4 categories: 

collaborative, dominant /dominant, dominant/passive, and expert/novice. This 

research applied her framework to describe the dominant interactional patterns of 

each student group, with minor changes to the detailed explanations for each 

pattern type (see Table 3.3). The patterns of group interaction should be regarded 

as a continuum, fluid in nature as the interaction goes on. According to the 

operational definition of each category, the dominant interaction pattern of each 

group was revealed.  

 

Table 3.3 

Patterns of Group Interaction (Slightly adapted from Storch, 2002) 

Sessions Activities 

Collaborative 

Students work together on all parts of the task, and they are willing to offer 

ideas and engage with each other’s ideas, leading to resolutions that seem 

acceptable to all group members. 

Dominant/ 

dominant 

Students contribute to the task, but they have a high level of disagreement and 

are often unable to reach consensus. 

Dominant/ 

passive 

One learner takes an authoritarian stance while others adopt a more passive, 

subservient roles. There is little negotiation because the passive learners rarely 

contribute ideas or challenges the ideas of the dominant learner. 

Expert/ 

novice 

One learner takes control over the task by acting as an expert and encourages 

others to participate in the task. 



58 

3.4.2 Data Analysis for Dynamics of Peer Assistance in 

Learning Grammar  

 

  The exchanges of peer assistance in group interaction were 

microgenetically analyzed to reveal the different dynamics of interaction in each 

group and its effects on grammar learning. The analysis in this section was 

especially focused on the transcriptions of session 3, 6, 7 and 9, of which focus 

was to jointly write comparatives and superlative sentences. As proposed by 

several researchers (Storch, 2005; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2007; Wigglesworth 

& Storch,2009), collaborative writing tasks effectively reveal how learners work 

together throughout the entire writing process and linguistic development can be 

easily inferred from the final written product.  

Both predetermined and data-driven analytic methods were applied to 

explore the dynamics of peer assistance in terms of (1) the methods of assistance, 

(2) the direction of assistance and whether it accepted, and (3) the level of 

engagement. First of all, the instances of assistance were microgenetically 

analyzed based on “methods of assistance during classroom peer interaction”, . 

which is slightly adapted by Ohta (2001, p. 89) (see Table 3.4). Table 3.4 

suggested two different contexts: when the peer interlocutor is struggling or 

asking questions, and when the peer interlocutor produces an error. In this 

research, the method of ‘offering answers’ (level 3) was added between ‘co-
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construction’ (level 2-3) and ‘explaining’(level 4). The ‘offering answers’ 

method was added after considering the result of the previous study which 

reported that Korean EFL students preferred explicit forms of assistance such as 

direct questioning during collaborative writing (Lee, 2015). Next to each 

method, the level of explicitness is noted. The level of explicitness was 

determined by the amount of information the assistance provides to the peer 

interlocutor. The different assisting mechanism in each group was examined in 

terms of methods and explicitness of assistance. 

 

Table 3.4 

Some Methods of Assistance Occurring during Classroom Peer Interaction 

(Slightly adapted from Ohta, 2001, p. 89) 

Methods 
Level of 

Explicitness 
Description 

(1) When the peer interlocutor is struggling or asks questions 

Waiting 1 
One partner gives the other, even when struggling, time to 

complete an utterance without making any contribution. 

Prompting 2 
Partner repeats the syllable or word just uttered, helping the 

interlocutor to continue. 

Co-

construction 
2-3 

Partner contributes a syllable, word, phrase, or grammatical 

particle that completes or works toward completion of the 

utterance. This includes prompts that occur in the absence of 

an error, when the learner stops speaking or produces false 

starts. 

Offering 

Answers 
3 

Partner offers an immediate answer to the peer interlocutor’s 

questions.  

Explaining 4 Partner explains in the native language. 

(2) When the peer interlocutor makes an error, partners use the above methods (waiting, co-

construction,and prompting) as well as the methods listed below. 

 

NTRI 

(without 

repair) 

1-2 

Partner indicates that the preceding utterance is somehow 

problematic (for example, by saying “huh?” or “what?”.) 

When the NTRI is in the form of a prompt, it more explicitly 

targets the error. The NTRI provides an opportunity for the 
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interlocutor to consider the utterance and self-correct. This is 

the case even when the NTRI is triggered by comprehension 

difficulties rather than by a linguistic error. 

NTRI 

(provide) 
3 

Partner initiates and carries out repair. (either fully or partially 

by providing a syllable, word, or phrase to the interlocutor. 

These may be in the form of recasts, which build semantically 

on the learner’s utterance but change or expand it.) 

Asking 4 
Peer partner notices their interlocutor’s error and asks the 

teacher about it. 

 Key: Level of Explicitness from least explicit (1) to most explicit (4) 

 NTRI = Next Turn Repair Initiator 

 
 

As Table 3.4 indicates, the assisting methods are listed from the least 

explicit form of assistance to the most explicit. In the first case of the peer 

interlocutor struggling, the least explicit form of assistance is waiting, which 

literally means that the interlocutor simply waits for the peer to formulate an 

utterance. More explicit prompting indicates the act of repeating a word or 

syllable just uttered, hoping their partner to continue. Alternatively, learners can 

assist more explicitly through co-construction by contributing a syllable, word, 

phrase, or grammatical particle that completes an utterance started by the peer. 

Lastly, peers can reply to direct questions or provide an explanation in the native 

language to help their interlocutors. On another occasion, learners can also help 

each other to correct linguistic errors. Next Turn Repair Initiators (NTRI, 

henceforth) occur immediately following a learner error, which allows the peer 

interlocutor time to reflect on the errors. The less explicit form is NTRI (without 

repair) – the interlocutor implicitly or explicitly indicates something is wrong. 

The more explicit form of NTRI (provide) occurs in the form of recast by peers 
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providing a restatement of their interlocutor’s errors. As the most explicit form, 

peers can correct their interlocutor’s errors by explaining or asking for teacher 

help.   

Secondly, the direction of assistance was identified as multilateral (M) 

and unilateral (U), of which codes were derived from the data. Excerpts where 

learners reciprocally exchanged supports were coded as multilateral (M) while 

excerpts where the assistance was only uni-directional were coded as unilateral 

(U). Moreover, the acceptance of assistance was coded as accepted (+A) and 

unaccepted (-A). The direction and acceptance of assistance were combined and 

notated in one parenthesis (e.g., M+A, U+A, U-A). In most cases, multilaterally 

distributed assistance was readily accepted by group participants (M+A). 

Unilateral assistance was further divided into two levels; excerpts where the 

assistance was accepted were coded as (U+A) whereas if the assistance was 

rejected, the excerpts were coded as (U-A).  

Thirdly, different quality of engagement in each group were identified 

and coded into elaborated and limited engagement based upon the study by 

Storch (2008) (see Figure 3.1). Excerpts where learners deliberated over the 

linguistic problem by questioning and explaining to seek the best answer, were 

coded as elaborate engagement (E). Excerpts where one learner made a 

suggestion without receiving any response except phatic utterance (e.g., hmm, 

yeah, ok) were coded as limited engagement. As the number of participants were 
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different from Storch’s dyadic interaction, one more level (L+L+L) was added to 

the sub-category of limited engagement. As shown in Figure 3.1, limited 

engagement was further divided into three levels. Excerpts where one learner 

made a suggestion without receiving any response were coded as (L), which 

denotes limited engagement by one participant only. Excerpts where one learner 

made a suggestion and another learner showed agreement by repeating the 

suggestion were coded as (L+L), meaning both participants attended to the 

suggested item. Fianally, excerpts in which two other learners showed a limited 

response to a learner’suggested ideas were coded as (L+L+L), denoting limited 

engagement by three participants. In other words, the number of Ls coded in 

each level refers to the number of participants that attended to the linguistic item 

discussed in the LREs. In some cases, elaborated and limited engagement 

coexist, which is represented as (E+L). This means that other students, except for 

one limited participant, actively participated in the language-related discourse.  

 

Figure 3.1 The Quality of Engagement (Storch, 2008, slightly adapted) 
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Finally, the level of collective regulation on comparative and superlative 

in each group was determined based on “the general levels of transition from 

intermental to intramental functioning” proposed by Aljaafreh and Lantolf 

(1994, p. 470). The levels of regulation were classified on a scale of 1 to 5 

according to three parameters: the need for intervention, the ability to notice the 

error, and the ability to correct the error (See Table 3.5). This regulation level 

was originally designed to track individual development, but I adapted a little to 

track the group’s developmental trajectory, i.e., the groups’ control over the 

target structure.  

 

Table 3.5 

Levels of Transition from Intermental to Intramental Functioning (Slightly 

adapted from Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994, p.470) 

Level Description 

1 
Learners in a group are not able to notice or correct the error, even with 

intervention from the peers or tutor. 

2 
Learners in a group are able to notice the error, but cannot correct it, even with 

intervention. 

3 
Learners in a group are able to notice and correct the error, but only under 

other-regulation. 

4 

Learners in a group notice and correct an error with minimal, or no obvious 

feedback from the tutor and begin to assume full responsibility for error 

correction. 

5 

Learners in a group become more consistent in using the target structure 

correctly in all contexts. Noticing and correcting errors, when they arise, do not 

require intervention. Thus, learners are fully integrated. 

 

These transitional levels represent three general stages of development 

from other-regulation to self-regulation. Other-regulation encompasses levels 1 
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through 3, in which learners in a group cannot notice or correct errors without 

help outside the group. Nextly, partial self-regulation encompasses level 4, in 

which learners in a group start to control the use of target form but their 

performance is not yet automatized. In the final developmental stage of level 5, 

learners show completely self-regulated performance, showing consistency in 

using target form. Referring to Table 3.5, the extent to which each group controls 

the target structure in each session could be shown. When taken together it could 

roughly show groups’ developmental changes over time. Successful regulation 

of target form in a group could not be directly related to an individual student’s 

acquisition. But a close examination of the interactional process and resultant 

language production certainly has implications for understanding the 

development of individuals and groups. 

 

3.4.3 Data Analysis for Functions of the Teacher-led 

Interaction  

 

For the third research question, the analytic framework did not come from the 

predetermined categories but emerged from the data. The transcribed interaction 

of teacher-led interaction was segmented into excerpts and categorized into three 

functions: (1) to create learning opportunities by sharing other groups’ ideas, (2) 

to discuss common mistakes and difficulties, (3) to provide affective support to 
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the learners. The teacher-led interaction was investigated to see any possible 

effects the teacher had on students’ development in learning through group work. 
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Chapter 4. Findings and Discussion  

 

      This chapter is divided into three sections in which each research question 

is addressed. Section 4.1 examines group interaction patterns of five groups of 

Korean EFL students when they participate in group work-based instruction. 

Next, Section 4.2 investigates the different dynamics of peer assistance in groups 

and how they support Korean EFL learners’ learning of target language. In 

addition, Section 4.3 probes into facilitative functions of teacher-led interaction, 

attempting to figure out how teacher-led interaction, along with student-led 

group interaction, promotes students’ language learning. Lastly, this chapter 

concludes with a discussion of small group interaction and teacher-led 

interaction in Section 4.4. 

 

4.1  General Patterns of Group Interaction 

 

      According to the model of group interaction slightly adapted from Storch 

(2002, p.128), five groups exhibited three interactional patterns: collaborative, 

expert/novice, dominant/passive. Specifically, Group A and B represented the 

collaborative, Group C showed the expert/novice, and Group D and E displayed 

dominant/passive pattern. This categorization was established according to the 

predominant patterns extracted from the transcribed dialogues. In accordance 
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with Storch (2002), these patterns were quite stable across tasks and throughout 

the sessions. The findings are summarized in Table 4.1. However, I want to 

make sure that these patterns are only general tendencies shown in each group 

and should be understood considering their own idiocyncractic characteristics. 

Thus, Section 4.1.1 demonstrates the characteristics of collaborative interaction 

pattern followed by those of expert/novice pattern in Section 4.1.2 and those of 

dominant/passive pattern in Section 4.1.3. Finally, Section 4.1.4. provides 

summary and discussion on general interaction patterns.  

 

Table 4.1 

General Group Interaction Patterns 

Group        Interaction Patterns      Equality and Mutuality  

  A        Collaborative High equality & high mutuality  

  B        Collaborative High equality & high mutuality 

  C        Expert/novice Low equality & high mutuality 

  D        Dominant/passive Low equality & low mutuality 

  E        Dominant/passive Low equality & low mutuality 

 

4.1.1 Collaborative Group Interaction Pattern: The Case of 

Group A and B 

 

Group A and B represented collaborative interaction patterns with 

moderate to high level of mutuality and equality. During group activities, the 

group members worked on almost all of the tasks together without distributing 
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individual roles. Group A consists of 4 participants, two females and two males. 

One student, named Tae-hwa, has especially lower proficiency compared to 

three other students. However, Tae-hwa’s slow but sure progress gains him 

ground in group discussion. Tae-hwa’s participation was not always verbal; in 

case the given task was demanding to him, he frequently asked for repetition 

from peers and used private speech to internalize what he heard from his peers. 

But when Tae-hwa had something to contribute, he actively participated. Thus, it 

was not like all four members always verbally involved in the interaction in 

group A. Group B was composed of three members, a female and two males. 

They were more collaboratively oriented and as a natural result, Group B 

produced more LREs, which clearly reveals the features of the collaborative 

pattern. For this reason, more excerpts from Group B were introduced in the 

following sections to represent the traits of the collaborative interaction pattern.  

Even though two collaborative groups showed slightly different 

dynamics in their interaction, there were five noticeable common characteristics: 

1) high level of mutual scaffolding, 2) collective monitoring for laguage forms 

and task progress, 3) emergence of a leader student, 4) establishment of 

intersubjectivity, and 5) management of difficult problems. The following 

sections, in turn, introduces noticeable characteristics derived by two 

collaborative groups. Section 4.1.1.1 shows the high level of collective 

scaffolding and Section 4.1.1.2 displays collective monitoring of language forms 
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and task progress. Then, Section 4.1.1.3 explains the emergence of a leader 

followed by the establishment of intersubjectivity in Section 4.1.1.4. Finally, 

Section 4.1.1.5 demonstrates the ability to manage difficult problems. 

 

4.1.1.1 High Level of Mutual Scaffolding 

 

The most dominant feature of collaborative pattern was a high level of 

collective scaffolding, where learners jointly pooled their resources and offered 

appropriate assistance to solve the problems which were beyond their individual 

development level. This can be seen in Excerpt 1, where learners in Group A 

were engaged in answering comprehension questions after reading the part of the 

storybook.  

 

EXCERPT 1. Group A in Session 8  

1    Da-young: Why did they take a piece of charcoal from the 

snowman?  

2   Tae-hwa: to measure the height? 

3    Da-young: Yes, to measure the height and make marks  

4   Byeong-do: Isn’t it this part? Here, we can use this to make our 

marks 

5    Da-young: Yes, right. It starts with ‘they’.. because the question 

starts with ‘why’  

6   Byeong-do: ‘did’ means past tense  

7    Da-young: How can we express purpose? to mark...? 
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8   Byeong-do: Isn’t it to make? 

9    Da-young: They take a piece of charcoal to make mark... 

10  Byeong-do: It should be ‘took’ instead of ‘take’. They took a piece 

of charcoal.  

        11   Da-young: to make marks 

      12  Byeong-do: They took a piece of charcoal to make marks. 

 

Da-young translates the English question into Korean (line 1), which acts 

as a prompt to engage other students in the sentence construction. Then,Tae-hwa 

responds with resistently “to measure height?” (line 2). Here, it is clear that he is 

not certain so Da-young confirms (line 3) and Byeong-do further seeks to 

address this doubt by finding concerning evidence in the passage (line 4). Now 

all members of the group seem to know the answer to the question in L1, and 

now they work toward forming an English sentence. No one clearly states that 

the next goal is to make an English sentence, but their collective orientation 

naturally moves to the next goal (line 5). They deliberate over tense, and over to-

infinitive phrase explaining ‘purpose’. Da-young continues by changing the 

subject (from ‘we’ to ‘they’) from Byeong-do’s previous provision (line 5). 

Byeong-do contributes to her by pinpointing the use of the past tense (“‘did’ 

means past tense”, line 6), and Da-young and Byeong-do jointly construct to-

infinitive part of the sentence (lines 7-12). No one repeats what has been just 

uttered, and they alternatively provide words, phrases, or even critical comments 

to complete the sentence. This vertical construction was a common feature of 
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collaborative group work (Ohta, 2001). Participants drew on their own resources 

and contributed what they knew to move forward the process.  

In Excerpt 2, students in Group A were asked to find the use of 

comparative and superlative adjectives in the storybook. They easily found the 

regular adjectival changes, but had a hard time finding irregular changes such as 

‘better’ and ‘best’.  

 

EXCERPT 2. Group A in session 4 

1    Byeong-do: (laughing) better? better?      

2     Da-young: I almost highlighted ‘summer’ right now. 

3    Tae-hwa: Oh, I already highlighted it. 

4    Da-young: What? 

5    Tae-hwa: I gotta mark X on it 

6    Byeong-do: What about ‘best’? I think ‘best’ will be included, too.  

7    Hyun-ji: ‘best’ can be...? 

8    Tae-hwa: Where is ‘best’? 

9    Byeong-do: ‘best’... don’t you think ‘good’ is turned into ‘best’? 

   10    Da-young: Where is ‘best’? 

   11    Hyun-ji: Oh, really? Oh, yeah, ‘best’ can be...  

   12    Tae-hwa: What about ‘best’? 

   13    Hyun-ji: Oh, I think you’re right.  

   14    Byeong-do: (calling out a friend in a different group) Hey, Hyun-woo! 

Isn’t ‘best’ right? Isn’t it a superlative form of ‘good’? 

15    Tae-hwa: ‘best’ means ‘choi-go’ in Korean. It’s right! Then shall we 

mark all ‘best’s here? 

16    Hyun-woo: (From group C) Isn’t ‘best’ included in ‘-est’ group?  



72 

17    Hyun-ji: ‘best’ means... 

18    Tae-hwa: ‘best’ means ‘choi-go’ .. ‘best’.. for example, ‘best friend’ 

means the closest friend... ‘best’ should be included.  

 

      The exchange begins with Byeong-do scaffolding group members by first 

suggesting that ‘best’ should also be included in the superlative group as in 

“What about ‘best’? I think ‘best’ will be included, too” (line 6). Other students 

seem not to agree with him at first but start to recognize the possibility of 

irregular change from ‘good’ to ‘best’ (line 11). Byeong-do tries to make sure by 

asking Hyun-woo, his close friend (line 14). Tae-hwa further scaffolds others by 

providing an example, ‘best friend’ (line 15). The way learners included ‘best’ to 

the superlative group was quite different from groups of different interactional 

patterns. They deliberated over its form, meaning and use, and also referred to 

the morphological rules until they reached a conclusion. In the process, they 

pooled their linguistic resources and provided useful knowledge about the 

meaning of words and contextualized examples. As will be further discussed in 

sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.3, students in the dominant/passive group included 

‘best’ simply because it had ‘-est’. Similarly, in the expert/novice group, students 

just followed what an expert student had done without any further inquiry. For 

language items on which students pondered over are more memorable and could 

be easily internalized in their minds. As previous research has noted, the more 

opportunities learners have to reflect on the language item, the better chances 
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they have to consolidate their language knowledge (Ellis, 1994; Qi & Lapkin, 

2001; Schmidt, 1990; Storch, 2008 ; Swain 1995, 2000).  

 

4.1.1.2 Collective Monitoring for Language Forms and Task 

Process 

 

Collaborative groups demonstrated collective monitoring for editing 

language forms as well as proceeding tasks at hand. Monitoring is a concept 

suggested by Krashen (1981) which underscores the existence of an internal 

processor that is responsible for conscious linguistic processing. In most cases, 

monitoring has been treated as a concept solely for the formative processing of 

language. However, it has broadened its horizon beyond local linguistic 

features in Donato’s research (1988). Donato suggests a broader concept of 

monitoring, which includes the construction of task and, by extension, the 

collective construction of knowledge. According to Donato (1988), collective 

monitoring of tasks helps “group members shape the direction and the goal of 

the task in order to successfully complete it” (p.246). Donato further explains 

that the successful learning individuals experience in a group facilitates an 

internalized strategic process that can be useful when they perform other tasks 

in the future. In this research, both levels of monitoring were discovered in 

collaborative interaction. Excerpt 3 from Group B demonstrated a narrow 
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concept of editing linguistic forms. As Excerpt 3 shows, Yeon scaffolds Min-

seok to write a comparative sentence. Min frequently makes spelling errors, 

and Yeon, who already knows his weakness in orthography through 

interaction, pays special attention when he is writing as shown in “Oh, you 

have to change the order of ‘r’ and ‘e’” (line 6).  

 

EXCERPT 3. Group B in session 9 

1   Yeon: Do you know what ‘catch’ means? 

2   Min-seok: hold something? 

3   Yeon: Yes, ‘catch’ is a verb. You have to write the verb after the 

name. 

4   Min-seok: Catch more ball..right?  

5   Yeon: Right, catch more balls than whom? 

6   Yeon: Oh, you have to change the order of ‘r’ and ‘e’.  

7   Min-seok: The spelling is always confusing.  

8   Yeon: more balls...You have to add ‘-s’.   

9   Min-seok: than Jeff 

10  Yeon: You can do the same for the next sentence. 

 

Students in collaborative groups also jointly monitored the progress of 

the task. In session 7, students had an arm length competition as an after-reading 

activity. They wrote comparative and superlative sentences about the results of 

competition. In Excerpt 4, learners in Group B were discussing how the task 

should proceed.  
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EXCERPT 4. Group B in session 7 

1   Yeon: Do I have to use this as comparative only? How about writing 

superlatives? 

2   Hyun-woo: Then let’s write the last sentence using superlative.  

3   Min-seok: Let’s write the group first and then the class next.  

4   Hyun-woo: Good. longest. Is ‘longest’ right?  

5   Min-seok: What? Tom’s arms are longest in group? 

Tom’s arms are longest... longest (saying as writing down)  

What do we write next to longest?  

6   Hyun-woo: in.. my.. group? 

7   Yeon: Good. Let’s go with ‘in my group’. How about class? 

8   Min-seok: Let’s write two comparatives in groups and two 

superlatives in class. (They are writing in their worksheet) 

9   Min-seok: The last sentence goes class comparison. Okay. I’m a 

genius! (saying to himself) Tom’s arms are longest in class... (saying as 

writing down) Finish! 

 

At first, they only write comparative sentences until Yeon suggests using 

superlatives, “How about using superlatives?” (line 1). Hyun-woo agrees with 

her idea to write the last sentence using superlatives (line 2). They jointly decide 

to compare group members first followed by the comparison of classmates (line 

3). When writing, they carefully choose the appropriate words and receive 

confirmation about their language choices (lines 6-7). They exchange task-

specific comments together in performing tasks and sometimes inform their own 
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progress through private speech (lines 5, 9). Min-seok continues talking about 

what he is doing, and this private speech serves as a catalyst for him as well as 

the whole group to finish the task.  

Moreover, Group B’s use of language can be another indicator to show 

their collective task processing. According to Donato (1988), language signifies 

how individuals relate to a task at hand as well as their orientation to the joint 

activity (p.203). In Donato’s study, collective discourse includes more 

occurrences of first-person plural “we” or “us” compared to the non-

collaborative counterpart. In Excerpt 4, Group B’s joint orientation to the task is 

manifested in the use of “let’s” (lines 2, 3, 7, 8) and “we” (line 5). Group B had a 

greater incidence of cohortative “let’s” (e.g., lines 5, 10 of Excerpt 5, lines 1, 10 

of Excerpt 9) and “we” (e.g., line 7 of Excerpt 5, line 1 of Excerpt 9) throughout 

the sessions. In other words, collective monitoring of task procedure was the 

hallmarks of Group B’s collaborative group work.  

 

4.1.1.3 The Emergence of a Leader  

 

Collaborative groups featured a student who naturally played the role 

of a leader depending on the situation. In collaborative Group B, a female 

student, “Yeon”, played a paramount role even though her English proficiency 

was not as high as Hyun-woo. Yeon helped the group to function well when 

the other members lagged behind for some reasons such as tiredness and 
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distractions. She unhesitatingly offered critical comments about on-going 

problems of their interaction. As shown in Excerpt 5, Hyun-woo, who is 

usually taciturn, sometimes solves the problem individually. This excerpt well 

shows how Hyun-woo returns to the interaction after Yeon complains about 

the problem of his interaction style. Yeon reprimands Hyun-woo quite 

emphatically by saying “Don’t work on it by yourself. Why do you always 

work alone?” (line 2) and “This is not a group activity. You’re doing alone, 

and you’re sleeping now!” (line 9). This reveals her frustration, and Hyun-woo 

re-joins the ongoing interaction by saying “Okay, let’s share our ideas in turn” 

(line 10).  

 

EXCERPT 5. Group B in session 6 

1   Hyun-woo: Snowman’s style is different. (Talking to himself) 

2   Yeon: Don’t work on it by yourself. Why do you always work alone? 

3   Min-seok: What is Australia? 

4   Hyun-woo: Australia? Ho-ju! 

5   Yeon: Let me know. Let’s get it done together. 

6   Hyun-woo: Just compare Austalian snowman and Korean 

snowman.  

7   Yeon: So concerning what are we supposed to compare? About 

what?  

8   Hyun-woo: Hmm, the Australian snowman is... handsome than...  

9   Yeon: This is not a group activity. You’re doing alone, and you’re 

sleeping now! 

10  Hyun-woo: Okay, let’s share our ideas in turn. 
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Yeon was outspoken in her assessment of group interaction. When their 

group cohesiveness was dissipated, Yeon criticized Hyun-woo and Min-seok to 

make the group work together. By virtue of her, this group could spend a 

relatively small amount of time chatting and concentrated more on the tasks at 

hand.  

Moreover, Yeon’s scaffolding was focused not only on the task, but also 

on the behavior of mute participant, namely, Min-seok. As shown in Expert 6, 

when Min-seok dozes off in class, Yeon is the one who tries hard to wake him 

up and leads him to follow what they are doing by saying “Hey, come on. Pull 

yourself together. We read this earlier. Did you hear it? ” (lines 1, 3). Thanks to 

her, Min-seok can be re-engaged in the task performance shaking off his 

sleepiness. When Hyun-woo suggests him to just copy the answers, “You can 

just copy mine” (line 8), Yeon insists on the importance of learning on his own: 

“What are you talking about? We have to help him know by himself ” (line 9). It 

was Yeon’s attitude and spirit that had a paramount influence on shaping the 

collaborative atmosphere in Group B. She led the group when necessary but not 

in an authoritative stance, and she supported other students in pursuit of true 

learning. Yeon’s presence in this group once again proved the fact that there are 

more critical factors than proficiency level for collaborative group functioning.   
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EXCERPT 6. Group B in session 5 

1   Yeon: (to Min-seok) Hey, come on. Pull yourself together. We read 

this earlier. Did you hear it?  

2   Hyun-woo: Do you know the answer to the question 3? 

3   Yeon: Look, Jeff and Maria made... It says Maria and Jeff made 

their own snowman. (looking at Min-seok dozing off) Hey, wake him up. 

4   Hyun-woo: Hey, Minseok!! Wake up! Hold on!  

5   Yeon: Look here, they used a black button, what is the button in 

Korean?  

6   Min-seok: Dan-choo (button) 

7   Yeon: Refer to the word list and figure out what kind of snowman 

Jeff and Maria made.  

8   Hyun-woo: Min-seok, you can just copy mine. 

9   Yeon: What are you talking about? We have to help him know by 

himself. 

 

This emergence of a leader was also found in Group A. In Excerpt 7, 

students in Group A are intensively reading a part in the stroybook. The sentence 

they engaged in is ‘we can hold a branch next to our snowman and mark how tall 

they are’. It seemed to be a little bit complex for learners because of the 

prepositional phrase ‘next to our snowman’ and both Tae-hwa and Byeong-do 

seem to be confused. Then, Da-young provides scaffolding for both of them by 

commenting that “In English, you can interpret phrases from the back” (line 5), 

which marks critical discrepancies between peers’ erroneous utterances and the 

ideal solution (Wood, Bruner & Ross, 1976). Da-young knows that modifiers 
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follows nouns in English, but she does not give a direct answer to Byeong-do 

and Tae-hwa so that they can re-try. When they try again, all of the members 

simultaneously say something and their words overlapped (lines 6-9). So Da-

young asks them to speak one by one so that every member can hear each one's 

idea (line 10). After all, both Tae-hwa and Byeong-do show an improved version 

of interpretation. At the end, Da-young interprets the sentence once more before 

they move to the next sentence (line 18), and Tae-hwa repeats what she said (line 

19). 

EXCEPRT 7. Group A in session 8 

1   Da-young : We can hold.. we can hold... a branch 

2   Byeong-do, Tae-hwa : next to branch? 

3   Da-young : next to branch? We can hold a branch next to our 

snowman.  

4   Byeong-do : Isn’t it ‘mark the branch next to the snowman?’ 

5   Da-young : In English, you can interpret phrases from the back. Try 

again from the back!  

6   Byeong-do : (lines 6 to 9 overlapped) mark the branch next to out 

snowman? 

7   Tae-hwa : Grab the branch next to our snowman and mark the 

height of the snowman using it? 

8   Byeong-do : mark the branch, which is next to our snowman? 

9   Tae-hwa: NO, grab the branch and mark  

10  Da-young: Okay one at a time. How about you?  

11  Byeong-do : Using the branch next to the snowmen, mark the size of 

the snowmen? 

12   Da-young : Isn’t it .. we can hold a branch which is next to our 
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snowmen and mark how tall they are using the branch.  

13   Tae-hwa :  I think so, too. 

14   Da-young : So, place a branch next to the snowmen and mark how 

tall he is with charcoal, right? 

15  Tae-hwa: Isn’t it... measuring whose snowmen is taller using a 

branch? 

16  Byeong-do : Isn’t it... marking whose snowmen is taller using a 

branch? 

17  Tae-hwa : By the way, how do they mark it?  

18  Da-young : We can hold a branch, which is next to our snowmen 

and mark how tall they are. Maybe the next sentence will answer your 

question..... 

19 Tae-hwa: (talking to himself) Okay, hold a branch next to our 

snowmen... and the height of the snowmen...mark how tall they are... 

 

In Excerpt 7, all six functions of scaffolding introduced by Wood, 

Bruner, and Ross (1976) were identified. The way Da-young, who was better at 

intensive reading, scaffolded two other students functioned as recruitment of 

interest (line 1), making critical comments and simplifying the task (line 5), 

direction maintenance (line 10), and demonstration (line 12). Da-young also 

seemed to control the frustration of other students by encouraging their trial and 

giving feedbacks.   

      Interestingly, as shown in Excerpt 8, after they finish reading the text, 

Da-young suggests to interpret this challenging sentence again by saying “Shall 

we translate the first sentence again?” (line 1). Da-young may be worried 
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whether her friends really understand. When Byeong-do and Tae-hwa repeat the 

same mistakes again (lines 2-3), she laughs out loud. She scaffolds them again 

by providing a ground rule to interpret this complex sentence and demonstrating 

a model example.  

 

EXCERPT 8. Group A in session 8 

1  Da-young : Shall we translate the first sentence again?  

2  Byeong-do : Mark our snowman next to the branch? 

3  Tae-hwa : and measure who is taller? 

4  Da-young : Ha ha ha... 

5  Da-young : We have to interpret phrases from the back. We can hold 

a branch next to our snowman, and mark how tall they are. Did you get it?  

 

In summary, there was an emergence of leaders in both group A and B, 

and they exercised leadership in several ways; they gathered attention to the task 

at hand, gave critical comment about the ongoing problems, provided the initial 

momentum for the task, and encouraged other students to try and learn. Edstrom 

(2015) also reported the emergence of leaders in collaborative groups. It overlaps 

when comparing the role of leaders in the present study to that of Edstrom. As 

Edstrom reported, leaders in collaborative groups did not “dominate the 

interaction” or “adopt a teacher-like role” but “take more initiative and occupy 

more conversational space than others” (p. 32).   
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4.1.1.4 Establishment of Intersubjectivity 

 

Groups with a collaborative pattern took enough time to construct 

intersubjectivity, a state of having a joint perspective on the task (Rommetveit, 

1985). Such efforts were particularly noticeable in writing tasks where students 

were free to organize the content of the task in their own ways. Excerpt 9 is an 

example of how learners achieve intersubjectivity through speaking based on the 

content of their activities. Students had to make sentences comparing Australian 

and Korean snowmen. Excerpt 9 well demonstrated the changing phases of 

interaction until they finally produced ‘Korean snowman have thicker eyebrows 

than Australian snowman’. Students continuously refined their definition of the 

situation and in the process their orientation to the task changed accordingly.  

 

EXCERPT 9. Group B in session 6 

1  Yeon: Hey! We need to do it. Let’s talk about the differences between 

Australian snowman and Korean snowman. 

2   Min-seok: This snowman doesn’t wear a muffler but wears 

sunglasses. 

3   Yeon: What else? 

4   Hyun-woo: Australian snowman is well-proportioned. Korean 

snowman is two-heads tall but Australian is three-heads.  

6   Yeon: Korean one looks rich. It has a pair of skis and a muffler. 

7   Min-seok: And it has a flat nose. Australian one has no mouth. And 

their surroundings are different. 
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8   Yeon: How? 

9   Min-seok: Australian one is in front of the sea, and the Korean one 

is in the mountain. 

10   Yeon: Then what do you think we have to write about? Let’s make 

sentences. 

11   Min-seok: Look! This one has nunsseop (eyebrow), but that one 

doesn’t. What is nunsseop in English? (Looking it up in the dictionary) An 

eyebrow. 

12   Yeon: Eyebrow… Then, how can I express it? Korean snowman 

have an eyebrow…Hey! How can I express it? 

13   Hyun-woo: What is nunsseop? 

14   Yeon: an eyebrow, Korean snowman is… no.. have eyebrow than.. 

Australian snowman.. 

15   Hyun-woo: have thick... jitta, have thick... jitta  

16   Yeon: Not just jitta, but have nunsseop 

17   Min-seok: Then should I go like this? Korean snowman have 

eyebrows. 

18   Yeon: (writing and mumbling the sentence) Korean snowman have 

eyebrow. 

 

At the beginning of the interaction, learners in Group B brainstorm ideas 

to find something to compare with. It takes some time (lines 1-10) until they 

achieved an intersubjective state. When Min-seok mentions about “eyebrows” 

and looks up this word in the dictionary (line 11), they find a joint focus of 

attention. Their first intersubjectively established goal is to make “Korean 

snowman have eyebrows”. Soon, Yeon comes to think something is strange, and 
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she adds ‘than Australian snowman’ (line 14). Hyun-woo suggests adding 

adjective ‘thick’ but it is rejected by Yeon (line 15). Neither Yeon nor Min-seok 

notice how Hyun-woo’s proposal of adding ‘thick’can improve their sentence, 

but satisfied with “Korean snowman have eyebrow” (line 18). 

As Excerpt 10 shows, they encounter a new situation when I point out the 

lack of comparative adjective as in “You need to use something like more or 

nicer” (line 5). Hyun-woo’s previous suggestion to use ‘thick’ is reconsidered 

and adopted by Yeon (line, 6). Now, they have their second intersubjective 

goals; their interaction is reoriented to figure out how to make ‘thick’ as a 

comparative. Then Hyun-woo suggests to use ‘more thick’(line 10), but it is 

counter-suggested by Yeon, “well.. I don’t think more is appropriate here. It’s 

thick, and I think we don’t have to use more for it.” (line 14). Her comment leads 

Min-seok to produce the correct form, ‘thicker’ (line 16). As Greenfield (1984) 

notes a common feature of scaffolding as anticipating errors rather than 

responding to errors, they engage others in a discussion to yield an error-free 

product. Besides, Hyun-woo prevents Min-seok’s error in a plural noun as 

shown in “You must not write ‘a’ there. Do you have one eyebrow?” (line 12). In 

the process of constructing “Korean snowman have thicker eyebrows”, their 

focus of attention transited many times, and each time they set new goals. Even 

though this sentence has an error in subject-verb agreement, definitely, together 

they could achieve much more than being alone.  
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EXCERPT 10. (continuing from excerpt 9) Group B in session 6 

1   Teacher: What do you mean by the second sentence? 

2   Yeon: Well... Korean snowman has… 

3   Teacher: I mean, there is no comparative expression. 

4   Min-seok: Right. No comparative one. 

5   Teacher: You need to use something like more or nicer 

6   Yeon: nunsseop-i- teo-jitta (thicker eyebrows) 

7   Teacher: Yes, nunsseop-i- teo-jitta. Then, how can we say ‘teo-jiteun 

nunssep’ in English? How do you think you can express ‘jiteun’ in English?  

8   Hyun-woo: We may be able to say have thick eyebrow 

9   Teacher: You’re right. But you should add a comparative form. Not 

just thick, but teo-jiteun 

10   Hyun-woo: Do we have to write more before thick? 

11   Min-seok: Korean snowman have a more thick eyebrow 

12   Hyun-woo: You must not write ‘a’ there. Do you have one 

eyebrow? 

13   Min-seok: It is a pair, and then it is one. 

14  Yeon: Korean snowman have more… well.. I don’t think more is 

appropriate here. It’s thick, and I think we don’t have to use more for it. 

15   Hyun-woo: Hmm.. 

16   Min-seok: Thicker! How do you spell it? 

17   Yeon: T.H.I.C.K.E.R! 

18   Min-seok: Korean snowman have thicker eyebrows. 

 

As Donato states (1988), in the process of building up intersubjectivity, 

individuals had a chance to reflect on their own perspectives and expanded them 
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by embracing multiple views of others such as peers and the teacher. All learners 

in Group B might experience this change of perspectives even though each 

individual may differ in degrees. More importantly, according to Petrovsky 

(1985), the way a collective group deals with a challenging task can be 

characterized by the following two features: joint intellectual ability and the 

pooling of mental efforts. As Excerpts 9 and 10 exhibited, it was through joint 

intellectual ability and pooling of their efforts that students in Group B could 

finally produce a comparative sentence, which was beyond their individual 

competences.  

 

4.1.1.5 Management of Difficult Problems 

 

Collaborative groups were different from groups of other interactional 

patterns in their ability to manage difficult problems. For instance, students in 

Group B tried to move beyond the problematic situation by creating sub-goals 

or reorienting the task at hand. This way, they found a clue to solve problems 

and regained control over the task. Excerpt 11 demonstrates how this happens 

in Group B.  

 

EXCERPT 11. Group B in session 3 

1   Hyun-woo: smaller smallest? 

2   Min-seok: smaller, does this mean ‘jak-eun’? 

3   Yeon: (pointing to ‘small’) well, ‘small’ also means ‘jak-eun’  



88 

4   Min-seok: What do ‘-er’ and ‘-est’ mean?  

5   Hyun-woo: If we add ‘-er’, it becomes a human being, isn’t it? 

6   Min-seok: Then, ‘smaller’ means a small person?  

7   Yeon: Is it? Isn’t it mean small something?  

8   Min-seok: (looking up in the dictionary) It says ‘small’ means ‘jak-

eun’, and... 

9   Yeon: Hmm... How about doing this? Maybe if we translate the 

following sentences, we can find a clue. Winter is... What does ‘fall’ mean?  

10   Hyun-woo: Ga-eul 

11   Yeon: Then... Oh! I got it! Isn’t it ‘~boda Jak-da’. Then, ‘~boda’is 

‘than’?  

12   Min-seok: Right, right. I learned it in the previous class.  

13   Hyun-woo: Then, it means ‘gyeo-ul-i ga-eul boda deo chubda? 

“~boda’ is ‘than’ in English? 

14   Min-seok: Right. It’s ‘than’. I know. I heard it from the teacher last 

time.  

15   Hyun-woo: ‘small’ means jak-da, ‘smaller’ means deo jak-da, and 

‘smallest’ means ga-jang jak-da?  

16   Yeon: (pointing to the next sentence) Han River... what does 

‘largest’ mean?  

17   Hyun-woo: It is the biggest among rivers in Korea? ‘Large’ means 

keu-da. 

18   Yeon: Ga-jang keu-da... Oh, then ‘smallest’ is ga-jang jak-da. You 

were right!  

19   Min-seok: You’re genius! 

 

As Excerpt 11 shows, they are required to figure out the meaning of the 

suffix ‘–er’ and ‘–est’. They become confused when Hyun-woo suggests ‘-er’ as 
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a suffix to form nouns designating the person: “If we add ‘-er’, it becomes a 

human being, isn’t it? ”(line 5). Min-seok looks up in the dictionary, but cannot 

find any clue (line 8). Then Yeon reorients the interaction by proposing a sub-

goal, “How about doing this? Maybe if we translate the following sentences, we 

can find a clue” (line 9). Thanks to her suggestion, they try to find a clue from 

the context. They eventually make the right inferences from the sentence, 

‘Winter is colder than fall’ and further figure out the meaning of ‘than’ as shown 

in “Oh! I got it! Isn’t it ‘~boda Jak-da’. Then, ‘~boda’is ‘than’?” (lines 11, 13). 

This successful experience boosted their group confidence and morale, creating a 

virtuous circle for future learning.  

In case of Group A, when learners failed to find answers from their own 

resources, they looked them up in a dictionary or even sought help from students 

in other groups. Exceprt 12 well displayed how learners in Group A managed 

lexical difficulties when they tackled a writing task of comparing Korean 

snowman to Australian one.  

 

EXCERPT 12. Group A in session 6  

1   Hyun-ji: Korean snowman is... jil-i deo jota. (The quality of Korean 

snowman is better)   

2   Byeong-do : Jil?...quality 

3   Da-young: quality? 

4   Tae-hee: quality? 

5   Byeong-do: I’m not sure... Isn’t it quality? Q.U.A.L.I.T.Y (starting 
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to spell). Quantity? Hey! Hyun-woo! Does quality means jil? 

6   Hyun-ji: what is quantity? 

7   Da-young: quantity? What is that? 

8   Da-young: (looking up in the dictionary) Quality is right. Quantity 

is the opposite. 

9   Byeong-do: Aha! 

 

In Excerpt 12, Hyun-ji brainstorms the idea, “Korean snowman is... jil-i 

deo jota. (The quality of Korean snowman is better)” (line 1), and Byung-do 

offers the key vocabulary ‘quality’ (line 2), which is unfamiliar to all students. 

Then, other students repeat the words with rising intonation (lines 3-4), which 

makes Byeong-do embarrassed. Byeong-do suddenly begins to confuse ‘quality’ 

with ‘quantity’as shown in “I’m not sure... Isn’t it quality? ” (line 5). Byeong-do 

resorts to L1 private speech by saying “Q.U.A.L.I.T.Y., Quantity?” (line 5) to 

direct his attention to the target vocabulary so that he can make a right choice. 

He also seeks help from Hyun-woo, who belongs in a different group, to confirm 

his vocabulary knowledge (line 5). After all, Da-young confirms the word by 

looking it up in an English dictionary as in “Quality is right. Quantity is the 

opposite” (line 8). As can be seen in this excerpt, learners in Group A sought for 

solutions for the lexical problems by assuming an equal share of responsibility 

and contributed maximally using readily available resources such as a peer in the 

other group (line 5) and a dictionary (line 8).  

To summarize, linguistic and interactional characteristics of Group A and 
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B showed clear manifestation to the collaborative orientation. Both Group A and 

B co-constructed knowledge and even extended the existing knowledge in the 

process of collaboratively executing the task and making linguistic decisions. 

Moreover, the interaction in Group A and B shared common features with 

‘exploratory talk’ defined by Mercer (1995, 2000, 2004) and Wegerif (Mercer & 

Wegerif, 1998) in that they “jointly negotiated alternatives” and “critically and 

constructively engaged in each other’s ideas” to agree on the best answer 

(Fernández et al., 2001, p.42). In both groups, collaborative dialogues were 

contingent and cohesive but Group B exhibited more collaborative tendencies 

than Group A; Group B showed more instances of first-person plural pronouns, 

‘we’ and cohortative word, ‘let’s’ (Donato, 1994; Storch, 2001; van Lier, 1992).  

 

4.1.2 Expert/novice Group Interaction Pattern: The Case of 

Group C 

 

The interactional pattern of Group C could be categorized as an expert/ 

novice, showing moderate to low equality but moderate to high mutuality. This 

group displayed a different nature of interaction compared to the collaborative 

group, which could be termed as ‘asymemetrical scaffolding’ (Wertsch, 1998) in 

that group members belonged in different zones in their ZPDs. Asymmetric 

scaffolding is in line with Vygotsky’s notion of ZPD in that it presupposes 
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guidance or help from more capable peers. Hyun-do, a student who is more 

knowledgeable than others, took control over the tasks and encouraged other 

students to participate in the task. Hyun-do’s previous experience of studying 

abroad made other students to trust his words a lot, sometimes without critical 

consideration. Section 4.1.2.1 presents the main characteristics of Group C, the 

use of leading questions and demonstration from the expert student, and Section 

4.1.2.2 shows how novice learners assisted the expert by requesting help from 

the teacher. Further, Section 4.1.2.3 probes into different learning experiences of 

novice students arising from task difficulty and personality differences. 

 

4.1.2.1 Expert Student’s Use of Leading Questions and 

Demonstration   

 

The expert student, Hyun-do, was good at voicing his thought process, 

which helped other students a lot in orientating and managing the task at hand. 

Besides, his communication strategy was to ask questions to his group members 

even when he knew the answers. As can be seen in Excerpt 13, Hyun-do is 

leading the process of making a comparative sentence step by step; first, he 

suggests to write noun subject and elicits the meaning of key adjective ‘hard’ as 

in “Let’s write down Geppetto first....What else do ‘hard’ mean but eoryeobda? 

We learnt it last class” (line 1). Next, he asks how to make the comparative form 
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by saying “Then, how can we change it to the comparative form?” (line 3). 

When Tae-hee and You-min provide correct answer, “Add ‘-er’” (line 4), Hyun-

do praises them. Now, Hyun-do successively elicits other parts of the sentence, 

firstly, ‘than’ as shown in “And what else we need to add?” (line 7) and then 

‘noun object’ by saying “Right, than whom?” (line 9). He did not unilaterally 

present the final product, but rather invited the participation of his group 

members in the process. 

 

EXCERPT 13. Group C in session 3  

1   Hyun-do: Let’s write down Geppetto first. Geppetto is eoryeobda 

(difficult)...What else do ‘hard’ mean but eoryeobda? We learnt it last 

class.  

2   Tae-hee: Takttakada (being hard)  

3   Hyun-do: Yeah, you can use that. Then, how can we change it to the 

comparative form?  

4   You-bin, Tae-hee : Add ‘-er’ (answering simultaneously) 

5   Hyun-do: Right, good! 

6   You-min: It’s means ‘bodadeo’(more than), so we have to add ‘-er’. 

7   Hyun-do: Right, good. And what else we need to add?  

8   You-min : than 

9   Hyun-do: Right, than whom?  

2   Tae-hee: Pinocchio 

5   Hyun-do: Right 

6   You-min: It’s done? Geppetto is harder than Pinocchio.  

 

The way Hyun-do elicited peer responses were similar to what teachers 
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usually do in their classes. Taking a closer look at Excerpt 13, Hyun-do’s use of 

questions and comments took the scheme of IRE (Initiation-Response-

Evaluation), a model of questioning between teacher and learner (Mehan, 1979). 

His questions were well structured in a way that other learners could complete 

the task by answering them. Moreover, the way Hyun-do activated the 

vacabulary from the previous class - “We learnt it last class”(line 1) - is 

noticeable. He seemed like explicitly plan how to improve understanding of 

other learners, which might be frequently observed between teacher-student 

conversation. Hyun-do and other students stood in a different position in their 

Zone of Actual Development (ZAD), and accordingly, the strategies Hyun-do 

adopted supported the development of novice students. Excerpt 14 presents 

another case of Hyun-do using leading questions.  

 

EXCERPT 14. Group C in Session 6 

1   Hyun-do: Then, let’s say Hanguk nunsaram-i deo chakhaeboinda. 

(Korean snowman looks kinder) 

2   Tae-hee: Why? 

3   Hyun-do: Doesn’t he look nicer than Australian snowman? 

4   Tae-hee: Yes, Indeed. 

5   Hyun-do: cheoreom boinda...(looks). We learned in the last class. 

Who can tell this word? You-min?   

6   You-min: cheoreom boinda... than.. see? 

7   Hyun-do: How about you? 

8   Tae-hee: I don’t know. I forgot about it. 
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9   Hyun-do: It’s similar to... looks like.. You can use one word here... 

10  Tae-hee: (Tae-hee wrote down ‘look’s like’ instead of ‘looks like’)  

11  Hyun-do: Oh, no, you have to erase apostrophe, and just write look 

and add –‘s’ after that.  

12  You-min: Then what do I have to write? 

13  Hyun-do: Korean snowman looks more kinder? 

 

Here, Hyun-do draws attention of group members by suggesting ideas to 

compare Korean and Australian snowman (line 1). After other students agree on 

his idea, Hyun-do again offers a leading question to activate the peers’ recall of 

the word from the previous class by saying “We learned in the last class. Who 

can tell this word?”(line 5). Then, he calls on peers one by one to elicit the 

answer by saying “You-min?” (line 5), and “How about you?” (line 7). It is 

similar to the behavior of teachers nominating a student in the class. Both You-

min and Tae-hee fail to recall the target word (lines 6, 8). Then, Hyun-do offers 

‘look like’, a word discussed in the previous class (line 9). However, Tae-hee 

misunderstands what he said, and writes down ‘loook’s like’ (line 10). Hyun-do 

notices her mistake and provides metalinguistic explanations to help her 

understanding, “Oh, no, you have to erase apostrophe, and just write look and 

add –‘s’ after that” (line 11). You-min is still at a loss and asks him what to 

write (line 12) and Hyun-do demonstrates the whole sentence, “Korean 

snowman looks more kinder?” (line 13). In Vygotsky’s (1978) description of 

ZPD, he suggests the ways of a more knowledgeable adult showing solutions to 
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the problem: ‘demonstration of a solution’, ‘initiation of a solution’, and ‘leading 

questions’ are among them (cited in Guk and Kellog, 2007, p. 296). In this 

expert/novice group, ‘leading questions’ were found the most in their interaction.  

 

4.1.2.2 Novice Students’ Request for Teacher Help  

 

In case Hyun-do showing signs of struggle, You-min or Tae-hee helped 

him in the best way they could; Tae-hee usually resorted in the dictionary, and 

You-min, who has an active and outgoing personality, usually requested the 

teacher for the unknown words and passed on the answer to his expert peer, 

Hyun-do. Excerpt 15 well exhibits how this happen. 

 

EXCERPT 15. (continuing from excerpt 14) Group C in session 6 

1   Hyun-do: Korean snowman looks more kinder? 

2   You-min: Teacher! What is ‘chak-ha-da’(kind) in English?  

3   Hyun-do: Kinder? There would be another word.   

4   Teacher: You can use ‘kind’ 

(Students wrote down ‘kind’ in Korean snowman looks more kind.) 

5   Teacher: Kind?  

6   You-min: Kinder. 

7   Hyun-do: We have to add ‘-er’. 

8   Teacher: Right, right. Then you have to take out something there.  

9   You-min: more? 

10  Hyun-do: Oh, more.  
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In Excerpt 15, which is the extension of Excerpt 14, Hyun-do raises the 

intonation, “Korean snowman looks more kinder?” (line 1). He is not sure that 

‘kinder’ can be the proper lexical choice for the intended meaning. Noticing his 

uncertainty, You-min asks for help from the teacher (line 2). I confirm the use of 

‘kind’ by saying “You can use ‘kind’ ” (line 4), and further mediate the wrong 

use of ‘more’: “Then you have to take out something there” (line 8). After that, 

they omit ‘more’ and finish their discussion over the sentence, “Korean 

snowman looks kinder”. A similar situation repeated in Excerpt 27 (Chapter 

4.2.2). When encountering an unknown word, Hyun-do was discouraged and 

tried to give up making a sentence (“Who knows? I won’t do it anymore”, line 5). 

Then, Youn-min and Tae-hee asked for teacher help and provided timely help to 

Hyun-do. 

 

4.1.2.3 Novice Students’ Learning Experiences  

 

In some cases, learners in Group C just followed Hyun-do’s instructions 

with little contribution to the task. This phenomenon stood out in case they were 

handling a demanding task. As Excerpt 16 shows, students are searching for 

places of adjectives, and Hyun-do dominates the interaction to advance the task. 

In this conversation, however, there is no evidence from Tae-hee that she 
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actually understands where adjectives should be located. At this moment, the 

pace seems to be too fast for Tae-hee to follow. When Hyun-do explains that 

adjectives follow the linking verb, “In this sentence, the adjective ‘lonely’ is not 

placed in the front part of the sentence. It is different” (line 7), Tae-hee seems to 

lost her way. Tae-hee timidly asks a question, “Which one are you talking 

about?”(line 9) but no one responds to her, and she stops asking more questions.  

 

 EXCERPT 16. Group C in session 2   

1   Hyun-do: Okay! Let’s move onto the next activity, the position of 

adjectives. 

2   You-min: In front of nouns! 

3   Hyun-do: Where is the adjective in “Humble cottage” 

4   You-min: In front of the noun. 

5   Hyun-do: Where in “Old carpenter”? 

6   You-min: In front of the noun, too! 

7   Hyun-do: You are right! What about this? Lonely... Oh...That does 

not apply to this sentence, “He was lonely.” In this sentence, the adjective 

‘lonely’ is not placed in the front part of the sentence. It is different. Let’s 

put an asterisk here. 

8   You-min: You special 

9   Tae-hee: Which one are you talking about? 

10  Hyun-do: He made a wooden puppet. Puppet..Wooden...It applies 

here. ‘Wooden’ comes in front of ‘puppet’. ‘happy’ is in front of ‘Pinocchio’ 

as well.  

11  You-min: This sentence even has two adjectives. (pointing to 

‘longer and longer’) 
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12  Hyun-do: This one is.. they are connected with ‘and’. So, it is a 

single chunk. It is like ‘small and beautiful’. 

13  Hyun-do: Whenever he lied...Oh, look! This sentence has an 

adjective that is placed in the latter part as well! Put an asterisk there! You 

are special adjectives.  

 

In an informal interview after the class, Tae-hee explained the reason she 

couldn’t ask additional questions.     

 

INTERVIEW 1. Tae-hee in Group C  

   I am not good at English but Hyun-do is really good at it. Whenever we were 

doing easy tasks there are too many things I don’t know. As a result, I'm worried 

about asking everything to him.  

 

It exhibited that being in the same group does not mean that individuals 

in a group would experience the same process of learning and development. The 

combination of personalities, relationships, emotions, and abilities shape how an 

individual student could learn in a certain context. You-min, who has an 

outgoing personality, showed no hesitation in asking what he didn’t know, and 

he also had no fear in making mistakes. Moreover, Yu-min could take full 

advantage of Hyun-do because he was a closer friend of him. Tae-hee, however, 

was mainly introverted and her perceived gap in proficiency undermined her 

confidence. As a result, as Tae-hee confessed in the interview, she sometimes 

felt shameful to ask too many questions and mostly she chose to listen rather 
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than speak as a mode of participation. It shows clearly how learning is 

interconnected with one’s affective aspect (Swain & Miccolli ,1994). Moreover, 

the present data substantiates Watanabe and Swain’s (2007) findings of the 

expert/novice pairs with a large proficiency gap. In their study, the less proficient 

learner hardly internalized the information offered from the more proficient 

learner. As a result, the novice participant showed lower scores in post-test. 

Watanabe and Swain proposed the possibility of the less proficient learner 

feeling pressured or intimidated with working more proficient learner.  

As the class progressed, however, Tae-hee seemed to be more 

comfortable in the relationship, which led to increased participation in task 

completion. Aside from asking for repetition, Tae-hee sometimes simplified the 

task when it was too complex to express in English (“What are we going to say 

in Korean?”, “ Let’s try in Korean first”, session 3), came up with new ways to 

find solution (“Let’s look it up in the dictionary then”, session 5), refuted Hyun-

do’s opinion (“There is no reason to do that, is there?”, “Are they using both 

arms?”, session 7) and suggested answers for group members (“That means 

relational ties”, session 8). Even though there was no noticeable transition in 

terms of the pattern of interaction, her increased reciprocity, albeit rather small, 

is certainly meaningful change because it expanded and promoted her potential 

in the future learning as a contributing participant in social activities (Donato, 

2004; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Sfard, 2003). 
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To sum up, Hyun-do was consciously trying to scaffold peers using 

questions and demonstration, and when necessary he offered explicit 

explanations to correct errors. The learning experience of novice students, 

however, varied depending on their personal situations such as cognitive or 

emotional states. While co-construction was the most representative feature of 

interaction in the collaborative groups, asymmetric scaffolding, represented by 

leading questions and demonstration, was the most prominent feature in the 

expert/novice group. Moreover, the content of interaction in the expert/novice 

group was mostly focused on the teaching of vocabulary and syntactic structure 

from a more knowledgable peer.     

 

4.1.3 Dominant/passive Group Interaction Pattern: The Case 

of Group D and E 

 

Group D and E represented dominant/passive patterns of interaction 

where there were relatively moderate to low level of equality and mutuality. 

Group D was different from Group E in that learners lacked responses in general 

when talking about the tasks. In contrast, learners in Group E were responsive 

but their conversation often resulted in conflict. Both groups were similar in 

terms of group configuration; there was a student who dominates the task with 

seemingly high English proficiency, a student who frequently went off-task, a 
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student who is mostly passive and at least a cooperative student who is 

responsive to the dominate student. Off-task students frequently spoiled the 

learning atmosphere; they were disinterested in understanding the task and 

passive in learning. They often led the group discussion astray with their chatting 

and copied down answers that their high proficiency peer offered. As such, even 

the cooperative student was caught up with the off-task student and hardly 

concentrated on the class, which led to the collapse of group cohesiveness. The 

following sections probe into the characteristics of dominant/passive interaction 

pattern. Section 4.1.3.1 presents the use of grammatical terminology by 

dominant students and Section 4.1.3.2 demonstrates task monopolizing of 

dominant students. Then Section 4.1.3.3 introduces their pursuit of mere task 

completion, and Section 4.1.3.4 shows the conflictive and contentious 

atmosphere of dominant/passive groups. 

 

4.1.3.1 Dominant Students’ Use of Grammatical Terminology 

 

First of all, dominant students, who had relatively higher proficiency in 

English, had difficulty in communicating with other members in groups. For 

instance, dominant students used grammatical terminology to explain what he or 

she knew, but other students seemed not to grasp what they were talking about. 

As Wantabe and Swain (2007) pointed out, the lower proficiency learners 
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seemed not to be developmentally ready to discuss some linguistic problems 

proffered by dominant students.  

As Excerpt 17 shows, students in group E are dealing with the task where 

they are required to verbalize the placement of adjectives in given sentences. Su-

jin, a female student with higher English proficiency, perfectly locates 

adjectives, which are placed before nouns as a modifier (“I think adjectives could 

be used in front of nouns as in ‘small town’”, line 4) and after nouns as a 

complement (“In other cases, it can also function as a complement ”, line 6). But 

Ji-hong, who often shows off-task behaviors and has a particularly bad 

relationship with Su-jin, distrusts what she said, and asks the teacher whether her 

words are right (line 7). When Sujin repeats that adjectives can also be used as a 

complement of linking verb as in “I said adjectives can function as 

complements” (line 13), Eun-su seems to be embarrassed by the unknown 

terminology, “complements”, and actively expresses her discomfort with the 

incomprehensible term by saying “Am I the only one who can’t understand?” 

(line 14). Su-jin notices the gap and tries to exemplify her words as shown in 

“Oh, you haven’t learned the sentence pattern with linking verbs? Let me see...It 

goes like subject, verb, and complement. For example, in ‘he was 

lonely’,‘lonely’ is a complement, and in ‘He was happy’, ‘happy’ is a 

complement” (line 15), but her efforts were futile. No one in this group reacts to 

her explanation.  
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EXCERPT 17. Group E in session 2 

1    Eun-su: Adjectives are located... after nouns.  

2    Ji-hong: What? After nouns? 

3    Ji-hong: After verbs? 

4    Su-jin: After verbs? Well, adjectives can be placed after ‘be verb’. 

But if it is used after the verb, it becomes an adverb. I think adjectives could 

be used in front of nouns as in ‘small town’.  

5    Seok-ju: She said before nouns 

6    Su-jin: I think it can be placed before nouns. In other cases, it can 

also function as a complement. Hey, Ji-hong, get ready to write down what I 

said.   

7    Ji-hong: Teacher! Can adjectives be used before nouns?  

8    Teacher: (pointing to the worksheet) You can find examples of 

adjectives coming before nouns here. Where are they? 

9    Su-jin: small and beautiful town 

10   Ji-hong: Is that true? Oh, perfect.  

11   Teacher: (looking at the worksheet) Shall we check the cases of 

adjectives coming before nouns and after nouns?  

12   Su-jin: Here, ‘small and beautiful town’ can be a case of 

adjectives go before the nouns (Ji-hong started off-task chatting about 

computer games) 

13   Su-jin: Hey, stop talking about games. Get ready to write the 

answers. I said adjectives can function as complements. 

14   Eun-su: Am I the only one who can’t understand? 

15   Su-jin: Oh, you haven’t learned the sentence pattern with linking 

verbs? Let me see... It goes like subject, verb, and complement. For 

example, in ‘he was lonely’, ‘lonely’ is a complement, and in ‘He was 

happy’, ‘happy’ is a complement. (Ji-hong kept talking about games with 
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Seok-ju) 

 

Participants in Group E found it hard to follow Su-jin’s words as seen 

from Excerpt 17. The reason is presumed to be the use of grammatical 

terminologies such as ‘adverb’ and ‘complement’. As Kowal and Swain (1994) 

noted, the right degree of heterogeneity might be beneficial, but the extreme 

difference in L2 proficiency seemed to scare lower-level students or even make 

them despair at all. Moreover, as Ji-hong’s distrust on Su-jin’s words showed, 

the relationship among learners might be as important as proficiency grouping 

(Storch & Aldosari, 2012).  

Group D also suffered from communication difficulties even though its 

nature was different from Group E. The problem in Group D was lack of 

responses and unconditional acceptance. Hyun-su, a higher proficiency learner, 

was dominant in Group D and other students totally depended on him during the 

group interaction session. Excerpt 18 well shows his dominance in conversation, 

which is evident from his long monologues. Here, students were requested to 

read a short passage and answer comprehension questions.  

 

EXCERPT 18. Group D in session 3 

1   Hyun-su: What was Pinocchio like? Hmm, Pinocchio likes to lie.  

2   Oh, wait. It has to be... ‘~cheo-reom’ instead of ‘johahada’?   

3   Hey, hey, get ready to write this down, Pinocchio was a 

N.A.U.G.H.T.Y (spells it out) boy. 
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4   Hmm...next sentence, ‘his nose gets longer and longer whenever he 

lied’. 

5   Oh, this last sentence says...hmm, I’m not sure, but the subject in 

this sentence might be ‘his nose’. Yes, ‘His nose’ is a subject in this 

sentence.  

6   Here, ‘was’ is a verb, so, ‘like’ cannot act as a verb. Thus, ‘like’ is 

an auxiliary verb. Oh, I’m so good!  

 

As shown in Excerpt 18, while Hyun-su decides the meaning of a 

confusing word ‘like’ in the text, other students spend most of the time chatting. 

Even Hyun-su’s questions are self-directed as shown in “What was Pinocchio 

like?”, “Oh, wait. It has to be ‘~cheo-reom’ instead of ‘johahada’?” (lines 1-2) 

and other students rarely add to what he is saying. In explaining the meaning of 

the verb ‘like’, Hyun-su uses grammatical terms such as ‘verb’, and ‘auxiliary’ 

as in “Here, ‘was’ is a verb, so, ‘like’ cannot act as a verb. Thus, ‘like’ is an 

auxiliary verb”(line 6), but no one asks or refutes his wrong use of ‘auxiliary’. In 

Group D, no one responded to the difficult grammatical terms when it appeared, 

and learners were just satisfied with copying provided answers. 

 

4.1.3.2 Dominant Students’ Task Monopolizing  

 

As illustrated in Excerpt 19, Hyun-su’s turns are long and verbose, which 

provide a little opportunity for others to participate in. What Hyun-su said is a 
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mixture of his comment to peers (e.g., I mean, you pronounce it and if it sounds 

strange, like ‘importanter’ and ‘importantest’, put ‘more’ or ‘most’) (line 1) and 

his own private speech (e.g., ‘humbler, humblest’?... Hmm, it sounds okay.) (line 

7). Hyun-su resolves the problems by talking, which clearly shows his cognitive 

processes. However, as evident from Seung-i’s words, “What are you talking 

about?” (line 6), other students seems not to follow his pace. Finally, Seung-i 

ceases to stay in the joint communicative space as shown in “ Ah… I don’t know. 

I’ll just copy the answer later” (line 8).  

 

Excerpt 19. Group D in session 3 

1   Hyun-su: Winter is colder than autumn. Han River is the largest in 

Korea. Hmm, here we can skip ‘-est’ because there are more than three 

‘a,e,i,o,u’. In this case, we insert ‘more’ or ‘most’ instead of ‘-er’ and ‘-est’. 

I mean, you pronounce it and if it sounds strange, like ‘importanter’ and 

‘importantest’, put ‘more’ or ‘most’. 

2   Hyun-su: Hey, I told you everything. I’m not gonna let you know if 

you keep talking. Hey, here look at ‘beautiful’. Write down what I said, 

‘more beautiful’, and next... Hey, I will tell you the answer. Write it down 

quickly, ‘smaller, smallest’.  

3   Su-hyun: Just attach ‘-est’, right?  

4   Teacher: If you say it alone, other friends can’t keep up with you. 

Then there’s no point in learning together. Why don’t we work them out 

together? 

5    Hyun-su: Yes, Hmm, here you can just put ‘-er’ here, and write 

down ‘bi-gyo-geup’ (comparative) and ‘choi-sang-geup’(superlative) here.  
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6    Seung-i: (With a sigh) What are you talking about? 

7    Hyun-su: Here, write ‘smallest’...it’s hard to pronounce 

‘beautifuler, beautifulest’, isn’t it? So, you can go like ‘more beautiful, most 

beautiful’... ‘humbler, humblest’?... Hmm, it sounds okay.  

8    Seung-i: Ah... I don’t know. I’ll just copy the answer later.  

 

Based on the findings, it appears possible that the excessive 

monopolizing of task by the dominant student might result in the exclusion of 

other students in the language learning process. Particularly, Hyun-su’s stance 

was perceived as ‘being arrogant’ to Seung-i, and she even mentioned that she 

did not want to be in the same group with him as shown in Interview 2. 

 

INTERVIEW 2. Seung-i in Group D 

He acted like he is a leader. He pretended to know everything without 

knowing them all. When the recorder turned on, he became twice as arrogant as 

usual.   

 

When students in Group D were asked about any recommended changes 

to imporve this class (refer to Appendix 1: Question 8 in the questionnaire), 

interestingly, all four participants in Group D presented their ideas about the 

possible causes of their group’s unproductivity; two pointed out ‘a proficiency 

gap’, one, ‘relationship problem’, and the other, ‘low level of engagement’. As 

students in Group D identified, all three factors combined led to the 
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unproductive interaction. There was no sharing of goals at the very first, and no 

emergence of group cohesiveness either. Learners in Group D were physically in 

the same space, but not in the same communicative space. Besides, the quality of 

learning in Group D continually oscillated according to their moods and feelings. 

Moreover, the lack of peer support led Hyun-su solely depended on teacher 

whenever he had problems in managing linguistic problems. 

 

4.1.3.3 The Pursuit of Task Completion 

 

Another important difference in task performance was whether students 

simply pursued task completion or learning itself. As shown in Excerpt 17 

through 19, the most common words found in these two dominant/passive 

groups were “Get ready to write down the answer” (lines 6, 13 of Excerpt 17, 

line 3 of Excerpt 18) and “I will copy the answer later” (line 10 of Excerpt 19). 

In Group E, the existence of off-task student made the dominant student hard to 

advance the task process. In Group D, the dominant student monopolized the 

task and other students in the group took turns engaging in off-task behaviors. As 

a result, dominant learners in both Group D and E ended up finishing the task 

first and asked others to copy the answers. As shown in Hyun-su’s word from 

Excerpt 19, he even had to urge group members to stop chatting and copy 

answers as in “I’m not gonna let you know if you keep talking”, “Hey, I will tell 
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you the answer… Write it down quickly” (line 2). According to Donato (1988), 

differences in the nature of interaction are closely related to the participants’ 

underlying goals; for example, Donato discovers that in a loosely-knit group, the 

goal is to simply complete the task. In addition, Dweck (1986) and Renshaw 

(1992) suggest two types of learner goals: a goal focuses on the learning process 

and a goal focuses on performance. When learners are guided by the learning 

process, they try to improve their understandings or competences. On the other 

hand, in case of learners guided by performance goals, they value positive 

judgment on their performances. The dominant/passive groups in this research 

seem to share performance goals. Learners in both Group D and E copied 

answers without exploring the process of why such an answer came out. As 

Storch (2004) notes, it is important to investigate the underlying goals learners 

share in each group. How learners define the nature of goals can be manifested 

in different interaction patterns.  

 

4.1.3.4 The Outbreak of Conflict 

 

The dominant/passive groups were especially conflictive and contentious. 

Stone (1993) cited essential requirement of successful scaffolding as mutual 

respect for different perspectives and trust in each other’s opinions. Contrary to 

Stone’s suggestion, students in the dominant interactional style lost faith in the 
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relationship and it resulted in the lack of collaboration. As shown in Excerpt 20 

from Group E, the tension between Su-jin and Ji-hong reached a climax, and 

eventually, I intervened to mediate the relationship. This occurred in session 8 

when the project was heading towards the end. As aforementioned, Su-jin, who 

is more knowledgeable than other learners, tried her best to lead the group, but 

the other members were uncooperative. Her rather blunt and direct speech also 

exacerbated the conflict among the teammates. As previously shown in Excerpt 

17, when Su-jin suggested an idea (“I think it can be placed before nouns”, line 

6), Ji-hong distrusted her and double-checked her idea with the teacher 

(“Teacher! Can adjectives be used before nouns?”, line 7). Having a good 

relationship with me, he conducted appropriately when I was monitoring their 

group interaction. When not, Ji-hong often went astray from the task at hand, 

with Seok-ju joining in. Su-jin became upset because of their constant off-task 

behaviors and rude conduct. 

 

 EXCERPT 20. Group E in session 8 

1  Ji-hong: We can hold a branch next to our snowman and … 

2  Su-jin: The end of the chunk is here, ‘snowman’.  

3  Ji-hong: No need to admonish! Are you my teacher?  

4  Eun-woo: Mark who is taller.... 

5  Su-jin: You pretend to be good when the teacher comes here, but you 

don’t do anything now. If you act like this, I don’t want to share anything 

with you. Do it yourself. You guys are not listening to me because you know 
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better. I’ve put up with you a lot but no more. You know, it’s a free ride, and 

you guys are doing harm in our group.  

6  Eun-woo: (to Ji-hong and Seok-ju) Stop it for God’s sake! It’s 

annoying.  

7  Sujin: Now you are on your own. Don’t pretend you’re good only 

when the teacher is here. (teacher came to intervene)  

8  Teacher: What happened? What is going on here? ... 

 

As Excerpt 20 shows, Sujin intervenes to help Ji-hong to chunk the 

sentence, but her blunt language annoys Ji-hong. Ji-hong ends up asking her to 

stop the discipline as shown in “No need to admonish! Are you my teacher?” 

(line 3), and Su-jin retorts angrily by saying “ I’ve put up with you a lot but no 

more… It’s a free ride ”(line 5). As the conflict comes to a climax, I tried to 

mediate them. In session 9, which was the last session of the projecct, I stood 

next to the group more often to prevent conflict situation. At that point, students 

were requested to describe the merits of their group members using a target 

structure. I tried to reconcile the two students by mentioning what Su-jin wrote 

about Ji-hong’s strength. (see Excerpt 35, Section 4.3.3). Since peer learning 

involves strong emotions that can influence its outcome (Swain & Miccolli, 

1994), this kind of aggressive conversation might be the main cause of 

unproductivity in groups. It clearly shows the moment when teacher intervention 

is essential in the actual classroom situation. 
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4.1.4. Discussion on General Interaction Patterns 

 

Thus far, the general interaction patterns of five groups and their 

distinctive characteristics were identified. Group A and B exhibited collaborative 

patterns of interaction; they scaffolded each other, monitored the task procedure, 

established and maintained intersubjectivity, put collective efforts to overcome 

challenging problems. Besides, a definite leader emerged in the process of 

interaction. Despite these similarities in their interaction, Group A and B were 

different in the level of collaboration; Group B showed a higher level of 

collaboration than Group A. All three members in Group B were collaboratively 

oriented and their interaction could be characterized by a high incidence of ‘we’ 

rather than ‘I’ or ‘you’. They also frequently used “let’s” to exhort the members 

including the speaker to perform the assigned task together. It was through 

speaking that learners in Group B jointly orient themselves to know the task, to 

establish goals, and to contribute their knowledge to manage the language tasks. 

As a group, they shared the whole process, and encouraged each other’s 

participation in learning process. Next, Group C represented the expert/novice 

pattern where the expert learner explicitly guided novice members utilizing 

teacher-like strategies such as leading questions and demonstration. The expert’s 

asymmetric scaffolding, however, did not seem to be equally effective to novice 

members. The learning experiences of novices varied depending on the task 
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difficulty, personality and social relationships. Group D and E displayed the 

dominant/passive pattern of interaction which characterized communication 

difficulties, task monopolization by dominant students, pursuit of mere task 

completion and heightened conflicts among learners. Nine sessions of group-

based instruction are not enough to discuss whether students have achieved 

language development, but what is clear is that students in the collaborative 

interaction pattern were situated in a richer context to learn and develop. This is 

well manifested in the following two interviews. As shown in interview 3, Da-

young in Group A mentioned about the power of speaking as a tool of the mind 

which mediates her thinking. In the process of “explaining concepts to each 

other”, she could clearly identify areas she didn’t know and this seemed to have 

facilitated her learning. The experience of creating meaning and shaping 

knowledge through language in group interaction must have brought her some 

intellectual pleasure as shown in her words, “an exciting and thrilling 

experience”. Her words are consonant with the use of language as a cognitive 

tool in SCT.   

 

INTERVIEW 3. Da-young in Group A 

In the process of reading and translating the storybook, we could teach 

and explain concepts to each other. Through speaking, I found out more clearly 

what I knew and what I didn’t know. Moreover, I also learned from my friends 
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about English study skills and strategies. Normally I can’t express things well in 

words, no matter what I know. But in this class, I could talk more actively than 

usual, which was an exciting and thrilling experience.   

 

Next, in interview 4, Yeon in Group B cited the existence of assisting 

peers as one of the greatest advantages of the group. She could “ask questions” 

and sought help when confronting “difficult tasks”, which made “the problem-

solving process much easier”. This well shows that in collaborative groups, 

students themselves became a great learning resource in teaching and learning of 

English. 

 

IMTERVIEW 4. Yeon in Group B 

The best thing about the group activity was that we could get help from 

each other when we met difficult tasks. In the past, I had to deal with problems 

all by myself, but in this class, I could ask questions, which made the problem-

solving process much easier.  

 

In contrast, the dominant interactional style had a negative impact on 

learning. In this study, the causes of the dominant/passive interaction pattern 

might be possibly attributed to the large proficiency gap and relationship 

problems with the latter being more detrimental to learning. Given that both 
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expert/novice and dominant/passive groups had a relatively large proficiency gap 

among members, the unproductivity of the dominant/passive group might have 

been due to group conflict. On the final questionnaire conducted at the end of 

this project (refer to Appendix 1: Question 2 in the questionnaire), 15 students, 

among 18, answered that small group work helped improve their English 

learning, 2 students reported its effect as decent, and one student responded that 

this class was not effective at all. This sutdent pointed out group dynamics as the 

reason. As Kim and McDonough (2008) suggested, proficiency level might 

affect the relationship among learners, but it was a relationship which strongly 

affected the quality of interaction in groups. At this point, Mercer’s (1996, 2004, 

2008) recent concept, the Intermental Development Zone (IDZ, henceforth), 

which means joint communicative space, can provide a new framework to 

reassess this disruptive interaction. The IDZ prioritizes ‘quality of talk’ among 

learners because if IDZ collapses and learners fail to keep their minds attuned to 

the task, they end up stopping learning from each other. The concept of the IDZ 

will be further discussed in the following section 4.4. All in all, it proposes that 

the ‘relationship between learners’ is one of the key element to consider when 

teachers pair or group students.  

 

 4.2 The Dynamics of Peer Assistance in Learning Grammar 

 
This section details the dynamics of peer assistance in groups of different 
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interactional patterns and its impact on grammar learning, especially focusing on 

the development of comparative and superlative. The analysis of interaction in 

this section especially focused on LREs where students collaboratively write 

sentences using comparative and superlative (session 3, 6, 7 and 9). A 

microgenetic analysis of group interaction revealed that providing support to a 

struggling peer is very common, occurring in all task types. The ways of offering 

and receiving assistance were, however, quite different according to the patterns 

of interaction, and it drove students’ learning in different ways. The various 

manifestations of peer assistance dynamics across collaborative, expert/novice, 

and dominant/passive groups are summarized in Table 4.2. Each group displayed 

"methods of assistance", "the direction of assistance and the acceptance of 

assistance", and "the level of engagement" differently.  

 

Table 4.2 

The Various Manifestations of Peer Assistance across Different Interaction 

Patterns 

 Collaborative 

(Group A & B) 
Expert/novice 

(Group C) 
Dominant/passive 

(Group D & E) 

The Methods of 

Assistance Used 

 

Co-construction 

NTRI (without repair) 

Offering Answers 

NTRI (provide) 

Offering Answers 

Explaining 

Asking 

Explaining 

Asking 

Offering Answers 

 

Direction of Assistance 

& Whether it accepted  

Multilateral 

Help accepted  

(M+A) 

Unilateral 

Help accepted  

(U+A) 

Unilateral 

Help unaccepted 

(U-A) 

Level of Engagement Elaborate  

(E) 

Limited  

(L+L+L, E+L) 

Limited  

(L, L+L) 

*The Methods of Assistance were listed from the most frequent to the least frequent. 
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As summarized in Table 4.2, each pattern of interaction displayed a 

different aspect of peer assistance. The dynamics of peer assistance in the 

collaborative groups are examined in Section 4.2.1. Then, Section 4.2.2 

illustrates peer assistance in the expert/novice group followed by that of the 

dominant/passive groups in Section 4.2.3.  

 

 4.2.1 Dynamics of Peer Assistance in Collaborative Groups 

 

 The superiority of the collaborative and expert/novice pattern of 

interaction in terms of learning and language transfer has been reported in many 

previous studies (Edstrom 2015; Storch 2001, 2002). However, microgenetic 

analysis of interaction revealed that collaborative groups exhibited qualitatively 

different aspects of peer assistance compared to the expert/novice groups. These 

characteristics manifested itself in the following excerpts from collaborative 

groups. 

In Excerpt 21 and 22, learners in Group A were writing sentences 

comparing Korean and Australian snowmen. Their interaction mainly focused on 

both lexis and grammatical forms. Excerpt 21 showed a variety of assisting 

methods such as ‘offering answers (lines 4, 5)’, ‘NTRI (without repair) (line 8)’, 

‘NTRI (provide) (lines10, 12)’ and ‘co-construction (lines 6, 9, 11, 12, 13)’ in 
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the classification of methods of assistance (Ohta, 2001) (refer to Table 3.4, p.59). 

Their assistance was multilateral and willingly accepted (M+A) with the level of 

engagement coded as elaborate (E). 

 

EXCERPT 21. Group A in session 6. (M+A, E) 

1   Hyun-ji: What else? Korean snowman...It cost a lot of money to 

make a Korean snowman.  

2   Da-young: man-deu-neun-de? (to make?) 

3   Hyun-ji: Yes, man-deu-neun-de. How can we express it in English?  

4   Da-young: man-deu-neun... make? Pilyohada (need)...What is it in 

English?  

5   Byeong-do: Isn’t it need?  

6   Da-young: need...make...How can I express ‘man-deu-neun-de deo 

maneun doni pilyohada’(cost more money to make) in English?  

7   Byeong-do: many make?  

8   Da-young: many make? (laughing) 

9   Hyun-ji: made… need money 

10  Da-young: more money? (the bell rang) 

11  Hyun-ji: more... need money… 

12  Da-young: need more money 

13  Hyun-ji: need more money than Australian snowman  

14  Tae-hee: What? 

 

Watching the picture of Korean snowman skiing, Hyun-ji comes up with 

an idea, “It cost a lot of money to make a Korean snowman” (line 1). Da-young 

clarifies the meaning of her idea by asking a question (line 2), which is the 
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process of building intersubjectivity. Then, they start to construct a sentence 

based on the tacit agreement on Hyun-ji’s idea. Starting from Da-young’s listing 

of two verbs, “need” and “make” (line 6), they gradually approximate to the 

target-like form. Byeong-do starts with “many make (line 8)” and Hyun-ji 

suggests “made… need money (line 9)” followed by Da-young’s recast, “more 

money (line 10)” and Hyun-ji’s “more…need money (line 11)”. Finally, Da-

young offers “need more money (line 12)”, which is a correct expression of their 

intended meaning. Learners externalized what came to their mind in an 

unplanned way in the process of co-constructing sentences. The school bell rang 

and the class was over in the middle of this interaction. But Hyun-ji and Da-

young kept building on the sentence, which led to the creation of more target-

like structure in the end.  

As shown in Excerpt 21, they requested assistance using direct 

questioning (lines 3, 4, 6) and in turn, offered answers to peer’s questions (lines 

4, 5). The most frequent methods of peer assistance were co-construction (lines 

6, 9, 11, 12, 13) and NTRIs (line 8, 10, 12). Here, the occurrence of NTRIs 

probably provided learners with an opportunity to reflect on their misformed 

utterances. When Byeong-do uttered incorrect utterance, “many make” (line 7), 

Da-young provided NTRI (without repair) by repeating his erroneous utterance. 

This probably allowed Byeong-do to think twice about his utterance. Later on, 

Hyun-ji received further help from Da-young in the form of NTRI (provide) 
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when Da-young provided a restatement of Hyun-ji’s utterance (lines 10, 12). 

According to Ohta (2001), NTRI, presented in the form of recast, allows learners 

to focus more on the “form-related contrasts” because the reformulated utterance 

is provided while meaning is maintained among learners (p.83). As a result, the 

reduced semantic load encourages learners to give more consideration to 

linguistic form. At the end of the Excerpt 21, Hyun-ji incorporated Da-young’s 

utterance and expanded it by producing a complete comparative sentence (line 

13). Although the provision and acceptance of such assistance could not be a 

clue to learners’ language acquisition, this clearly shows that interaction in this 

collaborative group is working in a way that supports learners’ language 

development.  

Excerpt 22, which continues from Excerpt 12 of Chapter 4.1.1.5 (p. 89), 

learners in Group A were making a comparative sentence meaning ‘the quality 

of Korean snowman is better than that of Australian one’. In the previous 

conversation, they focused on searching an unknown word ‘quality’. Now they 

shifted their attention to a creating comparative form of ‘good’. The methods of 

assistance used were ‘offering answers (line 9)’, ‘NTRI (without repair) (lines 3, 

5)’, and ‘co-construction (lines 10, 11)’ along with private speech. Their 

assistance was multilateral and willingly accepted (M+A) with the level of 

engagement coded as elaborate (E). Problems were distributed rapidly and 

questions received a direct reply.  
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EXCERPT 22. Group A in session 6 (M+A, E) 

1   Da-young: Good of quality? Good quality?   

2   Da-young: Then, is it more good? 

3   Tae-hee: more? 

4   Da-young: Korean snowman is good quality than... Is it right? No... 

no... it’s not...  

5   Hyun-ji: good... when we add ‘-er’ to good... 

6   Hyun-ji, Da-young: better, better! (at the same time) 

7   Da-young: It becomes better! 

8   Hyun-ji: Can you spell ‘quality’? 

9    Byeong-do: Q.U.A.L.I.T.Y (starting to spell)  

10   Da-young: Is it better quality? Is it right? 

11   Byeong-do: Korean snowman is better quality than Australian 

snowman.  

12   Tae-hee: come again? 

 

Da-young is trying to change ‘good’ into a comparative form as in “Then, 

is it more good? (line 2)”. Tae-hee repeats “more” with elongating the final 

syllable, which means something is wrong (line 3, NTRI (without repair)). Then, 

Da-young reformulates her previous utterance except “more” and her L1 private 

speech emerges, “Is it right? No... no... it’s not”(line 4). According to Ohta 

(2001), private speech is defined as “audible speech not adapted to an 

addressee”(p.16). This self-directed speech helps Da-young to regulate the 

cognitive process of forming an irregular comparative adjective, ‘better’. To Da-
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young, this irregular change takes more cognitive process than simply adding ‘- 

er’. Da-young’s inner speech helps her to reflect on the form and gain control 

over the target word ,‘better’. This exhibits that Da-young is heading toward 

self-regulation. Moreover, her private speech also serves its social function when 

embedded in group interaction. It directs Hyun-ji’s attention, and she tries to 

solve this problem by resorting to the rule to shape comparative forms as shown 

in her utterances, “good... when we add ‘-er’ to good” (line 5). This is NTRI 

(without repair) in the form of explaining. Neither of them knows the answer, 

but they follow the same cognitive process to find the answer. The provision of 

NTRI allows them time to reflect on the linguistic form. Finally, both of them 

find the correct form, “better”, almost at the same time (line 6). After Hyun-ji 

seeks help from Byeong-do for spelling, both Da-young and Byeong-do, in turn, 

co-construct the sentence towards the complete version (lines 10, 11).  

As Excerpt 22 shows, learners in Group A could notice and correct errors 

without any teacher intervention. The level of collective regulation Group A 

exercised on target form is between level 4 and 5 of the general transition scale 

(refer to Table 3.5). Even though Da-young first produced the target form 

incorrectly (‘good quality than…’), both Da-young and Hyun-ji could notice and 

correct the error without any intervention from others. They started to assume 

full responsibility for error correction. In Excerpt 22, three students, except Tae-

hee, seemed to move closer to the self-regulated use of target form. 
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Excerpts 23 and 24 are from Group B, another group with collaborative 

orientation. What was unique about this group was no student in this group had 

noticeably higher proficiency level than others. Learners in Group B were 

writing sentences comparing Pinocchio and Gepetto. In both excerpts, the 

interaction was form-focused, mainly talking about building comparative 

sentences. Excerpt 23 shows ‘offering answers’ (lines 5, 11), ‘NTRI (without 

repair) (line 6), and ‘co-construction’ (lines 8, 9, 12). The exchange of assistance 

was multilateral and willingly accepted (M+A). 

 

EXCERPT 23. Group B in session 3 (M+A, E) 

1   Hyun-woo: Why don’t we write about the noses of Pinocchio and 

Gepetto? Isn’t it good? 

2   Min-seok: Noses? Oh, you are right. 

3   Altogether: Pinocchio is longer… longer…? 

4   Yeon: What word should we write after longer? 

5   Hyun-woo: longer than  

6   Yeon: But... this sentence does not talk about their noses. 

7   Hyun-woo: Ah… 

8   Min-seok: is… No! nose, nose longer 

9   Hyun-woo: Then, what about this? Pinocchio nose is… 

10  Min-seok: Pinocchio nose is? nose is longer? How do you spell 

‘nose’? 

11  Yeon: well, N.O.S.S. hmm no, it’s N.O.S.E. 

12  Min-seok, Yeon: Then, Pinocchio nose is longer than Gepetto. 
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As shown in Excerpt 23, learners pool their own resources to co-

construct a target sentence. In making comparative sentences, Yeon notices that 

they mistakenly compare Pinocchio and Gepetto, not their noses. So, Yeon offers 

a critical comment about it in the form of NTRI (without repair) as shown in 

“this sentence does not talk about their noses” (line 6). Thanks to Yeon’s critical 

comment, they deliberate over the proper description of the subject, which shows 

the level of engagement coded as elaborate (E). Since then, Min-seok, Hyun-

woo, and Yeon chime in with the next word (lines 8, 9) or phrase (line 12) to co-

construct a sentence. They jointly contribute each other to complete a sentence 

even though the final product, “Pinocchio nose is longer than Gepetto”, has an 

error of omitting possessive.  

 Excerpt 24 from Group B features a variety of assisting methods such as  

‘prompting’ (line 3), ‘co-construction’(lines 4, 5, 11), ‘NTRI (without repair)’ 

(lines 6, 8) and ‘explaining’ (lines 12, 14). The most prominent feature of 

Excerpt 24 is how two learners scaffold Min-seok, who has limited proficiency 

in English. Whenever Min-seok asks questions, each member of this group 

supports and guides his learning in such a way that Donato (1988) defines 

distributed help in his study (p. 264). According to Donato, learners in a 

collaborative group jointly construct solutions to the problem, and in the process, 

help is distributed throughout the members rather than limited to a single 

member. 



126 

 

EXCERPT 24. Group B in session 3 (M+A, E)  

1    Hyun-woo: How about using this word, ‘naughty?’  

2    Min-seok: What does ‘naughty’ mean?  

3    Yeon: You can look here. (pointing to the word list)  

4    Min-seok: naughty than... 

5    Hyun-woo: Pinocchio is naughty than... 

6    Yeon: Oh, wait! We have to add ‘-er’.  

7    Hyun-woo: do we? 

8    Yeon: Of course. We compare two things.  

9    Hyun-woo: You’re right 

11   Yeon, Hyun-woo: naughtier than Gepetto (spoke while writing 

down the sentence) 

12   Hyun-woo: Yon have to change ‘y’ to ‘i’ (to Min-seok) 

13   Min-seok: Where is ‘y’? 

14   Yeon: I mean, look here, in case of ‘older’, we put ‘-er’ to old. But 

‘naughty’ ends with ‘y’, so you have to change ‘y’ to ‘i’ and add ‘-er’  

15   Min-seok: Okay, naughtier than Gepetto. 

 

In the beginning, Min-seok asks a question to find the meaning of 

‘naughty’ by saying “What does ‘naughty’ mean?” (line 2) and it is directly 

replied by Yeon as shown in “You can look here” (line 3). Yeon prompts Min-

seok to refer to a word list by himself rather than passively listening to the 

answer. Thanks to Yeon, Min-seok can proceed to the next step of forming a 

comparative phrase, ‘naughty than’ (line 4), which is co-constructed by Hyun-

woo (line 5). All of sudden, Yeon realizes that their sentence omits comparative 
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suffix. So, she provides critical comment in the form of NTIR (without repair) as 

in “Oh, wait! We have to add ‘-er’” (line 6), which pinpoints the discrepancy 

between their product and the ideal solution (Wood, Bruner & Ross, 1976). She 

further explains the origin of error in the form of NTRI (without repair) as shown 

in “Of course. We compare two things” (line 8). These NTRIs provide an 

opportunity for learners in this group to correct the erroneous form. Her 

comments re-orient the interaction and Yeon and Hyun-woo soon find a solution 

to the problem, “naughtier than Gepetto” (line 11).  

Now, they start to scaffold Min-seok, who was a little behind in the task 

process. Hyun-woo notices Min-seok’s error in spelling and informs him to 

correct it in the form of ‘explaining’ (“You have to change ‘y’ to ‘i’ ” , line 12). 

However, Min-seok fails to understand Hyun-soo’s word, and asks a further 

question, “Where is ‘y’?” (line 13). Then, Yeon clears up his confusion by 

explaining how to form comparative adjectives of two syllables ending with ‘y’: 

“I mean, look here, in case of ‘older’, we put ‘-er’ to old. But ‘naughty’ ends 

with ‘y’, so you have to change ‘y’ to ‘i’ and add ‘-er’” (line 14). Both Hyun-

woo and Yeon worked collaboratively to help Min-seok to cope with his 

difficulties. It seemed like Min-seok’s problem was the same as that of his 

group. Without resolving Min-seok’s problems, the interaction in Group B could 

not move forward. More importantly, distributed helps made it possible for Min-

seok to move closer to self-regulation in language use. This phenomenon is in 
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concordance with what Donato (1988) mentions; “the problem and its solution 

are vital to the functioning of the collective...collective appears to join together 

for the common purpose of helping each other achieve a greater degree of 

regulation in the learning task” (p. 269).  

Learning in Group B positively affected Min-seok’s development of 

attitude and reciprocal behaviors as well. Min-seok became more involved in 

group interaction later on. It was a meaningful change in terms of individual and 

group development because his increased initiative created a virtuous cycle that 

promoted group interaction, which again facilitated his learning. Min-seok 

seemed to be the most benefited students in Group B when it comes to 

scaffolded assistance. As shown in interview 4, Min-seok even confessed that in 

other classes, he was not as participative as he was in this class. Min-seok was 

quite satisfied with the group work where he could voice his opinion.  

 

INTERVIEW 4. Min-seok in Group B  

Group work was going well. I got the most help from group members in 

translation, English sentence writing, and pronunciation. If I have 

difficulties, I asked first and tried to find the solution. 

 

       Min-seok thought he led the interaction on many occasions of him being 

in trouble by actively asking questions and sought solutions rather than being 

taught passively. However, Min-seok’s initiative did not emerge from the 

beginning of the class. Yeon and Hyun-woo gradually scaffolded and assisted 



129 

him to be fully alert. As the class progressed, Min-seok became more involved in 

the group interaction as can be seen in Excerpt 25, in which students were asked 

to summarize a part of reading text using comparatives. Min-seok actively asked 

questions, and critically examined what other students had suggested.  

 

EXCERPT 25. Group B in session 9 (M+A, E) 

1   Min-seok: What is C.A.U.T.C.H? (starting to spell) Is it catch ? 

2   Yeon: Yes, catch... ball.... 

3   Hyun-woo: It is a past tense of ‘catch’.  

4   Yeon: Todd... Todd caught many balls. How can we change this 

sentence to comparative form?  

5   Min-seok: ‘many’ follows ‘catch’, right? Right after ‘catch’  

6   Yeon: How can we change ‘many’? 

7   Hyun-woo: more 

8   Yeon: change many to more 

9   Min-seok: Todd or Ted? 

10  Hyun-woo: Todd is a man... So, write down ‘he’  

11  Min-seok: Todd is already here. Why do we add ‘he’ here?  

12  Yeon: Just leave it as it is. Just think that ‘Todd’ is a name. 

13  Min-seok: There’s a name, and why do you add ‘he’ again?  

14  Hyun-woo: Ah...right. You’re right. 

 

In Excerpt 25, Hyun-woo writes down ‘Todd he caught more balls than 

Jeff’. It seems like Yeon and Hyun-woo do not recognize what is wrong when 

Min-seok first mentions the problem of having a double subject in the form of 
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NTRI (without repair) (lines 11, 13). Min-seok problematizes this by “Todd is 

already here. Why do we add ‘he’ here?” (line 11) and Yeon argues that “Just 

leave it as it is. Just think that ‘Todd’ is a name”(line 12). Min-seok further 

pinpoints that the proper name and pronoun cannot coexist as a subject: “There’s 

a name, and why do you add ‘he’ again?” (line 13). As such, Min-seok 

gradually voiced his opinion and opened opportunities for other learners to learn, 

which was an interesting transition in his developmental trajectory. As Son and 

Kim (2017) argued, learner development can be fully understood only after 

considering a “composite” of changes in the learner, the language performance, 

and the mediator (p. 69). His increased initiatives in the interactive problem-

solving process, as well as the improved language use, well showed that his 

ability had emerged and extended through collaboration.  

Moreover, when taken together with the given excerpts 23, 24, and 25, 

Group B could be judged to have the power to produce comparative forms more 

consistently. When aberrant forms appeared, group members offered critical 

comments to correct the errors, and they did not need any intervention from the 

teacher, which means the collective regulation level is on 5 of the general 

transition scale (refer to Table 3.5).  

 

 4.2.2 Dynamics of Peer Assistance in Expert/novice Group 
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The assistance provided in the expert/novice group was quite different 

from that of the collaborative group but rather closer to groups of the 

dominant/passive pattern. Both expert/novice and dominant/passive patterns 

share a number of key features; 1) they utilized more explicit level of assistance 

such as ‘offering answers’ (level 3), ‘explaining’ (level 4), and ‘asking’ (level 4).   

2) their assistance was mostly unilateral, and 3) they limitedly engaged in 

language problems. However, the expert/novice pattern differed from the 

dominant/passive pattern regarding the acceptance of assistance and the level of 

limited engagement; The assistance offered in the expert/novice group was 

invariably accepted and all learners were engaged though limited in 

participation. The dynamics of peer assistance in the expert/novice group would 

be explored in detail through the following excerpts. 

 In Excerpts 26 and 27, learners were building sentences to compare 

Korean and Australian snowmen. The typical methods of assistance in the 

expert/novice group were ‘offering answers’, ‘explaining’, and ‘asking’. In most 

cases, You-min and Tae-hee requested help from Hyun-do using direct 

questions, and he directly replied to their request with direct answers and 

explanations. You-min and Tae-hee actively accepted the answers offered by 

You-min but they did not explore why such anwers were given. Thus, this 

exchange of assistance was hardly regarded as ‘co-construction’ because almost 

all components of the sentence were provided from the expert, Hyun-do, and 
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subsequent conversation initiated by other students just confirmed what Hyun-do 

said to write things down on their worksheet. In other words, other students 

depended entirely on Hyun-do to complete the task. 

 

EXCERPT 26. Group C in session 6 (U+A, L+L+L) 

1   Tae-hee: Wouldn’t it be easier to make a Korean snowman?  

2   Hyun-do: Maybe...Then we can write about it.   

3   You-min: Korean…What should I write? 

4   Tae-hee: How do I choose words?  

5   Hyun-do: Korean snowman 

6   Tae-hee: Korean snowman... and after that? 

7   Hyun-do: is... easier to make than 

8   You-min: Pardon? Easy? 

9   Hyun-do: easier 

10  Tae-hee: easier... How do I spell?  

11  You-min: Oh, no. I have to change it into ‘i’.  

12  Hyun-do: You can change ‘y’ to ‘i’  

13  Tae-hee: Give me the spelling. 

14  You-min: E.A.I (starting to spell out). Oh, wait, E.A.S.I.E.R.  

15  Tae-hee: Okay, thank you.  

16  You-min; to making? to maker? 

17  Tae-hee: isn’t it ‘making’? 

18  Hyun-do: It’s ‘make’. 

19  Tae-hee: Korean snowman easier to make and next?  

20  You-min: I’m done. make than Australian snowman. Is it Right?  

 

As shown in Excerpt 26, ‘offering answers’ (lines 5, 7, 9, 14, 18, 20) and 
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‘explaining’ (line 12) are the mostly used method of assistance. Both You-min 

and Tae-hee do not know how to start a sentence, so Hyun-do provides the 

subject, “Korean snowman” (line 5), and other students write down what he said. 

Then, Tae-hee asks the next part, “Korean snowman... and after that?”(line 6) 

and Hyun-do further provides the predicate part, “is... easier to make than” (line 

7). Tae-hee has no idea how to spell ‘easier’ and Hyun-do explains the rule to 

spell the comparative form of ‘easy’ as in “You can change ‘y’ to ‘i’” (line 12). 

You-min further assists Tae-hee by telling her the spelling (line 14). However, 

both You-min and Tae-hee seem not to know what is going on when they are 

confused between ‘to making’ and ‘to maker’(lines 16, 17). Hyun-do says, “It’s 

‘make’ ” (line 18) but no one asks why it became ‘to make’. It seems like Hyun-

do individually construct parts of a sentence with two other students merely 

aksing what to come next. In the end, Tae-hee can finish the sentence with the 

help of You-min (line 19).  

The assistance was given unilaterally (U+A), from experts to novices; 

Hyun-do helped the other two students by providing the basic frame of the 

sentence, and You-min supported Tae-hee by providing spelling and noun 

object. However, there was no serious deliberation over the structural choices 

except two novice learners’ repetition and acknowledgement to the suggested 

ideas by the expert (L+L+L).  

In Excerpt 27, students were writing a sentence comparing Pinocchio and 
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Gepetto. The assistance methods used were ‘asking (to the teacher)’(line 6) and 

‘explaining’(lines 11, 13) along with direct questioning and answering. As 

shown here, novice students supported the expert when he was struggling with 

unknow words. Whenever Hyun-do encountered a difficult word, You-min and 

Tae-hee would help by asking the teacher for the definition and passing on the 

answer to him. With this timely lexical support, Hyun-do could not give up 

constructing a sentence.  

 

EXCERPT 27. Group C in session 3 (U+A, L+L+L) 

1   Hyun-do: Look at the Pinocchio. He has ju-reum. Pinocchio-neun-

Gepetto-boda-ju-rum-i teo manta.   

2   Tae-hee: What kind of Ju-reum? 

3   Hyun-do: Ju-reum, because he is made of wood. The na-i-te (tree 

ring) looks like Ju-reum. 

4   Tae-hee: How can we express na-i-te in English? 

5   Hyun-do: Who knows? I won’t do it anymore.  

6   You-min: Teacher! What is an English word for ju-rem?  

7   Teacher: Ju-reum? Wrinkle. W.R.I.N.K.L.E (starting to spell). You 

can add ‘-s’ there. What do you want to express? 

8   Tae-hee: Pinocchio-neun-ju-rum-i teo manta. (Pinocchio has more 

wrinkles than Gepetto)  

9   Teacher: Oh, haha, yes, you can add ‘-s’. 

10  You-min: Can I put ‘-er’ after the ‘wrinkles’?  

11  Hyun-do: No, we have to put ‘more’ because it has ‘has’  

12  Tae-hee: Ah... really? 

13  You-min: We have to write ‘more’. 
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14  Hyun-do: I’m done. 

15  You-min: Pinocchio has more wrinkles than Gepetto. 

 

As Excerpt 27 shows, Hyun-do comes up with an idea by comparing the 

tree ring to wrinkles (line 1). Tae-hee tries to share the same perspective with 

him by asking why he thought so: “What kind of Ju-reum?” (line 2). Now, they 

start to explore the keyword, ‘wrinkle’ (line 4). But when Hyun-do cannot come 

up with the word in English, he tries to stop making the sentence as shown in 

“Who knows? I won’t do it anymore” (line 5). Then, You-min and Tae-hee ask 

the teacher for help at the right time (line 6), and the process resumes again. 

You-min tries to add ‘-er’ to the noun, “Can I put ‘-er’ after the ‘wrinkles’?” 

(line 10) and Hyun-do corrects his error by explaining the reasons, “No, we have 

to put ‘more’ because it has ‘has’” (line 11). Although his attempt was erroneous 

to attach ‘-er’ to the noun instead of the adjective, the attempt itself was 

meaningful. This led to his increased initiative in solving the task later in the 

session.  

Excerpt 27 was marked as (L+L+L) and (U+A) for the following reasons; 

Although You-min and Tae-hee proactively dealt with Hyun-do’s lexical 

difficulty by asking for teacher help, their linguistic contributions to make a 

sentence have since been limited. Besides, when Hyun-do’s explained, both Tae-

hee and You-min responded with phatic expression (line 12) or repetition (line 

13). You-min incorporated Hyun-do’s suggestion as shown in his final version of 
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sentence (line 15), which means the help was actively accepted (U+A).  

Excerpt 28 is from the session 9 in which students were asked to 

summarize a part of reading text using comparatives. This excerpt well displays 

the crucial difference between the expert/novice and dominant/passive. This is 

the last class of this project and You-min exhibited increased initiative and new 

insight on the sentence structure through the mediation provided by Hyun-do. At 

the beginning of the conversation (lines 1 to 8), You-min just repeated what 

Hyun-do had written down, and could not contribute to the sentence 

construction. However, You-min started to more actively engage in the process 

of constructing sentences.  

 

EXCERPT 28. Group C in session 9 (U+A , E+L) 

1   Hyun-do: Oh, we have to this first. 

2   You-min: (looking at what Hyun-do wrote down) more balls? 

3   Hyun-do: Yes, You-min. In this sentence ‘many’ changed into a 

comparative form. 

4   You-min: How about Lucy, then? 

5   Hyun-do: Lucy swims faster than Jeff 

6   You-min: How do I spell swim?  

7   Hyun-do: S.W.I.M 

8   You-min: Lucy swims faster...Then how? Lucy swims faster than 

Jeff? 

9   Hyun-do: Right. You are making progress. Is everybody done? Hey, 

Tae-hee, Lucy swims faster than Jeff. 
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10   You-min: How about Londa, then? Londa build larger? How do I 

pronounce this? 

11   Hyun-do: [lɑːrdʒər] 

12   Hyun-do: (looking at You-min’s worksheet) You-min, you have to 

add ‘-s’ after third-person verbs. For example, here, take ‘is’ away from 

‘Lucy is’ and add ‘-s’  

13   You-min: Then, Lucy swims...? 

14   Hyun-do: swims faster 

15   You-min: Then, it goes ‘largers’ for the next sentence?   

16   Hyun-do: Nope, builds, put ‘-s’ after ‘build’. Tae-hee, are you 

following us?  

17   Tae-hee: Tell me one more time. 

18   Hyun-do: Builds a larger sand castle than Jeff.   

19   Hyun-do: Next, taller 

20   You-min: Ah, taller 

21   Hyun-do: Builds a taller tree house... 

22   You-min: (almost simultaneously) Sam builds a taller tree house 

than Jeff. 

23   Tae-hee: (writing down the sentence by repeating what Hyun-do 

and You-min said)  

24   Hyun-do: (To Tae-hee) Are you writing it down? 

25   Hyun-do: Sam builds a taller tree house than Jeff 

26   You-min: Maria this time. Maria made larger leaf piles... 

27   Tae-hee: Pardon? 

28   You-min: Let me see. Now I get it. It starts with verb, comparative 

adjective, than, and whom right?  

29   Hyun-do: Right, you are getting to know how to do it. 

30   You-min: Haha I’m a quick learner. 
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At first, You-min provides the object part, “than Jeff” (line 8), and he 

attempts to make a comparative sentence as in “Londa build larger?” (line 10). 

He continues testing his working hypothesis by adding the third person singular 

suffix ‘-s’ as in “Then, it goes ‘largers’ for the next sentence” (line 15). Finally, 

You-min tries to make full sentences using comparatives as in “Sam builds a 

taller tree house than Jeff ” (line 22) and “Maria made larger leaf piles” (line 26). 

At the end of the interaction, You-min seems to realize the ground rules of 

constructing sentences. He proudly articulates that “ Let me see. Now I get it. It 

starts with a verb, comparative adjective, than, and whom right?” (line 28). 

Besides, You-min starts to provide the initial momentum for the task by saying 

“Maria this time” (line 26) or advance the task as shown in “How about Londa, 

then?” (line 10) and “Then, Lucy swims...?” (line 13), which is the role usually 

assumed by Hyun-do.  

In Excerpt 28, the most prominent methods of assistance were ‘offering 

answers’ (lines 5, 7, 18), ‘explaining’ (lines 3, 12, 16) and ‘co-construction’ 

(lines 10, 13, 14, 21, 22). As aforementioned, ‘co-construction’ was primarily 

the feature of the collaborative groups and was rarely observed in the 

expert/novice group. Excerpt 28 is unique in that it shows the ‘co-construction’ 

between You-min and Hyun-do. This was made possible thanks to the help of 

Hyun-do, by which You-min starting to internalize the ground rules of making 

comparative sentences. The assistance was unilateral (U+A) from experts to 
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novices; Hyun-do helped the other two novice students by providing the basic 

frame of the sentence, and You-min and Hyun-do supported Tae-hee by 

providing supports in spelling and noun object. Excerpt 28 could not be coded as 

either (E) or (L) because Hyun-do and You-min exhibited elaborated 

engagement, while Tae-hee limitedly engaged (E+L); there were serious 

deliberations over the many linguistic choices between Hyun-do and You-min, 

such as lexis (spelling, pronunciation) and form (morphology, subject-verb 

agreement, etc), but Tae-hee showed mere repetition and acknowledgment. 

Excerpt 28 is a good demonstration of successful development of novice 

student, You-min. His participation was limited at first, but when he internalized 

the rules, he started to assume more responsibility for the task. Moreover, it 

seemed like the praises Hyun-do offered (lines 9, 29) also contributed to the 

cognitive and emotional development of a novice student, You-min. This change 

substantiated Donato’s (1988) finding that dialogic mediation makes the less-

capable learner to “enter into an activity that was otherwise beyond their current 

developmental level” (p. 160). The assistance provided by more capable learner, 

Hyun-do, helped You-min to “understand and participate in the strategic 

processes required to complete the task” (p. 160). Through Hyun-do’s scaffolded 

help, You-min could successfully apply strategies to the new situation, as shown 

in his self-regulated linguistic behaviors in the later part of Excerpt 28. This is a 

significant transition from other-regulation (level 3) to self-regulation (level 4 or 
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5) of the general transition scale (refer to Table 3.5). As Donato (1988) notes in 

his study, “the ability to extend knowledge to novel situations represents a true 

measure of cognitive development” (p. 160). Later on, You-min showed 

increased agency in organizing sentences even though he still needed some 

support for irregular changes of comparative and superlative adjectives such 

‘better’ and ‘best’.   

 

4.2.3 Dynamics of Peer Assistance in Dominant/passive 

Groups 

 

Excerpts 29 and 30 from Group D and E well shows the dynamics of 

assistance in the dominant/passive group. The exchanges of assistance in 

dominant/passive groups were characterized by the use of explicit assisting 

methods such as ‘offering answers’, ‘asking’ (to the teacher) and ‘explaining’, 

with the latter being used more frequently. The methods of assistance used in 

dominant/passive groups were similar to those used in the expert/novice group. 

However, the methods of assistance were different when examining the context 

in which they were used. For example, in the expert/novice group, ‘explaining’ 

was triggered by the peer request or erroneous forms produced by peers. 

Accordingly, the assistance was provided at an appropriate level as needed. On 

the other hand, in dominant/passive groups, the existence of non-participative 
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members made the dominant student explain almost everything to other students. 

That is, the dominant student tended to provide all the information without 

considering the proper level of assistance needed for peers. The direction of 

assistance was unilateral, which is same to that of the expert/novice group but 

most of the time it was not accepted (U-A) and showed limited engagement by 

one participant (L) or two (L+L).  

       In Excerpt 29, Su-jin, who is more capable than others seems to assume 

full responsibility for managing the task. Ji-hong comes up with an idea to 

compare the eye size of two snowmen (line 1) and Su-jin tries to change it into 

an English sentence using a comparative form by saying “Let’s see...We can 

write... Korean snowman’s eyes are smaller than Australian snowman” (line 3). 

But Su-jin’s help is rejected by other students. Eun-su grumbles about its 

difficulty as in “Why is it so complicated?” (line 4) and Ji-hong complains about 

its length, “Ah... I don’t want to write it down. It’s too long”(line 5). Su-jin even 

further comments on the agreement of subject and verb as in “Look. You have to 

write ‘are’ because of the ‘eyes’ ” (Explaining, line 6), but no one responds to 

her. Turns of interaction in Group E were relatively shorter than those of two 

other groups (collaborative and expert/novice), and the assistance was not 

actively accepted (U-A). The resultant limited engagement (L) by one 

participant, Su-jin, restrained other students of an opportunity to learn and 

develop. 
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EXCERPT 29. Group D in session 6 (U-A, L) 

1   Ji-hong: Australian snowman has larger eyes. 

2   Su-jin: You mean Korean snowman has smaller eyes? 

3   Su-jin: Let’s see...We can write... Korean snowman’s eyes are 

smaller than Australian snowman. 

4   Eun-su: Why is it so complicated? 

5   Ji-hong: Ah... I don’t want to write it down. It’s too long. 

6   Su-jin: Look. You have to write ‘are’ because of the ‘eyes’. Hey, are 

you sleepy? Oh my Goodness... 

  

In Excerpt 30, the methods of assistance used were ‘offering answers’ 

(line 11) and ‘explaining’ (lines 9, 12). The unilateral assistance was not 

accepted (U-A) and led to limited engagement by two participants among four 

(L+L).  

 

EXCERPT 30 Group E in session 6 (U-A, L+L) 

1   Su-jin: What else can be compared between two snowmen?  

2   Eun-su: Background. 

3   Ji-hong: One has a belly button, but the other doesn’t. 

4   Su-jin: I think the Korean snowman will be harder because it is 

made of snow. 

5   Eun-su: I’ve never seen a sand snowman. 

6   Su-jin: Then, how about the Korean snowman is harder?  

7   Ji-hong: I don’t know. I’ve never made a snowman.  

8   Su-jin: dan-dan-han (hard)... harder 
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9   Su-jin: hard means both. Eo-ryeo-un (difficult) and dan-dan-han 

(hard)  

10  Eun-su: hard... and what should I write? harder than? 

11  Su-jin: Right, you can add Australian snowman.  

12  Su-jin: Have you guys heard what we said? Korean snowman is 

harder than Australian snowman. Hard... H.A.R.D (starting to spell), and 

put ‘-er’.  

13  (Later, the teacher found out Seok-ju was not wirting anything and 

started to help him.) 

 

In Excerpt 30, Su-jin suggests an idea to compare two snowmen: “I think 

the Korean snowman will be harder because it is made of snow” (line 6), but no 

one offers positive feedback to her opinion (lines 5, 7). Even though her idea is 

not welcomed, Su-jin begins to build a sentence by offering key adjectives, 

“harder” (line 8) and explaining its meanings, “difficult” and “hard” (explaining, 

line 9). Eun-su once asks a confirmation question to Su-jin, “hard... and what 

should I write? harder than?”(line 10). Su-jin offers answers (line 11) and further 

explains things in detail for other students to follow, “Have you guys heard what 

we said? Korean snowman is harder than Australian snowman. Hard... H.A.R.D 

(starting to spell), and put ‘-er’” (line 12), but no one responds to her. Moreover, 

there is no linguistic evidence to estimate the developmental stage of other 

participants. Sujin, who is fully self-regulated (level 5), contributed to the greater 

part of the task process while other learners heavily relied on her to perform the 

task, which means they are still other-regulated .   
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Excerpt 31, which continues from Excerpt 19 in Chapter 4.1.3.2 (p. 107), 

well shows the occurence of ‘asking (to the teacher)’ in dominant/passive 

groups. Learners in Group D were working on the task of changing adjectives 

into comparative and superlative forms. This excerpt well illustrated how a 

dominant student sought help confronting with difficult problems. In Excerpt 31, 

the assistance was given from the dominant student, Hyun-su, but mostly not 

accepted (U-A). Two other members rarely responded to his unilateral help 

except for Su-hyun who occasionally asked confirmation questions (L+L).  

 

EXCERPT 31 Group D in session 3 (U-A, L+L) 

1    Su-hyun: If it ends with ‘-e’, do I just need to add an ‘-r’?  

2    Hyun-su: Right! For lonely, change ‘y’ to ‘i’ and add ‘-er’, and 

you guys might know how to change ‘happy’.You can do the same thing. 

‘Naughty...naugthtier, naughtiest’? It sounds good, but a little bit confusing.  

3    Hyun-su: Teacher! I’m not sure if this is right. Comparative and 

superlative forms for lonely and naugthty...  

4    Teacher: Which part is confusing?  

5    Hyun-su: ‘a’ and ‘u’ are attached, so I’m not sure if it’s right. 

6    Teacher: You got it right! 

 

As Excerpt 31 shows, Hyun-su, a dominant learner in Group D, rarely 

depended on peers when he was struggling. When he was confused about the 

comparative and superlative forms of ‘naughty’, he summoned the teacher right 

away (line 3). This was repeated after examing all excerpts of Group E; 
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whenever he had questions, he would appeal to the teacher rather than his peers: 

“Teacher, how do I spell ‘head’?” (session 3), “Teacher, is it ‘Korea’s snowman’ 

or ‘Korean snowman’?” , “Teacher, which is right? ‘made of sand’ or ‘made 

from sand’?” (session 6), “Teacher, do I have to answer questions?” (session 7), 

“Teacher, what should I write after ‘Jeff played’?” (session 9). In other words, 

Hyun-su offered help to his peers when he could handle the task, but when the 

task was beyond his ability, he relied heavily on the teacher. This illustrates the 

lack of group cohesiveness in dominant/passive groups. Task resolution was not 

considered as teamwork but as an individual work. As shown in excerpts of 

Group D and E, one member who is clearly more knowledgable assumed a larger 

responsibility to complete the task and dealt with the most portion of the task 

process alone. However, collaborative groups function in the opposite way. As 

Donato (1988) mentioned, learners in the collective “contribute only partial 

knowledge”, which was “woven into complete knowledge” toward the solution 

of a task (p. 256). The responsibility was distributed to everyone, and learners 

shared the whole process of problem-solving. This study confirms the findings 

reported by Donato, in that ‘co-construction’ (level 2-3 in explicitness) was the 

major attribute of providing assistance in the collaborative group. On the other 

hand, the most explicit level of assisting methods such as ‘explaining’ (level 4 in 

explicitness) and ‘asking’(to the teacher) (level 4 in explicitness) were mostly 

used in the dominant/passive groups. In addition, it was rare to discover NTRIs 
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in use in the dominant/passive groups. The lack of NTRIs are closely related to 

the existence of non-participative learners. They have either responded 

negatively to the suggested ideas or shown no interest at all throughout the task 

process. Sometimes they were more eager to engage in the off-task conversation 

while being passive and disinterested in learning. Accordingly, there were rare 

occasions of these non-participative members in dominant/passive groups 

producing erroneous forms, which lead to much lesser NTRIs shown in their 

assisting behaviors.   

To summarize, the assistance exchange dynamics in five groups of 

different interactional patterns can be summarized as follows: First, groups with 

a collaborative pattern exchanged assistance using lesser explicit methods 

compared to groups with other interactional patterns. The use of ‘co-

construction’ and ‘NTRI (without repair)’, which lies between 1 to 3 of the 

explicit level, was prominent in collaborative groups. In case of the 

expert/novice group, ‘offering answers’(level 3 in explicitness) and 

‘explaining’(level 4 in explicitness) were mostly used according to the needs of 

novice students. Later in the session, however, one novice learner achieved a 

better understanding of comparatives and superlatives, resulting in the use of 

‘co-construction’ between an expert and the novice student. In the 

dominant/passive group, the most frequent assisting method used was 

‘explainning’(level 4 in explicitness) and ‘asking’(level 4 in explicitness), with 
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the latter observed when a dominant student was in trouble.  

Secondly, in collaborative groups, the assistance was multilaterally 

exchanged and willingly accepted. In expert/novice and dominant/passive 

groups, on the other hand, assistance was bilaterally given by an expert or by 

dominant students. Novice students actively accepted the suggested assistance 

while passive students were unresponsive or even rejective to the assistance 

offered.  

Finally, the quality of engagement varied across groups. Learners in 

collaborative groups reflected and debated more about language, which probably 

led to more opportunities for development. Learners in the expert/novice group 

exhibited limited engagement in linguistic problems. In the case of the 

dominant/passive groups, some learners showed limited engagement while 

others were unparticipative.  

 

 4.3 Functions of Teacher-led Classroom Interaction 

 

This section demonstrates how teacher-led interaction served to facilitate 

group interaction and overall language learning. Teacher-led interaction sessions 

were carried out immediately following all instances of group work. Sometimes 

students were asked to move their chairs slightly so that their bodies were turned 

towards the teacher. The following sections introduce the functions of teacher-
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driven interaction during group work-based instruction. Section 4.3.1 deals with 

the function of creating learning opportunities through idea-sharing and Section 

4.3.2 contains the discussion of common mistakes and difficulties followed by 

Section 4.3.3, which displays the role of providing affective supports to learners. 

 

4.3.1 Creating Learning Opportunities from Idea Sharing 

 

First, the most prominent function of the teacher-led interaction was to 

create a platform to share ideas garnered from each group. This idea-sharing 

created more learning opportunities for students. Students could extend their 

knowledge in various parts such as vocabulary, sentence structure, 

pronunciation, and reading comprehension. This is manifested in the following 

teacher talk; “ When you’re done with the task, please go back to your original 

seat. It is important from now on. You can learn something from good ideas of 

other groups”. For example, as shown in Excerpt 32, students’ desire for creative 

expression led them to explore new vocabularies such as ‘wrinkles’, ‘fabulous’, 

‘eyebrows’, and ‘talkative’. When students were asked to share their own 

group’s sentences, these words were not only presented in a meaningful 

sentential context but also shared in what seemed to be a relaxed and engaging 

setting combined with students’ guesses and language jokes. 
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EXCERPT 32. Teacher-led interaction in session 3 

1   Teacher: Let’s see if Group C has a good sentence. They put a lot of 

effort into it.  

2   You-min: Pinocchio has more wrinkles than Gepetto. 

3   Teacher: Did you hear that Jun-ho?  

4   Jun-ho: No… because of the pronunciation… 

5   Teacher: Once again, Youmin. Jun-ho just complained about your 

pronunciation. 

6   Class: (laughing) 

7   You-mn: Oh, I’m so sorry. Pinocchio has more wrinkles than 

Gepetto. 

8   Teacher: Good, Pinocchio has more wrinkles than Gepetto. What 

does it mean? 

9   Class: (I don’t know) 

10  Teacher: Wrinkles?  

11  Jae-hyun: Wink! 

12  Teacher: (with a wink) Wink? Do you mean this?  

13  Jae-hyun: Hmm… close one’s eyes?  

14  Teacher: Let me give an example. (standing next to Da-young) I 

have more wrinkles than Da-young. What does it mean? 

15  Hyun-do: Ju-reum!  

16  Teacher: Right. I wonder why Pinocchio has more wrinkles. Isn’t he 

younger than Geppetto?  

17  Hyun-do: We thought ‘tree rings’ represent ‘wrinkles’  

18  Teacher: Oh, what a creative idea. Great. 

 

As seen in Excerpt 32, You-min from Group C begins by introducing a 

sentence, “Pinocchio has more wrinkles than Gepetto” (line 2). The other 
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students seem not to understand the meaning of the word ‘wrinkles’. One student 

makes a wild conjecture, “Wink!” (line 11) based on the similar pronunciation 

between the two words, ‘wrinkles’, and ‘wink’. Then I present an example 

sentence, “I have more wrinkles than Da-young” (line 14) so that students can 

take guesses. Through this idea-sharing session, students were able to encounter 

a variety of vocabularies and creative expressions, which helped to extend their 

use of target structure.  

This kind of open interaction, in which anyone could contribute to the co-

construction of knowledge in the social space of the classroom, can benefit the 

presenter as well as the listeners. Phoener (2006) introduces the concept of 

‘primary interactant’ and ‘secondary interactant’. According to him, when a 

teacher offers dialogic mediation to an individual learner’s difficulty, the teacher 

and the learner become the ‘primary interactants’. The rest of the students in the 

classroom who are listening to this dialogue are termed as ‘secondary 

interactants’. These two concepts are based on the premise that secondary 

interactants are not passive listeners, but active learners who are involved in the 

collaborative interaction of primary interactants with vicarious responses such as 

private speech, gazing and head-turning (Lantolf & Ohta, 2001; van 

Compernolle & Williams, 2013; William, 2013). Excerpt 33 clearly exhibits the 

vicarious involvement of the secondary interactants in the ongoing interaction. 

Students in the classroom (secondary interactants) were attentive to what was 
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going on between the addressed student and the teacher (primary interactants) 

and exchanged questions about the subject being discussed.  

 

EXCERPT 33. Teacher-led interaction in session 2  

1   Teacher: Okay, Every group seemed to have similar ideas about the 

role of adjectives, but have difficulties in figuring out the placement of 

adjectives.  

2   Teacher: Byeong-do, what’s your group’s conclusion about the 

placement of adjectives?  

3   Ji-hong: I know, teacher! Before the noun and after the noun 

4   Teacher: Okay, Ji-hong, listen carefully to what other group 

discovered, and tell me how it differs from yours.  

5   Byeong-do: We found two cases 

6   Teacher: Okay, would you share one first? 

7   Byeong-do: Adjectives are placed behind nouns. 

8   Teacher: Behind nouns... Can you give us an example? 

9   Byeong-do: Let me see… Look at the second sentence in the 

worksheet. Here, Gepetto was lonely… Hmm… There is a verb and… an 

adjective… It’s confusing… What am I talking about? 

10  Hyun-ji : Hey, are the noun and verb the same thing?  

11  Da-young: Of course not. They are different. 

12  Hyun-ji: Then, ‘was’ is a verb? 

13  Da-young: Yes verb, I think the ‘noun’ he mentioned indicates this 

pronoun,‘he’ as in ‘He was lonely’.  

  

As Excerpt 33 shows, students have just finished their discussion about 

the grammatical function of the adjective and its placement in sentences. I gather 
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attention and initiate whole-class interaction because students have difficulty in 

defining the placement of the adjective in sentences. Byeong-do is addressed as a 

primary interactant and asked to share the placement of the adjectives discussed 

in his group. When Byeong-do says “Adjectives are placed behind nouns” (line 

11), I ask him to exemplify his statement by saying “Behind nouns... Can you 

give us an example?” (line 8). Listening to the ongoing interaction between 

Byeong-do and me (primary interactants), Hyun-ji, the secondary interactant, 

being confused about the concept of the noun and verb, asks Da-young a 

question, “Hey, are the noun and verb the same thing?” (line 10). Da-young 

clarifies her ambiguity by explaining that the ‘nouns’ mentioned by Byeong-do 

indicates ‘pronouns’ as ‘he’ in ‘He was lonely’(line 13). Both Byeong-do and 

Hyun-ji seem not to have a clear concept of the part of speech but they did not 

realize this during group interaction. Byeong-do becomes confused when I ask 

him to exemplify, and Hyun-ji simultaneously realizes that she also cannot 

conceptualize this issue clearly. Likewise, the teacher-led interaction served 

students an opportunity to reflect on their use of language or understanding of 

concepts; primary interactants reflect on their understandings through 

verbalization, while secondary interactants have a chance to compare their 

understandings with those of others by listening to the ongoing interaction 

between primary interactants. 
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4.3.2 Dealing with Common Difficulties or Mistakes 

 

Another prevailing function of the teacher-led interaction was to deal 

with frequent mistakes and common areas of difficulty observed during student-

led group interaction. I circulated groups to locate areas of confusion and 

difficulty. For example, I examined the writing product produced by each group 

and provided feedback on common mistakes as shown in Excerpt 34. 

 

EXCERPT 34. Teacher-led interaction in session 7 

Teacher:   The most common mistake was to omit ‘the’. Check your 

sentences if there’s ‘the’ in front of the superlative adjective. And, the 

sentence can be improved by adding a comparative group such as ‘in my 

class’ 

 

As Excerpt 34 shows, the teacher provided feedback at the end of all 

activities. Students stood back to back to decide who had the longest arms and 

then reported the result using comparatives and superlatives. When I circulated, 

the most common mistake was the omission of ‘the’ before the superlative 

adjective and the lack of the group that is being compared. I offered short but 

comprehensive feedback to help students so that they could make improvement 

in sentence writing.     

Moreover, when discussing some language issues, I orchestrated the turn 

to address students in order that answers would originate from the students 
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themselves rather than from me. For instance, in Excerpt 35, I decided to discuss 

the meaning of ‘like’ in ‘What was Pinocchio like?’ in a teacher-led interaction. 

When I monitored groups, almost all students failed to interpret ‘like’ as ‘having 

some qualities or features’. Instead, they literally translated ‘like’ as ‘to enjoy’ 

and answered the question as ‘Pinocchio liked saying a lie’. Thus, I intervened 

and recommended them to rethink the meaning of ‘like’ during group 

interaction. Later on, I brought this issue to the whole class so that learners could 

fill their knowledge gaps from other students’ ideas. 

 

EXCERPT 35. Teacher-led interaction in session 2 

1   Teacher: Students, I looked around and you wrote correct answers. 

Now I am going to confirm the meaning of ‘like’. 

2   Teacher: Hyun-su, you explained the meaning of ‘like’ during your 

group work. Can you explain it one more time for the whole class?  

3   Hyun-su: Well, when ‘like’ is used as a verb, it expresses one’s 

favor for something. But when it is placed after ‘be verb’, it means that one 

‘looks similar’ to another. 

4   Teacher: Ji-hong, did you listen to Hyun-su’s explanation? 

5   Ji-hong: Yes, I did. 

6   Teacher: Can you explain what you understood? 

7   Ji-hong: The sentence can be completed only when it includes 

“because”.  

8   Teacher: Shin-eui, did you listen to Hyun-su? 

9   Shin-eui: No, I didn’t. 

10  Teacher: Hyun-su, can you please repeat the explanation? 
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11  Hyun-su: When ‘like’ is a verb in a sentence, it means one’s favor 

for something. But when it is put in front of ‘be verb’, it means one ‘looks 

similar’ to another just as an auxiliary verb.  

12  Ji-hong: He said ‘like’ is changed into an auxiliary verb. 

13  Teacher: Why? 

14  Ji-hong: When a verb is put before ‘like’, it is changed into an 

auxiliary verb. 

15  Class: Oh Oh Oh. Your knowledge was upgraded. 

16  Teacher: I will clarify it once again. I know that you all thought 

“like” as a verb and interpreted this sentence, “He likes to lie.” But you 

changed it after I gave you a hint. As Hyun-su said, “like” has two 

meanings: “shows one’s favor” and “similar to”. I want you to pay close 

attention to sentences, and if there are “be verbs” before “like”, interpret 

them as the expression that describes the characteristics of the subjects of 

the sentences. 

 

As can be seen in Excerpt 35, students were purposively selected. The 

speaker selection was another form of teacher mediation to provide a better 

learning environment as can be seen by my directions, “Hyun-su, you explained 

the meaning of ‘like’ during your group work. Can you explain it one more time 

for the whole class?” (line 2). While circulating among groups, I preplanned to 

address Hyun-su because his explanation was quite logical and easy to 

understand. Hyun-su clearly distinguishes between the verbal and prepositional 

use of ‘like’ as shown in “Well, when ‘like’ is used as a verb, it expresses one’s 

favor for something. But when it is placed after ‘be verb’, it means that one 
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‘looks similar’ to another” (line 3). As such, as a teacher mediator, I strived to 

create a network of social cohesion in this classroom by connecting ideas that 

exist inside the group to those outside of the group. This role of the teacher can 

be compared to Vygotsky’s (1997) “tram driver” teacher, who becomes 

‘pedagogical engine’ by well organizing social environment of learning. 

Vygotsky dismisses the “rickshaw puller” teachers, who limit his or her teaching 

to the individual scaffolding and act as a mere content provider (p.160).  

I also made efforts to engage the secondary interactant in the ongoing 

interaction. As shown in Excerpt 35, I ask two other students, Ji-hong and Shin-

eui, whether they heard what Hyun-su said and if they understood his words: 

“Ji-hong, did you listen to Hyun-su’s explanation?”(line 4) and “Shin-eui, did 

you listen to Hyun-su?”(line 8). When they respond negatively, I offer them 

another chance to listen to Hyun-su’s words by saying “Hyun-su, can you please 

repeat the explanation?”(lines 9). In so doing, I could help the secondary 

interactants to become more attentive to the ongoing conversation. These 

comprehension checks of the secondary students also created a joint orientation 

of problem-solving among learners in different groups. At the end of the 

interaction, I summed up what had been discussed again because some students 

seemed still confused. 
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4.3.3 Providing Affective Support: Encouraging 

Participation and Reconciling Conflicts  

 

Last but not least, my orchestration of classroom discourse not only 

supported students’ learning but also took care of individual student’s affective 

domain. My intentional nomination of the addressed students had dual functions: 

‘encouragement of participation’ and ‘attention maintenance’. As mentioned 

earlier, the nomination of students was not from a random selection but from 

elaborate plans. The model answers were shared and confirmed through 

students’ own language, which was preplanned through examining individual 

work during group interaction. This student selection frequently encouraged 

other groups’ voluntary participation in the classroom discourse. Some students 

joined as a primary interactant by saying “Teacher, our group also has an 

interesting sentence”. This happened more often after they worked in tasks that 

require students’ creative thinking such as writing English sentences for a given 

topic and making a title for the text.  

Moreover, teacher nomination was also intended to help students stay 

focused in class without intimidating or overburdening them. A teacher’s 

language practice could affect the formation of the collaborative atmosphere in 

the classroom. As aforementioned in Excerpt 35, I called upon two students, Ji-

hong and Shin-eui, to ask if they heard what Hyun-su said. Both of them 
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answered “ No”, and I gently asked Hyun-su to speak one more time. This kind 

of conscious connection among students helped them to keep their minds attuned 

to utterances of peers. For students who frequently went off-task and were easily 

distracted, my continuing effort to contextualize them in the learning situation 

prevented their collapse of IDZ, which might result in the failure in scaffolded 

learning.   

Additionally, teacher nomination sometimes served as a reconciliation 

for students who had conflicts in group relations. Two students in Group E, Ji-

hong and Su-jin, frequently engaged in disruptive conversation. Knowing this 

situation, I tried to ease their minds. In Excerpt 36, when students were 

performing a writing task to introduce the strength of their teammates, I carefully 

observed what two students wrote about each other and asked Su-jin to share her 

sentence about Ji-hong in class.  

 

EXCERPT 36. Teacher-led interaction in session 9.  

1   Teacher: I really like what Sujin wrote about Ji-hong. Sujin, would 

you share your sentence? 

2   Su-jin: He can play games better than me. 

3   Teacher: Really? Is he the best gamer in this class? 

4   Class: He is a pro, no one plays better than him. 

 

As shown in Excerpt 36, Ji-hong, who is more interested in games than 

learning English, could boost his self-esteem through the recognition of 
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classmates. Moreover, in the informal interview with Ji-hong, he said he became 

happy to hear that Su-jin, who had a bad relationship with him, recognized his 

merits.  

To conclude, teacher-led interaction was more than a verbal exchange of 

knowledge. It was a stage for psychological, cognitive, and affective growth of 

students participating in the discourse. The teacher’s orchestration of classroom 

interaction was another type of collaboration to create the condition for the 

emergence of the group ZPD. By sharing knowledge and abilities, both 

individuals, groups, and the entire class could move forward in their ZPDs. 

Poehner (2009) underscores the establishment of the group as “a psychological 

entity” rather than “an assemblage of individuals”. As such, the teacher’s effort 

to network students in and out of the group can be another determinator to boost 

collaboration. Moreover, teacher’s nomination of less participative students 

creates an opportunity to transform individuals from “marginal members of a 

community” into “contributing participant of social networks”, which provide 

the foundation for future learning and development through expanding 

participation (Donato, 2004; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Sfard, 2003). 

 

4.4 Discussion on Small Group Interaction and Teacher-led 

Interaction 
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Thus far, the thesis has explored the nature of interaction in groups of 

different interactional patterns and teacher-led interaction. As mentioned in the 

literature review, the identified different features of peer assistance in groups of 

different interactional patterns raise the need to reexamine the concept of an 

‘Intermental Development Zone’(IDZ) suggested by Mercer (2000). IDZ can be 

defined as the shared communication space that talk and joint activity create, 

which allows peers to interact and develop their reasoning together. It focuses on 

“the way that a teacher and learner can stay attuned to each other’s changing 

states of knowledge and understanding over the course of an educational 

activity” (Mercer, 2000, p.141). The two concepts, ZPD and IDZ, have a similar 

premise in that cognitive development takes place through social interaction and 

what has been experienced in social activity becomes the foundation for the 

transition to intramental development. However, Vygotsky’s concept is 

concerned with asymmetric learning; ZPD requires that a learner is helped by 

another person who is more knowledgeable. On the other hand, IDZ is not 

limited to asymmetric learning because it is a characteristic of “a dialogic 

phenomenon created and maintained between people in interaction” (Fernández 

et al., 2001, p. 57). Thus, IDZ is more concerned with how teaching and learning 

are sustained as an “intermental” or “interthinking” process because the progress 

is closely related to the contributions of both participants (Mercer, 2000, p. 141).   

The quality of the IDZ produced by learners in each group might be 
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closely related to the group’s interaction patterns. The quality of the interaction 

tended to be highest in collaborative groups, middling in the expert/novice, and 

lowest in dominant/passive groups. This is different from some previous studies 

in which both collaborative and expert/novice groups were classified into the 

same category which has a collaborative-orientation (Edstrom 2015; Storch 

2001, 2002; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). The present study, however, revealed 

some distinguishable features between the collaborative and expert/novice 

groups. Even though both groups tackled tasks through active questions and 

answers, the crucial difference between the two groups lied in question types, 

which engendered interaction in different ways. In collaborative groups, the 

questions were authentic in nature. They exchanged questions to solve problems 

and develop an understanding of what they were doing. These referential 

questions made it possible for group members to resolve and reconcile different 

understandings and helped them reach a conclusion based on mutual agreement. 

They inquired about things they did not know, and as a result, the interaction 

occurred in a haphazard fashion. When confronted with difficulties, learners 

tended to make multilateral efforts by randomly blurting out what they have in 

mind and tossed their thoughts around, resulting in them learning 

simultaneously. Thus, the methods of assistance in a collaborative group were 

not linearly summarized with the classification guideline offered by Ohta (2001). 

For instance, when examining excerpts of collaborative groups in Chapter 4, 
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questions and private speech were mixed up in learners’ utterances. As an 

example, Da-young in Group A said “Korean snowman is good quality than... Is 

it right? No... no... it’s not...” (Excerpt 22). Here, it is difficult to distinguish 

between a question and private speech. Likewise, an externalized private speech 

or self-directed questions sometimes acted as an initiator of assistance from 

others. The functions of language in collaborative groups were both individual 

and social; it guided individual learner’s learning and simultaneously invited 

others in one’s cognitive process, which corresponds with the role of language 

introduced by Vygotsky (1986).  

The questions in the expert/novice group, however, were similar to a 

display question types. Questions were provided in a sequential and systematic 

way to reach answers from a more knowledgeable peer to a lesser known one. 

Interestingly, when examining questions offered by the expert student, Hyun-do, 

it is highly probable that he knew answers. For example, his questions ended 

with “We learned it last class” (Excerpt 13), which means he tried to help peers 

recall the answers. Moreover, Hyun-do even nominated peers in turn by saying 

“Who can tell this word? Youn-min?” , “How about you, Tae-hee” (Excerpt 14). 

In other words, his questions were used for instructional purposes; the questioner 

already knew the answer but the questions were asked as a tool to elicit answers. 

Thus, the interaction of the expert/novice group was rather organized and 

predictable compared to that of the collaborative group.  
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In addition to the question types, interactional characteristics of each 

group can also be referred to three types of talk: exploratory, cumulative, and 

disputational (Mercer 1995; Wegerif and Mercer,1996; Wegerif, Mercer and 

Dawes, 1999; Wegerif and Mercer, 2000). First characterized by Mercer and 

Wegerif, these three ways of talking are also termed as “social ways of talking” 

(cited in Fernández et al., 2001, p. 42). Mercer and Wegerif noted that a ZPD can 

be created by the way children talk together. In other words, the extent to which 

children support thinking and learning within a group varies depending on the 

way children use language. These three typologies of talk emerged from an 

extensive investigation of group interaction in a wide variety of contexts. Among 

them, exploratory talk is believed to be the most effective way of scaffolding. 

Interestingly, the three patterns of group interaction this study classifies - 

collaborative, expert/novice, dominant/passive - share several common features 

with Mercer and Wegerif’s three types of talk, respectively. Firstly, interaction in 

collaborative groups is similar to ‘exploratory talk’, in which “participants 

engage critically but constructively with each other’s ideas, offering 

justifications and alternative hypotheses. Knowledge is made publicly 

accountable and reasoning is more visible in the talk, and progress results from 

the eventual agreements”. For example, learners in collaborative groups jointly 

negotiated alternatives (well shown in Excerpt 1, 2, 9, 10) and exchanged critical 

comments (well shown in Excerpt 7, 10, 23, 24) to reach a better solution to the 
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problems at hand. Moreover, they provided reasons for suggestions. For 

example, as shown in Excerpt 24 of Group B, when Yeon suggested to make 

change (“Oh, wait! We have to add ‘-er’” (line 6)), she explained why she 

thought so (“We compare two things”, (line 8)). Similar to exploratory talk, 

participants in collaborative patterns take joint responsibility for the decision and 

strove to reach a common agreement. In the process, they actively examined 

each other’s ideas and proposed alternatives to find the best answer. Nextly, the 

interaction in the expert/novice group could be matched to the ‘cumulative talk’, 

in which “speakers build positively but uncritically on what the other has said; It 

is characterized by repetitions, confirmations, and elaborations” (Fernández et 

al., 2001, p.42). Examining excerpts of the expert/novice group, ‘repetition’ and 

‘confirmations’ were one of the most notable characteristics of group interaction. 

The questions asked by novice students fell into two main types: questions for 

aksing unknown parts (e.g., “Then what do I have to write?” (Excerpt 14), “What 

should I write?” (Excerpt 26)) and questions asking for repetition (e.g.,“Tell me 

one more time”, “Pardon?” (Excerpt 28)) or confirmation checks (“Pardon? 

Easy?”, “to making? to maker?”, “isn’t it ‘making’”? (Excerpt 26)). These 

frequent requests for repetition and confirmation are similar to the characteristics 

of cumulative talk. Rarely were there cases of asking explanation or requesting 

reasoning for the expert’s choices. There were also no argument or conflicts 

about the suggested ideas. Finally, the interaction of dominant/passive groups 
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approximates features of ‘disputational talk’, which is characterized by 

“disagreements and individualized decision-making, and short assertions and 

counter-assertions” (Fernández et al., 2001, p.42 ). As one prominent feature of 

dominant/passive groups was ‘task monopolizing’(see Section 4.1.3.2), the 

decisions were made solely by the dominant student. When answers were passed 

on, other learners were more interested in copying the answers rather than 

attempting to share the reasoning process. In sum, the use of exploratory talk in 

collaborative groups might be the main reason for their IDZ of high quality. 

Language was a powerful tool for learners to support each other’s learning and 

to gather intellectual forces to achieve what individuals would not achieve.  

Moving on now to consider other factors that cause differences in 

interaction, Fernández et al. (2001) noted that differences in interaction could be 

attributed to the cognitive asymmetry among learners. According to Fernández et 

al., asymmetrical and symmetrical talk develop in different ways. Teachers in 

asymmetrical interaction “explicitly plan how to show children an idealized 

version of a problem to help them understand it” (p. 53). On the other hand, 

learners in the symmetrical talk “may not be consciously trying to scaffold the 

development of each other’s understanding (as might a tutor) but the implicit 

ground rules that they are following have this effect anyway (without needing 

any conscious intention)” (p. 53). As a result, “the idealized version often 

emerges in an unplanned way through attempts by children to share 
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understandings and to explain solutions as they work together (Fernández et al., 

2001, p. 53)”. As Fernández et al. (2001) emphasize, symmetrical talk in the 

collaborative group “emerges in an unplanned way” although no participants 

make any conscious effort to scaffold others. By contrast, the asymmetrical talk 

in the expert/novice group was consciously intended to guide and scaffold less 

knowledgable peers.  

Moreover, in the case of the current study, “the implicit ground rules that 

children in symmetrical talk follow” may be the goals and motivations that 

learners share within their respective groups. These underlying goals seemed to 

be influential enough to change the patterns of interaction. For instance, in 

collaborative groups, learners focused on the process of learning and solved 

problems together. To illustrate, in some cases, an influential individual, 

represented by a leader, had this self-motivated goal and inspired other members. 

For example, Yeon in group B exerted a strong influence on groups members as 

shown in her words; “We have to help him know by himself ” (Excerpt 6), 

“Maybe if we translate the following sentences, we can find a clue” (Excerpt 11). 

In other cases, members themselves enjoyed the learning process itself. As a 

good demonstration of this, Excerpt 7 of Group A manifests learners incessant 

striving for interpreting a sentence for a relatively long time. In doing so, 

learners in collaborative groups attained improved understanding and extended 

knowledge. In the case of the expert/novice group, their performance fluctuated 
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depending on the difficulty of the tasks. Most of the time they jointly solved 

difficulties but when confronted with a demanding problem, novice learners 

were just satisfied with copying answers from the expert student. On the other 

hand, learners in the dominant/passive groups simply pursued completing the 

task, and accordingly copying or informing the answers were one of the most 

common scenes. As shown in excerpts in Chapter 4, the most frequent utterances 

in dominant/passive groups were “I will tell you the answer”, and “write it down 

quickly...”. This result supports the findings reported by Storch (2004). In her 

study, students under collaborative and expert/novice pattern had goals that 

focused on learning processes while dominant interactional style focused more 

on the final product (p. 474). Furthermore, as Donato (1988) highlighted, 

whether the learners share their goals or not would also be an important factor to 

consider (p.162).  

In addition, it is noteworthy to investigate learners’ efforts to maintain 

the quality of interaction in IDZ. First of all, learners in collaborative groups 

made efforts to stay alert while they were engaged in interaction. For example, 

learners in Group B encouraged each other by waking their drowsy partner or 

summoning up their partner from distraction. Moreover, in case of difficulties, 

whether linguistic or interactional, they took active measures. For instance, they 

re-oriented goals so that they could find any clue for the problem or they 

exchanged critical comments to make changes. Such an effort was rarely 



168 

observed in dominant/passive groups.  

So far this section has focused on some possible factors that can affect 

the quality of interaction in each group. The quality of IDZ in groups can be 

ascribed to the aforementioned intragroup dynamics such as question types, 

types of talk, cognitive asymmetry, nature of underlying goals or motivations, 

and learner efforts to maintain learning situation. All these factors working 

together constantly shaped and reshaped learners’ intermental development zone. 

Based on these qualitative differences in group interaction, it is 

worthwhile to identify the different psychological status of groups. Referring to 

Petrovsky’s (1985) suggestion of three perspectives on groups – group as 

collective, group as cooperation and group as context – the five groups in this 

research were categorized into three types. First, Group A and B belong to 

‘group as collective’ category. In these collaborative groups, collective 

scaffolding was observed with group members making a united effort for the 

common goal of ‘learning’ and ‘ improved understanding’. For example, in 

Group B, solving the difficulties of Min-seok, a low-proficiency learner, shaped 

the group process. Min-seok’s peers distributed help so that Min-seok could 

regulate the task at hand; the group did not forward if his difficulty was 

unresolved. In the end, every member of Group B attained increased 

understanding as well as a higher level of task regulation. This is what Petrovsky 

(1985) referred to as “the most highly developed form of social relation among 
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individuals” guided by the humanistic principle of “for others as for oneself ” 

(p.191). Secondly, Group B of expert/novice pattern can be labeled as ‘group as 

cooperation’. Group members had their own goals and they knew that these 

goals are interconnected. But their goals were different and inconsistent 

depending on the variants; sometimes they geared toward learning but other 

times toward completing a task, especially in the case of dealing with difficult 

tasks. Finally, Group D and E belong to the ‘group as context’ category in that 

the groups exerted little influence on the cognitive state of the individuals. That 

is, the groups functioned as a background for individual performance. For 

example, in both Group D and E, a fixed member would individually solve the 

tasks and then distribute the answers to the rest of the group members, allowing 

almost no opportunities for other members to engage their cognitive faculties. 

The ‘distributed answers’ in the dominant/passive pattern of Group D and E is 

drastically different from the ‘distributed help’ in the collaborative pattern of 

Group A and B when it comes to learning. In Group D and E, the group itself 

functioned as a contextual variable and no attempt was made to understand an 

individual’s cognitive process and thus did not have any impact on each other’s 

development. Learners were only individually-oriented in which the group was 

nothing more than “a chance association of people” (Petrovsky, 1985, p.66). On 

the other hand, learners in Group A and B were collectively-oriented and 

produced successful synergy when working together. As Poehner (2009) 
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mentioned, the group itself acted as a “social system” (p.477) in its own right 

which supported and extended the learning of individual learners. Taken 

together, it became more evident that individuals belonging to a group which 

functioned as a tight-knit society (such as supporting each other’s learning) 

would receive more input to stimulate their ZPDs compared to individuals in a 

group that functioned as a mere contextual variable. Moreover, it became 

obvious that which group’s IDZ would be of good quality. The SCT, the basic 

premise of this study, believes the nature of teaching and learning as being social 

and participatory. Accordingly, an individual’s ability is emergent and extensible 

through social interaction. In other words, in which social context an individual 

is situated is paramount. When learners are put in a richer educational context 

such as a collaborative group, they might have more opportunities for learning 

and development. When individuals grow, the group also grows together. 

This study also shed light on the facilitative roles of teachers in small 

group work-based interaction. The teacher in this study was not the main 

provider of scaffolding and mediation. Rather, learners inside and outside of the 

groups were even more resourceful. Along with small group interaction, this 

teacher-led interaction served as a well-organized environment, in which learners 

could check their understandings through verbalization of their ideas or listening 

to ideas of others. As Guk and Kellog (2007) highlight in their study, “both 

teacher-led mediation and learner-to-learner interaction may be considered 
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waygates within a single whole classroom ZPD” (p. 287). For example, 

participants in collaborative groups pooled their resources and carried out a task 

which would be beyond their individual language competence. In the process, 

both individual and group ZPD moved forward in their developmental trajectory. 

Later, learners had a chance to share what they had discussed in a whole class 

context; they could confirm their understanding, fill their gaps or extend 

knowledge. This way, the entire class was moving closer to further development, 

that is, internalization of knowledge. What can be inferred from this is the 

individual ZPD, group ZPD, and whole-class ZPD are interconnected; the 

development of individual ZPD necessarily entails that of group ZPD, which 

further promotes the development of whole class ZPD. This virtuous cycle 

occurs through small group interaction and teacher-led idea-sharing session. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

 

This chapter provides the conclusion of the present study as to group 

interaction patterns, dynamics of peer assistance and facilitative roles of teacher-

led interaction. Section 5.1 summarized the major findings regarding the 

research questions addressed, followed by the pedagogical implications of the 

current study in Section 5.2. Lastly, Section 5.3 contemplates limitations and 

suggestions for future research.  

 

5.1 Summary of Major Findings 

 

The present study has attempted to explore the student-led and teacher-

led interaction during group work-based instruction in a real classroom setting. 

The main focus was on the different interactional patterns, exchanges of peer 

assistance and the role of teacher-led interaction when five groups of Korean 

EFL middle school students participated in English storybook-based grammar 

instruction. In specific, three research questions were addressed; first, general 

interaction patterns of five groups of Korean EFL learners and its characteristics 

and second, the dynamics of peer assistance when they learn grammar; third, the 

functions of teacher-led interaction during group work-based instruction.  

The study was carried out at a middle school in Korea, in an 
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intermediate-low language classroom. A qualitative approach was adopted in 

order to look inside the nature of group interaction by means of multiple 

instruments – audio recording of group interaction, video recording of a whole 

class, classroom observation note, participants interviews, and final 

questionnaires. The findings of this research are as follows. 

First, these 5 groups exhibited similar interaction patterns to those 

established for pairs by Storch (2002). Group A and B exhibited Storch’s (2002) 

collaborative interaction pattern. Specific features associated with this pattern 

include a high level of mutual scaffolding, collective monitoring of language 

forms and task progress, the emergence of a leader, establishment of 

intersubjectivity, and group’s ability to manage difficult problems. Group C 

exhibited a pattern similar to Storch’s (2002) expert/novice pattern with an 

expert student adopting a teacher-like role and leading the task process by 

utilizing strategies such as leading questions and demonstration. The interaction 

pattern of Group D and E corresponded to Storch’s (2002) dominant/passive 

pattern with the addition of off-task members in groups. Their interaction was 

mostly unproductive having communication difficulties or heightened conflicts 

among learners. Besides, they focused on the product rather than on learning 

(Donato, 1988; Storch, 2004).  

Secondly, peer assistance was differently manifested across different 

interactional patterns. In collaborative groups, less explicit method of assistance 
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represented by ‘NTRI (without repair)’ (level 1-2 in explicitness) and ‘co-

construction’ (level 2-3 in explicitness) were the most frequent but in 

expert/novice and dominant/passive groups, more explicit methods such as 

‘offering answers’ (level 3 in explicitness), ‘explaining’(level 4 in explicitness), 

and ‘asking’ (level 4 in explicitness) were the typical types of assistance. 

Moreover, while assistance was multilaterally distributed in collaborative 

groups, it was unilateral in the expert/novice and dominant/passive groups, from 

more knowledgeable to the lesser knowledgeable peers. The given assistance 

was willingly accepted in the collaborative and expert/novice groups, but 

rejected in the dominant/passive groups. Learners in the collaborative group 

actively deliberated over the linguistic problems, but learners in expert/novice 

and dominant/passive groups showed only limited engagement. All these 

different aspects of peer assistance differently affected task regulation and 

language learning of groups with different interactional patterns. 

This study contributes to our understanding of the nature of interaction in 

different interactional patterns and how they exchange scaffolded assistance as 

they perform the task. Based on the general interactional patterns and assisting 

behaviors, it turned out that not all group work is equally conducive to learning; 

the quality of interaction was the highest in the collaborative group and lowest in 

the dominant/passive groups, with the expert/novice group being in the middle. 

The interaction in collaborative group was driven by collective orientation. They 
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jointly went through all the task procedures as seen in the frequent use of ‘we’ 

and ‘let’s’ and accordingly, individual difficulties were attended and solved 

together by all the group members. Their interaction moved forward only after 

the individual participant’s problems were resolved. This means that individuals 

and the group are closely intertwined and personal growth naturally accompanies 

the development of the group (Petrovsky, 1985). Accordingly, they jointly 

pooled their knowledge and co-constructed new knowledge that goes beyond any 

individual’s existing knowledge.  

One thing that sets the results of this paper apart from the previous 

research is the status of the expert/novice group. The expert/novice pattern was 

reported to be as productive as the collaborative pattern and classified in the 

same category in some previous studies (Edstrom 2015; Storch 2001, 2002; 

Watanabe & Swain, 2007). In this study, however, there was a little 

commonality in interactional features between the two groups. Some features 

such as explicit and unidirectional assistance were closer to those of the 

dominant/passive groups. Besides, the expert/novice group relied heavily on the 

teacher when confronted with linguistic problems beyond the expert student’s 

ability. Above all, a disparity in contribution among participants was noticeable. 

In both expert/novice and dominant/passive groups, more knowledgeable peers 

assumed greater responsibility and actually did most of the work to complete the 

task. 
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Groups characterized by dominant/passive interactional pattern engaged 

less as a group. The unproductivity of the dominant/passive pattern attributed to 

the existence of the off-task students and poor social relationship among learners 

during learning. There was no strong bond built among learners and the inability 

to trust their peers’ perspective became an obstacle for further learning. It was 

noteworthy that the proficiency difference was not as influential as the 

relationship among learners (Storch, 2001; Watanabe & Swain, 2007). The 

expert/novice group also had a gap in proficiency, but their working condition 

was more productive than that of dominant/passive. This implies that the role of 

teachers in creating conducive physical environments, such as the placement of 

group members, has a significant impact on students’ interactions.  

The teacher-led interaction was intentionally structured to promote 

learning. I pre-planned the order of students to be addressed based on the 

assumption that they had something to contribute to other students’ learning. 

This idea-sharing session increased the general participation and created further 

learning opportunity from listening to the ideas of other groups. I also provided 

affective supports to learners by offering praise and encouragement in the 

amicable atmosphere where any linguistic trial or guessing was acceptable. 

Therefore, along with group work-based interaction, teacher-led interaction also 

functioned as a powerful mediational tool for language learning and created a 

social network where mutuality of learning extended beyond the group to the 
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whole classroom.  

Overall, the findings indicate the importance of collaborative interaction 

holds true in this context; learners in the collaborative groups deliberated over 

linguistic issues, tried a greater variety of target languages, exchanged critical 

comments for improvement, resolved more problems, and involved more 

learners in their resolution compared to learners in the expert/novice and 

dominant/passive groups. Moreover, the teacher-led interaction aimed to develop 

the whole class ZPD by creating a platform to share and co-create knowledge 

with the assistance from learners in other groups as well as the teacher. In the 

process, the use of L1 functioned as a “powerful interpersonal and intrapersonal 

cognitive tool” for reflecting on the language form and moving the task along in 

language learning of the EFL Korean students (Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; Huh, 

2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2002; van Compernolle & Williams, 2013). This study 

suggests that the use of small group work is a realizable and profitable 

pedagogical option in the classroom. Moreover, collaborative interaction itself is 

a coherent mode of learning in its own right where individual novices could 

transform into the collective experts. 

 

5.2 Pedagogical Implications 

 

The findings of the present study well reflect the messiness of the 

realities which teachers face in their classroom; not all group work is equally 
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conducive to learning, and there are plenty of issues to deal with to facilitate 

group functioning. Although the interaction of the non-collaborative group is far 

from the ideal learning situation, most students responded positively about the 

group activities in their final questionnaire (83 %, 15 among 18). Students 

responded that group work was helpful for their learning of target language as 

well as other language skills such as reading, writing, vocabulary, and 

pronunciation. More importantly, students wanted further group activities for 

future learning for the following reasons; first, they were able to get timely 

assistance for personal difficulties from peers (46%). Secondly, students reported 

that the learning environment itself was more interesting and kept themselves 

attentive in class (23%), thirdly, they could take initiative on their own learning 

(11%), and they could learn from different ideas (7%). On the other hand, the 

reported drawbacks were imbalanced participation (e.g., task dominance from a 

particular student) (4%), large proficiency gap (4%), and relationship problem 

(4%). As shown by the result of the questionnaire, the advantages of group 

activity overwhelmed the drawbacks, and group work-based instruction can be 

regarded as an effective method to motivate students and encourage active 

learning.  

There are some pedagogical implications for the successful 

implementation of group work-based instruction in Korean EFL teaching and 

learning. First, teachers should have a clear idea of collaboration and try to foster 
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true collaboration. As Donato (1994) noted, interaction has to meet certain 

requirements to be collaborative. Simply arranging students in groups and 

assigning roles is not a necessary and sufficient condition for collaboration. 

Thus, teachers themselves have to recognize the key features of collaboration 

and tries to shape conditions under which collaboration takes place. For 

example, social relations among learners are crucial to the formation of group 

cohesiveness. Groups with well-built cohesiveness effectively pool their 

expertise to achieve things that are beyond their present ability. The teacher then 

can create an opportunity for learners to know each other and build bonds among 

them. It might take some time to build group solidarity, but once formed, it 

would have long-term effects for learning.  

Second, the teacher can plan instruction on how to work together. In this 

research, the very first session was devoted to sharing the ground rules for 

working in groups. Students checked strategies for effective group process and 

tried to model after the given steps of collaborative work to solve a problem. In 

real-life classes, students should be trained with a long-term perspective so that 

they could jointly negotiate each other’s ideas and develop reasoning to solve 

diverse problems. As Edstrom (2015) suggests in his study, students might have 

an opportunity to analyze samples of positive and negative interactions or 

develop weak communicative strategies that prevent them from interacting 

effectively (p.35). Fernández et al. (2001) recommend the training of exploratory 
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talk, in which participants engage critically but constructively with each other’s 

ideas, can encourage collaboration by raising students’ awarenesses of how to 

talk in groups.  

Thirdly, it is important for teachers to create a physical and psychological 

environment conducive to learning. The teacher’s monitoring of group 

interaction can be utilized for effective future grouping. For example, having 

information about students who often clash or have trouble in their relationship, 

the teacher can choose not to set them together. Moreover, teachers can play a 

role in creating a communal atmosphere, where learners themselves create a 

learning community. As shown in this research, learners freely exchanged 

assistances with peers of other groups. Besides, in the teacher-led interaction, 

teachers can connect groups to share their own knowledge and understanding, 

which act as a primary contributor to extend and consolidate learning. In an 

effective physical and psychological environment, learners would effectively 

stimulate each other’s learning potential and move the whole class ZPD forward.  

Finally, this research showcased that teaching of grammar can be 

successfully integrated into other skills. Moreover, group work-based instruction 

can be well incorporated into the English curriculum of Korean secondary 

schools. One caveat is that tasks in group work-based instruction should be 

created in a way that facilitates group interaction. As Mori (2002) suggested, the 

highly-structured tasks, which rigidly require learners to work in step-by-step 
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fashion, prevented the spontaneous and mutual exchange of ideas in learner 

discourse. In this research, learners actively engaged in the tasks where they 

were required to express their ideas creatively using the target language. 

Accordingly, teachers have to carefully design group work tasks so that they do 

not restrict collaborative interaction. The tasks for group work should not be 

heavily focused on form or content, and they should be challenging without 

being frustrating.    

 

5.3 Limitations of the Present Study and Suggestions for Future 

Research 

 

There are three major limitations in this study that could be addressed in 

future research. First, considering the short-term research design and unique 

qualities of each participant, cautions should be taken not to generalize the 

findings of the present study. Patterns of interaction identified in this study can 

vary depending on the different grouping and students with different 

backgrounds. Future research with a variety of different grouping might broaden 

our insight into the nature of different interactional patterns. Moreover, due to 

the short period, this research could not capture the transition of interaction 

patterns. The long-term study of small group interaction can reveal the time 

required on the development of collaboration as well as different levels of 
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collaboration in the classroom.  

Secondly, relying only on audio-recorded data, there was a limit to 

analyze non-verbal participation of learners in groups of different interactional 

patterns. I depended on my observation to understand the secondary interactants, 

who did not offer verbal contribution but still a legitimate participant in group 

interactions. Many researchers criticized the dichotomous active-passive view of 

participation (Poehner, 2009; van Compernolle & Williams, 2013), and 

presented the concept of ‘active reception’ (Lantolf, 1997, 2011) such as private 

speech and writing (Lantolf &Yáñez-Prieto 2003; Ohta 2001), and ‘embodied 

actions’, which includes gestures, nodding, and eye gazing. (Mortensen, 2009). 

Thus, further study on the non-verbal engagement of learners might expand the 

understanding of second language learning and developmental processes during 

small group work and whole classroom interaction. 

Thirdly, the use of temporal analysis, which examines the relationship 

between time, talk and learning in the classroom over an extended period time, 

might provide a richer understanding of learner development. Mercer (2008) 

criticized the use of atemporal coding schemes in analyzing classroom discourse 

because it only provides a snapshot at a particular period rather than the growing 

understanding of students. As Barnes (1992) observed, learning does not happen 

suddenly and becoming educated is not a matter of accumulating knowledge. 

Accordingly, the use of temporal analysis might provide better ways to track the 
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development of knowledge and understanding over an extended period of time. 

This study focused more on learners interaction about forms for a certain period 

of time, but the use of temporal analysis would provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of the teaching and learning process.  

In conclusion, the present study found that learning through small group 

interaction is a satisfying and effective way to develop L2 even though there 

were some variations in productivity according to interaction patterns. Given that 

collaboration takes some time to develop (Storch, 2002), this presents an 

important call to educators. It is hoped that the current research motivates 

educators and offers clear ways to implement small group work-based 

instruction in the secondary EFL classroom in order to maximize L2 learners 

educational experiences. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Example of Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

This questionnaire is intended to understand your language learning experiences 

regarding group work–based instruction. Your reply will not be employed for the 

purposed other than research. Read carefully and answer the questions. 

Student number:                      Name:  

 1. I participated in the group work actively 

1) Strongly agree         2) Agree         3) Neutral   

4) Disagree              5) Strongly disagree 

 2. The group work-based instruction helped me improve my English skills. 

1) Strongly agree          2) Agree         3) Neutral   

4) Disagree              5) Strongly disagree 

 3. The group work-based instruction offered a better opportunity to learn 

English. 

1) Strongly agree          2) Agree         3) Neutral   

4) Disagree              5) Strongly disagree 

3-1. If you choose 4) and 5) for question 3, write down the reasons. 

 

  4. What language skills of English do you think this class was helpful? Circle 

all that apply. 

    1) Read aloud      2) Translation      3) Writing      4) Vocabulary    

    5) Grammar       6) Pronunciation    7) Others: 

 

  5. What kind of activities did you enjoy the most? 

1) Learning adjectives from reading Pinocchio story 
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2) Reading the storybook, ‘The fattest, tallest, biggest snowman’ 

3) Comparing Australian snowman and Korean snowman 

4) Arm length competition 

5) Describing my friends 

6. What kind of progress do you think you made in your English learning 

through this course? 

7. What do you like best about this group work-based instruction? 

 

8. What changes would you recommend to improve this course? 

 

9. What was the difference between this class and other English classes? 

 

  10. What areas of the class did your group participated most actively? Circle 

all that apply.  

    1) Read aloud      2) Translation      3) Writing      4) Vocabulary    

    5) Grammar       6) Pronunciation    7) Others: 

 

10-1 Specifically describe how the group activities were conducted for the 

areas you circled.  

 

11. This was a worthwhile class and I want to more group work-based 

instruction. 

1) Strongly agree         2) Agree         3) Neutral   

4) Disagree             5) Strongly disagree 

11-1. If you choose 4) and 5) for question 11, write down the reasons. 

 

Note. This questionnaire was conducted at the end of the course and translated 

into English by the researcher.  
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Appendix 2: Example of the English Storybook-based Grammar Instruction 

Worksheet.  
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국 문 초 록 

영어 동화책을 통한 문법 수업에서 한국 중학생들의 

 소그룹 상호작용 유형과 교사주도 상호작용  

 

 

손 가 영 

외국어교육과 영어전공 

서울대학교 대학원 

 

     언어 교실에서의 학생들 간의 협력적 상호작용에 대한 관심이 증

가하고 있다. 많은 연구자들이 또래 상호작용이 언어 학습에 미치는 

긍정적 영향에 대해 탐구해 왔지만, 언어 학습을 촉진하는 데 있어서 

교사 주도의 상호작용은 어떤 역할을 하는지에 대한 연구는 많이 이루

어지지 않았다. 또한 이 두 가지 상호작용을 분리하여 생각하는 것은 

언어 교실에서 일어나는 현실을 충분하게 반영하지 못한다. 실제 교실

에서 교사주도 그리고 학생주도의 상호작용은 통합적으로 학생들의 교

육적 성장에 영향을 미친다. 더욱이, 이제까지 실시 된 대부분의 연구

는 소규모로 진행되어 실제 교실에서 학생 변수로부터 야기되는 다양

한 상호작용 양상들을 고려하지 못했다. 따라서 본 연구는 한국의 
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EFL 교실에서의 상호작용 본질을 탐구한 연구가 부족한 것을 고려하

여 이에 대한 통찰을 제공하고자 한다.  

 

     본 연구에서의 교실 상호작용은 크게 두 가지로 나뉜다. 학생들

이 소그룹 내에서 나누는 상호작용과 교사 주도 상호작용이 이에 속한

다. 본 연구는 세 가지 연구 문제를 밝히는 것을 목적으로 하는데 이

는 다음과 같다 :1) 한국의 중학생들이 영어 이야기책을 기반으로 한 

문법 수업에서 어떠한 소그룹 상호작용 양상을 보이는가? 2) 서로 다

른 상호작용 패턴을 보이는 각각의 그룹들이 주고받는 동료 지원의 양

상은 어떻게 다른가? 3) 소그룹 기반 수업에서 교사 주도 상호작용은 

어떤 기능을 하는가? 

 

     열여덞 명의 한국 중학교 일학년 한 한급 (총 5 집단)이 5주 동

안 9회의 영어 이야기책을 기반으로 한 비교급과 최상급 수업에 자발

적으로 참여하였다. 각 집단의 학생들은 목표 언어를 기반으로 한 읽

기, 듣기, 말하기, 쓰기 등의 여러 과업에 참여하였고 각 그룹의 상호

작용을 음성 녹음하여 학생들의 협력적 대화 양상을 분석하였다. 또한 

교사주도 상호작용은 전체 교실을 영상 녹화하여 그 기능을 분석하였
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다. 프로그램 진행 중 필요에 따라 개별 인터뷰가 진행되었고, 프로그

램이 끝난 후에는 학생들이 수업 전반에 대한 피드백을 제공 할 수 있

도록 설문지를 실시하였다. 

 

     주요 분석 결과는 본 연구를 아우르는 학문적 고민에 부합한다. 

첫째, 본연구에서는 3가지 유형의 상호작용이 보였다. 협력적 상호작

용 유형 (집단 A 와 B)은 상대적으로 높은 수준의 협력을 보여주었는

데 특히 상호 비계의 제공, 언어 형식과 과업 진행에 관한 협력적 관

찰과 감시, 리더의 출현, 상호주관성의 확립 및 어려운 과업을 극복하

는 능력을 보여주었다. 전문가/초보자 유형(집단 C)은 전문가 학생이 

주도적인 질문과 설명으로 초보자 학생들의 배움을 이끌어 갔고 전문

가 학생이 해결하지 못하는 부분은 교사에게 의존하는 양상을 보였다. 

마지막으로 지배적/수동적 유형(집단 D 와 E)은 언어 능력의 격차와 

관계 문제로 인해 의사소통 단절이 발생했고 학생들은 배움의 과정보

다는 과제 완성을 추구했다.  

 

     둘째, 목표 언어의 학습에 있어서 각 상호작용 유형별로 서로 다

른 동료 도움의 양상이 관찰되었다. 구체적으로 도움의 방법, 도움의 
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방향, 그리고 도움의 수락 면에서 각 그룹은 서로 다른 특성을 나타냈

다. 협력 그룹의 경우 대부분 공동으로 해결책을 구성해 나갔고, 도움

은 다자간으로 이루어졌다. 상호 비계와 높은 수준의 참여는 협력 그

룹의 학생들이 개인의 언어 능력 이상으로 발전할 수 있도록 도왔다. 

그러나 전문가/초보자, 지배적/수동적 그룹은 답을 제공하기, 설명하기, 

교사에게 질문하기의 등의 더 명시적인 방법을 사용하였고 동료 지원

은 일방적인 방향으로 이루어졌다. 전문가/초보자 집단은 제공된 도움

을 기꺼이 받아들인 반면, 지배적/수동적 집단에서는 이를 거부하기도 

하였다.  

 

     셋째, 교사 주도 상호작용은 개인과 그룹의 ZPD의 발달에 중요

한 역할을 하였다. 교사는 각 그룹의 아이디어를 공유하고 공동의 어

려움을 해소할 수 있는 공동체의 장을 마련함으로써 학습자들의 언어 

발달을 촉진했다. 게다가, 교사는 전체 공유를 통해 학생들 개인과 그

룹의 참여를 장려하고 학생들 사이의 갈등을 중재함으로써 소그룹 활

동이 협력으로 나아갈 수 있는 사회적, 정서적 지원을 제공하였다. 

 

     본 연구는 현실적이고 실용적인 측면에서 교실에서의 소그룹 활
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동에 대한 교육적 함의를 제공한다. 먼저 교사들이 서로 다른 상호작

용의 패턴의 특성을 이해하고, 이러한 다양한 차이를 만드는 다양한 

요소를 식별할 필요가 있음을 시사한다. 또한 교사 주도의 상호작용은 

소그룹 내의 협력을 촉진하는 긍정적인 학습환경을 만드는 데 기여할 

수 있다. 이 연구는 교실 상호작용에서 서로에게 제공하는 비계를 학

습 과정 어디에서나 이용할 수 있게 하기 위해서는 학생들 사이의 의

사소통 장 (Intermental Development Zone) 를 확립하고 이것의 질을 

유지하는 것이 중요하다는 것을 암시한다.  

 

주요어: 소그룹 상호작용 유형, 협력적 상호작용, 소그룹 상호작용, 교

사 주도 상호작용, 교실 담화, 집단적 비계, 소그룹 기반 수업, 이야기

책 기반 영어 문법 수업, 영어 문법 수업, 영어 문법 교수의 통합적 

접근법 
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