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Abstract: This study analyzed the students’ engagement in emergency remote teaching (ERT)
environment as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic. The subjects were 49 business-majored students at a
university in Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam. The research was drawn upon Moore’s interaction framework
with the adoption of a 5-Likert scale questionnaire to examine learner-content, learner-learner and
learner-instructor engagement. Open-ended questions at the end of the survey and videos synchronous
classroom observations from four lessons provided insights into students’ perceptions and behaviors.
The quantitative result reveals learner-instructor engagement to be the strongest among the three
categories, and the lack of interaction with their peers was the most frequently observed and reported.
The fundamental cause lies in the loss and lack of human interactions. The engagement of both learner-
learner and learner-instructor were dwarfed by superficial interaction in synchronous learning platforms.
The paper ends with some recommendations to increase students’ learning engagement in the uncertain
times of ERT.
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1. Introduction to-face classes and move to online platforms.
This sudden change is known as Emergency
Remote Teaching (ERT). ERT s an

alternative, temporary method of teaching

The spread of Covid -19 has caused
a global hazard to all facets of society,

including the education system. This threat
has resulted in the lockdown or social
distancing crisis in many nations. Therefore,
educators and parents are forced to devise
new teaching methods to keep their students
engaged. Sharing the similar belief, Hodges
et al. (2020) claim that Covid-19 has forced
colleges and universities to decide how to
continue with their programmes while
keeping their staff, faculty and students safe
from the pandemic. As a result, these
institutions have opted to cancel their face-
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that is evolved in response to a specific crisis
situation and thus strictly differs from typical
distance education (Wang et al., 2020).

In Vietnam, even though it is
considered a notable case study of
instantaneous and conspicuous collaboration
between the government and society to
minimize the cases of Covid-19 (La et al.,
2020), the shift in the educational system
was unforeseen and caused significant side
effects (MOET, 2020). During the
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pandemic, Vietnam enforced a national
lockdown, and educational institutions were
the firsts to face closure at a short notice
from the government. Schools closed from
January to May in the first lock down in
2020, then at the beginning of a new
academic year, institutions were forced to
close for the second half of August, 2020.
The situation continued to the year 2021.
Administrators, faculty, and students have
been adapting themselves to the novel online
learning and stumbling upon unpredictable
obstacles, varying from digital literacy and
digital divide to digital readiness (Shim &
Lee, 2020).

In online learning, engagement is
crucial as it is the indicator of student
motivation, satisfaction and performance.
Student engagement plays a crucial role in
students’ learning and satisfaction in
distance education (Martin & Bolliger,
2018). It is even more important during the
time of lockdown and social distancing
when social isolation and the lack of
interactivity is inevitable. In an online
learning environment, interactions that
students have with materials, peers and
teachers ensure positive learner experience
and thus engagement becomes the indicator
of successful online teaching.

During ERT, several factors played
their roles in the level of student
engagement. In the context of Saudi Arabia,
interaction with teachers and peers were
evident with a high level of satisfaction and
engagement in a research by Oraif and Elyas
(2021). In other contexts, the results were
rather mixed. Deka (2021) conducted a
quantitative analysis with Indian tertiary
students and concluded that the strongest
influence on online engagement was related
to instructor characteristics. In addition, Ali,
Narayan, and Sharma (2020) revealed
through New Zealand teachers’ reflective
statements that the use of synchronous and
asynchronous channels proactively
supported learning, yet frustrations with

online technology and insufficient inter-
personal connection hindered students’
engagement level.

To follow the guidance from the
Ministry of Education and Training, which
can be translated as “Suspending Classes
without Suspending Learning” (MOET,
2020), all language classes have been moved
online. In Vietnam, the situation was rather
less satisfying. Language students showed
dissatisfaction towards ERT in terms of
teaching methodology (Thach et al., 2021),
and limited interaction (Nguyen & Nguyen,
2021). This study aims at providing further
details towards student engagement in
synchronous learning in one class during
ERT by analyzing a wide range of
instruments including a questionnaire,
online classroom observation notes and in-
depth interviews. The research question that
guided this study is:

How engaged were students in
learning English as a second language in
emergency remote teaching?

2. Literature Review

2.1. Online Learning vs ERT

During national lockdown, many
Vietnamese educational institutions have
opted to implement the quick transformation
of face-to-face classes to an online learning
platform which is known as emergency
remote learning. However, online learning
and ERT are different in terms of
instructional design and course design.
Online learning is characterized by careful
instructional design and planning and
systematic models for design and
development (Branch & Dousay, 2015).
Hodges et al. (2020) emphasized the design
process and careful consideration of
different design decisions which have an
impact on the quality of the instruction;
therefore, types of interactions — namely
student-content, student-student, student —
instructor are the more robust bodies of
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research in online learning.

ERT, to some extent, differs from
online learning. ERT is a temporary shift of
instructional delivery to an alternate delivery
mode due to crisis circumstances, which is
in contrast with experiences that are well
planned from the beginning and designed to
be online (Hodges et al., 2020). These
authors assess ERT with the terms of
delivery modes, methods, and media.

In May, 2020, Shisley published his
research paper influenced by Hodges et al.
(2020), Craig (2020) and Manfuso (2020) on
major differences between online learning
and ERT. Technology integrated in ERT
might be limited. This can include both the
lack of access to computers or a stable
internet connection and/ or educational
software or learning management system.
The users — teachers and students alike —
possess minimum technical skills and run
short of digital literacy training prior to
online learning. Learning activities are often
the imitations of what happens in a face-to-
face learning environment and teachers have
no training in online teaching methodology
as well as have little time for preparations.
All aforementioned issues may result in less-
than-optimal engagement and interaction
circumstances.

In short, although emergency remote
learning may take place online and share
similar components as online learning, it
differs from its counterpart regarding
purposes,  design, teaching  modes,
technological competence and level of
interactions.

2.2. Learners’ Engagement and Online
Learning

Engagement is an emerging variable
of interest that captures the attention of
researchers in both learning psychology and
language education. As  motivation,
engagement and achievement are closely
linked together, improving learner

engagement becomes a fundamental process
of teaching and learning. Engagement is
defined as “the extent to which students are
interested in, committed and curious about
what they are learning” (Finn & Zimmer,
2012, p. 18). Engagement is outward
manifestation of motivation (Skinner et al.,
2009), which is linked to generally improved
attention, participation and involvement in
language learning (Liu, 2021) and mediated
positive correlation between classroom
emotional climate and grades (Rivers et al.,
2013).

Engagement and online learning is
particularly important as it is harder for the
teachers to control or observe students’
behaviors. Successful student engagement is
presented via their personal involvement
with their peers, their teachers and the
materials. With the use of synchronous
online environments, students now can learn
from anywhere, however, at the cost of
losing contact with their classmates and
teachers. Technological advancement has
allowed several functions to ensure more
meaningful interaction such as archiving the
session, viewing the webcam, text chat, then
a voice component during synchronous
meetings compensate for delayed student—
student and student— instructor interaction of
asynchronous  discussion.  Synchronous
classrooms, together with text chat are
believed to increase opportunity to interact
and support learning (McBrien et al., 2009;
Nguyen & Pham, 2021).

During emergency remote teaching
period, student engagement in the form of
collaboration and community becomes
pivotal in the teaching process. Yet, it
becomes exceptionally challenging for
educators to track and control student’s
engagement in online teaching and learning.
Both teachers and students were struggling
in maintaining the level of engagement
during the COVID-19 crisis due to several
challenges and obstacles in the process of
switching from face-to-face delivery to
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online synchronous platform in a relatively
short time (Lie et al., 2020).

2.3. Engagement Framework

One of the major models that defines
interactions in distance education is Moore’s
interaction model which proposes three
interaction  categories:  learner—content,
learner—instructor, and learner — learner
(Moore, 1989). Using Moore's model as a
guide, the authors investigated students'
perspectives on their engagement in ERT.
Moore's model can be adapted to a crisis
scenario and provides the bare minimum of
interactions required for successful learning
while recognizing learning as a social and
cognitive process.

Learner - Content interaction

This type of interaction refers to the
process of engaging with material
intellectually to produce improvements in
the learner's comprehension, perspective, or
cognitive  structures.  Moore  (1993)
emphasizes that learner-content engagement
should focus on the process of interacting
with the content to better change a learner’s
understanding and improve critical thinking.
Individualized learning is the subject of this
relationship. Student-content interaction can
also occur through watching videos,
interacting with multimedia, using search
engines, such as Google Scholar or online
libraries and dictionaries (Banna et al.,
2015).

Learner - Instructor interaction

Moore (1989) claims that this type of
interaction is highly desirable by many
learners. Instructors strive to pique or sustain
a student's interest in what is being learned,
to encourage the student to learn, and to
improve and maintain the learner's interest,
including self-direction and self-motivation.
The instructors then make or cause
presentations to be made. This may be in the
form of informational presentations, skill
demos, or role modeling of such attitudes

and values. Following that, teachers attempt
to coordinate students' implementation of
what they've learned, whether it's practicing
skills that have been taught or manipulating
knowledge and ideas that have been
introduced. Instructors perform tests to see
whether students are progressing and to
determine whether or not they can change
their strategies. Regarding the same topic,
Sher (2009) stated that learner-instructor
interaction can be accomplished by the
instructor delivering information,
encouraging the learner, or providing
feedback. In addition, learners may interact
with the instructor by asking questions or
communicating with the instructor about
course activities. Dixson (2010) and King
(2014) both believe that in order to promote
online student engagement, students and
instructors in online courses must cooperate
and collaborate.

Learner - Learner interaction

Sher (2009) defines learner-learner
interaction as the exchange of information
and ideas that occurs among students about
the course, whether the instructor is present
or not. This type of interaction can take the
form of group projects, group discussions, or
other  activities. Through student
collaboration and knowledge sharing,
learner-learner interaction can promote
learning. Moore (1989) also regards it as an
interaction between individual students or
among students working in groups.
Interaction is beneficial for cognitive and
motivational reasons, but it is especially
threatened in online education because
students might not be aware of the identities
of their classmates. Student-student
interaction can be done in various ways
through videoconferencing, instant chat and
discussion boards (Banna et al., 2015;
Martin & Bolliger, 2018).

Overall, Moore's classification of
three types of interaction establishes a
framework for assessing the relative
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importance of various forms of contact in an
emergency remote teaching scenario.

3. Methodology

3.1. Research Context

The course was designed initially to
be delivered face-to-face; however, because
of the Covid-19 pandemic, it was forced to
be switched into online mode. One week
before the beginning of the course, students
were informed via email the time, date and
mode of delivery, including a code for Zoom
ID and a code for Google Classroom. Each
student was asked to prepare in advance a
working laptop with Internet connection, a
working micro and a webcam. During two
weeks of social distancing, four lessons in
total were delivered online via a
synchronous tele-conference application
named Zoom.

3.2. Sampling and Participants

Voluntary response sample was a
class of 49 students at pre-intermediate level
at a university in Hochiminh City, Vietnam.
They were international business majors,
and the English course had a specific focus
on Listening and Speaking skill. The first
national lockdown and school closure was in
February, 2020 and since then, the country’s
education system has faced several more
closures at irregular intervals. Since 2020,
participants in this study have had
experience of ERT lessons. This research
was conducted through two-week closure at
the beginning of 2021.

3.3. Instrument Development

In distance education, interaction is
characterized as a perplexing component of
distance education, and Moore (1989) has
conceptualized and classified the term into
three types of interaction: learner-to-learner,
learner-to-instructor, and learner-to-content.
This research deployed the work of Moore to
draw a clear distinction among three types of

interactions in real-time interaction class and
analyzed upon that. 23 Likert-type items in
the survey together with open-ended
questions at the end were obtained to collect
the data. The survey was piloted with two
students, then added Vietnamese translation
with the original English version for full
comprehension. Modifications regarding the
use of words, deletion of unnecessary
questions and re-categorization of questions
were made.

Classroom observation was adopted
via synchronous classrooms’ recordings.
The researchers developed an observation
protocol for online lessons to explore how
students engaged in online activities and
discussions. The development of the online
classroom observation was based on
different previous studies including Wheeler
et al. (2019) and Topcu et al. (2018) studies.
Four online lessons (40 minutes each) were
observed. Observation field notes were
taken including the types of activities in the
online class, how teachers delivered
instruction,  encouraged  students to
participate in class activities and how
students participated and interacted with
their peers and their teacher. Technical or
instructional issues were also recorded for
analysis.

Finally, an in-depth interview was
used as triangulation. Two students agreed to
participate in a 15-minute interview for
insights into the lessons.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

Noticing the emergence of ERT, the
researchers contacted the teacher and
students of the class for the granted
permission to record and deliver a survey at
the end of the ERT period. As students
returned to schools, the researchers came to
deliver the survey and collect the data in
person. All four lessons were recorded by
the instructing teacher and later watched and
analyzed by the researchers.



VNU JOURNAL OF FOREIGN STUDIES, VOL. 37, NO. 6 (2021) 23

3.5. Data Analysis Procedure

Descriptive analysis of survey data
was provided and thematic analysis is used
for qualitative data. Field notes data were
analysed following the guidelines of
thematic analysis Braun and Clarke (2006, p.
6) that suggest “thematic analysis is a
method for identifying, analysing, and
reporting patterns (themes) within data”.
The field notes were collected systematically
in the form of participant observation
memos. In the process of data analysis, the
common themes emerging from the
observation field notes and interviews were
triangulated to make sense of student
engagement in online teaching and learning.
Table 1

The interview was conducted via Zoom
Meeting room.

4. Findings and Discussion

4.1. Learner-Content Interaction

Regarding learner-content factor, the
result from the survey (Table 1) reveal the
relatively high mean score for the issues
surveyed, among which, the item confirms
that students will earn a good grade in the
course, gets the lowest mean score (Item 15,
M=3.16, SD=1.06), while the highest mean
goes for the item saying that the instructor
provides a well-organized course (Item 14,
M=3.59, SD=1.24).

Learner-Content Engagement in Emergency Remote Teaching

Items Mean SD

LC6: | complete all the assigned class work 3.27 1.16
LC7: 1 visit the course website/ google classroom regularly 3.55  1.23
LC11: | truly desire to learn the course material 339 1.10
LC12: | give a great deal of effort to the class 337  1.02
LC13: I am well organized in my learning 3.37 110
LC14: My instructor provides a well-organized course 359 124
LC15: I will earn a good grade in the course 3.16 1.06
LC16: | stay caught up on learning after class. 3.16 1.06

The lowest mean score belonged to
the grade (Item 15, Mean=3.16, SD=1.06).
Because of the unexpected swiftness to
online learning, students are not certain
about the learning outcome of the course,
which also leads to a controversial
discussion among researchers of whether
learner — content interaction affects their
learning outcome. While the recent studies
by Wei et al. (2015) and Zacharis (2015)
claim the impact of the student-content
interaction is low in comparison with other
types of interaction, Kayode and Teng
(2014) assert that this factor has the greatest
impact on learning outcomes.

The highest mean score for the well-
organized course, can be affirmed by the
notes from class video observations. In each

class, the teacher uniformly classified
learning activities into three stages. In Pre-
listening, the instructor introduced the topic
of a video or recording. While-listening
stage included students’ individual work of
listening to assigned video and group work
of some reflective or discussive questions.
For individual listening practice, the
instructor adopted Edpuzzle twice as an
interactive platform for students to listen and
answer comprehensive questions at the same
time. In the final stage of post-listening, the
instructor invited students to share the
answers and group discussion and provided
further explanation. It is also clear that they
can interact with the material better in online
learning. As students answered in the open-
ended questions:
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“ I can hear better and repeat the
part as I want”

“I can access the full collections of
learning materials”

The interviewee expressed her
preference of Edpuzzle over in-class
listening activity, in which the teacher
played and stopped the recording herself.
She stated:

“I can play, stop or play back at my
own time. It’s like personalized learning and
1 find it more effective.”

4.2. Learner-Instructor Interaction

With reference to the respondents’

engagement (Table 2), the item of the
instructor handling inappropriate in-class
interactions had the lowest mean score of the
cluster (Item 10, Mean=3.39, SD=1.26).
This can be explained by the lack of
interaction and interference of the instructor
during group discussion. Giving insights to
the open-ended questions, a respondent said
that she could approach the technology but
she wanted to interact with her teacher and
friends. Other students commented that
although learning online was something
new, interesting, the contact between teacher
and students was less. Another participant
answered that he could not interact and
communicate much with the teacher.

perceptions of learner-instructor

Table 2

Learner-Instructor Engagement in Emergency Remote Teaching
Items Mean SD
LI12: The course rules are clear 353 1.20
LI3: My instructor is present and active in class discussions 3.80 1.05
LI5: My instructor is responsive to me when | have questions 3.65 1.30
LI8: My instructor is consistent about enforcing course rules 357 1.03
LI19: I know that | can contact my instructor when | need to 3.61 1.27

LI110: I trust my instructor to handle inappropriateness in class interactions 3.39  1.26

LL23: | feel isolated in the class

Observation reveals that students
were not willing to respond to teacher’s
structuring questions (“Are we ready to
continue?” or “Are you following me?”),
and the teacher ended up asking many times
before someone answered. It was not until
the third lesson, students started to respond
when they did not understand. This lack of
engagement can be explained by the answer
from the interviewee:

“l was just lazy to turn on the
microphone just to answer “yes”. We often
wait for the class monitor to answer that for
the whole class.”

This finding is in line with Ryan and
Deci (2000) in which researchers found that
in reality, many language-learning contexts
are inhabited by learners who are both
disengaged and passive. They display little
autonomy and, at best, show only fairly low

292 116

levels of extrinsic motivation. Ideally, they
must contribute to the learning process,
participate, give prompt feedback and
assume responsibility for the accompanying
circumstances rather than waiting to be
asked by the instructor. This passive
tendency in ERT can be explained by the
teacher’s mode of delivery. Learning
activities were designed to aid learners in
achieving course objectives in a face-to-face
learning environment, they might not
effectively promote active learning online,
and students suffered a lack of connection
with their peers and teacher (Shisley, 2020).
This resulted in students’ unwillingness to
speak up. This finding is also consistent with
the remarks by (Nguyen, 2011). In his
research paper on computer-mediated
communication  language  classrooms,
Vietnamese students usually remain silent in
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class and wait until called upon by the
teacher, instead of volunteering to answer
questions. The root of this trait may have
originated in the Confucian heritage culture
of Asian culture where students are
supposed to be “passive, reproductive and
surface” (Jones, 1999). Similar observation
can be made in the context of Japan, King
(2013) inferred silence in the classroom to
the causes of disengagement or apathy,
which often emerge with compulsory
teacher-centered English classrooms for
non-language majors.

Some students reported Internet
disruption and technical issues, namely
“background  noise  from  teacher’s
microphone”. As a result, they could not
hear the instructor clearly. This expected
problem is also addressed in Shisley’s study
(2020) indicating that limited technology
may result in less-than-ideal engagement
and interaction circumstances. Some
students used a smartphone during the
lessons with non-optimized digital content
due to a shortage of proper digital devices.
While mobile learning offers the possibility
of prevalent computing, there are a number
of technical drawbacks related to the inferior
functionality involved compared to desktop
computers (Alessia & Fernando, 2009).

On the other hand, some students
also reported positive opinions towards the
presence of the teacher during the online
class. Statistically, the highest mean score
(Item 3, Mean=3.80, SD=1.05) indicated
that students appreciated the instructor’s
active presence and support in-class
discussion. As students answered in the
open-ended questions:

“I feel good and the teacher takes
care of us much.”

“I think learning with the instructor
provides me so much power.”

“My online teachers are very
enthusiastic and supportive.”

“I was more confident when

answering any questions from teachers, and
maybe | could ask some questions in the
meeting chat about the matter 1 was
confused.”

Wang and Degol (2016) and Rubie-
Davies et al. (2016) also conclude that when
students experience positive, constructive
and warm relationships with their teachers,
they are more likely to follow the rules of
their classroom; and become more motivated
and engaged within a learning-oriented
environment (Kaufmann et al., 2016).
Additionally, instructor’s  confirmation
behaviors, such as answering students’
questions, can be linked to positive student
emotion and learning outcomes (Goldman &
Goodboy, 2014).

However, although some students
admitted that the teacher’s presence and
support were appreciable, more assistance
from the teacher in group discussion was still
expected in a Speaking lesson. As Finn and
Schrodt (2016) highlighted in their study,
how instructors facilitate class discussions
exert an impact on students’ level of interest,
engagement, and understanding of course
content. From the observation, the teacher in
this case did not join group discussions,
instead she asked students to choose a
suitable platform for group discussion. The
teacher then waited for about 10 minutes and
collected group answers on Padlet to
elaborate, which partly explained the low
level of student engagement.

Overall, although learners showed
the lack of autonomy and some criticism
towards teacher’s facilitation as well as
technical accessibility, they still
acknowledged and appreciated the value of
teacher’s active presence in the virtual
learning environment.

4.3. Learner-Learner Interaction

The questions (Item 4, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22, 23) on whether the students would
interact, communicate or assist their
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classmates elicited a predominantly
unfavorable attitude towards online learning
with mean scores from 3.08 to 3.57 (Table 3).
These questionnaire findings coincided
closely with the interview data. As explained
further in the open-ended questions, 13 out
of 49 respondents reported  “poor
interaction”, “difficult to interact” or “not
enough interaction” with peers. With
reference to the participants’ perceptions of
personal direct connection with peers, the
Table 3

mean score of the cluster was 3.08, this score
indicated the lowest mean overall in the
survey. Giving insights to the survey, the
interviewee reported:

“I chat with my friends during group
discussion. Some of my classmates don’t
have a working microphone or at home, the
surroundings can be noisy because of other
family members. Chatting is the only
option.”

Learner-Learner Engagement in Emergency Remote Teaching

Items Mean SD

LL1: I participate actively in online discussions 3.57 0.93
LL4: 1 ask questions in discussions when I don’t understand 3.33 1.08
LL17: I interact with classmates on course material 320 111
LL18: I connect personally with classmates 3.08 1.07
LL19: I enjoy interacting in my class 3.33 1.00
LL20: I help my fellow classmates 3.14 101
LL21: | share personal concerns with others 3.22 1.00
LL22: I am committed to working with my classmates so that we can help each 335 1.04

other learn

To facilitate and collect opinions in
post-listening activity, the instructor adopted
Padlet to collect answers from students after
their group discussion. In the first class, 44
out of 49 students shared their viewpoint on
the interactive discussion board. The next
three collected 34, 47, 22 shares
respectively. This data confirmed students’
preference of online discussion, which can
be found in other papers of Revere and
Kovach (2011) and Banna et al. (2015).
Conclusion can be drawn that discussion
boards or chat sessions have served well in
promoting student-to-student interaction in
online courses.

Regarding quantitative data, the
highest mean score in learner-to-learner
engagement category showed that students
participated in virtual discussion at a
relatively active level with cluster mean
scores of 3.57 (Item 1, Mean = 3.57,
SD=0.93). Participants seemed to discuss
openly online; however, they discussed

asynchronously through the discussion
board, rather than communicated verbally to
their peers. This tendency was supported by
Nguyen and Pham (2021), in which
participants stated that they would prefer
online written chat to oral direct discussion.
The reasons for preference of online group
chat included sufficient time to process
input, self-paced edited comments and
anonymity. During the group chat, students
were supported with digital artefacts, for
instance, electronic dictionaries or search
engines, which helped students build
confidence as they had more ideas to
contribute to the discussion without
worrying about “losing face” because of
stumbling words or mispronunciations as
oral discussions.

While asynchronous discussions
were supported by a number of scholars, one
response from the open-ended questions
yielded another issue related to L2 use.
During ERT, the teacher divided students
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into groups and used breakout rooms for
group members to discuss on a pre-assigned
topic. Though the detail of the discussion in
each Dbreak-out room remained to be
unknown, the nature of the discussion was
revealed during the open-ended questions. A
participant reported L1 use as “we divide the
task of group work and complete it
individually”. This can be correlated with
the research of Xiao (2007), in which the
researcher attributed the causes for reduced
student’s L2 use to a high number of
students in class (N=49) and students
sharing the same L1, and thus, “feeling
communication is not authentic.” Vuopala et al.
(2016, p. 34) also reported a “fairly
superficial level” of student interaction in
the online environment. In another research,
group work during online teaching was rated
as the least valuable strategy and that they
did not enjoy collaboration (Martin &
Bolliger, 2018). The above reasons may
explain why some students rated Item 18: “I
connect personally with classmates” at a
relatively  lower score (Mean=3.08,
SD=1.07).

5. Conclusion

Results from the surveys and online
classroom observations in this study offers a
detailed description of student engagement
during the emerging situations of emergency
remote teaching in the Covid-19 pandemic.
Despite evident interaction between learner
and instructor, the lack of interaction with
both the teacher and their peers was the most
frequently reported. On the one hand,
students generally complimented on the
convenience of technology advancement
and method of delivery, appreciated the
instructor’s effort to be present and support
students from a distance and managed to
hold discussions with peers regardless of
technological struggles. On the other hand,
participants showed demotivation due to the
lack of a sense of community, frustrations
towards the digital divide and infrastructure

failure. The fundamental cause lies in the
loss and lack of human interactions. Both
learner-learner engagement and learner-
instructor were dwarfed by superficial
interaction  in  synchronous learning
platforms. During the Covid-19 pandemic,
the instructor with their limited knowledge
about online education use direct
transmission without significant changes in
their classroom practices, hindering the
creation of a learning environment where
students’ engagement levels are high.

Results from this paper could benefit
both instructors and administrators who are
looking for ways to improve the quality of
teaching and learning during the pandemic
and to build engagement in the online
learning environment. Higher education
institutions should develop an online
teaching-learning strategy that governs the
learning process. Universities, for example,
could tighten their attendance policies and
camera policies. Instructors and students
may be able to communicate more
effectively as a result of this. Body language
and facial expressions are key in
communication, and voice and speech rate
modulation could help (Bao, 2020). This
problem may be solved by enforcing the use
of cameras. Instructors should also be
provided with professional development
opportunities for online teaching in the
following areas: techniques for
(synchronous and asynchronous) online
classroom management; skills and tactics for
interactive learning and online interactions
with students; methods and tactics for
engaging students in learning, approaches
for providing relevant feedback; the use of
instructional technology in teaching and
learning, particularly software for mini-
lecture creation (Zhang, 2020).

Creating and maintaining online
professional networks may be a great source
of motivation and support for instructors.
Once instructors have increased the
awareness of the importance of digital
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literacy, students should develop learning
strategies and plans that empower them to
take charge of their education. Finally,
students are encouraged to  seek
psychological and pedagogical help from
their instructor and administration because
though academic achievement is important,
a sense of community, and most
significantly, socio-emotional support is
helpful more than ever during an uncertain
time of the global pandemic.

There are some limitations to this
research. Although classroom observation
was adopted as one instrument, insights into
group discussions in  which students
collaborated were missed. In addition, since
the Emergency Remote Teaching continues
to last, though intermittently, such a short
period of class observation time might not
fully reflect the whole picture of
engagement. Therefore, it is recommended
to conduct more in-depth interviews with
both students and teachers to understand
their behaviors and motivations during
emergency remote class. Future research
could also shift the focus towards instructors'
perspectives of emergency-forced distant
education, concentrating on the effects on
their professional growth as a result of this
abrupt transition.
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Appendix A
Survey on Student Engagement in Emergency Remote Teaching

Dear respondents,

Thank you for your participation in this research. Please complete this short 3-minute survey to let us
know how engaged you are during the time of Emergency Remote Teaching due to Covid-19 outbreak. All
responses are recorded anonymously so feel free to provide honest feedback. The information you share with the
researchers would be kept confidential and be used only for the specific objectives of this work without any
identification.

Your responses will facilitate the research and improve Emergency Remote Teaching and Learning of
English.

Rate your level of agreement with each statement with

(1) = Strongly disagree

(2) = Disagree

(3) = Neutral

(4) = Agree

(5) = Strongly Agree

Items 112345
LL1: I participate actively in online discussions.

LI2: The course rules are clear.

LI3: My instructor is present and active in class discussions.
LL4: T ask questions in discussions when I don’t understand.
LI5: My instructor is responsive to me when | have questions.
LC6: | complete all the assigned class work.

LC7: | visit the course website/ google classroom regularly.
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LI8: My instructor is consistent about enforcing course rules.

L19: I know that | can contact my instructor when | need to.

LI110: I trust my instructor to handle inappropriateness in class interactions.
LC11: I truly desire to learn the course material.

LC12: | give a great deal of effort to the class.

LC13: I am well organized in my learning.

LC14: My instructor provides a well-organized course.

LC15: | will earn a good grade in the course.

LC16: | stay caught up on learning after class.
LL17: I interact with classmates on course material.
LL18: I connect personally with classmates.

LL19: I enjoy interacting in my class.
LL20: I help my fellow classmates.
LL21: I share personal concerns with others.

LL22: I am committed to working with my classmates so that we can help each other
learn.

LL23: | feel isolated in the class.
Generally, how do you feel about learning online? What do you like and dislike about it?

Appendix B
Field Notes Lesson Observation

___ date

Observation of __[teacher name]____
Observer: _[initials]

Class:

Lesson time (start and end):

Type of lesson: Listening and Speaking
Unit:

Platform: Zoom

Instruction mode: synchronous

Time What happened Observations Comments

Suggested questions to consider

What activities happen in online class?

How teacher encourages students to participate in the activities in online class?

How teacher provides provide feedback to student’s participation and interaction?

How students interact with peers and the teacher?

Report any technical issues in the online class!

Note: Remember to include approximate time stamps (by the clock), brief notes on what happened and
any observations relevant to the project, teacher development, students responses, excerpts to choose for
transcription.
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DANH GIA SU TUONG TAC CUA SINH VIEN
_TRONG GIO HQC NGOAINGU
THOI Ki GIANG DAY TU XA KHAN CAP

Lé Thanh Ha, Vii Phuong Hong Ngoc, Truong Thi Thanh Canh

Truong Dai hoc Ngogi thuong - Co so 1l tai Tp. HCM,
15 D5, Phuong 25, Qudn Binh Thgnh, Tp. HCM

Tom tat: Nghién cau nay phan tich su tuong tac ctia sinh vién trong thoi gian giang day tir xa
khan cap do dai dich Covid-19. Déi tuong nghién ctu 1a 49 sinh vién nganh kinh té tai mot truong dai
hoc & Tp. H6 Chi Minh, Viét Nam. Bai viét dya trén khung nghién ctru ciia Moore vé ba loai tuong tac
trong 16p hoc: nguoi hoc véi noi dung hoc ligu, nguoi hoc véi gido vién va nguoi hoc véoi nguoi hoc.
Thiét ké nghién ctru bao gom bang hoi, du gio 16p hoc va phong van sau. Két qua cho thiy twong tac
gitta ngudi hoc va gido vién 1a manh m& nhat, cling véi d6 1a sy thiéu twong tac giita cac sinh viénvéi
nhau thuong xuyén dugc quan sat trong két qua nghién ciru dinh lwong. Nguyén nhan chinh 1a do su
thiéu tuong tac truc tiép, diéu nay khién cho twong tic giita ngudi hoc va gido vién cling nhu ngudi hoc
va ngudi hoc bi han ché do nhiing tuong tac “gia” khi day va hoc dong bo. Bai nghién ctru ciing dé xuat
mot s6 ndi dung dé tiang tinh twong tac trong 16p hoc trong thoi gian giang day tir xa khan cap nay.

Tir khoa: giang day tir xa khan cép, tuong tac, day hoc dong b



