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Abstract 

As a crucial feature of assessment for learning (AfL), questioning technique plays an important part in student 
learning. In an AfL classroom, questioning technique is not merely a pedagogical tool to elicit evidence of 
students’ understanding but also a means to improve their understanding. Effective classroom questioning 
underpins AfL; However, research into AfL raises significant doubt about the efficiency of teachers’ questioning 
during AfL especially in Malaysian primary schools where AfL is still in its infancy. The current study 
illuminates the process of classroom questioning during AfL in a Malaysian primary school ESL context. This 
qualitative case study was conducted in a selected primary school around Selangor, Malaysia. Three ESL 
teachers teaching in the selected school took part in the study. In order to collect data, twenty periods of each 
teacher’s classroom were observed. Then, interview was conducted with each individual teacher. Interviews and 
observations were tape-recorded verbatim and transcribed for further analysis. The results indicated that the 
low-cognitive level of questioning techniques and strategies were utilized by the three teachers. Many findings 
of this study point to the fact that teachers are still practicing teacher-centered syllabus. The results of the current 
study showed that the traditional concept of questioning was maintained and classroom questioning did not seem 
to fulfill the promise of enhancing learner autonomy which is the focus of AfL. The students were not 
encouraged to ask questions and engage in self-reflection. Many of them were silent oftentimes during classroom 
questioning and questions were usually answered by a specific group of students or the teachers themselves. 
Recommendations were made based on the results of the study. 

Keywords: questioning technique, assessment for learning, ESL classrooms, student learning 

1. Introduction 

Students in an assessment for learning (AfL) classroom are exposed to the learning intentions at the very 
beginning of the learning and instruction process (Eisner, 2003; Haywood, Brown, & Wingenfeld, 1990). They 
learn about the learning intentions and criteria for success as well as the scaffoldings they receive to achieve 
success (Vygotsky, 1978). In an AfL context, learners play an important role in their learning process (Hilgers, 
Hussey, & Stitt-Bergh, 2000; Schön, 1995; Wang, 2010). They have continuous collaboration with their teacher 
and peer and consistently communicate their learning evidence with them. Therefore, they have an important 
part in assessing their own learning through self- and peer-assessment (Alexander, 2013; De Bruin & Van Gog, 
2012; Kostons, Van Gog, & Paas, 2012; Metcalfe, 2009; Wiliam, 2011). However, many research works 
established the evidence that students fail to monitor and evaluate their own performance especially their 
self-assessments (Dunlosky & Lipko, 2007; Dunlosky et al., 2002; Serra & Metcalfe, 2009; Thiede et al., 2009). 
But, there are instructional techniques that seem to improve accuracy such as training and using standards to 
assess performance by means of modeling to student (Kostons et al., 2012) and a standard description of 
expected answers by teachers (Butler & Winne, 1995; Lipko et al., 2009; Rawson & Dunlosky, 2007).  

When the criteria for success is established and students know what is expected of them, then in order to 
implement AfL effectively, teachers need to ask questions of their students to ensure their learning as well as 
their progress towards learning intentions. As a crucial feature of AfL, effective questioning technique plays an 
important part in student learning to enhance executive function ability to develop reasoning (Sachdeva,1996), 
challenge students’ beliefs and background knowledge (Petty, 1998), and strengthen their arguments and 
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propositions (James & Baldwin, 1997) depending on the types of questions being asked (Ramsden, 2003). It is 
however important for teachers to avoid factual (Lorsch & Ronkowski, 1982) but focus more on deep-learning 
level (Ramsden, 2003) type of questions. In an AfL classroom, questioning technique is not merely a 
pedagogical tool to elicit evidence of students’ understanding but also a means to improve their understanding 
(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2003). Minton (2005) for example suggests that “questioning does 
not come naturally to most people because novice teachers are used to thinking in terms of answers not 
questions” (p. 163). It needs to be stated at the outset that, Bloom’s (1956) cognitive domain criteria is useful for 
designing questions. 

Negative effects of poor rapport, peer and social pressure and closed ended questioning (see Fisher, Milne & 
Bull, 2011; Milne et al., 2010) need to be avoided by classroom teachers and best practices can result in higher- 
quality information gathered to assess students (Abbasnasab-Sardareh, & Saad, 2013; Memon, Meissner, & 
Fraser, 2011; Lamb, Orbach, Hershkowitz, Esplin, & Horowitz, 2007). According to Cotton (1983) questions 
asked by teachers can be lower cognitive questions that include closed, knowledge, factual and recall questions. 
This will require students to give short responses based on what they have learned previously and higher 
cognitive questions that are also referred to as referential, interpretive, evaluative and open-ended questions and 
require students to create their own answers and help them promote higher order thinking skills and teachers 
need to encourage them explicitly (Scoboria & Fisico, 2013). Studies have shown that questions teachers ask in 
the classroom are usually procedural and factual (Bartek, 2002; Brookfield, 1987; Myrick & Yonge, 2002; 
Sellappah et al., 1998). These questions do not help students increase autonomy (Choi, Land, & Turgeon, 2008; 
Cohen, 1994; Ismail & Alexander, 2005; King, 1994; King & Rosenshine, 1993; Rosenshine, Meister, & 
Chapman, 1996) nor do they fulfill the other functions of questioning such as motivating students to think, 
developing their reflections and interest and encouraging students to ask questions (Brown & Edmondson, 1985; 
Cooper, 2010).  

Black and Wiliam (1998) claimed that not all question types improve learning. They added that when they pose a 
question, teachers usually look for a specific answer. So, students’ future learning is inhibited and they lack 
opportunities to come up with their own answers. Teachers usually do not give students ample time to answer 
questions and they themselves respond to questions after a few seconds (Rowe, 1972). Research suggests that 
“good” or “rich” questions have the potential to diagnose students’ misunderstandings (Wiliam, 1999), plan 
teaching (Burns, 2005), and provide opportunities for learners with mixed abilities (Sullivan & Clarke, 1991). 
Wiliam (1999) described “rich questions” as questions that “reveal unintended conceptions” to provide a 
“window into thinking” (p. 16). He added that while these questions are difficult to construct, “they are essential 
as without them, there will be a number of students who manage to give all the right response, while having very 
different conceptions from those intended” (p. 16).  

According to Sullivan and Liburn (2004) good questions have 3 features: 

1) They require more than remembering a fact or reproducing a skill; 

2) Students can learn by answering the questions and the teacher learns about each student from the attempt, and; 

3) There may be several acceptable answers (p. 2). 

Burns (2005) asserted that AfL requires students to clarify their responses to assist teachers in determining the 
next step in teaching and learning. That is to say, the focus should be mainly on Socratic methods of questioning 
that probe thinking at deep level. Socratic questioning means applying certain kinds of questioning such as 
discussion, clarification and probing questions (Yang, Newby, & Bill, 2005). This kind of questioning is 
systematic, deep and focused on fundamental issues and concepts. 

Probing encourages student-generated responses when they are explaining or correcting their responses and 
increases students’ level of response (Cruickshank, Jenkins, & Metcalf, 2009). The premise underlying probing 
questions is to guide students towards important aspects of the topic. However, directing the same question to 
another student or rewording the question might have negative effects and may lead to confusion amongst 
students (Cruickshank et al., 2009). 

Students can also learn how to develop effective questions to improve their learning. Recently, students’ 
questioning has received more attention because questioning techniques engage learners in critical reasoning and 
problem solving. Graesser and Olde (2003) maintained that “questions are asked when individuals are 
confronted with obstacles to goals, anomalous events, contradictions, discrepancies, salient contrasts, obvious 
gaps in knowledge, expectation violations and decisions that require discrimination among equally attractive 
alternatives” (p. 525). Therefore, students’ questioning helps them to improve their thoughts and understanding 
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and promote autonomy in their learning processes (Watts, Alsop, Gould, & Walsh, 1997). 

To understand how classroom questioning techniques facilitate teaching and learning milieu, Rowe (1974) 
conducted a study in elementary science classrooms in the U.S. to explore classroom discourse. He concluded 
that the mean time teachers wait after posing a question was only 0.9 seconds, and if there was no answer from 
the learner, the intervening was again 0.9 seconds. Therefore, to use questioning technique meaningfully, the 
time period should also be a guideline for teachers so as to avoid incomprehensible learning inputs. 

Rowe (1974) argued that increasing wait time leads to the following changes in classroom discourse: 

1) More longer and comprehensive answers. 

2) More confident answers. 

3) Challenging and improving other students’ responses. 

4) Students’ failure to answer the question decreased. 

5) Students offered more alternative explanations. 

In other words, some of the failures in disseminating knowledge are not because of teachers’ failure to single out 
students’ comprehension but the way techniques are utilized and adopted is important as well. Confirming the 
finding of Rowe (1974), teachers in the KMOFAP project conducted by Black et al. (2003) found out that a wait 
time less than one second prevents students from participating in classroom discourse. Such a short wait time 
does not give students ample time to think and answer the questions. Teachers involved in KMOFAP projects 
agreed that they usually ask simple and closed questions requiring recall rather than deep thinking. 

Sun (2012) explored the impact of ESL teachers’ questioning techniques on teacher-learner interaction. In this 
survey, 73 students participated and two questionnaires (one on teacher and student interaction and the other on 
questioning techniques used by ESL teachers) were used for data collection. The results showed that students 
want their teachers to change their questioning strategies in order to develop a harmonious relationship between 
teacher and learners. The results also indicated that 2.6% of the students wish their teacher to make their wrong 
answers right, while 87.3% like their teacher to give them more time to think; 63.2% like to receive positive 
feedback even if they give the wrong answer; 78.4% responded that a specific group of students answer the 
questions, and 76.3% wish their teacher to give students of different ability levels the opportunity to answer 
questions. In sum, students desired an effective questioning environment to help them communicate with their 
teacher and answer the questions. 

Effective classroom questioning underpins AfL; However, research into AfL raises significant doubt about the 
efficiency of teachers’ questioning especially in Malaysian primary schools where AfL is still in its infancy 
(Black et al., 2003; Black & Wiliam, 1998a; Brown & Edmondson, 1985). Thus, the current study illuminates 
the process of classroom questioning during AfL in a Malaysian primary school ESL context. The results would 
help teachers and educators improve classroom questioning during AfL. 

2. Method 

In this study the researcher adopted the qualitative case study design to fully understand the phenomenon under 
investigation, collect rich data, and thoroughly answer the research questions. Merriam (1998) defines our 
approach well, “a case study design is employed to gain an in-depth understanding of the situation and meaning 
for those involved. This is consistent with other methodologist’s views (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003) because it 
promotes “understanding the dynamics present within single settings” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 533).The interest is 
in process rather than outcomes, in context rather than a specific variable, in discovery rather than confirmation” 
(p. 19). In other words, we need to view case studies as a powerful methodology that can be used in a rigorous, 
creative and wide-ranging variety of ways to advance education research. Unlike Yin (2003) who uses deductive 
positivism we adopt interpretivism approach (Denzin, 2001; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Schwandt, 2000; Stake, 
2005), in our data collection, analysis and interpretations.  

The unit of analysis can be defined as “a phenomenon of some sort occurring in a bounded context” (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994, p. 25). The selection of a single-case (Eisenhardt, 1989; Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004) was 
because they are unusually revelatory or extreme exemplars which are later revealed below. Also, we had deep 
access to the school and because the case offered a distinctive and extraordinary setting in which to observe the 
phenomenon under investigation. For data collection, the use of multiple data sources is justified which enhances 
our data credibility (Patton, 1990). Interviews from the primary data source in our single case study are a 
targeted, insightful and highly efficient means by which to collect rich, empirical data but we also admit that 
error which contaminates interview narratives especially in these retrospective narratives (Golden, 1992). 
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Therefore, the use of interviews and direct observations employed in this study is justified. 

2.1 Research Site and Participants 

This study took place in a selected government primary school around Selangor, Malaysia. The school was 
selected using purposive sampling strategy. The selected school is among top ten percent school in the state of 
Selangor, Malaysia. The school focuses on the AfL implementations in its plan and teachers were highly 
encouraged to use the assessment data to improve teaching and learning processes. It should be mentioned that 
during the data collection, the AfL was only implemented in primary One and Two, this study focuses on Year 
One and Year Two classrooms (Malaysia, 2010, Ministry of Education, 2012). This school had two Year One and 
two Year Two classes. Three ESL teachers one teaching two Year One classes (Year One A & B) and the other 
two teaching two Year Two classes (Year Two A & B) participated in this study. The teachers’ teaching tenure 
ranged from 8 to 10 years and they were willing to take part in the study. To protect the participating teachers’ 
anonymity, pseudonyms were used. The Year One teacher is refered to as Devi, the Year Two A teacher is named 
Irwan, and the Year Two B is refered to as Izyan. 

2.2 Data Collection and Analysis 

In order to collect data, twenty periods of each teacher’s classroom were observed. Then, interview was 
conducted with each individual teacher. Interviews and observations were tape-recorded and transcribed 
verbatim for further analysis. In the current study, the researcher applied Nvivo 10 software to analyze the data 
using the constant comparative method. In the first phase of data analysis that is called ‘open coding’ the 
researcher read through all the transcriptions to develop the codes. During the process of open coding, the data 
was broken apart in an analytical way which leads to a grounded conceptualization (Strauss, 1987). Many codes 
were developed in this phase. 

In the second stage which is axial coding, the researcher put the codes into conceptual categories and made 
relationship between subcategories and categories to make the data manageable. Then, in the third phase, the 
core categories that have emerged from the axial coding helped the researcher to refine the interview questions 
and gain more relevant data from interviews, observations and documents. However, as the analysis progressed, 
the initial codes were reclassified and the emergent themes were reformulated to find the final categories and 
summarize the data collected during 4 months in the selected school. 

3. Results and Discussion 

Formative assessment (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Daws & Singh, 1996; Gearhart et al., 2006; Pellegrino, 
Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001) is deemed critical components for effective instructions. Informal questioning 
(Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Black, 2009; Jordan & Putz, 2004; Moss, 2008), was a typical instructional 
and assessment strategy used by the participating teachers. The importance of our findings is that relative to 
formal formative assessment informal formative assessment, as shown by teachers’ analysis, usually went 
unrecorded (Ruiz-Primo & Furtak, 2006; 2007). Therefore, often times, informal formative assessment activities 
go unrecorded. However, our data showed that the teachers asked low-level cognitive questions and the main 
purpose of questioning was to check the students’ knowledge and understanding, therefore the pattern of “a 
normal, ubiquitous part of all social interaction” (Jordan & Putz, 2004, p. 346) revealed low-cognitive practices 
as can be seen during the in the Initiation, Response, Follow-up (IRF) (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) and Initiation, 
Response, Evaluation (IRE) (Mehan, 1979) instructional dialogues below (Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 
1966).  

For example, Irwan, Year Two A teacher, usually showed his students a picture and asked them “what are these?” 
or “What can you see in the picture?” The students had to think and recall knowledge from their memory to 
answer the question. In the same way, Devi, Year One A & B teacher mentioned that: 

When we ask questions students need to recall what they have learned previously to answer the questions. So, 
we ask simple questions related to their previous knowledge to see whether or not they are able to understand 
what we have taught (Devi, Interview). 

Therefore, by asking questions Devi triggered the students’ prior knowledge to see if they could recall 
information. For instance, when she was teaching the students the topic of “Earth detective” she asked questions 
about what she had taught them the day before in order to check whether they could remember what they have 
learned or not. 

Extract 1 

T: Now rule number two “turn off the tap after you wash your hands”. 
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Ss: Hands 

T: O.K first you turn on when you wash your hand. Then you use soap right? Do you still remember how to 
wash your hands? 

Ss: Yes 

Ss: No 

T: O.K step number one: wet your hands. Step number two 

S8: Soap 

T: Use soap. O.K step number three 

S8: You scrub the hands 

T: Scrub between your 

S8: Fingers 

T: Fingers. Then? 

S8: Rinse 

T: Scrub behind *your* hand. After that 

S8: Wash your hands 

T: Wash your hands. And lastly 

S8: Clean your hand or 

T: Wipe 

S3: Wipe your hand 

T: Wipe your hand using? Wipe your hands using? 

S8: Towel towel or tissue 

S5: Tissue 

Some Ss: Towel 

T: Using tissue or towel.  

The triadic dialogues (IRF and IRE; Lemke, 1990) are not intrinsically good or bad, rather it leaves the door 
open for productive dialogic interactions (Scott, Mortimer, & Aguiar, 2006). In the above dialogic interactions 
above, Devi was teaching the students some strategies for saving the planet earth. Then, in the next move 
(Bellack et al., 1966) she asked a question about the previous lesson to check the students’ knowledge. She 
addressed the question to the whole class but only a few students tried to respond and this thus making this 
dialoging less effective and monotonous knowledge acquisition (Chin, 2006; 2007; Scott et al., 2006). Izyan, 
Year Two B teacher, mentioned that “we ask questions to see how far the students have achieved” (Izyan, 
Interview). For example, after teaching the topic of ‘parts of the body” she asked the students to name the human 
body parts. So, the students needed to recall what they have learned to respond to the question. Knowledge 
questions are good to assess students’ ability to recall information but it is important to note that the key focus of 
AfL is to make students highly independent, therefore, teachers in an AfL classroom need to formulate strategic 
questions to make students reflect on their own learning and become the owners of their own learning.  

This has devoured from academic domain self-regulation (Hogan, 1997) and does not support students’ abilities 
to reason and reflect on their own learning (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999). Further, in line with Black et 
al. (2003), Black and Wiliam (1998), and Brown and Edmondson (1985), the results of this study revealed that 
the teachers lack knowledge and understanding to practice effective questioning techniques that would foster 
autonomy as a social construct in the classroom and therefore need more training in this regard. The teachers 
need to ask more strategic questions to help students formulate their own responses, interact with each other and 
develop autonomy (Duschl, 2003; Duschl & Osborne, 2002). Bell and Cowie (2001) proposed the assessment 
strategies cycles which can be followed in the classroom dialoging: collecting information, interpreting 
information, and acting-on/using the information collected and then clarify the learning expectations to the 
students (Ruiz-Primo et al., 2007; Sadler, 1989) to enhance quality and effectiveness of questioning. 

According to Vygotsky (1978) when more knowledgeable peers in the community of practice guide learners to 
expand their understanding of the tools within the community, learners improve expertise and adopt a more 



www.ccsenet.org/ies International Education Studies Vol. 7, No. 9; 2014 

166 
 

participatory role within that community. As Sadler (1989) put it “learners should be able to understand and 
control the doing while it is happening” (p. 1). These statements emphasize the importance of learners’ ability to 
monitor their own learning to improve autonomy which is the main focus of AfL. 

Izyan found out that the best way to make classroom questioning more effective is through the use of visual aids. 
She stated that: 

A good strategy to get the students motivated or to get them involved in classroom questioning is through using 
visual aids. If you use the television, just a simple slide show let’s say you have simple story and then you have 
pictures to go along with the story you use that and they are very attentive and when you ask questions 
everybody wants to get involved and they can ask themselves about the question. Everybody wants to answer so 
yeah the most effective way that I can relate to is through using the television, using pictures or maybe the power 
point presentation (Izyan, Interview). 

Izyan usually held language arts classes in the library because she could make use of the available facilities and 
teaching aids. At the beginning of a teaching session she took her students to the library and asked them to sit 
around the two big tables. Then she distributed a worksheet among the students that included pictures of some 
sea animals. Before giving instruction to the students on how to complete the task, Izyan started to show them 
the picture of sea animals and asked some questions. Extract 2 shows the dialogue between the teacher and the 
students. 

Extract 2 

T: Can dolphin live on land 

Sx: No 

T: Then what happens? 

S12: Dies 

T: What happens to Dolphin? 

S12: It needs water 

S6: Tak boleh nafas [Cannot breathe] 

T: Cannot breathe. 

In extract 2, the teacher was not asking high cognitive level questions and wanted the students to give specific 
answers to the questions. Moreover, since the students had previously learned the names of common sea animals, 
most of them were expected to answer the questions correctly. However, as can be seen in extract 2, only three 
students tried to answer the questions and the rest were silent. Overall, some students were always seen to be 
silent in the classroom.  

Izyan addressed the question to the whole class. Those who knew the answer responded to the questions 
immediately and other students were not provided with the opportunity to give an answer. It was also evident 
that the teacher had a specific answer in mind because when Sx and S12 tried to answer the question, the teacher 
did not approve or reject their responses. But when S6 provided the desired response, the teacher immediately 
approved the answer. 

Although the students were asked to work together, they did not have the opportunity to share the processes of 
learning ownership, collaborate with their peers and progress within the social safety of the peer culture. In fact, 
in an AfL classroom teachers need to give all students the opportunity to answer the questions so that they can 
improve expertise and become autonomous learners. 

Approaching the questions to the whole class may decrease students’ level of participation as indicated in extract 
2. A good strategy is to call student’s name for the answer and even if they give the wrong answer, guidance 
should be provided until they can give the correct answer with minimal assistance. 

It was observed that most of the time questions were instantly answered by good students or by the teachers 
themselves. Izyan mentioned that: 

Since my class is a mixed ability classroom, normally the very good one would answer first. I can say when I ask 
question, the very good one would answer first and the passive one would be quiet. You know sometimes we 
cannot be ambitious. As long as they get the knowledge we are satisfied. For good students we are ambitious we 
can give them so many input. For moderate and weak students we cannot be that ambitious so as long as they 
manage to obtain the learning objectives for that day it is ok and then we ask another student to answer (Izyan, 
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Interview).  

Izyan viewed that there was no need to call good students’ name to answer the questions because whenever they 
knew the answer they responded immediately without putting up their hands. She did not expect too much from 
weak students and stated that: 

Maybe they do not understand. When I call them and they give the wrong answer, I ask another student to 
respond to the question. Then I ask the weak student to repeat the correct answer. Although they do not know 
they can listen to their friend and repeat the answer (Izyan, Interview). 

Devi emphasized the importance of classroom questioning and explained that effective questions give us 
feedback on students’ learning. “When we ask question in the classroom students tend to talk. They should be 
able to think and give you an accurate answer so we can ensure their learning” (Devi, Interview). It was observed 
that most of the time only certain students answered the questions. 

Extract 3 

T: class what was the rule number four to save the earth? Do you remember? 

S8: Collect rain water to water the plants. 

T: O.K Eh in this class ada Angel seorang je ke? Yang lain mana? [Is Angel the only student in this class? 
Others?] 

Akif O.K tell me apa lagi peraturan lain Akif [Akif tell me another rule] 

S15: Turn off 

S9: Turn off the tap 

T: turn off the tap | Turn off the tap, OK? 

Akif who wants to help Akif 

S8: Yes, me 

T: Turn off the tap when we when are not what?  

S8: When we are brushing our teeth 

In extract 3, the teacher was asking the students to name the rules for saving the planet earth. Devi had taught 
them the rules at the beginning of the session. She asked the above question just to see if the students have 
learned the rules or not. As soon as the teacher posed the question S8 answered. S8 was an active and confident 
student who answered the teacher’s questions more often.  

In the next turn, the teacher invited the rest of the students to take an active role and respond to the question. But 
the students were observed to resist the teacher’s expectations for participation. For instance, she called one of 
the students (S15) to tell another rule for saving the earth. The student tried to answer but he could not remember 
the rule so the teacher asked other students to help S15 to respond to the question. But as always it was S8 who 
answered the question quickly. 

In extract 3, using questioning technique, Devi invited S15 to enter a more collaborative view of learning and 
encouraged him to extend identity towards a more central participant. However, she did not provide the student 
with guidance to direct him towards the answer and enough think time was not given so that the student could 
come up with the right answer and become a central participant. As extract 3 shows, S15 became less 
participatory and more peripheral when he could not give the full answer and the teacher directed the question to 
other students without waiting for him to give a complete answer to the question. 

It was observed that in Devi’s classrooms usually the students did not have enough time and opportunity to 
answer the questions. As Devi put it: 

most of the time I do not have enough time to wait because I need to finish the syllabus … depending on the time 
but sometimes we have to tell them the answer. Sometimes if a student gives me the wrong answer, I ask another 
student. When the student listens to the correct answer given by his/her friend then he knows he was wrong 
(Devi, Interview).  

Several times, the researcher observed that Devi answered the questions herself without waiting for the students 
to respond. For example, extract 4 shows that while teaching the story “the tiny thimble”, Devi asked the 
students to find a synonym for the word “tiny”. But when a student gave the wrong answer, she herself 
responded to the question without guiding the student to give the correct answer or asking another student to 
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give an answer. She rejected the answer given by S12 and provided the students with the correct answer. Yet, in 
an AfL classroom teachers should handle students’ wrong responses in order to increase the challenge and 
consequently the level of interaction among teacher-students and student-student in the classroom. The teacher 
could wait for the students to give possible responses to the questions and discuss among themselves to find the 
correct answer. 

Extract 4 

T: The tiny thimble 

Ss: The tiny thimble 

T: What is tiny? What is tiny? Who knows what is tiny? 

S12: Puteri [Princess] 

T: Puteri? No 

It is small. Tiny means small.  

Questioning is a form of social interaction (Tierney & Charland, 2007) and requires learners’ active participation 
(Rogoff, 1990). Yet, the data showed that the students had rarely an opportunity to actively take part in 
classroom questioning.  

Irwan accentuated the importance of questioning in fostering students’ active participation. “When I ask 
questions, I expect my students to speak up and try to answer it rather than to keep quiet in the classroom” 
(Irwan, Interview). Irwan wanted the students to actively participate and answer the questions. In extract 5, the 
students were doing an activity in the activity book. The teacher addressed the question to one of the students 
and asked him to match one of the sentences to picture number one. Right away after posing the question, some 
students tried to give the answer but the teacher asked them to remain silent and called a particular student to 
respond to the question. When Irwan called a certain student to answer the question, other students who wanted 
to answer became less participatory. Extract 5 shows that the teacher invited that particular student (S5) to extend 
his identity towards a more central participant, yet, when S5 gave the wrong answer, one of the most active 
students in the classroom (S11) answered the question. 

Extract 5 

T: O.K Faiz tell me which one is picture number one? 

Some students: Put the- 

T: I asked Faiz. I do not ask others. Faiz which one is number one? 

S5: The machine turns the used cans into new cans 

T: Ha? Wrong. That is wrong. 

S11: Teacher saya [Teacher, me?] 

T: O.K Durga 

S11: Put the cans into the orange recycling bin 

T: Yes. That is number one 

As evident in Extract 5, instead of directing the student to give the correct answer, the teacher asked another 
student to answer the question. In other words, S5 was not provided with enough time to think and respond to the 
question and guidance was not given to direct the students towards the correct answer. Therefore, S5 did not 
develop a more central participatory role, whereas S11 became more participatory. This is in line with Rowe 
(1974) as well as Black et al. (2003) findings that not enough wait time is allocated for the students to provide 
answers to questions and avoid teacher-centered learning. 

The researcher also noticed that when the students did not understand the question or did not give the expected 
answer, Irwan relied on repeating and rephrasing the question. As he mentioned: 

Maybe they do not understand what we are asking for so we have to simplify the questions. Sometimes we have 
to understand the way they are thinking so we can use simpler way of asking questions to help them provide the 
answer. I have to accept whatever they reply but then I tell them this is not the answer that I want so maybe when 
we pose the same question in a different way, they can give the correct answer (Irwan, Interview). 

In extract 6, the teacher was teaching the topic of recycling. First he asked the students to read the passage in the 
textbook entitled “A Day in the Life of a Recycled Can” and after that he asked questions. 
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Extract 6 

T: O.K very good. So what happened first? What happened first? Agus. Who is Agus? What did he do? What 
happened? 

Agus is a name of a person maybe a boy. So the boy drank using um...Maybe drank coke for example and then 
what happened? Agus rinses me.  

O.K the workers will put the tin can into the machine. And what did the machine do? 

Ss: The machine turns me and my friends into new cans again. 

T: O.K so is it the same tin? Is it a new same can? It goes back, recycling and then becomes the same can all 
right. O.K now take out your activity book. 

As can be seen in extract 6, in the first instance, the teacher asked “what happened first?” then he repeated the 
question and raised it in different ways. Literature shows that repeating and rewording questions may lead to 
students’ confusion and lower levels of participation (Cruickshank et al., 2009). Extract 6 also shows that when 
the teacher repeated and reworded the questions, the response rate decreased and it was the teacher himself who 
responded to the questions without waiting for the students to provide an answer. 

It was observed that the other two teachers, Devi and Izyan, kept repeating a question several times or rephrased 
it. However, the teachers did not give the students enough time to think and give the correct answer. Also, they 
did not build on their responses in order to direct them towards the correct answer.  

As mentioned in passing, the teachers also asked questions of their students using worksheets. It was observed 
that they used worksheets at the end of each instructional period in order to assess the students’ understanding. 
The teachers considered worksheets to be a form of self-assessment as well as a source of learning.  

For the students, worksheet fitted within their cultural narratives of tests rather than learning. Connecting 
learning with this cultural narrative of test created a conflict for the students who resolved it by not actively 
engaging in the AfL practice of classroom questioning and they were observed to complete worksheets 
individually without demur. 

4. Conclusion and Recommendation 

Many findings of this study point to the fact that all three teachers are still practicing teacher-centred syllabus. 
The findings of the present study support the findings of Sun (2012) which revealed that a change in classroom 
questioning is needed to build a harmonious relationship between teacher and students and help learners become 
independent. Moreover, teachers need to be aware of structuring their questioning episodes and ask effective 
questions in their classrooms. These findings highlight the importance of developing an effective question 
progression prior to the class in increasing classroom interaction and enhancing learner autonomy. 

Identity in an autonomous learner is a continual social interaction that is identified by self-monitoring of the 
interaction patterns in the classroom. Questioning patterns of participation should be designed in a way that help 
students become co-constructors of knowledge by sharing the ownership of their learning within the community 
of practice. But the results of the current study showed that the traditional concept of questioning was maintained 
and classroom questioning did not seem to fulfill the promise of enhancing learner autonomy. The students were 
not encouraged to ask questions and engage in self-reflection. Many of them were silent oftentimes during 
classroom questioning and questions were usually answered by a specific group of students or the teachers 
themselves. 

Based on the results, the researchers recommend the following steps for effective classroom questioning: 

1) Preparing a series of questions (question progression): It is important to design questions based on the purpose 
they serve. While designing questions, teachers also need to consider the cognitive level they want their students 
to be thinking. It would be effective to start with knowledge and comprehension questions, then build on these 
questions and ask higher level cognitive questions (Use Bloom’s classification of question types). One good 
strategy is to ask students design questions at different levels. This strategy leads to student participation and 
helps teachers assess student two times; while developing the questions and while answering them. 

2) Posing the question and selecting a respondent: Pose the question and make sure that all of the students have 
the opportunity to answer the question (especially in populated classes). Having a seating chart may help 
teachers to track the number of questions answered by each student. 

3) Prompting students’ responses: Students need enough time to process the question and find the answer. So, 
Depending on the level of questions, teachers should provide students with enough wait time to come up with 
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their answer. 

4) Processing and building on students’ responses: Teachers should not put down students responses and build on 
their wrong answers and guide them towards the correct answer by giving clues or asking prompt questions.  

5) Promoting student participation: Each and every student should get involve in classroom questioning. Giving 
feedback to student response may help teachers understand how they are thinking so teachers can build on their 
responses and guide them towards the correct answer. Socratic method of questioning can increase students level 
of participation in classroom questioning. Teacher poses a question to start the lesson then students discuss 
among themselves and develop questions as they think about the topic and teacher can ask follow-up questions 
to continue the lesson. 

6) Reflecting on classroom questioning: Teachers can audiotape a lesson and listen back at the questions and 
students’ responses, reflect on their questioning and figure out how they can ask more effective questions. 
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