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Abstract

Grounded in the student-centered interaction requirements of the English Curriculum Standards
for Compulsory Education, this study draws on relevant second language acquisition theories and
adopts the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC). Taking three high-quality Grade 8 jun-
ior high English reading classes as samples, it uses 3-second time sampling for discourse coding and
multi-case qualitative analysis to explore the characteristics and internal mechanisms of teacher-
student interaction. The results reveal a teacher-dominated interaction pattern: teachers’ directin-
fluence (60.12%) exceeds indirect influence (39.88%), with lecturing and directive discourse ac-
counting for alarge share. Students’ utterances are mainly passive responses (95.18%), while active
speech only takes up 4.82%. Interaction differs significantly across teaching phases: the lead-in
phase has the highest interaction density, and the post-reading phase boasts high student partici-
pation but insufficient active language production. Imbalanced teacher discourse and closed-ended
question design directly lead to superficial interaction; foreign language classroom anxiety, re-
sponse-oriented classroom culture and instrumental learning motivation are the deep-seated
causes of low student initiative. Suggestions on optimizing questions, building expressive scaffolds
and reshaping interaction culture are put forward to provide reference for improving English read-
ing classroom interaction.
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Table 2. Overall distribution table of classroom verbal behavior coding

2. RESEITARBRMAI TR

i 1T JBATIR b B gAY B (%) b7 B JE K2R (%)
1 B2 89 3.71 UM al B2 13.86

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2026.16102173 816 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2026.16102173

bt

i3k
2 KA BB 117 4.88
3 KA A 51 2.12
4 217 268 11.17 HIME BRI 86.14
5 PHZ 447 18.63
6 a4 142 5.92
7 HEVE A BB 0 0.00
BT A E T - 1114 53.50 100
8 A R 948 39.50 AT 95.18
9 EREYGRE 48 2.00 FHATN: 4.82
FHAT NG - 996 41.50 100
10 TIB/AEF B 120 5.00
Bt . 2400 100

MR R, I oaiB R E SN “ XS, 2ESZ5” KR #NT N5
53.50%, B UREIETE SRR FET A 41.50%, 4T HESEKP: DUREAEEIEIT NG
5.00%, HECEMR, GBIIRE TR, HANESEELF. S EWNANRZEIT IR L, AT R A
FL e w5 [ Py 5@ ) EE R K (2 38%), X SREACHR R . BOM R E A S 5 R (9],
BT Ah 15 RE 45% 0K 22510 T8 o5 LUbnitE, 0RO 3 A7) A2 [ A 78 TR (10 L L ARRALE

3.2. BUMEIBFHESH

A DTS PRl R 1R ) UM 5 8 AR 2 AUS RS IE . ZUMB A |, B 5 24T N 60.12%,
[B]EZ5M &5 39.88%, i/d ELFR AN 0.66, BEMET 5| SRR FIE MM, HPRELIEES AL, K
G S PR, B R St E, AR ERPEEE S, B E A IE R AR IE1E
N 1.29, ZUTEE S ERSFAEN 1.29 %, W iERHE 11 Rftted, SRR AR EES
BB FHRAG, OB BN F4E B FRA S RIEMGEEA L RAEHME L, PSS n 8
HHE SN 78.3%, MR MUY 5 21.7% B2 E 5 T 3R, 1R R EEB e —, LUER
A NT, 25 SR ERESE Rt
3.3. EEEIBRES T

SR IE AR RO B WS ALE, 38R S H BT AR 4.82%, HEIFEX+0ER, Z 7R
B2, B AT =W A, HERRE . SETN AR RS s FRIE L FEaethik, &
AR RE R R R B EE T AR “XHEE T BIAE[10]; WNERTRE, PIRNE S H LN &1
S, T S E B BN BV (5 9.3%, FAEN B EAKERE AN PR B4R, X
—FHIE S5 FUTHE R pI B B AL
3.4. EERT EIISFESEL 94T

AW FOBETIRR AR RN M. SERH =0T, SR8 ST R B B TERR,
ER W 3 PR

DOI: 10.12677/ae.2026.16102173 817 HHHRE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ae.2026.16102173

bt

Table 3. Comparative table of interaction indicators across different teaching stages
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HAR 53.50 41.50 5.00 1.29 0.66 4.82
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T: Good. (38#%) What was she doing? ($£[11)

S1: She was doing her homework. (#{zl1 W ZF)

T: Right. (%%) So Mary was doing homework when the rainstorm came. (i}##%) Then what about her mom?
(H i)

S2: Her mom was cooking dinner in the kitchen. (#%3/M 2F)

T: Perfect. (24%)
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