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Abstract. This study was an attempt to analyses the pragmatic functions of EFL teachers’ 

questioning act in their interactions with students. Data were gathered from six 

purposefully EFL teachers’ questions in their interactions with students. Data were 

transcribed and analyzed following the principle of Conversation Analysis (CA) and 

Freed’s taxonomy (1994) namely external, talk, relational, and expressive functional 

category. The Conversation Analysis (CA) revealed that most of the questions served more 

than one purpose ranging from factual information to teacher expressive styles (external, 

talk, relational and expressive categories). Among the functions found, confirmation and 

elaboration functions reflecting respectively the talk and relational functional categories 

appeared at most. Aside from Freed’s (1994) category, the speculative function was 

beneficial to extend the interactions. Then, the functions of questions were not only 

associated with their pedagogical purposes but also with the pragmatic and social functions 

depending on the context where they possibly appeared. 
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1 Introduction 

There have been numerous previous researches in the field concerning with questioning 

practice in EFL classroom interactions. For instance, focusing on typology, questioning has 

been acknowledged as the most influential interactive teaching tool to invite student response 

and provoke students’ thinking level. As such, some have claimed that display question invites 

short student response and aims to check students’ understanding on the subject matter. On the 

other way around, referential question has students to give longer answer and provokes students’ 

deeper thinking level [1]– [10]. 

Differently, other studies have emphasized the questioning syntactical form. At the level of 

syntax, teacher questions are characteristically associated and defined by certain grammatical 

rules such as W-h, Yes-no, declarative, what/how about and tag question. Regardless of the 

types, the choice of such syntactical constructions in questioning might be of benefit to invite 

student responses and thinking level [11]– [14]. In addition, the prior studies have indicated that 

there is a great demand to pay attention on the construction of question in that it determines a 

proper discourse function of student responses. Thus, they are very useful for various social 

purposes in teacher-students’ interactions.  

Along the line of this findings, other previous studies have accentuated the student response 

and wait-time strategy. Students' responses are mostly influenced by questions types provided 
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by teachers. In this respect, asking low order questions, wait-time is unnecessarily offered since 

quick responses are possibly provided.  On the contrary, high order questions necessarily need 

enough time to think and respond. They allow students to explore and expand their thinking 

process to respond. Furthermore, in terms of syntactical form, students’ responses are restricted 

as they are given low-order thinking and yes-no questions. On the other way around, who- 

questions facilitate more responses from students as they provoke high-order thinking [13], 

[15]– [20] 

Other studies examined teacher questions functioning as a discourse choice marker. 

Following classroom discourse moves, the studies have proven that an effective strategy of 

questioning is a great demand to control the structurally transfer of speaking turns or privilege 

in conversation [21]– [24]. In this context, teacher strategies are closely related to the sequence 

of talks occurring in classroom interactions.  

Pushing the strategy further, other studies have also examined teacher questions functioning 

as an assessment for learning (AFL) tool [25]– [31]. In this regard, teachers’ questions are 

directions where a teacher and their students realize the strength and weakness of their own and 

subsequently decide to take an action to reach the learning goals. This is confirmed by [32], 

[33], [34], [35], [36], [37], [38], and [39] saying that in language classes such as writing and 

speaking, questioning can be employed in such a way that both teacher and students including 

peers might be able to provide diagnostic information to reach leaning goals. More importantly, 

through questioning, a teacher can enhance students learning and, in the meantime, he/she can 

modify and realign his/her instruction in response to students’ needs [37], [40]– [46].  

To a great extent, despite the fruitful findings of previous studies, the concerns were only 

teacher questions functioning as a teaching technique, a linguistic marker, and as an assessment 

tool (diagnostic) in classroom discourse. However, since questioning is a speech act, it does not 

only deal with the three functions in question. There is still another function that might be more 

challenging to examine namely pragmatic function. Therefore, in response to this gap, this study 

is an attempt to investigate the pragmatic function of teacher questions in EFL classroom 

interactions.   

The profound examination of this function draws on two issues. Firstly, pragmatically, 

every utterance including a teacher question is produced to carry a certain function or share the 

force to students as his/her interlocutors. Secondly, having adequate knowledge on questioning 

pragmatic function would be beneficial in that it provides insights for a teacher to interact and 

carry the message properly. As such, both should be viewed from a pragmatic point of view and 

the classroom interaction is the context where teacher-student interactions occur and 

subsequently brings information about such pragmatic function 

2 Questioning Function 

Teacher questions serve many functions such as a teaching technique, a discourse choice 

marker, and as an assessment tool. Regarding the former, it can be also divided into two main 

categories namely motivational and instructional. Motivational function deals with classroom 

questions which help teachers to engage learners in the lesson and confront their thinking. In 

real practice, this function can be seen as the teachers draw students’ attention back to the lesson 

and allow others to argue. Meanwhile, instructional function is concerned with classroom 

questions which help teachers to push the students to learn new material and link it with the 

previous one. At this point, classroom questions allow the teachers to examine what the students 



 

 

 

 

know or what they think and how they think about the topic being questioned [1], [4], [47]–

[49]. 

Along the line of the function aforementioned, question is also used as a discourse choice 

marker functioning to control an orderly speaking turns or privilege in conversation. In relation 

to this, the previous research studies have shown that teacher questions can make students 

involve purposefully in negotiating meaning through explicit correction, repetition, elicitation, 

clarification, and recast as the interactional features they used [14], [21], [50]– [52].  

Meanwhile, the questions might be utilized to vitalize learners thinking and set out to be a 

guide and a scaffold following the commodity of information exchange in classroom discourse 

[22]– [24]. As such, teacher questions serve multi-functions or purposes that are seen not only 

in the context of immediate response but also in the whole discourse moves occurring in 

interactions. 

Aside from teaching technique and conversation management, teacher questions are 

regarded as a useful tool in assessment (diagnostic tool). In this respect, questioning in 

classroom interactions which generally has IRF (Initiation, Response, and Feedback) has a 

significant role to gain data about the current state of students’ knowledge which subsequently 

helps teachers to decide future better instruction. Assessment activity, Assessment for Learning 

(AFL) in particular, is carried out in some stages namely eliciting, interpreting, and using the 

information about the students’ learning [25], [53]– [59]. To conduct each stage, questions could 

be utilized to check or inquire their thinking understanding that through their response teacher 

may realign a future better instruction. 

In sum, progress reports in the field have yielded important insights into what and how 

questioning is. The studies have highlighted teacher questions on instructional context such as 

recitation and discussion and content. The former deals with teachers' questions functioning to 

help students to review, check their knowledge and understanding, and provide chances for drill 

and practice. As such, the teachers dominate the classroom discourse following the norm of 

IRE. The latter is concerned with the type of questions such as open-ended question functioning 

to put the students in discussion.  While, the content is carried out through factual and procedural 

questions. Other than those, the prior studies also have emphasized that to facilitate the thinking 

process, the questions must be associated with the cognitive levels namely remembering, 

understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating. As such, all functions must be 

constructed in a good and proper wording and syntax in order to communicate what is being 

asked [5], [11], [19].  

However, it is important to note that questioning is a speech act. As teachers raise questions, 

there must be an effect to the interlocutor. Furthermore, it serves more than one function and 

its’ verbal form alone is not sufficient to carry the function. Therefore, teacher questions must 

be reliant on pragmatic rules and social norms constructing message to students. In addition, in 

asking a question, teachers’ aims not only to have information or to communicate an event or 

an experience but also to inflict their influences or to undergo the students’ influence based on 

context (illocutionary acts). Teachers should be able to carry a particular function through their 

questioning acts. Therefore, teacher questions should be examined pragmatically [60], [61]. In 

this article, to examine the pragmatic function of teacher questions, the taxonomy of [62] was 

used. She divides the functions into four categories constituting a wide range of functions from 

information sought to information conveyed as shown in the following figure. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1. Taxonomy of Question Functions (Freed, 1994) 

 A cautionary note is necessary regarding the categories presented in the figure1.1. For the 

sake of analysis, it is useful to conflate the categories into four broader classes, despite the fact 

that such an integration of functional types obscures certain significant insights which can 

otherwise be obtained about question functions. In the course of the conversations, the four 

categories absolutely exist and as being lucid and applicable to classroom discourse. 

3 Method 

For the sake of data, six experienced Indonesian English teachers’ classroom interactions 

of Universitas Negeri Malang were observed and recorded once in 90 minutes. This 

observational study was a passive observation or non-intrusive observation. In this case, the 

writer was in the class just to observe and did not interact with both the teachers and students. 

While observing, note-taking was also necessarily carried out to gain more data. 

Conversation Analysis (CA) was utilized to analyses data. The employment of CA to data 

analysis allows the examination of the pragmatic functions of teachers' questioning with a 

neutral perspective that is found, what was apparent, during teacher-student interactions. As 

such, the data were analyzed in some steps. Firstly, all the observed interactions were transcribed 

which for the most part, were adapted from [63] (Appendix). Secondly, regarding the functions, 

the transcriptions were carefully coded. Thirdly, data were analyzed in terms of questioning 

pragmatic function as the concern of the study. As such, the pragmatic functions of questions 

were analyzed following the taxonomy of [62]. 

To get the validity of data, triangulation was done to increase the credibility and validity 

of the findings. As such, it was conducted by cross-checking data, thus assessing the consistency 

of the information coming from different sources at different or the same times. The data 

resulting from observation, field notes, and audio recording were compared and verified in such 

a way that they might be helpful to draw the final conclusion of data analysis. 



 

 

 

 

4 Results 

Following the four broad functional categories of [62], Table 1 shows a number of 

functional types in teachers’ questioning act in their classroom interactions. In this respect, the 

four categories are questions about the externally world, questions about the conversational 

content or talk, questions about the verbal and social relationship between the teacher and 

students, and questions used as part of the speaker's expressive style. Sixteen different functions 

of each category were examined as shown in Table 1. As such, the question-functions range 

from those which teachers seek factual public information from the students to question-

functions that convey information from the teachers to the students 

 
Table 1. The distribution of questioning pragmatic function 

 

Category Sub  

Function 

 

T1 TC T2 TC T3 TC T4 TC T5 TC T6 TC 

External Public info - 7 2 21 14 40 3 7 2 15 4 17 

Social 

invitation 

3 6 19 5 13 8 

Social Info 4 4 2   7 

Deictic - 9 7  2 2 

Talk Repetition - 321 - 104 - 187 1 31 2 138 2 97 

Con- 

firmation 

320 103 168 28 129 97 

Clarification 1 1 16 1 6 3 

Re- 

lational 

Elaboration 155 154 58 60 85 90 27 28 76 82 57 67 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

Phatic 8 2 9 - 6 3 

Shared info 1 - - - - 3 

Conversation

al focus 

- 1 - - - - 

Ex- 

pressive 

Humor 3 3 4 4 1 9 - - - 6 - 

Self-directed - - 2 - - 2 

Didactic - - 4 - 6 4 

Rhetorical - - - - - - - - - - - 

Reported 

speech 

- - - - - - - - - - - 

Spe-

culative 

 17  2  5  -  68  2 94 

Note: T1: Teacher 1, T2: teacher 2; T3: Teacher 3; T4: Teacher 4; T5: Teacher 5; T6: Teacher 6; TC: Total category 

 

The data indicate that the teachers mostly confirmed students' knowledge and 

understanding, elaborated on the topic being discussed. These two functions reflect the 

categories of talk and relational which existed more during the interactions. However, they were 

supported by other functions following the conversation moves. In addition, out of the category 

of [62], speculative function was found in teachers’ interactions. This function could maintain 

the interactions in the classroom and the students were generally provoked to elaborate their 

ideas using their concepts and imagination. Through this question function, students learn how 

to speculate in response to the teacher modelling open-ended questions, students can learn to 

think aloud, imagine, and explore new ideas. 



 

 

 

 

5 Discussion 

Looking at the data (Table 1), it became clear that questions were varied and had a number 

of different pragmatic functions following the context where they occurred. When they were 

examined in context, questions were multi-functional and served several purposes. In isolation, 

a teacher's question might elicit factual social information, but which, in context, was identified 

to elaborate some previous contributions. In this respect, the important connection among them 

might be revealed after a consideration of the type of information that the question implicitly 

referred to and the particular conversational contexts when uttered. The following extract that 

was taken from T1's interactions confirms that the question serves multi-functions. 

Extract 1 

T : Can you tell me why you are here? 

S1 : I am here for learning assessment. 

T : Right. What do you think? Does she answer my question? 

S2 : Silent (). 

T : I have no idea why she could answer my question↓ Could you say something please? 

S2 : She could answer your question because she knows the purpose. 

T : OK. Absolutely right. There must be a purpose there ↓ It is a crucial feature of 

communicative assessment. I am doubtful if you consider that one. 

 

The extract shows how the teacher's questions served more than one function. The question 

"does she answer my question?" functioned as confirmation regarding the prior contributions. 

However, in the meantime, this question belongs to the category of expressive that is a didactic 

function through which the teacher taught something for the students. Likely, the question 

"could you say something please?" was a request and categorized as a social invitation which 

belongs to the external sort or category. Yet, at the same time could be an effort to elaborate the 

topic. In this regard, both categories of functional talk and relational occupied by means of the 

same question. 

The data (Table 1) confirms that the teachers mostly confirmed students' knowledge and 

understanding and elaborated on the topic being discussed (Extract 1). Although these two top 

question functions varied in number among teachers, they dominated other questioning 

functions. As can be seen in the table, during the process of interactions, the teachers mostly 

asked questions functioning to confirm student's understanding. They existed respectively 320 

(T1), 103 (T2), 168 (T3), 28 (T4), 129 (T5), and 97 (T6). While, the questions functioning to 

elaborate the topic came at the second position and occurred respectively, in total 155 (T1), 58 

(T2), 85 (T3), 27 (T4), 76 (T5), and 57 (T6).  

The table also shows that other clarification functions appeared differently in all teachers.  

Even though they were different in terms of the number, once in T1, T2, and T4, 16 times in 

T3, 6 times in T5 and 3 times in T6, the clarification function was concerned with additional 

information related to the content of other speaker's previous utterance occurring the immediate 

conversation. Extract 2 which was taken from T3's interactions delineates this function. 

Extract 2 

S : I have read a book ↑. a book.  it is the book of Silindile Mkhize 

T : Silindile Mkhize? 

S : Yes. So it is what is it..umm. Power of words. Very interesting. 

T : Power of words? Interesting?  

S : Ya.ya. The book is very interesting to me. The book is about. 

T   : Louder, please!  



 

 

 

 

 

The questions " Silindile Mkhize?" and "Power of words?" are clarification. This question 

linking to student previous contributions from the immediate conversation looks for additional 

information. In other words, the question itself is often a repetition or paraphrase of some 

fragments of the earlier utterance but the question seeks new details or information for the 

previous utterance. The information was regarded by the teacher as if it were still new 

information. 

In order to keep the conversation meaningful, questions assisting the teachers to identify 

that the students were present at or attending the information exchange in the interactions and/or 

were conscious of the relevant background information were posed by the teachers in this study 

(except T4). As seen in Table 4.1, this phatic function occurred 8 times in T1, twice in T2, 9 

times in T3, 6 times in T5, and 3 times in T6. Extract 3 which was taken from T5's interactions 

illustrates the occurrence of this function. 

Extract 3 

T : Do you think you will take this as your proposal seminar? 

S : Yes. 

T  : Ya..you take this as your proposal seminar. You know what I mean? So.. you are 

supposed to be aware of citation. The way how to cite the text for references. So.. you 

have to take TPS. Ya↑  

S : This semester. 

T : Sorry.. this semester? 

 

The extract shows how the teacher checked that the students are following the information 

exchange in the conversation and/or is conscious of the pertinent background information by 

questioning "you know what I mean?”. As such, the questions were constructed in such a way 

that the teacher had a willingness to know whether the students were following her explanation 

about ways of citation or not. Different from confirmation function which the purpose was to 

check students' understanding of the topic being talked, this function focused on information 

exchange at the moment of speaking or the immediate occurring talk conditions. 

Social invitation functions also appeared in all the teachers' interactions resulting from the 

topic elaboration. It was found that the teachers' questions functioned to invite students to do an 

action occurred differently. Respectively, there were 3 for T1, 6 for T2, 19 for T3, 5 for T4, 13 

for T5 and 8 times for T6. As the nature of this function is to invite or request information, it 

involves the physical participation of the students, as shown in the extract 4 (taken from T2’s 

interactions). 

Extract 4 

T : Can you please give one sentence that fits the structure?  

S : She made a cake for her mother. 

T : Yes please write down! Just try it! the  VP↑ modifies NP↓. not modify VP↓. Common! 

S : (writing the sentence) 

T : Yes that’s possible. Yes. That’s possible. One more. Common↑ One of you please! 

Santi↑please! 

 

The question “can you please give one sentence that fits the structure?” is a social 

invitation wherein physical participation was required. In this case, such function is often 

delineated as indirect speech acts and accepted as invitations or offers by way of conventional 

implicature [23], [62], [64], [65]. Differently, Social information function appeared only in 



 

 

 

 

some teachers that were 4 times in T1 and T2, twice in T3 and 7 times in T6. Extract 5 illustrates 

this function in the interactions of T6 and his students 

Extract 5 

T : He will be waiting for you outside the school. Future progressive. He is waiting for 

you outside the school. Present continuous. Have you ever experienced this? 

(Laughing) 

Ss : Yes (laughing) 

T : Will be waiting or are waiting?  

S  : It depends on Sir. 

T : (laughing) 

 

The question "have you ever experienced this?" asked for new private domain information 

of a factual and specific nature. Questions in this category were applicable or were relevant to 

the persons (teachers), his lives, and events with which they are acquainted with. In terms of 

accessibility, private domain information is frequently more than the public domain. Aside from 

the functions mentioned, repetition function also appeared. It occurred (except T1, T2, and T3) 

once in T4 and twice in T5 and T6. This function dealt with the literal repetition of a previous 

contribution made by the students. In this case, the actual signal, not of the semantic content of 

the previous contribution was the intention of such repetition question 

Extract 6 

T : So it refers to the body. Whose body is it? It refers to the human body? Which body 

in the story that related to the temple of Holy Ghost story here? 

S : The body as stated in the story the cousins having two sexes. 

T : Sorry? 

S  : In the story.. there are two cousins there and mentions that they represent the temple 

of the Holy Ghost.  

 

The question "sorry?", in this case, virtually identical nature of the utterances coming 

before and after the questions would be of benefit in identifying it as repetition. Meanwhile, the 

absence of this function in some teachers was due to the teacher's effort to manage the flow of 

conversation. Public information function in this corpus was found from the questions which 

asked for public domain information. The transcript shows that, except T1, all participants 

which successively appeared twice in T2, 14 times in T3, 3 times in T4, twice in T5 and 4 times 

in T6, carried the function to enlarge and lengthen the talk by placing the students' mind to the 

external domain. Such questions were about the external world and requested new factual 

information as shown in the extract 7 (T3’s interactions). 

Extract 7 

S : The boat just gone. There is no..there is 

T : So, there is no clue where about the boat. 

S : But it is not ...It is not gone really there is a... 

T : OK... there were some remains of the boat. like the roof↑. the plan whatever. So, but 

there is no explanation where the boat was gone.   

T  : I think I know the location. Can you guess the location in the pacific area? What is 

it? Is there in the pyramid triangle?  

S : There was no explanation about the specific area but... 

T : Ya..ya ..OK. Can you choose a person/ to give a question, comment or whatever? 

 



 

 

 

 

The questions "can you guess the location in the pacific area?", "What is it?", is there in 

the pyramid triangle?" were posed to require the students to associate the topic to the external 

domain following teachers' wish. To a certain circumstance, this might deviate from the course 

as it was outlined following the classroom discourse moves. As such, the function might be 

absent as found in T2, as the focus of discussion was in the exercises which subsequently lead 

to a monotonous discussion.   

The questions were also posed to get new or related factual information about the 

immediate physical environment. The teachers' questions (except T1 and T4) carrying this 

function occurred 9 times in T2, 7 times in T3, twice in T 5 and T6. Here, the information being 

employed is generally physically accessible 

Extract 8 

T : OK. Question for everything? Finish? 

S : Here I should get…((  )) 

T : What is that?..(pointing to the paper) Wow…Sorry, I am wrong. 

S : I should get… (()) 

T : Oh really↑ OK. Put it here! I’ ll correct it  later. 

S : Thank you Mom. 

T : Any time. 

 

This deictic function of the question “What is that?” occurred as the teacher were about to 

clarify and confirm even elaborate on the topic being talked relying on physical things as 

pointing to the paper in the above extract.  Meanwhile, another function was found as the 

teachers posed the question as pre-announcements [66]. This took place as the teachers had the 

students to the informational content contained in what the teacher was about to utter or about 

the direction the conversation was about to deal with. Extract 9 that was taken from T2’s 

interactions present such function. 

Extract 9 

T    : OK. Now.. before we discuss why↑ Let me tell you that for number one this is correct 

number 2 and number 3 is wrong. However↑.. I need these mistakes. Why? Because 

I need to show you that when you create a sentence it is not enough to clarify by its 

lexicon but you have to look the structure as a whole. You have to consider the 

structure.  

T : Look at this now. The V↑ consist of V and NP ia kan? This NP consists of NP↑ and 

VP.   

S : ohhhh… 

 

This conversational focus function, “However↑.. I need these mistakes., Why?” which in 

fact, existed only once that is in T2, lead the teacher about what to utter and the students to focus 

on what was being conversed. The table has also shown that in two teachers’ interactions, 

questions functioning as sharing information or knowledge appeared. The data (Table 1) 

confirm that the questions (once in T1 and 3 times in T6) were totally provided with the purpose 

of establishing knowledge or reactions, the existence of mutual or shared information. Extract 

10, taken from T6’s interactions, delineates such function to his students. 

Extract 10 

T : Do you know this story about this?  During the reign of Kubalaikan. Who is 

Kubalaikan? Kubalaikan? Hello↑ He is from China. He invaded Indonesia. So, you 

should use the past tense.   



 

 

 

 

T : In 1825. The story of Diponegoro, right↑. Read the story? in 1825? What happened? 

Dipenegoro attacked Batavia. Do you know what happened in 1830? He was 

captured. So.. Diponegoro attacked Batavia. Past tense. 

 

Meanwhile, the absence in the other teachers' interactions occurred as they relied more on 

students' source (data) during the session, which in turn, confirmation and elaboration function 

had to be there. Besides, the teaching activities, move of commodity exchange, and topics were 

identified as the causes. Sharing amusement was another question function found in this study.  

This function respectively occurred 3 times in T1, 4 times in T2, and once in T3. Extract 11 

which was taken from T1's interactions illustrates the occurrence of this function. 

Extract 11 

T : Is it an action? 

Ss : Yes. 

T : Is it production? 

Ss : Yes. 

T : Why are you standing here? 

Ss : (laughing) 

T : What does this mean by why are you standing here? Do you think I tell her to sit 

down? 

Ss : Yes. 

T : Which function? 

Ss : Context. 

T :  context↑ 

Ss : Meaning. 

T : This context means asking her to sit down. Right. it is meaning. 

 

The question’ why are you standing here?" was expressed to the students as part of the 

teacher's expressive style. Although the teachers knew the answers, as didactic and some 

rhetorical questions, the exchange sought was not about information but was a shared 

amusement. In this context, the teacher question expressing information from an unexpected 

point of view (no expectation for the responses) and depending on the teacher’s sense of humour 

served the basis of its occurrence. 

In certain circumstance, the teacher asked questions functioning to seek information which 

only can be supplied by the teacher him/herself. As shown in Table 4, two teachers (T3 and T 

6) employed this function twice for each.  The function which is the so-called self-directed 

function orients the students toward the teachers in the process as shown in extract 12 (T6's 

interactions). 

Extract 12 

T : This occurs in number two. An expression. Remember. that expression that is by the 

year 2020. when we talked about the time here. we have future perfect. In 2025. what 

will we have?  Arema will win the match again.  

Ss : (laughing) 

 

The question “what will we have?" truly reflects the teacher's expressive style in the 

speaking. As such, the question needs no response from the students and the teacher himself 

was the one who supplied the answer. Shortly, this was another form of teacher's expressive 

style in questioning during his interaction with the students.  



 

 

 

 

The questions leading the students to information which the teacher already knows; the 

teacher is asking about certain information in order to teach the students something appeared 4 

times in T3, 6 times in T5 and 4 times in T6. Extract 13 that was taken from T6 delineates this 

function 

Extract 13 

T : Do you understand the explanation? Do their speaking or explanation use the rule 

of parallelism? OK. What is the correct spelling of companion? What does it mean? 

OK. Open your dictionary! 

S : Yes sir.  

T : Now. Write on the book! F... l... o... u... r. this is pronunciation ya↑ How do you 

pronounce it?  

S : Flauer. 

T : OK. Now. write again! F... l... o... w... e... r. How do you pronounce it? 

S : Flauer. 

T : OK. The two words are spelled differently. but they are pronounced the same.  

 

These didactic functions are different from shared information function. The focus of 

sharing information is the establishment of the existence of mutual or shared information, 

knowledge or reactions. The questions posed refer to the students to information which the 

teacher already knows. Conversely, the didactic function is concerned with teachers' ways or 

motives of delivering something new to the students such as “what is the correct spelling of 

companion? How do you pronounce it? Shortly, there must be something to teach through 

questioning.   

Last but not least, the analysis indicates that by far the common function of questions fits 

the four functional categories that are external, talk, relational and expressive. However, out of 

[62]’s category, the researcher found a speculative function of questions employed by the 

teachers.  As seen in Table 1, this function was mostly carried by teacher 5 (68 times) and 

followed by the T1 (17 times).  Yet, in some participants, such speculative function occupied 

less (twice in T2 and T6 and 5 times in T3) and were absent in T 4. This occurred as the 

prioritizing of teaching (delivery and content) over learning (understanding). Similar to other 

functions, the questions carried speculative functions discursively associated with preceding and 

following contributions and the goals of the classroom discourse as shown in extracts 14 and 15 

which were respectively taken from T1 and T3. 

Extract 14 

T : Now have you yourself ever experienced a very serious storm in your life? 

S : No..and I will not.  

T : You will not. How can be you so sure? 

T : But what may have cause ((congenital)) rain or what may have cause of that being 

amount of rainfall or abnormal amount of rainfall?  

T : When you are reading this, what did this reminding you of? When I read this, I 

remind the tsunami in Aceh at that time right↑.  

 

 Extract 15 

T : What about in doctor’s room? What are they? 

S :  Doctor and patient. 

T : OK. That’s obvious.  

T : What are you supposed to do? You cannot just say. Right. Paraphrase↑ without any 

context? No. You have to add↑ the context. 



 

 

 

 

T : What else? Beside role play? Beginning with D. This is a part of the course you have. 

S : Drama. 

T : OK. In your company for example. How about the role? or when you are concerning 

with job application. What about the role? 

 

The teachers’ speculative questions potentially provoke a higher level of cognitive 

response and genuinely have students’ speculative responses and even left unanswered. In these 

cases, the teachers raised questions to invite a response with no predetermined answer, often 

opinions, hypotheses, imaginings, and ideas. Although, as the name suggests, they invited 

speculative response, on the basis of their role, they constituted important roles, like other 

functions, in classroom discourse. 

By and large, it was obvious that questions were functioning in a number of different ways 

and that their various functions should be carefully examined within the context of the particular 

talk situation in which they appeared. The relation among them became clear as they were only 

after the examination of the type of information that the questions concerned and conversational 

contexts where it appears. Furthermore, it is worth restating that a question serves more than 

one purpose. Yet, the main function is discerned from the context in which question appears. 

The context preceding and following each question should be carefully seen to come at the 

specific function of teacher question.  

Previous research studies have confirmed that the functions of teacher questioning allow 

the teacher to examine students' understanding (diagnostic/assessment tool), encourage students 

to have something new, challenge their thinking and link it to the previous knowledge 

(instructional or teaching technique), and engage learners in the conversation (discourse). The 

functions in question reflect teacher’s ways to utilize questions and put their students actively, 

through their responses in meaning negotiation process or sequence of talk [1], [3], [5], [16], 

[19], [47], [50]– [52], [67]. 

However, in this study, the questions were posed to understand the variety of information 

and that they provided the teachers with the means to know about the external world, the 

students' life, emotions, shared events, experiences and about the conversation itself. Yet, there 

were some questions, which in fact, provided no information at all. These questions were about 

to get the students to deal with a certain point in the conversation or to discern that the students 

were already present at some certain points. Besides, there were some questions posed to which 

the teachers had the answer or for which left unanswered (no answer). In these cases, the 

information was not the concern and was not being sought or left an unexpected response from 

the students. Such questions were, instead, the teachers' expressive choice and only delivered 

certain information to them. Although they did not completely fill the functions purposed by 

Freed, overall, the question acts examined in this study ranged from the most narrowly factual 

questions raised to the questions showing an individual teacher's expressive style.  

More specifically, the question functions found in this study cover four broad functional 

categories namely questions about the external domain consisting of public information, social 

information, social invitation, and deictic information questions, the conversational content or 

talk comprising clarification questions, repetition questions, and confirmation questions,  the 

verbal and social relation between the teacher and students encompassing conversational focus, 

shared information, phatic information questions and questions which ask for elaboration, and 

questions used as part of the teachers' expressive style embodying didactic questions, questions 

used for humor, and self-directed questions.  

Moving ahead to another function, a speculative function occupied and constituted 

significantly to the classroom talks. Although speculative questions which invited opinions, 



 

 

 

 

hypotheses and imaginings, or process questions, provoking children to articulate their 

understanding [68] appeared less than the other two dominant functions (confirmation and 

elaboration) and were posed only by some teachers, they were beneficial to extend the 

interactions. This may be due to the focus of teaching (delivery and content) over learning 

(understanding). Besides, although on a certain occasion, the answer to these questions was 

made by the teachers themselves, they, in fact, potentially provoked a high level of cognitive 

response.  

Thus, the function of questions, as found in this study, was not only regarded and 

associated with their pedagogical purposes embodying question as a teaching technique [1], [2], 

[4], [5], [49], as a discourse marker [14], [20]– [24], [50]–[52] and as an assessment tool [26]–

[30], [38], [69] but also with the pragmatic and social function depending on the context where 

and how they possibly appeared. As such, to strengthen [8], [20], [21], [23], [70], [71] saying 

that the interpretation of the intended context is of benefit in revealing the teacher questions, the 

commodity exchange in classroom discourse moves is another aspect to deal with questioning 

function in classroom interactions 

6. Conclusion 

It is obvious that the question serves multi-functions in context covering four functional 

categories incorporating external, talk, relational and expressive category. Among the four, talk 

and relational functional categories were at the top rank. While the speculative function which 

is newly found in this study appeared as the teachers have the students focusing on their 

imagination and hypothesis following the discourse moves in the interactions. 

Given the important role in classroom interactions, it seems reasonable to suggest that the 

teacher should not only concerned with the functions of questioning as a teaching technique, a 

discourse marker, and an assessment tool (diagnostic) but also with the pragmatic function. This 

is not to say that teachers' awareness of the three functions is not helpful. Purposeful awareness 

of pragmatic function as found in this study effectively leads both teacher and students to 

conduct their interactions that linguistically meet and contextually touched. 

This present study suffered from limitations that should be taken into account for further 

studies. Since the scope of the study was only pragmatic function teachers' questioning acts, the 

investigation of other aspects of questioning practice such as types and forms along with their 

convergence and divergence might be more potential in further studies. In addition, the inclusion 

of other variables such as students’ thinking level, topic familiarity, and subject matter might be 

more challenging to cope with. 
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