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 This study aimed to investigate the amount of 

teacher talk, frequently asked teacher questions, and 

the quality of teacher talk in terms of facilitation to 

language acquisition in an ESL classroom. A teacher 

and 53 students of grade 10, from a public sector 

school, participated in the study. Data were collected 

for observation in the form of audio-recording and 

evaluated through conversation analysis. Resultantly, 

teacher talk was observed to dominate in the 

classroom, convergent questions were asked in 

maximum percentage, and teacher talk was observed 

being obstructive to language acquisition. These 

results lead to conclude that: classroom is dominated 

and directed by the teacher talk; content-based and 

limited response questions are in teacher’s frequent 

use; and teacher talk poses hindrance to interaction 

and negotiation process in the EFL classroom. The 

study proposes to: create a right balance between 

teacher and student talk; make skillful use of 

convergent and divergent questions; and enhance the 

quality of teacher talk to facilitate language 

acquisition in. 
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Introduction 

What happens in the classroom is the key concern of classroom-

centered studies (Allright & Baily, I991). Classroom-centered studies, in the 

view of Xiao-Yan (2006), investigate teaching-learning process as it occurs 

in the classroom aiming to identify the phenomenon that obstruct or support 

learning. Gaies (1983) calls classroom-centered study as the study of 

communication in the classroom. Discourse analysis, interaction analysis, 

and teacher talk are the different forms of classroom communication (Ellis, 

1985). Teacher talk (TT) has become a key focus of the research. Its reason 

is that different aspects of the classroom teaching-learning process (e.g. 

instructing the learners, asking questions from them, giving feedback on 

their performance, or disciplining them), involves TT (Xiao-Yan, 2006). TT 

has been defined as a special language, used by the teachers, to address L2 

in the classrooms (Ellis, 1985). Richards, Platt and Platt (1992) define TT as 

a language variety that teachers use to communicate with the learners while 

teaching. Lynch (1996) calls TT as a language used typically by the teachers 

in foreign language classrooms. Based on these definitions, this study will 

take TT as a language used by the teacher to communicate with the learners 

in EFL/ESL classrooms. 

TT is important from two perspectives i.e. classroom organization, 

and language acquisition. In terms of classroom organization, TT helps 

teachers implement teaching plans and provide learners with comprehensible 

target language input to facilitate language acquisition (Nunan, 1991). This 

study will focus on the second perspective i.e. the importance of TT for 

language acquisition. TT has its own unique features (i.e. formal, and 

linguistic) due to which TT is treated as a register (Ellis, 1985). 

Modification, pause, repetition, and speed are formal features. Whereas, 

interactional modifications, quality of TT, quantity of TT, teachers’ 

feedback on learners’ performance, and teachers’ questions (TQs) are the 

linguistic features of TT. The focus of this study will be the 

linguistic/functional features of TT with main focus on TT quanlity, TT 

quantity, and TQs. Therefore, formal features will not be discussed here.  

Amount of Teacher Talk (TT Qauantity) 
 Studies on TT (e.g. Davies, 2011; Kareema, 2014; Nunan, 1999; 

Paul, 2003; Van Lier, 2001; Willis, 1990) have critically evaluated the 

quality (effectiveness) and quantity (amount) of TT as teacher talk time 

(TTT). TTT means how much the teachers talk time should be allowed in 

the classroom during a lesson (Kareema, 2014). Studies have discussed 

negative impacts of TTT e.g. teachers who talk too much in the classroom 

are not teaching effectively (Allright, 1981), constant TT during the lesson 

does not improve learners’ communication skills (Ross, 1992), greater TTT 

amount makes the lessons less effective (Paul, 2003), large amount of TT for 

explanations, and instruction management restricts students’ talk (Xiao-Yan, 

2006). These studies seem suggesting to avoid TT in the classroom. TT is 
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also treated as the only source of providing target language input to the 

learners (Nunan, 1991; Wong-Fillmore, 1985). Therefore, TT is the need of 

the classroom (Trisnawati, 2014) since it: helps communicate with the 

learners and deliver them the material (Ellis, 1985); is a decisive factor 

behind the failure or success in the classroom (Hakansson, 1986); plays a 

significant role in language learning (Incecay, 2010); allows mutuality and 

reciprocity (Mercer, 2010); and shapes the types of talk in the classroom 

(Boyd, 2015). Thus, realizing the significance of TT, studies (see Ellis, 

1984; Paul, 2003; Van Lier, 2001) have stressed the effectiveness (quality) 

instead of its quantity. This study, therefore, will also focus to check the 

quality of TT. In addition, it will check the quantity of TT to see how much 

TT is the part of the lesson in this study.   

Different TT features have been the focus of TT research (İnceçay, 

2010). Sinclair and Brazil (1982) introduced initiation-response-follow up 

(IRF) pattern as the characteristic TT feature that was opposed by Clifton 

(2006) for supporting traditional teaching method by entrusting class control 

to the teacher and thus by disempowering the student. ‘Facilitator talk’ is 

another TT feature (Clifton, 2006) that is one of the main TT features 

(İnceçay, 2010) and serves as a substitute to the ‘teacher-fronted’ classroom 

(Clifton, 2006). This study will check the facilitation in the lesson.   

TT studies report the classrooms being dominated by the teacher 

e.g. Inamullah, Hussain and Din (2008) report ‘two thirds rule’ practice 

which means that talking consumes two thirds of the classroom time of 

which teacher consumes about two thirds time and the other two thirds time 

is spared to direct instruction. Based on these results, they conclude that the 

teacher dominates classroom verbally. Ulfah (2013) investigated teacher-

student talk in the classroom to: identify the characteristics of teacher-

student talk; and to check the percentage of students’ and teacher’s talk in 

the classroom. Data were collected through classroom observation. The 

teacher was observed to be more active and dominant as compared to the 

students. The percentages of TT, student talk (ST), and silence were 78.15, 

21.16, and 0.69 respectively. Azhar, Iqbal and Khan (2019) analyzed 12 

sessions of 30 hours to see the amount of teacher talk time (TTT), and 

student talk time (STT) in Pakistani ESL classrooms using observation 

technique. The results revealed that 65 percent of the total time was 

consumed in TTT and on average 22 seconds were spared for one student. In 

the light of these results, the study suggested to enhance learner talk time 

(LTT) engaging them in meaningful activities, encouraging classroom 

interaction, and employing blended learning model. 

Teacher’s Questions 

 Questions are the discursive move of teachers’ choice in an ELL 

classroom (Boyd, 2015). Questions: form a significant component of the 

classroom discourse (Chin, 2006; Lee & Kinzie, 2011); play a key role in 

learning and are considered as an indicator of quality teaching (Boyd, 2015; 
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Carlsen, 1993; Roth, 1996; Smith, Blakeslee & Anderson, 1993). That is 

why teachers’ questions (TQs) are the most common practice in the 

classroom (Kim, 2015; Richards & Lockhart, 1994), and help learners learn 

the topic (Kim, 2015). Questions are also considered as the key factor 

behind successful teaching and learning (Carlsen, 1993; Chin & Osborne, 

2008; Graesser & Person, 1994; Haneda & Wells, 2008; Kim, 2015; Lee & 

Kinzie, 2012; Myhill, 2006; Roth, 1996; Sedova, Sedlacek & Svaricek, 

2016; Smith, Blakeslee & Anderson, 1993). TQs  function as corrective or 

supportive (Myhill, 2006) in: broadening or narrowing the scope (Burbules, 

1993); extending as well as validating learners’ thinking (Boyd & Rubin, 

2002; Haneda & Wells, 2010); and signaling to discover further by 

establishing and verifying shared knowledge (Boyd, 2015). Thus, teachers’ 

questions, according to Boyd (2015: 397) do not only encourage ST but also 

help teachers direct classroom talk, and induct the learners into particular 

ways of thinking and language use. This study will consider teacher’s 

questions as a significant part of TT in an EFL classroom. 

 Nunan (1991) mentions two types of questions i.e. display, and 

referential. Display questions are called known-information questions 

whereas referential questions are called information-seeking questions. In 

case of display questions, the answer is already known to the questioner. In 

contrast, for referential questions the questioner does not know the answer 

(Mehan, 1979; Richards & Schmidt, 2002; Wright, 2016). Display questions 

are used while addressing people in groups e.g. students in the classroom 

(Farahian & Rezaee, 2012) that help: elicit short answers (Erlinda & Dewi, 

2016); and know whether the students have understood the lesson (Boyd & 

Rubin, 2006). Referential questions, on the other hand, are used while 

brainstorming a certain topic and collecting information (Bozorgian & 

Fallah, 2017) that help seek new information and fill information gaps 

(Erlinda & Dewi, 2016). The use of display and referential questions is 

common in language classrooms. However, referential questions are 

preferred to the display questions in communicative language teaching 

(CLT) classrooms (Richards & Schmidt, 2002; Wright, 2016). Long and 

Sato (1983) were first to introduce these questions for second language 

teaching. Display questions were defined as the questions to which the 

answer was already known to the teacher, whereas referential questions were 

defined as questions to which the answer was required to know by the 

teacher. For example: 

1. Q: Is this a book? 

A: Yes, it’s a book (Display question from Richards & Schmidt, 2009). 

2. Which character in the story you admire most and 

why? (Referential question from Omari, 2018). 

The same classification of questions i.e. display, and referential (see 

Long & Sato, 1983; Nunan, 1991) was supported by Brown (2001).  
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Richards and Lockhart (1994) divided questions into three 

categories i.e. convergent, divergent, and procedural. Procedural questions 

are concerned with classroom routines e.g. classroom management. In 

contrast, convergent and divergent questions are asked to involve the 

learners in the lessons. Convergent questions demand ‘yes’ or ‘no’ type of 

short and limited answers from the learners. Closed-questions are the 

example of convergent questions. Contrary to convergent questions, 

divergent questions engage learners in higher level thinking, and demand 

long and varied answers based on their own information. Open questions are 

the example of divergent questions. Being similar to closed questions, 

display questions are categorized as convergent questions. Whereas being 

similar to open questions, referential questions are categorized as divergent 

questions (Erlinda & Dewi, 2016). This study will treat closed/display, and 

open/referential questions as convergent questions (CQs) and divergent 

questions (DQs) respectively to avoid the expected confusion caused by the 

use of display and referential questions with closed and open questions 

respectively. Procedural questions were excluded on the ground that they did 

not match with Long and Sato (1983) classification that was the principle 

guide for this study. 

Research indicates that the use of CQs is common among EFL 

teachers e.g. Hasan (2006) reports the teacher using CQs (227 times) and 

DQs (0 time) out of 235 questions (8 questions were reasoning). Qashoa 

(2013) reports the use of CQs more (i.e. 62%) than DQs (i.e. 38%) by the 

public secondary school EFL teachers in UAE. Erlinda and Dewi (2016) 

explored the frequency of questions asked by the teacher in an EFL 

classroom. Analysis of the video-taped transcripts revealed the use of CQs in 

maximum frequency i.e. 496 and DQs in minimum frequency i.e. 134. So far 

as the number of responses was concerned, the study reported shorter 

responses for CQs as compared to that of DQs which produced longer 

responses. The study, therefore, suggested to use DQs more than CQs. 

Vebriyanto (2015) observed the use of CQs much more (i.e. 69%) than that 

of DQs (i.e. 31%). Similar results (i.e. the frequency of CQs [74] was more 

than DQs [48]) were reported by Hetzelein (2016). Results in Fitriani and 

Amilia (2017) also reported the use of CQs (i.e. 120) more than DQs i.e. (i.e. 

101). Omari (2018) investigated the use of CQs and DQs in Jordanian EFL 

classrooms by 77 public and private school teachers. T-test analysis revealed 

that the teachers used CQs in maximum frequency i.e. 86% of the total of 

1574 questions. This study will focus on knowing which questions (i.e. CQs 

or DQs) are common among ESL teachers in Pakistan. 

 

Research Questions 
RQ1: What is the amount of teacher talk in a Pakistani secondary 

school level ESL       classroom? 
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RQ2: Is the teacher talk facilitative in language acquisition as practiced 

in a Pakistani secondary school level ESL classroom? 

RQ3:  What type of teacher questions are frequently asked by the 

teacher in a Pakistani secondary school level ESL classroom? 

RQ4:  Do the questions, asked by the teacher in a Pakistani secondary 

school level ESL classroom, facilitate learning? 

 

Methodology 
This study employs descriptive and qualitative methods to describe, 

explore and investigate teacher talk (TT) in an EFL classroom that forms the 

part of classroom talk and, according to Mercer (2010), is essential to 

understand classroom education. 

Subjects of the study comprise of one teacher and 53 students of 

grade-10 from a public sector secondary school located in a town city of 

Okara district in the central Punjab, Pakistan. The students (aged between 

14-17 years) belonged to diverse social status. Some belonged to rural and 

others belonged to the urban area and spoke Urdu and Punjabi languages at 

home, school, and other places of interaction. Their parents were from 

mixed professions e.g. agrarians, public/private servants, and traders. The 

students completed eight years of education at private and public schools 

located in rural and urban areas through English and Urdu media of 

instruction and enrolled at current school in grade 9 in April 2018. They 

were in grade 10 when became the subjects in this study. 

The school provides education to the students from grades 6-10 

through both media of instruction i.e. English and Urdu. The medium of 

instruction for the subjects of this study was English. However, teachers and 

students were not good at English language communication skills. 

Therefore, the teachers used Urdu as a medium of instruction for all of the 

subjects. The rationale for it might be provided from Airey and Linder 

(2006, 2007) who found that high school students asked, and responded 

fewer questions in English medium lectures. Other studies (e.g. Marsh, Hau 

& Kong, 2000) showed that the impact of English medium instructions was 

negative and less accessible to learners. Recent studies (e.g. Arsad, 

Bauniyamin &  Manan, 2014; Lo & Macaro, 2012) also found that students, 

proficient in their instructional language, were more successful on average 

than those whose medium of instruction was different from their native 

language. 

The teacher, having a master degree with a bachelor level 

professional degree, has been teaching English to the students of grades 9 

and 10 for over a decade. The students have studied English in grade 9 from 

the same teacher. Identity of the teacher and students is kept secret for 

ethical considerations. The topic of the lesson was ‘direct and indirect 

narration’ that was taught through Urdu medium of instruction. However, 

the teacher also used English, but it was limited to the core vocabulary items 
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related with narration e.g. inverted commas, reporting verb, reported speech 

etc. 

Cohn, Manion and Morrison (2007) state that observation (as a 

research process) provides the researchers with an opportunity to collect data 

from natural social situations.  Therefore, this study utilized observation to 

collect audio data recorded with the help of a mobile recorder relying on 

Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) who said that an investigator could 

observe a language classroom data collected with the help of a data-

collection device/instrument e.g. a recorder to record the observations. The 

recorded data, comprising of a 46 minutes and 21 seconds long lecture, was 

later transcribed to make usable in the study. The data was recorded with 

prior permission. 

Data analysis process involved systematic search and arrangement 

of data following Bogdan and Biklen’s (1992) concept of transcribing, 

organizing, and categorizing data and then deciding about what it did mean 

to inform others. TT quality and quantity were considered to analyze 

according to the principles laid down by Nunan (1991) and discussed in 

comparison with different studies (see results and discussion section). To 

analyze TQs, classification of convergent and divergent questions was 

considered (see teacher questions in introduction section for details).  

The data were analyzed utilizing conversation analysis (CA). Being 

a demanding methodology, CA employs an in-depth and laborious analysis 

setting strict criteria for the interpretation of the recorded data and utilizing a 

detailed and specific transcription method (Mercer, 2010). CA has been used 

for talk analysis at work places (see e.g. Drew & Heritage, 1992; Van Lier, 

1988) and is also being used in classroom talk analysis (see e.g. Baker, 

1997; Markee, 2000; Stokoe, 2000; Walsh, 2002). CA, in fact, gives an 

opportunity to the researchers to test the results of data which the authors use 

in research. Due to this characteristic, CA ensures transparency of the results 

(Seedhouse, 2005). Moreover CA methodology, adds Seedhouse (2005), 

analyses instances of individual interaction and then refers it to universal 

interactional features that validate the research findings. 

A limitation of the study is that its sample (comprising of one lesson 

only) is limited therefore its results cannot be generalized. For this purpose, 

another study (with a larger sample) is required. 

 

Results and Discussion 
Amount of Teacher Talk 

Table 1  

Amount of Teacher Talk  

Category Amount (in minutes/seconds) Percentage 

Teacher Talk 36.31 80.1 

Student Talk 9.5 19.90 

Total 46.21 100 
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Table 1 shows that in the class of 46 minutes and 21 seconds, most 

of the time has been used by the teacher i.e. 36 minutes and 31 seconds. 

Whereas, the students have used only 9 minute and 5 second time. The 

percentages of the time used by both teacher and students are 80.1 and 19.90 

respectively. Thus the time occupied by TT in the lesson is maximum as 

compared to the time utilized by the students which is even less than one 

fourth of the time consumed in TT. These results, astonishingly, exceed the 

limit of the results of previous studies (e.g. Azhar, Iqbal & Khan, 2019; 

Inamullah, Hassain & Din, 2008; Ulfah, 2013). Inamullah, Hassain and Din 

(2008) reported TT as two thirds, Ulfah (2013) reported TT being 78.15 

percent, Azhar, Iqbal and Khan (2019) reported TT as 65 percent. In 

comparison, the results of this study show TT (i.e. 81.1%) as more than four 

times higher than ST (i.e. 19.90%).  

All of these four studies show TT being in maximum use as 

compared with ST. Similar findings are reported by many other past studies 

(see Table 2). 

 

Table 2 

Chronological Presentation of Results from Past Studies 

Study Year Silence% ST% TT% 

Dunkin and Biddle 1974  40 60 

Legarreta 1977  23 77 

Bialstok, Maria and Joan 1978  31.2 to 

38.7 

61.3 to 

68.8 

Enright 1984  64.4 35.6 

Hitotuzi 2005 32.91 35.84 31.25 

Hasan 2006  27 73 

Inamullah, Hussain and 

Din  

2008 >33 <22 >44 

All of the seven studies (see Table 2), excluding Enright (1984) and 

Hitotuzi (2005), show that TT has been consuming maximum time. On the 

basis of these results (see Tables 1 and 2), it can be said that the classroom 

has continuously been dominated by the teacher ever since the distant past. 

Similar domination has been reported in different ways e.g.: TT takes up 

major portion of the class time (Sinclair & Brazil, 1982); teachers tend to do 

most of the talking in the classroom (Chaudron, 1988); teachers do 

approximately 50 to 80 percent of the talking in classrooms (Nunan, 2003, p. 

55); TT takes a great portion in the classroom (Wasi’ah, 2016); TT 

dominates the interaction in the classroom (Huriyah & Agustiani, 2018): and 

TT takes more than half of the class time ranging from 62-72 percent 

(Azhar, Iqbal & Khan, 2019). 

Now the question is: is this amount of TT (as shown in Tables 1 and 

2) facilitative for the students? Before going to answer this question, it is 

important here to give a review of studies that support TT in the classroom  
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e.g.: teachers utilize TT to implement teaching plans and provide target 

language input (Nunan, 1991); TT is utilized for instruction and interaction 

in the classroom (Cullen, 1998); TT is important in the classroom not only 

for the classroom management but also for target language acquisition 

(Nunan, 1991); and TT can encourage interaction and support learning in the 

classroom (Lei, 2009; Wasi’ah, 2016). Embarking on Karashen’s (1985) 

input hypothesis (i.e. learners improve and progress along the natural order 

when they are provided with comprehensible target language input) these 

studies regard TT as the main source of target language input for the 

learners.  

Now coming to the question i.e. is high TT amount good for the 

learning process and should be allowed in the classroom? In the view of 

Nunan (1991: 190): 

Of course, whether or not it is considered a good thing for teachers 

to spend 70 or 80 percent of class time talking will depend on the 

objectives of a lesson and where it fits into the overall scheme of the 

course or programme. Normative statements sometimes appear that 

teacher talk is ‘bad’, and while it can be argued that excessive 

teacher talk is to be avoided, determining what is or is not 

‘excessive’ will always be a matter of judgement. It can also be 

argued that in many foreign language classrooms, teacher talk is 

important in providing learners with the only substantial live target 

language input they are likely to receive. 

Nilton (in Kareema, 2014) explains the above view of Nunan (1991) 

saying if the lesson is about some non conversational topics e.g. 

description/essay writing, the learners may expect a TTT period providing 

instructions on paragraph construction process followed by a silent period to 

utilize those instructions for essay writing. Nilton (in Kareema, 2014) adds 

that he utilizes 40-60 percent TTT for elementary and 60-80 percent TTT for 

intermediate level learners for oral communication classes. Nilton (in 

Kareema, 2014) regards these figures beyond adequate level. The reasons 

can be that: the teacher who works too much in the classroom does not teach 

successfully (Allwright, 1981); continuous TT in the classroom does not 

develop communication and listening comprehension skills in the learners 

(Nunan, 1999; Ross, 1992); much use of TT makes the lesson ineffective by 

hindering learners’ L2 practice in the classroom (Paul, 2003); too much TT 

and too less ST make the classroom communication asymmetrical and 

inauthentic (Grimm, Meyer & Volkmann, 2015); TT makes the learners 

passive and does not provide them with the chance to talk (Huriyah & 

Agustiani, 2018); and teacher’s dominant role in the classroom limits the 

learners role to that of a respondent which further limits the development of 

speaking skills. As a result, the learner does not own the responsibility to 

learn rather relies on what the teacher decides. In this way, learner’s 

autonomy is also limited (Kostadinovska-Stojchevska & Popovikj, 2019). 



Ahmad, Shakir, & Arshad 29 

P
JE

R
E

  
Therefore, TT needs to be minimized in the classroom to support the 

meaningful involvement of the learners in the L2 acquisition process. In this 

regard, the teacher’s role is determined as an initiator of classroom activities 

(Klein, 1986) or simply as a class mediator (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). 

Now another question arises here i.e. how much time should TT be 

given in the classroom? Pareto, an Italian economist, observed that 80 

percent of the land in Italy was owned by 20 percent people and 80 percent 

of the peas in his garden were contained by the 20 percent of the pea-pods. 

From these observations he generalized that most of the events (i.e. 80%) 

resulted from 20 percent of the causes. Based on this logic he determined 

80-20 ratio for many things which later came to be known as 80/20 rule. 

This rule emerged as a common thumb rule in business where 80 percent of 

the sales came from 20 percent of the clients (Newman in Cárdenas, 2013). 

This rule seemed to repeat itself everywhere (Baker, 2012) and expanded to 

every area where statistic analysis was possible. Thus, education was no 

exception (Cárdenas, 2013). Here Baker (2012: 3) comments:  

Isn’t there a rule of thumb that teachers are supposed to speak 

something like a ratio of 20:80? Don’t we call this the 80/20 

Rule?… From someplace, somewhere, somehow – that number is 

hardwired into my brain. 

Baker (2012) does not refute the importance of 80 percent ST and 

20 percent TT in the classroom. However, he seems to advocate the use of 

common sense by the teachers to reduce TT for the learners saying: 

Rather than set an arbitrary goal for how much time the teacher 

speaks and how much time the student speaks, it might be more 

beneficial for both teachers and students to be guided by common 

sense, speaking as much as necessary, as little as possible (Baker, 

2012, p. 29). 

Thus, the proportion of 80 percent ST and 20 percent TT does not 

seem anymore relevant (Cárdenas, 2013). Instead, a need to create a right 

balance between ST and TT is felt (Grimm, Meyer & Volkmann, 2015; 

Myhill, Jones & Hopper, 2005). In this regard, Pesce (2008) suggests 70 

percent for ST and 30 percent for TT. She suggests to maximize ST upto 90 

percent and reduce TT upto 10 percent for advance level learners. However, 

for the beginner level learners she suggests 50-50 ratio. Kostadinovska-

Stojchevska and Popovikj (2019) agree with Pesce (2008) saying 70 percent 

of ST and 30 percent of TT work well in most of the classroom situations. 

Therefore, they suggest limiting TT to 20-30 percent only. Hetzelein (2016), 

however, takes somewhat different position. He argues that there can be no 

uniform answer to the question of right balance between ST and TT, and 

proposes 50 percent as a guide value of combined ST to be split between 

student-teacher talk (STT) and student-student talk (SST) to ensure 

symmetrical practice of language. The rest of the 50 percent time should be 

spared for TT (without too much silence) that will provide the learners with 
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enough target language input. In Hetzelein’s (2016) view it is not sufficient 

to increase ST, there should also be a considerable share of symmetrical 

student-student communication (SSC). 

Teacher Questions 
Table 3. Teacher Questions 

Teacher Questions 

Question 

Type 

Questions 

Asked 

Percentage Number 

of 

Students 

Wait 

Time 

Wait Time 

Extension 

Convergent 62 89  

53 

 

Varied i.e. 

ranging 

from 2-16 

seconds 

 

Varied i.e. 

2-5 seconds 
Divergent 8 11 

Total 35 100 

The learners were asked questions in two rounds. First round 

comprised of the questions asked at the start of the lesson. This round was 

utilized to check learners’ previous knowledge about the lesson. The second 

round was started at the end of the lesson to assess the effect of instruction. 

70 questions were asked from 53 learners of grade-10 out of which the 

number of CQs, and DQs was 62(89%) and 8(11%) respectively (see Table 

3). In this way, CQs were asked in maximum whereas the DQs were asked in 

minimum frequency. It shows that CQs are the common ones among teachers 

in Pakistani ESL classrooms. Varied wait time (ranging from 2-16 seconds) 

was provided. In some cases, wait time was extended (2-5 seconds). Wait 

time, and extension in wait time did not prove much useful. The learners 

failed to answer questions asked in the first round even with the extension in 

wait time and they successfully answered the questions asked during the 

second round even without wait time extension. It might be because of the 

reason that, during the first round, the learners did not have the basic 

knowledge of the topic therefore they could not answer the questions. While 

during the second round, the learners were asked questions from the lesson 

taught to them. Therefore, they could easily answer the questions. Thus, wait 

time does not seem that much significant here. The results i.e. the teacher 

uses CQs more than DQs align with the results in Erlinda and Dewi (2016), 

Fitriani and Amilia (2017), Hasan (2006), Hetzelein (2016), Omari (2018), 

Qashoa (2013), and Vebriyanto (2015). It indicates that CQs are not only in 

frequent use of the teacher in a Pakistani ESL classroom, but also are the 

main choice of the teachers in other countries of the world.  

CQs have been criticized for: producing choppy and short exchanges 

(Cazden, 2001); inhibiting student’s learning (Kim, 2015); having low 

cognitive demand (Sedova, Sedlacek & Svaricek, 2016); and producing short 

and simple responses (Vrikki, Wheatley, Howe, Hennessy & Mercer, 2019). 

In contrast, DQs have been praised and recommended for: revoking and 

scaffolding learners’ reasoning (Smith, Blakeslee & Anderson, 1993; 
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enriching vocabulary and providing the learners with an environment to share 

ideas comfortably (Peterson, Jesso & McCabe, 1999); inviting a range of 

responses (DfES, 2004); producing more authentic, more complex, more 

involved, and qualitatively better answers (Dalton-Puffer, 2007); ensuring 

language learning (Haneda & Wells, 2008); increasing ST, and inviting wide-

range responses (Juzwik, BorsheimBlack, Caughlan, & Heintz 2015); and 

giving the learners a chance to think critically (Fitriani & Amilia, 2017). 

Now a question arises i.e. should the teachers stop asking CQs in 

favour of DQs? In this regard, Boyd (2015) argues that TQs are not mainly 

used to invite ST, rather they are utilized by the teachers to direct talk in the 

classroom and to help the learners into a particular line of inquisition and 

induct them into a particular thought process and language use. Questions, 

adds Boyd (2015), have been categorized basing on their form i.e. display/  

test/closed, and authentic/genuine/open questions. The former are used to 

assess learning whereas the later are utilized to depict a teacher’s inquisition, 

and encourage responses based on one answer. The use of DQs alone is not 

sufficient (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Purdy, 2008). Sometimes, the learners 

have to be supported with CQs to direct additional speech, and signal new 

understanding (Boyd & Rubin, 2006; Boyd, 2015). For this reason Boyd 

(2015: 398) stresses that:  

As teachers, we need to know how to wield questions to support and 

direct students as they connect with materials and struggle to construct 

meaning together. Different patterns of questions yield differing talk 

outcomes. If teachers sought only one type of student talk but not the 

other, then student language and content learning would be 

compromised. 

Therefore, it would be better to use both CQs and DQs. In the view of 

Boyd (2015) the purposeful utilization of CQs can help the learners review 

learning material or plan foundation for more exploration, and the utilization 

of DQs can direct classroom talk to engage learners’ intentions and resources 

into classroom talk. 

 

Quality of Teacher Talk 
Some of the studies (Ellis, 1984; Paul, 2003; Van Lier, 2001) stress 

on the quality of TT. Nunan (1991) adds the aspect of quality by associating 

appropriateness to TT. To determine the appropriateness of the TT, Nunan 

(1991: 190) suggests considering certain principle factors e.g. 

1. The point in lesson in which talking occurs; 

2. What prompts the teacher talk: whether it is planned or 

spontaneous, and, if spontaneous, whether the ensuing 

digression is helpful or not; and 

3. The value of the talk is potentially useful input for acquisition. 

Besides being appropriate, TT should also be supportive (Cullen, 

2002); and facilitative in teaching-learning process (Clifton, 2006). In recent 
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past years, studies have been conducted to investigate the relationship 

between teacher talk with regard to facilitation or hindrance to learning 

process (Can-Daskin, 2015; Incecay, 2010; Musumeci, 1996; Walsh, 2002; 

Walsh & Li, 2013; Waring, 2008). Fewer studies are found that directly 

address the issue of teacher interruption in language classroom. Musumeci 

(1996) found rare or no negotiation between the teacher and the learner in 

content-based instruction classroom and majority of the exchanges were 

limited to CQs; teacher rarely asked DQs and most of the time he himself 

interrupted to fill in the gaps. This hinders learners’ engagement in 

classroom that affects negatively on learning process. These findings are 

aligned with the results of this study where teacher interrupts immediately 

after raising the question without acknowledging the students’ understanding 

and listening their answer of the asked question. For instance, teacher 

initiated by asking “what is verb?” without giving sufficient time to 

learners, he interrupted saying “it is a tense” because tense and verb are 

alike. Walsh (2002) also provides empirical evidence for teacher’s 

interruption i.e. it is a non-desirable classroom interactional discourse which 

obstructs learners’ comprehension. He suggests that teacher talk can 

maximize learner contribution by teacher’s scaffolding talk, giving content 

related feedback, direct error correction, extended wait time and checking to 

confirm correct responses. Current findings of teacher’s interruptions consist 

of anticipating learner’s responses what they will say in response to question 

shows similarity with the findings in Musumeci (1996), Walsh (2002), 

Yaqubi and Rokni (2013), Yataganbaba and Yildirim (2016). Moreover, 

code-switching and teacher echo is extensively used in the present data. 

Teacher echo, in the current data, enables the students to participate and 

make classroom completely interactive. Instances from the data i.e.  

Teacher: How many parts does a sentence divide in?  

Student: Three. 

Teacher: How many parts does speech divide in? 

Student: Two. 

Teacher: Name them… 

Student: Reporting speech and reported speech. 

Teacher: What the speech i.e. placed outside of the inverted commas, 

is named? 

Student: Reporting speech.  

Teacher: What is name of the verb in reporting speech? 

Student: Reporting verb. 

Show that initiation-response-follow up (IRF) model is strictly followed by 

the teacher. By analyzing the above instances of data, it is noted that turn-

taking is highly dominated by teacher talk. At times, when students 

responded incorrectly, teacher himself interrupted for receiving correct 

responses without giving wait time e.g. 
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Teacher: We make a change in tense to change a direct into an 

indirect form. Can    you tell any change related with tense in the 

reported speech? 

Student: Present tense changes into the past… (Teacher interrupts) 

Teacher: Give complete detail… there are four types of past tense… 

Student: Past indefinite changes into past perfect tense… (Teacher 

interrupts) 

Teacher: What will be the present tense related change? 

Student: Present tense will change into past tense… 

The overall findings contribute to understand the negative impact of 

teacher’s interruption to learners’ talk. Moreover, the teacher has used L1 in 

the lesson. It is against the requirement of target language input. Thus, 

teachers should be informed about the increase in target language input and 

improvement in teaching practices. They should be informed about extended 

learners’ turn, less teacher interruption and most importantly increased wait-

time (here wait-time is needed to minimize interruptions). 

For further enhancement of the quality of TT, certain guidelines 

might be followed e.g.: TT should influence to develop learners’ reasoning 

(Mercer, 2010); and attract and engage them in active teaching-learning 

process (Trisnawati, 2014). To reduce TT amount and enhance its quality 

certain measures have been proposed e.g.: involving the learners in group/pair 

work (Paul, 2003; Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Willis, 1990); response and 

elicitation management (Chaudron, 1988; Van Lier, 2001); giving the 

learners enough wait time after elicitation (Richards & Lockhart, 1994); 

clarifying expectations and instruction (Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986); 

allocating teacher-student interactions in the classroom to make listening a 

meaningful impetus to target language acquisition (Allwright, 1981; Paul, 

2003; Willis, 1990); error correction management (Allwright & Bailey, 1991; 

Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Willis, 1990); adopting person-centered 

approach towards classroom management which assures shared-leadership, 

community development, and balance between teachers’ as well as learners’ 

needs (Rogers & Freiberg, 1994); following intrinsic motivation principle i.e. 

helping the learners discover language through actual use instead of telling 

them about the language (Choudhury, 2005); involving the learners in 

engage, study, and activate (ESA) phases (Harmer, 2007); utilizing learner-

driven projects like problem-solving (Ripp, 2012); utilizing the features of 

Paideia model i.e. text selection, questioning strategy, and constant 

assessment of listening and speaking skills (Billings & Roberts, 2014); 

reducing teachers’ frontal work by limiting their role to that of a guide or 

monitor (Ellis, 1994); and adopting learner-centered approach 

(Kostadinovska-Stojchevska & Popovikj, 2019). 
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Conclusion 

TT consumed most of the classroom time i.e. 80.1 percent. In 

contrast the learners were given only 19.9 percent of the overall classroom 

talk. This amount forms less than even one fourth of the overall classroom 

talk time and is seen less than the time reported by the previous studies. Such 

a high amount of TT is neither seen as good nor bad. In fact, there is clear 

divide among the experts on this issue. If one group of experts argues in 

favour of increasing the amount of ST to enhance language acquisition, 

another group strongly opposes the decrease in the amount of TT on the 

ground that TT provides target language input. Keeping it in view, the study 

cannot decide about the decrease or increase TT. Instead, it proposes to create 

a right balance between the both to ensure a symmetrical teacher-student, 

student-teacher, and student-student language practice. 

Convergent questions were observed, being asked by the teacher in 

the classroom, in maximum percentage (i.e. 89). In contrast the divergent 

questions were noticed being 11 percent only. Again, there is a huge 

difference between the percentages of the both types of questions, and these 

results too, align with the results reported in previous studies. Wait-time or 

extension in wait-time did not seem of any use to the students. Students 

answered some of the questions even without any wait-time, and some of the 

questions were not answered even with wait-time extension. The reason was 

that the teacher frequently asked content-based closed questions to check 

learners’ previous knowledge. Being empty, they could not answer even with 

the help of wait-time extension. Similar questions were asked after the 

instruction was complete. The learners answered all of the questions. The 

reason was that they had been provided with the information related to those 

questions during the lesson. Therefore, they did not need any wait-time. The 

study goes neither against nor in favour of the use of any single question type. 

Rather, it proposes the skillful use of CQs to help the learners review learning 

material or plan foundation for more exploration, and DQs to direct 

classroom talk to engage learners’ intentions and resources into classroom 

talk. 

Instead of being facilitative to EFL learning process, TT has been 

observed being obstructive. High amount of TT, frequent use of content 

based closed questions, and teachers’ interruptions hindered the teacher-

student, student-teacher, and student-student interaction and negotiation in the 

classroom. This type of TT appeared to dominate the classroom which meant 

to support IRF pattern. In addition, it was seen as having a negative impact on 

learning process. The study proposes to enhance the quality of TT in the light 

of given guidelines. 
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