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1. Introduction 

Learning is not only an individual process but also a social process [1]. A meaningful learning 
occurs when individuals are engaged in social activities. This emphasizes the important role of others 
in the knowledge construction process [2]. In classroom settings, this theory confirms that meaningful 
learning might take place when teachers and students are tightly bound in some teaching activities. 
The activities are concerned with how they involve and interact to construct knowledge. As one of the 
communities where teachers and students are engaged with social process, classroom is a place where 
questioning serves a primary role to facilitate knowledge construction in question. In this regard, to 
make individuals deeply engaged and fully understand what to learn, both theories and practices, the 
questions should be uttered by both teacher and students their interactions. As such, the theories dealt 
with the nature of questioning while practices are concerned with techniques and ways of its 
employments during the interactions in the classroom.  
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 As the most prominent features uttered by EFL teachers in classroom 
interactions, questioning plays important roles to invite student 
responses. This study was an attempt to analyze questioning practice 
employed by EFL teachers in terms of ways or strategies namely 
contingency, convergence-divergence, and syntactical form in their 
interactions with students. Data were gathered from four purposefully 
chosen English teachers’ questions employed during their interactions 
with students at a larger corpus project of UMSpEAKs (Universitas 
Negeri Malang Spoken English in Academic Contexts), thus, transcribed 
and analyzed following the principle of Conversation Analysis (CA). The 
Conversation Analysis revealed that the contingent questions differently 
appeared for each teacher. The most question type used to be contingent 
was a clarification. Besides, the teacher questions were mainly 
convergent and divergent by means of display questions that consistently 
evolved student contributions and enlarge the talks. Meanwhile, the most 
frequently occurring question- syntactical form was W-h questions and 
followed by yes-no question forms. The W-h questions having more 
syntactically complex utterances than yes/no questions were powerful 
and would prompt more students’ responses. Meanwhile, yes/no 
questions were posed when the teachers felt that students have difficulty 
in answering or understanding the W-h and how/what about questions 
and invited short responses. Thus, contingency, convergence-divergence, 
and syntactical form that was differently constructed following the 
commodity exchange in the classroom discourse were very beneficial to 
invite student responses, discursively carry functions, and extend the 
classroom discourse.  
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EFL classroom teaching is one of the communities where knowledge construction takes place 
through the questioning act. It shapes type, scope, and quality of language learning and knowledge 
construction likely to occur. This verbal interaction is claimed as the frontline practice employed by 
both the teachers and learners during the teaching process [3], [4]. Although teaching activities, tasks, 
media, learning materials, and assignments might affect learning experiences, expectations for learner 
outcomes are routinely influenced by teacher questions [2]. Saying it differently, the talk occurs 
between a teacher and learners largely involves verbal interactions of questions and answers. In the 
meantime, Hill revealed that teachers at all education levels used their time more (two-thirds) on 
questioning activities [5]. The teacher cannot avoid using questions because it is very essential in 
developing a better learning process and is a key indicator of classroom interaction’s intention and 
expectation [6]. In this regard, the questioning act is the most prominent feature and is the most basic 
technique employed in classroom interactions. The teacher questions are ways to shape the type of 
talks, mediate the learning of language and content, and trigger learners' contributions occurring in 
the classroom. 

While it is regarded as the most routinely verbal interaction, the teacher might deviate from the 
nature of questioning itself. Boyd and Rubin noted that although teachers mostly engaged with various 
features of effective teacher-student dialogue, in which questioning is employed, the focus was more 
on the types and forms of question [7]. Along with the focus in question, some studies have found that 
display questions are regarded as simple in terms of provoking students' thinking process and yet are 
beneficial to check students' learning.  Meanwhile, students’ responses are restricted as they are given 
low-order thinking questions. On the other way around, high level questions facilitate more responses 
from students as they provoke high-order thinking level [2], [5], [8]–[12]. Since types of questions 
and thinking level are important aspects, teachers should be critical, resourceful and be sensitive for 
the response in their actual practices of questioning [13]–[24]. Likely, in Indonesian context, the 
studies have revealed that there is a tendency that teachers still enact the types of questions such as 
display and referential questions as the most strategy of scaffolding students' responses [25]–[27]. In 
addition, high and low order questions have been acknowledged to differently provoke students 
thinking level [28]. These findings have indicated that questioning types and complexity levels have 
been acknowledged as a lucid and robust aspect of determining students' response and thinking level. 

However, questioning activity in classroom interactions does not deal only with the typology, 
students thinking level as highlighted by the mentioned previous studies, but also with the strategy 
used.  As questioning has been argued as one of the most prominent features in classroom interactions 
[29], teachers’ ways of questioning are required. As such, the responses generated from questioning 
types and its complexity level, help teachers realign their questioning strategy in response to the needs 
of students  [30].  Meanwhile, different ways of questioning are necessary for being effective 
scaffolding tools and valuable inputs for students [8], [31]–[34]. This implicitly means that the choice 
of questioning types should facilitate students’ learning and reflect the teacher's way to provide 
knowledge during teaching. Therefore, this study wants to examine the ways of teacher questioning 
activity employed by Indonesian EFL teachers in their interactions with the students of EFL classroom 
setting. 

The agreement of Bloom and over 30 educators and psychologists to classify educational 
objectives in order to provide insights into curriculum development, learning and assessment in the 
mid-20th century was the appearance of a questioning framework. The agreement was that teachers 
should be able to discern the students' changes in their learning experiences. The best way to 
understand if changes have occurred is to evaluate the outcome as assessed by particular student 
behaviours. Bloom argued that this classification system would be beneficial and offer educators with 
operational definitions of hierarchical thinking process (knowledge, comprehension, application, 
analysis, and evaluation) that could be observed and subsequently, assessed by teachers, most logically 
by questions [1]. 

In the meantime, social constructivist learning theory as coined by Vygotsky claimed that learning 
is not always an individual process but a social process in which knowledge construction may occur, 
[2]. In this case, learning does not solely take place within the individual and is more meaningful if it 
takes place when individuals are engaged in social activities. The activities are concerned with how 
an individual involves and interacts in a certain community where knowledge construction occurred. 
With respect to the community, the language classroom is regarded as one of the communities where 
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individuals can learn and get knowledge through activities and classroom talks during teaching and 
learning. Both activities and classroom talk, are beneficial for scope, quality of learning, and 
knowledge construction. As such, they are mostly facilitated by verbal interactions between teachers 
and students. The teacher talks affect the types of talks that come about in a classroom. Meanwhile, 
student responses are helpful to mediate the learning of language and content, and ways teachers 
attract and drive students' contribution. 

 Regarding the classroom talk, Farrell & Mom found that 60 % of the total time used by the 
teachers in classroom interactions makes use of questioning act [35]. This means that the act of 
questioning is the most common and prominent feature of classroom interactions and the most basic 
technique of teacher talks to stimulate student thinking, involvement, and language production., [5], 
[8], [36]. Although task types, learning activities, textbooks and other media influence learning 
experiences and learner outcomes are always affected by teacher questioning behavior [2]. Thus, 
questioning is a principal indicator of classroom goals and expectations. Along with this line of 
argument, teachers’ questioning has been regarded as an influential teaching act in classroom 
interactions. It is the most fundamental and the most discourse choice move teachers can use to ease 
students' participation and learning in the classroom. Through the use of effective questioning, 
students are helped to expand their knowledge and evolve thinking skills [6], [7], [37]. In addition, 
the questions posed in classroom interactions might extend classroom dialogue and trigger student 
participation. Well-constructed questions can stimulate students' thinking, language production, topic 
comprehension, and critical thinking and might be of benefit to assess learners' knowledge [5], [38]. 
Thus, having a good questioning is definitely required and is regarded as part of teaching skills. The 
skill of asking questions is concerned with question types along with ways to employ them.  

Pushing the relation of questioning and students response further, there is a relation between 
variety of questions types, techniques follow-up questions, and patterns of questioning employed by 
the teachers in classroom interactions [17], [18].  Other studies put forward the types of questions and 
students’ wait time to respond. In this respect, teachers should be critical in providing a good question, 
wait-time strategy and response sensitivity [11], [16], [24]. This makes sense as the impact of 
questions results not from whether the teacher knows the answer, but from how students interpret the 
teacher's intention behind the questions [39]. The previous research findings have shown that as 
teacher predominantly asks low order questions, wait-time is unnecessarily offered since quick 
responses are possibly provided [1], [2], [11]. 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. These findings have been corroborated by other studies arguing that display questions 
require few cognitive demands and invite short responses and referential questions usually evoke more 
responses and invite students to contribute something new to the class interactions [8], [9], [38]. Yet, 
aside from the types and levels, there is a need to consider the teachers’ strategies in questioning. As 
such, the strategies should be employed in such a way that they can invite student responses. Thus, 
questions and responses are vital elements of classroom discourse. More importantly, students' 
responses should reflect how teachers' questions (strategies) are employed during the interactions. 

2. Method 

Since the topic in question is to enquire about the case of questioning in teacher-student 
interactions, the study requires the use of a descriptive qualitative paradigm employing a corpus study 
method. This present study is part of a larger corpus project of UMSpEAKs (Universitas Negeri 
Malang Spoken English in Academic Kontexts). Considering the nature of classroom communication, 
the most expected to be potential participants were the four English teachers along with their classes 
who were were selected voluntarily. To gain the data, they were observed and recorded once during 
their interactions with the students. Additionally, the classes were designed to provide students with 
English skills, content and dialogic interactions supporting them to practice and say more in English.  

Following the principles of Conversation Analysis (CA the observed classroom interactions were 
transcribed within the conversation analysis convention which for the most part were adapted from 
Jefferson 1984 [18] by considering the classroom mainstream of IRE/F interactions pattern. 
Subsequently, data were analysed in terms of teachers’ types and ways of questioning covering 
contingency, convergence-divergence, and syntactic form employed during the interactions. In order 
to counteract some of the feasible prejudices and attitudes built-in in this research study, the data were 
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triangulated. The data attained from observations were compared with the data obtained from 
reflective analysis of field notes and recording. Ultimately, for the sake of final analysis, all evidence 
was carefully cross-checked or verified to each other.  

3. Results and Discussion 

Questioning affects the way information is shaped. Since question serves multi-functions, verbal 
forms alone are insufficient to interpret what lies behind it. It should be partly dependent on context 
governing social relationships and the teachers' ways of employing it during the interactions. As it has 
been highlighted in the methodology section, to examine the teacher ways in employing questions, 
contingency, convergence-divergence, and syntactic form were respectively noted. Contingent 
question is a question dealing with three or more preceding utterances. Table 1 indicates that the 
contingent question that differently appeared for each teacher. 

Table 1.  Contingency of Questions 

a. Note: D: Display; R: Referential; C: Clarification;  R: Request; T: Total; T1: Teacher 1, T2: teacher 2; T3: Teacher 3; T4: Teacher 4; 
T5: Con: Contingency 

 

Although question types as previously shown in Table 1 confirms that all the four types occupied 
in all the teachers' interactions, they were not definitely contingent. This confirms that each teacher 
had different classroom discourse moves reflecting the occurrence of contingent questions. 
Furthermore, the data (Table 1) show that the most frequent question type that was contingent was a 
clarification and followed by display questions. It is natural and makes sense that clarification is tightly 
contingent as it associated with the preceding utterances.  

Table 2.  Convergence and Divergence  

b. Note: D: Display; R: Referential; C: Clarification;  R: Request; T1: Teacher 1, T2: teacher 2;  T3: Teacher 3; T4: Teacher 4; C: 
Convergence; Div: Divergence 

 

Meanwhile, the display question needs to put to the point and might be a prickly issue of discussion 

in classroom discourse. In this respect, all the teachers set their classroom discourse by means of 

display questions in that dialogic exchange occurred. Although the type differently appeared in each 

teacher, it was, indeed, logical consequences of three or more conversation exchanges. Thus, the 

distinguishing characteristic of teacher questions that extended student talk and built a possible pattern 

of interactions was regarded to be their contingency on previous student utterances rather than whether 

they were open-ended or inquired about known information. In addition to noting whether a question 

Type 

Participants 

T1 T2 T3 T4 

T Con T Con T Con T Con T 

D 286 280 

(98%) 

68 63 (93% 125 103 (82%) 25 22 (88%) 111 

Ref 25 23 

(92%) 

49 10 (20%) 52 24 (46%) 2 - 16 

C 9 9 

(100%) 

10 10 (100%) 43 43 (100%) 6 6 (100%) 23 

Req 5 3 (60%) 5 2 (40%) 16 13 (81%) 5 2 (40%) 6 

Type 

Convergence 

T1 T2 T3 T4 

T C T C T C T C 

D 286 279 (97%) 68 61 (90%) 125 96 (77%) 25 21 (84%) 

Ref 25 21 (84%) 49 37 (76%) 52 42 (81%) 2 2 (100%) 

C 9 9 (100%) 10 10 (100%) 43 43 (100%) 6 6 (100%) 

Req 5 3 (60%) 5 3 (60%) 16 13 (81%) 5 5 (100%) 

Divergence 
Type T1 Div T2 Div T3 Div T4 Div 

D 286 7 (3%) 68 7 (10%) 125 29 (23%) 25 4 (16%) 

Ref 25 4 (16%) 49 12 (24%) 52 10 (19%) 2 - 

C 9 - 10 - 43 - 6 - 

Req 5 2 (40%) 5 2 (40%) 16 3 (19 %) 3 - 



128 International Journal of Education and Learning  ISSN 2684-9240 

Vol. 3, No. 2, August 2021, pp. 124-134 

 

 Hieronimus Canggung Darong (Questioning practice in EFL classrrom interactions …) 

 

was contingent on previous contributions, coding for convergence - divergence was necessarily done 

to discern the teachers’ ways of questioning. 
Although teachers display questions consistently evolved and narrowed in on student 

contributions, the expectation that other teacher question types built upon and extended scope of 
discourse was fulfilled with differing degrees of consistency. Surprisingly, referential questions that 
should occur more in discussion lessons where more extended answers would be expected was absent 
in T4. In the meantime, the clarification question was similar in that it was absent in some teachers. 
As such both happened due to the discourse moves occurring in the class.  

By and large, Table 2 confirms that teacher questions were mostly convergent in all participants. 
This is due to the fact the most question type that frequently posed by the teachers was display question 
functioning to check students’ understanding. Although divergence questions occurred less, they were 
very useful to extend the talks. They were posed as the teachers enlarged the discussion and yet, 
referring still on students' previous contributions. The teachers posed questions intentionally to invite 
student responses which opened up on an aspect of what was being talked. Thus, convergence and 
divergence resulted from the teachers' contingent questions. 

Regardless of noting the contingency and convergence-divergence, the analysis of teachers’ ways 
in employing questions includes the consideration of the syntactic form of the teachers’ questions.  

Table 3.  Syntactic Form 

c. Note: T: Type; D: Display; R: Referential; C: Clarification;  R: Request F: Form; Y/N: Yes/No question, W-H: W-H Question; D/FP: 
Declarative with final raise phrase; H/W about: How/what about question; TQ: Tag question; T1: Teacher 1, T2: teacher 2; T3: 

Teacher 3; T4: Teacher 4; N: Total number per form; TN: Total number of form per question type; TN 1-4: Total number for all 
the teachers. 

 

An analytical look at the four transcripts showed that the long student response in this study 
occurred as W-h questions raised rather than yes/no ones. In addition, the high use of this form may 
be accounted for the degree of the formality and familiarity of the discourse. They were used for 
purposes of garnering knowledge about topics unfamiliar to teachers which in fact, were beneficial to 
enlarge or to extend the classroom discourse exchanges. Further, they also positively affect students' 
language ability by providing them grammatical structures in which new information is acquired. 
Meanwhile, the high use of yes/no questions may be justified by the reality that such questions 

No T F T1  T2  T3  T4  TN1-4 

   N % N % N % N %  

1 D Y/N 68 24 3 4 25 20 8 32 104 

  W-H 155 54 25 37 58 47 10 40 248 

  D/FP 52 18 40 59 33 26 7 28 132 

  H/W about 11 4 - - 9 7 - - 20 

  TQ - - - - - - - - - 

  TN 286 100 68 100 125 100 25 100 504 

2 R Y/N 19 76 19 39 18 34 - - 56 

  W-H 6 24 20 41 28 54 2 100 56 

  D/FP - - 9 18 6 12 - - 15 

  H/W about - - 1 2 -  - - 1 

  TQ - - - - - - - - - 

  TN 25 100 49 100 52 100 2 100 128 

3 C Y/N - - 2 20 6 14 1 17 9 

  W-H - - 1 10 1 2 - - 2 

  D/FP 9 100 7 70 36 84 5 83 57 

  H/W about   - - -  - -  

  TQ - - - - - - - - - 

  TN 9 100 10 100 43 100 6 100 68 

4 Req Y/N 2 40 3 60 13 81 3 60 21 

  W-H 1 20 1 20 - - - - 2 

  D/FP 2 40 1 20 2 13 2 40 7 

  H/W about - - - - 1 6 - - 1 

  TQ - - - - - - - - - 

  TN 5 100 5 100 16 100 5 100 31 

           731 
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frequently seek simple student acceptance or even acknowledgment, attach attentiveness on a point in 
the conversation or interactively connect the teachers and the students. In this regard, yes/no questions 
are suitable for this, since responses to them required little in the way of new information given and 
were often themselves left no responses. 

As questioning has been argued as one of the most prominent features in classroom interactions, a 
strategy is required  [29]. The strategy deals with the way teacher selects the types and employs the 
questions.  In response to the learners' needs, there is a close relation between questioning strategy, 
learning achievement, and the real practice of teaching and learning. Further, the relation strongly 
confirms that responses generated from questioning types, help teachers realign their teaching [30]. 
This implicitly means that the choice along with teacher ways of questioning facilitates learner’s 
responses and learning attainment. Different ways of questioning are necessarily employed in such a 
way to carry the proper functions for language learners [5], [8], [36]. Data in Table 1 deal with an 
account of questions to be contingent responding to students' previous utterances. As such, contingent 
questions are the teacher responses wherein the content and often the form rely in some ways on the 
students' previous utterances and that their topics are co-referential with that of the preceding 
contribution. As noted by [31], [40], responding contingently to a co-participant should properly 
match and link, both form and content, with the previous utterances. Then, contingency relates to and 
appears closely to the immediately preceding utterance, carrying new information depending on the 
content and form. 

In addition, the data indicate that those contingent questions differently appeared for each teacher. 
The most question type used to be contingent was a clarification. As the name suggests, the type refers 
to previous utterances to initiate a new topical idea or get back to a previous topical idea. In this 
respect, in terms of content, it might be referring to prior content or something stated in previous 
student contributions for which new proposition is uttered referring to its natural placement in 
interactions. And yet, it is disregarded as a clarification. Unlikely, the appearance of display questions 
shows something different. The transcript showed that when the talk was mainly text-based, display 
questions were securely contingent. In this case, the display questions are regarded as more directive 
and aim to elicit certain features or further, evolve the logic of thought. They were facilitating higher-
level thinking in that they prompt the students to further vocalize or defend his or her contributions. 
The teachers kept pushing the students to give more information until they were able to launch 
themselves into an elaborated response by providing them back his or her own words, often rephrased 
or restated or clarified semantically for the student to respond. Pushing students to elaborate and 
produce the response is the function of these contingent display questions. Thus, teacher questions 
were in dialogue with and consequently contingent on students' contributions, discourse conditions, 
the scope and purposes of the immediate lesson, and building classroom norms and expectations. 

In addition to noting whether a question was contingent on previous contributions, coding for 
convergence divergence was necessarily done to see whether teachers questions were raised to 
broaden the extent of the discourse (the response is not settled) or pinpoint a particular aspect (hoping 
for a specific, precise response). Data in Table 2 share the distribution of convergent and divergent 
questions. The table in question (Table 2) confirms that teacher questions were mainly convergent in 
all participants. Although, teacher display questions consistently evolved and narrowed in on student 
contributions, the expectation that teacher referential and request questions built upon, and extended 
scope of discourse was fulfilled with differing degrees of consistency. This might occur as the move 
of discourse or classroom talk, students' responses and many other aspects related to classroom talk. 
As to the data, they were frequently different, and yet they were constructed in such a way that they 
would enlarge the talks, despite the fact, still homed in on the topic. In this regard, when the talk was 
text-based, display questions were employed to broaden the talk half of the time. However, when the 
talk was text inspired, weaving external aspects, referential questions broadened the scope of talk and 
subsequently enlarged the discourse most of the time. 

The data also confirmed that all participants posed more on display questions than other types. 
This happened as a great number of display questions posed by the teachers mainly functioned as 
confirmation of what had been explained in advance. In this respect, when the talk was mostly home 
in on text or topic being discussed, the questions were automatically convergent. Unlikely, the 
convergence by means of referential questions, took place as the teacher facilitated students to 
elaborate the topic being talked. The teachers allowed a range of responses and invited students to 
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contribute something new to the class interactions. This holds the potential condition to manage the 
scope of the discourse. Although questions for which the teachers had no answer, the teachers valued 
their ability to broaden discourse to newly contribute something to the class interactions. Beyond the 
teacher’s agenda, these questions, thus, have the potential to shape the area of talks. Like contingency, 
clarification requests remained tightly convergent in all cases found in the discourse. This was due to 
the fact that the questions dealt with seeking to bring about an explanation or redefinition of preceding 
contribution. Although request questions were posed to have students performing certain actions, they 
were, in fact, tightly convergent as they home in on the aspect being talked. So, with a different degree, 
they were convergent to the topic being discussed. 

Different from convergence questions occupying a great number of interactions, the divergence 
questions appeared less. Yet, the teachers were able to lead the students to have higher-level thinking 
by changing the discourse. The teachers opened on an aspect of what is being discussed. In the 
meantime, referential questions were proven as the most employed for each teacher (except T4). As 
previously stated, since the nature of clarification type definitely associates with convergent questions 
resulting from its contingency, it is not divergent at all. Lastly, although the request type (except T 4) 
required the students to perform an action as its perlocutionary, for certain circumstances, it is 
divergent following the topic being discussed.  The following extract (from T1's interactions) shows 
the contingency and convergence-divergence of the teacher's questions. 

T : Look at your example. Which option should be deleted? 

S : B 

T : Do you think I could delete D? Does it fit to authentic assessment? 

S : No.. only A 

T : A or B?↓ ( ) 

S : D 

T : D ↑Really? 

S : yes. 

T : What about the other? Does it make sense? 

S : A and B 

T : Good. A and B. .. How many do you have to have here? 

S : four 

T : What about the supporting sentence? Can you open your book? 
 

The extract indicates that the teacher posed contingency questions mostly through clarification and 
display questions. The teacher clarified students' previous contributions or some preceding utterances. 
This extended the talk as the teacher provoked them by responding to student's responses by means 
of restating or rephrasing as the feedbacks. In the meantime, some questions were regarded as 
convergent as the teacher homes in on an aspect of what is being discussed (the option to delete) 
through the question "what about the other?", “does it make sense? and divergent questions that open 
up an aspect of what is being discussed such as "how many do you have here?", "what about the 
supporting sentence?" and "can you open your book?" These convergence-divergence questions, thus, 
would enlarge the scope of discussion or classroom discourse.  

To make it more specific, the analysis above provides three kinds of conversational actions 
constituting a question contingent on previous student contributions. First, formulating previous 
student contributions by repeating, paraphrasing, or summarizing the previous and to a certain extent, 
could be transforming the previous students' original ideas. Second, questioning and taking account 
of (dis)agreement with student ideas providing an implicit reason for holding up or opposing student 
ideas or viewpoints. Instead of saying such as acknowledgment tokens like "mm"), disagreement 
tokens like "no or not", and formulaic responses such as, that's not great", "good" alone, the teacher 
posed questions which semantically referred to those as such. As noted by [21], [31], [33],  forms are 
not regarded to be inadequate responses to co-participants to have mutual exchange during the 
interactions.  The third is extending previous students' ideas. In this case, the teacher developed 
previous students' ideas by providing other convergent (How many do you have here? and what about 
the supporting sentence? and divergent question (can you open your book?) 
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Thus, contingency and convergence-divergence of questions were beneficial to extend the talk, 
enlarge the classroom discourse and reflect the teacher's ways to discursively construct the classroom 
talk. In this study, teachers' questions provide a collective, reciprocal, purposeful, cumulative, 
continuing contextual framework to provoke students' involvement along with the new knowledge 
they are encountering, in a large part, by contingent, convergent-divergent nature of questioning. 
These findings agree on [7], [8] and [21] suggesting that contingency on previous speaker contribution 
as a feature of interactional competence should be taken into account by the teachers. The students 
might construct a contingent response as the teachers were able to respond to the student(s) response(s) 
by giving proper questions. However, as noted by [41], regardless of the linguistic complexity and 
syntactical complexity, convergence- divergence questions were of benefit to promote the 
enlargement of classroom discourse and indirectly provoke students' thinking level. This means that 
contingency and convergence-divergence are insufficient to see the teacher question in classroom 
discourse. The syntactic form is still another aspect to examine. 

Regarding the syntactic form, as shown in Table 3, it is interesting to see the relative proportion of 
the different syntactic types along with question types varying among the four teachers. There was a 
relative proportion of the different syntactic forms of questions varied among the four teachers. The 
most frequently occurring question- form for display question was W-h questions form and followed 
by yes-no question forms. The W-h questions were powerful because they would prompt longer and 
more syntactically complex utterances than yes/no questions. Meanwhile, yes/no questions were 
posed when the teachers felt that students have difficulty in answering or understanding the W-h and 
how/what about questions being asked. In the meantime, the use of other forms in other question types 
was beneficial to push the students to engage more in negotiation, provoke and facilitate responses as 
expected in W-h questions. The usefulness and simplicity of yes/no questions and declarative with the 
final raise in instruction should not be ignored. Like the display question, the four teachers used these 
two forms to elicit short answers, confirm information, and engage the slow learners and to trigger 
students' comprehension and understanding when they failed to answer W-h and how/about questions. 
As such, those forms are of great importance to invite student responses, involve them actively in the 
process of interactions and could extend the talks. 

Saying it differently, Table 3 shows that there was a tendency for teachers to pose more W-h 
questions forms to employ their display questions. This finding was not surprising because the 
classroom is the most important setting for using W-h questions and teachers utilized them to expand 
learners' knowledge, and actively engage students in classroom sessions. At the same time, other forms 
such as yes-no and declarative with final raise (not definitely request type) were posed when they felt 
that students encounter difficulty in answering or understanding the W-h and how/what about 
questions being asked. This mirrors the findings of [13], [14], [18], [20]–[24], [39], [42] revealing that 
questions might be more effective if they met syntactical and linguistic complexity in their use. Then, 
different from other types, the use of yes-no and declarative final raise form were mostly in request 
type and have the students to perform an action as the perlocutionary force of the questions. In this 
regard, the type and syntax of questions should be considered in questioning. Although, to some extent 
and more often, they are determined by many factors such as teaching goals, content and students' 
background and knowledge, both are beneficial and influential to invite students' response. And yet, 
learning expectations might deviate from the course. 

By and large, the most syntactical form of questions appeared was W-h questions. All the teachers 
employed this form at most. Employing Wh-questions might embody the development of the 
students’ vocabulary and verbal reasoning skills, thus, force them to articulate in more complex 
responses [42]. Yet, more significant than the proposed explanations for the findings shown here, is 
that the evidence providing for the existence of form/function mappings of questions. To support [14], 
[42] [23], and [15] noting that the teachers embodied particular syntactic forms more often than others 
depending on the pragmatic and/or social function, this present study has shown evidence the teachers 
used particular syntactic forms with a consideration of both pragmatic and/or social function of their 
questions and their eligibility in the structure of conservation (discourse moves). In this regard, the 
syntactical form of questions might be regarded as the way to carry a particular function or 
illocutionary act of questioning following the classroom interactions moves. Thus, teachers’ ways of 
questioning can be realized by employing a particular syntactical form which can facilitate various 
questioning functions. As such, the forms should be constructed in such a way that they, naturally, go 
with the structure of interactions. 
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4. Conclusion 

Different ways of questioning indicate the functions thereby, the responses. Ways of questioning 
are strategies for conveying certain kinds of intentions during teacher-students interactions. This 
implicitly means that questions were examined not only on its typology but also on contingency and 
convergence-divergence. Both are the teacher ways or strategies to invite student response, thereby 
extend the talks by relating questions to, both semantic and form of the previous student contributions 
and homing in on and opening up an aspect of what is being talked by repeating, paraphrasing, 
transforming, questioning, contesting, and extending student previous ideas by which questioning 
types were utilized in context. Meanwhile, different functions of questions are not only determined by 
different types of questions but also are determined by different question syntactical forms. What 
unites questions as a linguistic class has to do with their syntactic form and their placement such as 
contingency, convergence-divergence occurring in a particular discourse exchange. At this point, 
there is a correspondence between form and function. Therefore, the teacher questions were formed 
in such a way that they embodied particular functions. To say it differently, although a question had 
to be identified through its typology, classification of questions and the establishment of regular type 
itself routinely associate with syntactic form and functions. In the absence of both in question, there 
might be very difficult to uncover the classroom discourse moves. Employing a particular syntactical 
form is a way or strategy possessed by the teacher to make the questions more meaningful in carrying 
the functions. 
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