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The purpose of this study was to examine question types, forms, 
functions and strategies employed by Indonesian English teachers in 
classroom interactions. Four Indonesian teachers were observed, audio-
recorded and analysed following the principle of Conservation Analysis 
(CA). The analysis revealed a correspondence between the forms and 
functions of questions. Meanwhile, the use of a particular pragmatic 
strategy was beneficial to invite students’ responses which subsequently 
managed the flow of conservation. As one of the defining characteristics 
of an effective English teacher is his or her ability to use language both 
pedagogically and pragmatically, this study can provide practical 
insights into how questioning can be developed as a communicative act.  
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Introduction 
 
Although learning materials, tasks and activities influence learning experiences, expectations 
for learner responses are routinely determined by teacher questioning (Maphosa & Wadesango, 
2017). This issue may pose challenges for some teachers as it depicts methods of managing 
classroom discourse. The challenge does not only stem from how teachers select question 
types, but also from their dealings with forms, functions and strategies. Zemel and Koschmann 
(2011) state that problems in the response may occur not because the response is wrong, but 
due to a misunderstanding of the question. 
 
Previous studies note that a particular type of teacher question can affect a student’s response 
and verbal communication (Engin, 2013; Hill, 2016; Kao et al., 2015), as well as his or her 
thinking order and learning achievement (Maphosa & Wadesango, 2017; Stivers, 2018; 
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Tofade, Elsner, & Haines, 2013; Walsh & Hodge, 2018; Wright, 2016). As typology and its 
syntactical level of complexity are important aspects in questioning, teachers should therefore 
be critical in providing questions and display sensitivity towards the given response (Gilson, 
Little, Ruegg, et al., 2014; Hosoda, 2015; Ingram & Elliott, 2015; Lam, 2018; Taboada, Bianco, 
& Bowerman, 2012). As noted by Durrleman and Franck (2016) and Hu and Duan  (2018), 
however, types of questions may only promote higher-order thinking and subsequent learner 
achievement if learners encounter certain criteria that adheres to higher difficulty of discourse 
and syntactical complexity of questioning. In this sense, the syntactic form of a question should 
be considered in order to promote its learning benefits. 
 
Concerning the function and strategy, the widely used interactional feature of teacher 
questioning has the potential to function as a corrective stratey of meaning negotiation in 
classroom situations (Wright, 2016; Palma, 2014). In addition, questioning activities can check 
and diagnose learning, assessment strategy (Jiang, 2014) and teaching technique, providing 
some inputs and facilitating learners’ language production skills (Eckerth, 2009; Saito & 
Hanzawa, 2016; Vaish, 2013; White, 2010). The question cannot stand alone, however, and 
should rather be received and responded to as part of an interaction and subsequently 
understood in light of expected classroom interactions (Boyd, 2015). In this regard, function 
and strategy must not be separated from the reoccurring condition of classroom interaction. 
 
A considerable amount of research has been conducted concerning questioning as the most 
common teaching tool and practice for corrective feedback and assessment. Despite this 
extensive literature, a gap exists in the research surrounding a specific focus on type, form, 
function and strategy of questioning activities in EFL classroom settings. This paper is drawn 
from a wider study examining the practices of teachers of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 
in Indonesian universities. This is a sensitive issue as it generally contributes to the creation of 
interactive classroom situations. The present study therefore seeks to answer the following 
questions: 
 
1. What are the types of questions raised by Indonesian teachers? 
2. What are the forms and functions of questions posed by Indonesian teachers? 
3. What are the strategies employed by Indonesian teachers in questioning? 
 
Literature Review 

 
Bloom’s taxonomy provides insights for teachers to determine questioning types based on 
cognitive dimensions. In line with Bloom’s thinking domains, questions can be is categorised 
into lower or higher question types. Lower-type questions are concerned with simple recall or 
memorisation and comprehension checking. Such questions are solely designed to check 
students’ knowledge. Higher-type questions deal with students’ requirements to utilise learned 
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information and concepts to clarify, compare, infer and draw conclusions through applicative, 
evaluative and speculative methods (Hill, 2016). These two types differently promote students’ 
thinking order skills and learning achievements, though both can encourage critical thinking. 
This promotion of higher-order thinking and improved achievements may only occur if 
students encounter certain criteria of the difficulty of discourse and syntactical complexity of 
questioning (Durrleman & Franck, 2016; Hu and Duan, 2018). This notion has been 
corroborated by recent findings revealing that the complexity of a teacher’s voicing of a 
question determines the students’ cognitive response levels (Stivers, 2018). More specifically, 
it was found that the more complex a question is, the more complex and high-level a student’s 
thinking is in terms of his or her language skills (Harvey & Light, 2015). 
  
Questions are also categorised into display and referential questions. Previous studies found 
that display questions, also termed as closed questions, correspond to the lower thinking level 
as they place few cognitive demands on students and require only brief answers. The purpose 
of such questions is to display students’ knowledge of the topic being discussed. This type is 
predominantly used at a different level of education and usually elicits a very restricted student 
response. Conversely, referential questions, or opened questions, correspond to high order 
thinking as they require new contributions to a topic and allow for a range of responses and 
interactions (Engin, 2013; Kao et al., 2011; Tavakoli & Davoudi, 2016; Wright, 2016).  
 
In terms of function, teacher questioning can be also divided into three main categories, namely 
diagnostic, instructional and motivational (Qashoa, 2013). Diagnostic questioning deals with 
classroom queries which allow the teacher to find out what the students know and how they 
think about the topic under discussion. This method allows teachers to evaluate the current 
states of students’ thinking. Instructional questions enable teachers to encourage students to 
learn new material and relate it to previously studied topics. Lastly, motivational questioning 
is used to engage students in the lesson and to challenge their thinking.  
 
Further, Freed (1994) purposed the taxonomy of the questioning function, which constitutes 
four categories. First, the context of factual information which is external to the conversation 
consists of public information questions, social information questions, social invitations and 
deictic information questions. Second, seeking information about the talk or conversation 
consists of clarification, repetition and confirmation questions. Third, seeking open-ended 
information about the verbal and social relationship between the speaker and listener include 
conversational focus questions, shared information questions, phatic information questions, 
and questions that ask for elaboration. Fourth, questions that function as a reflection of the 
speaker’s expressive style and that contain information already known to the speaker or of 
unavailable information include didactic questions, rhetorical questions, questions used for 
humour, self-directed questions and questions used in reported speech. These four categories 
function as applicable tools to classroom discourse. 
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Researchers generally agree that questioning strategies and students’ responses are interrelated. 
The responses generated from questions help educators realign their teaching techniques and 
interactional features in response to learners’ needs (Ozuem & Lancaster, 2015). In this regard, 
the choice of questioning and its function must provoke responses and should reflect teachers’ 
methods in eliciting discussion. Engin (2013) and Kelly, et al., (2018) assert that questioning 
strategy is necessary to function as an effective scaffolding tool and meaningful input for 
language learners. As such, strategies should be properly implemented to invite learners to 
understand and respond to spoken questions. Further, Palma (2014) points out that the 
questioning strategy can actively place students within the meaning negotiation process. 
Wright (2016) echoes this view by saying that verbal questioning tends to be connected with 
input and output. Meanwhile, Ellis (2009) mentions that the most notably accepted corrective 
strategies made by classroom teachers include recasts, elicitation, repetition and clarification 
requests. Ellis regards these as strategies rather than techniques in the meaning negotiation 
process. 
 
In another study, questions were found to employ a particular function for the interlocutors and  
should be spoken in a reliable manner within an identifiable context (Zhu, 2012). Further, 
external and internal modification devices were found whose functions can be to either mitigate 
or aggravate. The former strategy of mitigating deals with modifiers that occur in the immediate 
context of questioning and that are optionally provided to indirectly modify a question’s 
purpose. In other words, these modifiers are pre-sequences or enquirers that precede a 
proposition in order to ensure that the utterance is within the teacher’s limits. The latter strategy 
of aggravating is concerned with the use of downgraders which are set out through syntactic 
and lexical forms to mitigate the intention of the speaker. However, these findings only 
pinpoint the traditional perspective which considers that a question is a request to supply 
unknown information.  
 
Other studies accentuate modalities such as can, could, will and would in interrogative forms. 
These terms are used to indirectly soften the utterance and are considered more polite than 
declarative statements in the request (Taguchi, 2012; Roever & Al-gahtani, 2015; Tajeddin & 
Pezeshki, 2014)). These findings are corroborated by (Yazdanfar and Bonyadi, 2016; 
Eshghinejad & Moini, 2016)), who state that a question’s subject matter, the way it is spoken 
and even the decision to speak are indicators of the agents’ (teacher and students’) social 
relationship. By deploying modality, questions as a specific language form may soften the 
impact of a request as Face Threatening Acts (FTAs).  
 
Although researchers generally believe that good questioning strategy can affect the intended 
message, questions are not only about information. Studies discuss the multiplicity of meanings 
that can be attached to questions. In classroom interactions, for instance, the teacher’s questions 

http://www.ijicc.net/


    International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.  www.ijicc.net  
Volume 10, Issue 11, 2020 

 

195 
 
 
 

may not only be employed to enquire for information or to inform an experience, but may also 
be used to impose the teacher’s influence on his or her students.  
 
Method 
 
Purposefully chosen Indonesian English teachers of the English department at Universitas 
Negeri Malang were observed and audio-recorded in this case study. While being a direct non-
participant observer, any single utterance containing teachers’ questions and students’ 
responses were noted to support the recorded data. All observed interactions of four Indonesian 
English teachers with their students were fully transcribed by using conversation analysis 
conventions which were mostly adapted from Jefferson (Hosoda, 2015). These transcripts were 
then examined, and certain episodes were selected for further analysis. Selection was 
conducted according to the transcripts’ contributions in providing valuable information 
regarding the types, forms, functions and teacher strategies as the focus of this study. In this 
respect, ‘episode’ is defined as being made up of sequences that, individually and cumulatively, 
contribute to the achievement of an activity or task goal (Canch and Renandya, 2017). As 
existing coding schemes did not seem appropriate for student responses in the current study, 
the researchers devised their own and focused only on verbal responses. 
 
The Conversation Analysis (CA) approach was employed for this study’s data analysis. 
Additionally, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain's framework (1984) and Freed’s taxonomy of question 
functions were used as necessary. The application of CA principles and the mentioned 
framework for data analysis allow for the examination of the teachers’ questions (including 
their types, forms and functions) and their teaching strategies, along with students’ verbal 
responses. Through these analysis tools, the examination could be conducted with a neutral 
perspective anchored in what was observable during teacher-student interactions. As such, the 
analysis considered the classroom as a dynamic environment that was constantly shaped by 
how the four Indonesian English teachers raised questions and how the students provided 
verbal responses in sequences. The data was triangulated from three sources, namely in-depth 
classroom observations, audio-taping and reflective analysis of field notes. This enabled the 
possible prejudices and attitudes inherent in this research activity to be counteracted.   
 
Results  
 
All teacher questions in the study were coded as either display, authentic, clarification request 
or procedural. The table below in Appendix 1 deals with the types of questions employed by 
the teachers. From the table, it can be seen that display, or closed, questions dominated 
classroom discourse with 272 out of 329 questions, or 83%, in the display category. Referential, 
or open, questions appeared less frequently with only 37 questions, or 11%. These were queries 
in which the teacher did not know the answer and which allowed for multiple acceptable 
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answers. The appearance of referential questions during the session was a logical consequence 
of topic elaboration and was intended to extend the discourse. Clarification questions were 
employed 13 times, equating to 4% of the total. These questions sought to explain or redefine 
the preceding contribution. Finally, the least frequent question was the request type, appearing 
in only 7 instances and making up 2% of the 329 total questions. As the name suggests, these 
request questions were intended to have the students perform an act, and referred to a 
preparatory condition such as willingness, ability or possibility to perform the act. 
 
The second teacher observed in the classroom employed display questions that mostly occurred 
in the discussion. The  teacher’s 115 questions consisted of 84 display questions (73%) and 15 
referential questions (13%). These questions were likely employed mainly to check and 
confirm students’ understanding of the topic being discussed. Meanwhile, referential questions 
were used as the teacher weaved external information into learning instruction. The last two 
types of questions were quite similar in terms of number and percentage. Both appeared 8 times 
(7%) to clarify and request students’ contributions and acts regarding the topic of discourse. 
 
Findings from the third teacher’s class were similar to the first session with display and open 
questions being most frequently used. Of the 132 total number of questions asked by the 
teacher, 68 were categorised as display and closed questions (51%), and 49 were classed as 
referential and open questions (37%). The decreasing number of questions was influenced by 
the learning focus of the second participant surrounding the syntactical pattern of the sentences. 
Similar again to the first teacher, clarification questions appeared in 10 instances and equated 
to about 8% of the total. In this regard, the teacher used such questions to clarify students’ 
contributions or preceding utterances, as well as for relating directions or behaviours. 
Meanwhile, the teacher employed request questions expressing query preparatory conditions 
to ask the students to perform certain actions. 
 
Students in the second teacher’s class were offered many display questions to share information 
when asked to present a paper. This session was used for two groups of presentations, an 
activity that stifled a prevalence of such questions during the discussion. Of the resultant 156 
questions in this activity, 111 display questions dominated the interactions (71%) and 16 
referential questions (10%) were necessarily employed to seek information regarding the 
students’ presentations. In this regard, these questions evolved the discussions and discerned 
the extent of students’ preparation for their presentations. Due to the high number of ideas and 
points that required clarification, 23 questions (15%) were asked by the teacher regarding these 
presentations. Additionally, 6 request questions made up 4% of the total and were employed in 
efforts to engage students in perlocutionary acts. 
 
In addition to question types, the functions of questions being asked must also be considered 
as shown in the Appendix 2 table. This analysis was based on the five syntactic forms of 
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questions along with four broad functional categories, namely external, relational, talk and 
expressive. Several notes can be drawn from the form-function mappings in the Appendix 2 
table. First, it is not surprising that one kind of syntactic form serves more than one function 
following the discourse exchanges. It then logically follows that the total number of forms does 
not match with the total number of functions. The four syntactical forms of questions raised by 
the teachers were employed to gain further information regarding the conservation and to seek 
open-ended information about the verbal and social relationship between teachers and students. 
These questions also functioned as a reflection of the teachers’ expressive style containing 
information already known to the teachers or pertaining to unavailable information.  
 
Second, the most syntactical form of questions appeared was W-H questions, which were 
employed by the majority of the observed teachers. As W-H questions invite more complex 
verbal responses, such inquiries can evolve a student’s vocabulary and verbal reasoning skills. 
Third, when the teachers required information about the immediate conversational context, one 
might predict that they would use declarative phrases with a final rising intonation since they 
are searching for information which is recycled from previous utterances (Freed, 1994). This 
form appeared less than the yes-no and W-H questions, however, and was interestingly not 
used for the external functional category. It therefore makes sense that many of these questions 
were literally declarative utterances drawn from earlier parts of the conversation, repeated or 
paraphrased with rising intonations to ask for certain ideas or information. 
 
During the study, how-what questions were raised slightly less than other forms, totalling 41 
between all the observed teachers. Shown above to be predominantly used as talk questions 
(except in the fourth teacher’s class), more were used as relational and expressive functional 
category questions while the external functional category was only used by the first teacher. 
Finally, the absence of tag-questions that occurred for all teachers was unsurprising as the 
correlations found for tag-questions may be of limited significance, given no number in the 
data was found for the use of another expression, such as “right expression”. More important 
than the proposed explanations for the findings shown here, however, is the clear information 
found for the existence of form and function mappings of questions.  
 
The expressive function of requesting information may be regarded as the question prototype. 
Questioning strategy must therefore be analysed in this study through the Blum-Kulka and 
Olshtain framework (1984). The table in Appendix 3 delineates teachers’ strategies of 
questioning, particularly in the form of requests. These findings indicate that while direct 
interrogative questioning generally maintained a high position of teachers’ chosen strategies, 
they did not provoke sufficient student responses. As shown in the table below, this strategy 
resulted in the teachers themselves providing the responses, thus substantiating the need for 
further reflection of the strategy itself. As information requesting delineates the illocutionary 
force of the question, students were less inclined to give responses. Direct interrogation in this 
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class was therefore of no benefit to the classroom’s discourse, with the teacher’s power and 
status definitely determining the force of the questioning act. The use of other modification 
devices may, however, have invited higher numbers of student responses. Such devices could 
include the use of mitigation or aggravation to soften the impact of request as a Face 
Threatening Act (FTA) (Blum-Kulka, S., & Olshtain, 1984). These were optional clauses, 
however, resulting in some teachers going straight forward to the question while indirectly 
modifying the illocutionary force. In this sense, such devices invited students’ responses and 
lead to interactive classroom discourse. 
 
Discussion 
 
Several important points can be explained regarding the data presented above. First, the use of 
display questions was found to be meaningful and contributed to learners’ responses. Such 
responses were often restricted, though the topic under discussion was kept open. While not 
always the case, the use of display questions can extend discourse, influence patterns of 
interaction and provided valuable input for students. This result is consistent with previous 
studies on classroom language subjects in which teachers predominantly used display and 
comprehension questions (Hu & Duan, 2018).  
 
Second, during teacher-student classroom interactions, it was obvious that while some forms 
of questions elicited responses, others were followed by improper answers and still others 
elicited no responses at all. In this sense, the questions constructed a learning environment in 
terms of managing the flow of discourse regardless of the presence or absence of a response. 
The agreement is, therefore, that questions function as the teacher’s intention during 
conversation. 
 
Third, results of this study suggest that regardless of type, questions can be classified according 
to their syntactic forms and functions, or the speaker’s intentions. Observations indicated that 
in addition to different syntactic form characterising the different functions questions, the use 
of the different strategies also suggested different functions. Freed (1994) notes a 
correspondence between form and function, pointing out that both the taxonomic classification 
of questions and the establishment of regular form and function mappings can be conducted if 
questions are examined through their syntactic and prosodic forms. Freed cites Schegloff in 
claiming that what unites questions as a linguistic class has little to do with their syntactic form, 
but is rather a result of their placement in a particular discourse exchange. In this study, a 
particular form of question served more than one function during teacher-student interactions. 
This mirrors previous studies which show that questions associated with what is said (form) 
serve multiple functions in the context of the conversation (Roever & Al-gahtani, 2015; 
Eshghinejad & Moini, 2016 ). Likely, the meanings (illocutionary acts) given to questions are 
judged by distinctive pragmatic and social functions of questions and their syntactic form as 
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they are used in the interaction (Saito & Hanzawa, 2016 Maphosa and Wadesongo (2016) and 
Hu and Duan (2018). 
 
It can therefore be concluded that although questions had to be identified through their syntactic 
and prosodic forms, classification of questions and the establishment of the form itself routinely 
associate with functions and context where they occur. Moreover, as language is context-
sensitive, the absence of such context may lead to difficulties in determining the intended 
meaning of an utterance. In this sense, the question should be linguistically and contextually 
coherent. This notion was observed in the present study as a strategic element that makes 
questions more meaningful in carrying functions. This supports the previous studies (Palma, 
2014; Yazdanfar & Bonyadi, 2016) noting that strategy would be beneficial in employing the 
functions of questions. 
 
Fourth, moving ahead to the effect of questioning, different modes of questioning were found 
to indicate questions’ functions in terms of determining responses. In this study, modes of 
questioning are strategies for conveying certain kinds of intentions during teacher-student 
interactions. The data suggests that teacher strategy influences students’ responses. The use of 
direct interrogation was found to elicit no response from the students, leaving the teachers to 
answer the questions themselves. This finding supports Schegloff’s claims that what unites 
questions as a linguistic class has little to do with their syntactic form but is rather a result of 
their placement in conversational sequences. In this sense, questions should, accordingly, be 
examined along with the interlocutors’ responses as part of adjacency pairs while still paying 
attention to the correspondence between the form and function with the inclusion of contextual 
strategy. The illocutionary force of teachers’ questions might then be misunderstood by the 
students. This strengthens the ideas put forward by Freed (1994), Zemel and Koschmann 
(2011) and Taguchi (2012), who suggest that the problem of understanding how questions work 
in conversation is not resolved by not obliging question forms nor by trying to enact a prima 
facie function to different question types outside of their context, but rather by correctly 
interpreting their intended context. 
 
Following the frameworks of House and Kasper (1981) and Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), 
those questions which modified the illocutionary act of the questions were able to invite 
students’ responses. In this respect, the teachers used both external modification (an adjunct to 
the head) and internal devices to soften the force of questions. While these modification devices 
invited responses, in some cases the use of direct interrogative methods left no responses. 
Consequently, when teachers spoke certain words, they were concerned not only with types 
but also with strategy used to carry the intended meaning of their utterances. The problem 
should therefore be resolved by employing a proper strategy (Yazdanfar and Bonyadi, 2016; 
Eshghinejad & Moini, 2016; Walsh & Hodge, 2018). Further, the research found that essential 
aspects of teachers’ interpersonal interactions had the potential to either prevent or enable an 
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effective classroom environment. In the speech act theory, there is a skewness that a speaker 
(the teacher) has an illocutionary effect on interlocutors when the meaning of an utterance is 
conventionally associated with producing that effect. In this respect, a teacher’s method of 
raising the questioning utterance plays a crucial role in placing classroom interaction as a social 
institution and action.  
 
Another interesting finding of the study focused on the idea of interpersonal normativity, or 
being responsible and autonomous. In the researchers’ views, the Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 
framework (1984) of modification devices fail to account for the human capacity to create 
interpersonal normative relationships, which can be regarded as crucial for cooperation. As 
noted by Carassa and Colombetti (2015), these normative relationships may be inter-
subjectively created by two or more agents without relying on pre-existing group-level norms. 
This connection binds the agents, in this case teachers and students, who jointly construct it. 
The presupposition that classes are loosely structured and devoid of power relationships to 
emphasise equality and partnership requires further investigation. This presupposition might 
be seen only as the context of interaction model (IRF) which is not feasible and is still debatable 
to a certain setting. Moreover, the power does not solely rely on authority but also on the 
illocutionary force of the utterances carrying the speaker’s intentions. In order for such 
intentions and the delivered message to be properly understood, therefore, a cooperation must 
exist between teachers and students.  
 
Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
Given the important role of questioning acts in classroom interactions, it seems reasonable to 
suggest that teachers should not only be concerned with question types but also with their form, 
function and strategy. As questioning activities are mostly used as interactive teaching and 
assessment tools, the aspects mentioned above must be considered in EFL teacher classroom 
situations. In doing so, teachers can enhance their interactions with students by paying attention 
to the correspondence between form and function, and by subsequently providing some 
linguistic examples for students through the proper strategy used. Indeed, effective English 
teaching not only requires highly proficient language use but also the ability to create 
conducive learning environments through such language. Further, teachers must utilise 
linguistic skills to scaffold student learning by engaging students in both pragmatically and 
pedagogically meaningful interactions (Canh & Renandya, 2017). As the questioning activity 
is the most basic technique in teaching, there is therefore a need to consider the types, forms, 
functions and strategies employed in such activities.  
 
Limitations present in the study should also be taken into account for further research. First, as 
this study only investigated teachers’ questioning acts at university level, there is no guarantee 
that the results will be similar at other levels. The inclusion of other variables, such as teachers’ 
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knowledge and backgrounds, the learning materials used, the number of participants and the 
selected data collection instruments may also present challenges for further research. Finally, 
the social aspects of interpersonal normativity of the classroom agents found in this study 
should be further examined for clarification. This study therefore recommends the inclusion of 
more participants and more instruments in a wider area of analysis in future research on the 
topic of question types, forms and functions in the classroom. 
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Appendix 1. Types of questions 
N
o 

Types T 1 T 2 T 3 T 4 
T % SR T % R T % R  % R 

1 Display 272 83 268 84 73 82 68 51 51 111 71 108 
2 Referential 37 11 15 15 13 4 49 37 18 16 10 7 
3 Clarification 13 4 4 8 7 3 10 8 4 23 15 9 
4 Request 7 2 3 8 7 3 5 4 1 6 4 2 
T 329 100  115 100  132 100  156 100  

T1,… Teacher 1,2,3, and 4; T: Total;; SR: Student Response  
 
Appendix 2. Mapping form onto function 

 
KFo 

T 1  T 2 T 3 T 2 

T/F
o 

F T/F % T/F
o 

T/F % T/F
o 

T/F % T/F
o 

T/F % 

1 Yes/No 
Question 

115 Ext 6  
 
28 

50 6  
 
39 

57 3  
 
29 

83 8  
 
47 Ta 86 27 48 56 

Rel 76 24 10 44 

Ex
p 

63 7 3 7 

T 231 64 64 115 

2 WH-
Question
s 

156 Ext 5  
 
52 

59 6  
 
47 

47 12  
 
47 

75 6  
 
47 Ta 142 40 37 42 

Rel 146 22 25 55 

Ex
p 

130 9 30 11 

T 423 77 104 114 

3 D/F 14 Ext -  
 
11 

10 -  
 
 
9 

1 -  
 
 
45 

19 -  
 
5 Ta 33 11 25 7 

Rel 27 1 10 5 

Ex
p 

29 2 10 1 

T 89 14 45 13 

4 23 Ext 2  4 -  13 -  1 -  

http://www.ijicc.net/


    International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.  www.ijicc.net  
Volume 10, Issue 11, 2020 

 

203 
 
 
 

H/What 
about 

Ta 25  
9 

4  
 
5 

 6  
4 

-  
1 Rel 25 4  1 1 

Ex
p 

20 -  1 1 

T 72 8  8 2 
5 TQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Function   815 10

0 
 164 10

0 
 221 10

0 
 244 10

0 
 

T1,…: Teacher 1,2,3,4; KFo: Kinds of Form; T/Fo: Total per Form; F; Function; T/F: Total 
per Function; DF: T: Total; Declarative/Final Phrase↑; TQ: Tag question 
 
Appendix 3. Teacher strategy 
Teacher Category T SsR SR TR NR 

 N % N % N % N % 
T 1 
 

Direct Interrogative 172 12 7 79 46 36 21 45 26 
Embedded if clause 3 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 
Consultative device 35 0 0 35 100 0 0 0 0 
Downtoner 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 
Hedge 4 0 0 4 100 0 0 0 0 
Politeness markers 21 5 24 16 76 0 0 0 0 
Grounder 3 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 
Sweetener 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 
Disarmer 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 

T 241 
T 2 Direct Interrogative 170 6 4 94 55 52 31 18 10 

Embedded ifClause 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 
ConsultativeDevice 51 3 6 48 100 0 0 0 0 
Downtoner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hedge 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 0 0 
Politeness Markers 15 3 20 12 80 0 0 0 0 
Grounder 4 0 0 4 100 0 0 0 0 
Sweetener 5 1 20 4 80 0 0 0 0 
Disarmer 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 0 0 
Total 250 

T 3 Direct Interrogative 160 3 2 93 58 18 11 46 29 
Embedded ifClause 12 0 0 12 100 0 0 0 0 
ConsultativeDevice 35 5 14 30 86 0 0 0 0 
Downtoner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hedge 6 0 0 6 100 0 0 0 0 
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Politeness Markers 6 2 33 4 67 0 0 0 0 
Grounder 4 0 0 4 100 0 0 0 0 
Sweetener 3 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 
Disarmer 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 0 0 
Total 225 

T 4 Direct Interrogative 141 4 3 91 65 3 2 43 30 
Embedded ifClause 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 
ConsultativeDevice 54 0 0 54 100 0 0 0 0 
Downtoner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hedge 3 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 
Politeness Markers 18 4 22 14 78 0 0 0 0 
Grounder 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 0 0 
Sweetener 4 0 0 4 100 0 0 0 0 
Disarmer 3 0 0 3 100 0 0 0 0 
Total 224 

T: Total; SsR: Students’ Response; SR: Student Response; TR: Teacher Response; NR: No 
Response 
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