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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate the amount and type of teacher-talk, frequently asked
questions and feedback provided by the teacher on learners’ performance in a language
classroom. For this purpose, a lecture was recorded from a secondary level English language
classroom of a public sector school and interpreted in the light of teacher-student
interaction and classroom management model by David Nunan. Results revealed that the
maximum amount of time (i.e. 80.1%) was consumed by the teacher which was appropriate.
However, certain deviations from classroom management principles were also observed
regarding frequently asked questions (i.e. 50% of the total questions were elicitation
questions) and the feedback (it was ‘romantic’ in nature). Moreover, wait-time was
sufficient but it was of no use to the learners. The study concluded that classroom practices
did not conform to the principles therefore, it proposed to ask questions and provide
feedback appropriately.

Keywords: classroom management; feedback on learners’ performance; language
classroom; teacher-student interaction; teacher-student interaction practices

1 Introduction

“Classroom management and teacher-student interaction are integral to sound
methodological practice” (Nunan, 1991, p. 189). In its narrowest sense, classroom
management means the avoidance of disrupting behaviour of learners (Berliner,
1988). But in its broader sense, classroom management means: (a) the process of
conducting and organising classrooms to ensure maximum learning and prevent
disturbances (Callahan & Clark, 1998); (b) refers to the teachers’ decision to
support and offer maximum learning opportunities (Krause, Bochner & Duchesne,
2003) and (c) in the view of Tan, Parsons, Hinson and Sardo-Brown, classroom
management involves activities to facilitate orderly and encouraging environment.
Common classroom activities include: material preparation, planning and
organisation, classroom decoration and enforcement of classroom rules (2003)
which, according to Berliner (1988), entail activities to maintain an atmosphere to
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provide positive conditions for learning and in the view of Farris (1996),
classroom management activities involve the management of time,
communication and engagement of learners. From the learners’ perspective,
classroom management involves clear communication of academic and
behavioural expectations and the creation of cooperative learning atmosphere
(Allen, 1986).

Classroom management is a difficult task. Many teachers leave teaching due to
the problems related with classroom management. In 1981, the US National
Educational Association reported 36% of the teachers saying that they would not
join teaching profession if they had to decide again. The main reason for teachers’
disliking was reported to be related with discipline and attitude problems
(Wolfgang & Glickman, 1980). Martin and Yin add that managing a classroom
varies depending on the number of factors including subject matter, place of
teaching and level of education. As such, managing language learning classrooms
is expected to be dissimilar from managing math, history and geography classes
(1997). EFL classroom management demands certain skills and capabilities and
the most important of which is using English to manage a classroom (Ababneh,
2012). Richards, Platt and Platt portray the management of language classrooms
as: “classroom management includes procedures for grouping students for
different types of classroom activities, use of lesson plans, handling of equipment,
aids, etc., and the direction and management of student behaviour and activity”
(1992, p. 52). In another classification, Brown and Lee (1994) propose that EFL
classroom management encompasses the handling of physical setting including
light, seating, and facilities in the classroom. In addition to all these aspects,
Richards and Rodgers (2014) assert that EFL classroom management requires
teachers' control over students' behavior and teachers-students interactions. This
study considers teacher-student interaction as an important aspect of classroom
management.

Interaction is a significant factor of a good student-teacher relationship (Duffy,
Warren & Walsh, 2001) and classroom is a place where the closest interaction
between the students and the teachers takes place (Muhammad & Ismail, 2001).
The way a teacher interacts with the learners serves as a determining factor in
terms of impact. In this regard, personality plays an important role i.e. teachers’
personality determines interaction style in the classroom. Moreover, the
knowledge of different aspects of interaction helps a teacher become influential on
learners. In fact, student learning outcomes are determined by the way the
students and teachers interact with each other. In their meta review, Wang,
Haertel and Walberg reported student-teacher interaction as being among top
three most important factors (1990). The fact is that the way the teachers interact
with learners, helps translate into such products as are vital to education process
(Englehart, 2009).
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Literature on classroom research shows that the interaction between teachers
and learners differs on account of certain characteristics (Englehart, 2009). Among
these characteristics include; race (Cornbleth & Korth, 1980), learners’ academic
ability (Ilatov, Shamai, Hertz-Lazarovitz & Mayer-Young, 1998), socioeconomic
status (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), and gender (Drudy & Chathain,
2002). In the view of Englehart (2009) awareness is the solution to this problem
(Englehart, 2009). Englehart bases his claim on Brophy and Good (1974) who
write, “once teachers are made aware of inappropriate teaching on their part, the
vast majority are willing and eager to change” (p. 270). This study, therefore, aims
to highlight classroom management and student-teacher interaction practices in a
Pakistani secondary level (Grade-10) language classroom and thereby make the
teachers aware of the ways they are interacting in the language classrooms and
suggesting them to interact the way as prescribed by the experts.

1.1 Problem statement

This study aimed to highlight the factors of classroom management in a
Pakistani secondary level (Grade-10) language classroom as defined by experts
(e.g. Berliner, 1988; Brown & Lee, 1994; Callahan & Clark, 1995; Krause, Bochner
& Duchesne, 2003; Richards, Platt & Platt, 1992; Richards & Rodgers, 2014; Tan et
al,, 2003) in general and by Nunan (1991) in particular. As defined by Nunan
(1991), it is student-teacher interaction practices that correspond to classroom
management as discussed in the introduction and literature review sections.
Therefore, this study investigates teachers’ talk, teachers’ questions, and teachers’
feedback as the contributors to student-teacher interaction which further
contribute to effective language classroom management (Nunan, 1991).

1.2 Objective of the study
This study was initiated to investigate teacher-student interaction practices (as

postulated by Nunan, 1991, as the identifier of classroom management) in a

Pakistani secondary level language classroom. In further details, the study looked

for answers to four sub-research questions followed by one main question:

1. Do the classroom management and teacher-student interaction practices in a
Pakistani secondary level language classroom match with the principles
proposed by the experts for effective language classroom management and
positive teacher-student interaction?

I. What is the amount and type of teacher talk practiced in Pakistani secondary
level language classroom?

II. What type of teachers’ questions is frequently asked in a Pakistani secondary
level language classroom?

I1I. How do the teachers provide feedback on learners’ performance in a Pakistani
secondary level language classroom?
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IV. What are the main Pakistani language classroom management problems and
how they can be overcome?

2 Literature review

2.1 Teacher talk

Teacher talk is a special language which the teachers use when addressing L2
learners in a classroom (Ellis, 1989; Richards & Schmitt, 2010). In Nunan'’s view,
teacher talk means the language which the teachers use to organise a class for
language teaching (1991). Xiao-Yan (2006) defines it as the language that the
teachers use in classroom for instruction purposes. All above definitions, agree on
one point i.e. teacher talk means the language used by the teachers in the
classroom. However, this study focuses on Nunan’s as an operational definition.
The reason for selecting Nunan'’s definition is that the aim of this study surrounds
the theme of a language class organisation which is the kernel of Nunan’s
definition. Teacher talk plays an important part in language learning process
(Xiao-Yan, 2006). For, in the view of Nunan:

“Teacher talk is of crucial importance, not only for the organization of

the classroom but also for the processes of acquisition. It is important for the

organization and management of the classroom because it is through

language that teachers either succeed or fail in implementing their teaching
plans. In terms of acquisition, teacher talk is important because it is
probably the major source of comprehensible target language input the

learner is likely to receive” (1991, p. 189).

Teacher talk works as tool which helps the teachers implement teaching plans.
It also serves as an input source for the learners (Blanchette, 2009; Jing & Jing,
2018). The teachers utilise teacher talk to cultivate intellectual ability, for
instruction purpose, and to manage activities in the classroom (Feng, 2007). In
addition, teacher talk helps organise, explain, reformulate, summarise and redirect
what the teachers and students say in the classroom (Blanchette, 2009). Therefore,
the usefulness of language teaching depends on the type of interaction and
language used in the classroom (Long & Porter, 1985). Thus, the teacher talk
should be of high quality to create effective as well as harmonious environment for
student-teacher interaction. Otherwise, teaching will be nothing more than a
monodrama in the classroom (Jing & Jing, 2018).

Different studies (e.g. Hu Xuewen cited in Xia-Yen, 2006; Nunan, 1991) have
enlisted a number of features of teacher talk. Among these features, the first one,
according to Jing and Jing (2018), is concerned with the form of teacher talk which
involves speech modifications, pauses, repetitions and speed. However, Nunan
(1991) has called these forms as the ‘types of teacher talk’. The second feature is
concerned with the control and organisation of the class which involves; teacher
questions, feedback on learners’ performance, the quality as well as quantity of the
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teacher talk (Hu Xuewen cited in Xia-Yen, 2006; Nunan, 1991). Hu Xuewen calls
the first feature as the ‘formal feature’ and the second as ‘the functional feature’ of
the teacher talk. Since, one of the aims of this study is to investigate the
appropriateness of teacher talk in a Pakistani language classroom; the formal
feature does not seem relevant here. Therefore, this study will focus only on the
functional factor of teacher talk.

2.1.1 Amount of teacher talk

Teachers do by far the most talking in the classroom (Nunan, 1991). In an
inservice teacher training program, teachers were asked to record and analyse
their lessons. After, the analysis was complete, the teachers were asked about what
surprised them. In response, most of them replied that they were surprised by the
amount of talk they did in the classroom (Nunan, 1990, 1991).

A number of studies (see Chaudron, 1988; Cook, 2016; Nunan, 1991),
conducted in language classrooms, have established that the teachers talk forms
70-80 percent of the whole class talk. According to Nunan, the materials
overburden the users with an ‘embarrassment of riches’ to which Breen and
Candlin (1987) have called ‘abundance of data’. In Nunan’'s view, the
embarrassment of riches (i.e. abundance of data) forces the teachers to consume
more time. Whatever the reason may be, Nunan considers it good for a teacher to
talk 70-80 percent of the whole class talk time with the logic that teacher talk
provides substantial live target language input. However, Nunan recommends the
teachers to avoid excessive talk in the classroom. Excessive teacher talk might
have serious implications i.e. excessive explanations or instructions by the teacher
in the classroom may restrict student talk severely. In addition, excessive teacher
talk may lead to the dominance of the teacher in the classroom which may limit
the student talk and as a result, it may affect the development of language
proficiency among learners. Therefore, the teachers should try to maximise the
student talk in the classroom (Zhao Xiaohong cited in Xiao-Yan, 2006). Same view
has been shared by Harmer (2000) who says that the best lessons are those in
which student talk is maximised.

2.1.2 Teacher’s questions

Teachers’ questions are given greater significance in education and are thought
to be the only way to assess what the learners know (Wu, 1993). Questioning is
the most commonly used technique by teachers (Richards & Lockhart, 1994) to
maintain interaction in the classroom (Xiao-Yan, 2006). The tendency to ask many
questions is very common among the teachers (Chaudron, 1988). Teachers take
more than half of the total class time in questioning-answering sessions (Richards
& Lockhart, 1994). That is why teachers’ questions have been attracting the
attention of many researchers in the past (see Barnes, 1969; Brock, 1985, 1986;
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Chaudron, 1988; Ellis, 1994; Gerot, 1990; Good & Brophy, 1987; Ho, 2005; Long &
Sato, 1983; Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Rowe, 1974, 1986).

Most used way of analysing teachers’ questions in classroom research has been
the way of classifying questions. Therefore, this study also adopts classification
technique to analyse teacher’s questions. Barnes (1969) and Long and Sato (1983),
in their studies classified teachers’ questions into two categories i.e.: (1) closed or
display questions; and (2) open or referential questions. Closed or display
questions are those questions of which the answer is already known to the
teachers e.g. ‘what is the opposite of up in English? These questions extract
mechanical, short and simple answers (mostly require one-word answers like ‘yes’
or ‘no’). These questions demand the learners to display the knowledge obtained
in the class. On the contrary, open or referential questions are such questions as
for which the answer is not already known to the teachers. Such questions are
exploratory in nature and mostly require complex and lengthy responses e.g. ‘why
don’t you do your homework? Ho (2005) adds that an implication of display
questions is that these questions prompt restricted and short responses but do not
ensure “genuine communication” (p. 298). Major purpose of display questions is
to extract such knowledge from the learners as is already known to the teachers
and which the learners have recently learned in the class. Referential questions, in
contrast with the display questions, prompt the learners to answer in the light of
their personal viewpoints or life experiences. These responses are not factual or
text embedded rather they are longer and communicative responses which are
quite similar to the real communication. Nunan (1991) adds a new category to the
teachers’ questions i.e. elicitation questions. Elicitation is, in fact, a technique
which is utilised to extract information or knowledge directly from the people
(Cooke, 1994).1n alanguage learning classroom, the teacher utilises this technique
during the lesson which helps the learners discover and understand the language
(ESL Focus, 2017). Chaudron (1988) called it “socratic method” (p. 129) while
Nunan (1991) named it “elicitation method” (p. 195).

Most of the studies in the past have been found to report closed or display
questions in maximum use of teachers in the language classrooms. One of such
studies has been conducted by Barnes (1969) which reports that factual (display)
questions are the most frequently asked questions by teachers in the language
classrooms at the secondary level. In Barnes view, display questions do not prompt
such long and thoughtful responses from the learners as do the referential
questions. Same findings (i.e. teachers ask display questions more than the
referential questions) have been reported by Ho (2005), Long and Sato (1983) and
Nunan (1987). These questions, in their view, require short responses which are
restricted to the learners only.
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2.1.3 Teachers’ feedback on learners’ performance

Feedback refers to the evaluation of the learners’ response by the teacher
(Cook, 2016). Giving feedback on learners’ performance is a significant aspect of
teaching (Xiao-Yan, 2006). Feedback is provided by the teachers on learners’
performance in the form of silence, praise or comments (Richards & Lockhart,
1994). Nunan (1991) categorises feedback into negative and positive. Negative
feedback, in Nunan'’s view, consists exclusively of the teacher repeating students’
response with a rising intonation. Positive feedback, on the other hand, consists of
short interjections (i.e. good, ok, alright etc). However, Nunan calls the use of
words like; good, ok, correct, alright as a ‘romantic’ feedback. In fact, Nunan
supports such a positive feedback as having two functions: (1) it should let the
learners know that they have performed correctly; and (2) it should motivate the
learners. According to Ur (2008), feedback comprises of two distinct components
i.e. (1) assessment and (2) correction. The second component is not the part of this
study. Therefore, it will not be discussed here.

Assessment refers to the procedures, techniques or tools to collection and
interpret information about what the students can do and what they cannot do.
Assessment informs the learners about how well or poor they have performed (Ur,
2008). Teachers’ assessment of learners’ performance helps promote EFL
learning. Therefore, teacher talk should be full of encouragement, confirmation
and approval (Xiao-Yan, 2006). Commonly used assessment words or phrases
include: (1) confirmation (e.g. good, excellent, that is perfectly correct, no, that is
wrong); (2) encouragement (don’t worry, that wasn’t very good, you can better do
that, you fool, idiot, stupid etc.).

2.2 Classroom management problems in Pakistan

Pakistani schoolteachers are facing classroom management problems (Ahmad,
Rauf, Zeb, Rehman, Khan, Rashid & Ali, 2012). Major cause of teachers’ problems
are the children studying in Pakistani schools. According to Ali, many schools in
Pakistan, both rural and urban, contain such learners as are disenchanted,
disruptive and disturbed. Most of these children, living particularly in rural areas,
belong to uneducated families having disturbed relationships (2000). Most of the
learners have low self-esteem and they show deviant attitudes. They use abusive
language and are fond of delinquency as well as truancy (Ahmad et al., 2012).
Similarly, some of the learners, studying in Pakistani schools, live under such
community conditions as badly affect learners’ readiness for the school.
Subjugated environment is the worst community condition which badly affects the
learners’ behaviour (Ali, 2000). In the view of Omar (2000), children living in
subjected environment have more chances to depict inappropriate behaviour as
compared to the children living in unsubjugated communities. The inappropriate
(negative) behaviour proves to be lethal for both i.e. the learners as well the
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teachers which, in turn, badly affects the process of teaching and learning. Such
type of negative behaviour should immediately be checked by controlling
classroom management problems. For, in the view of Saad (1999), the
continuation of classroom management problems causes the development of anti-
social behaviour among the learners. This study intends to present a solution for
these problems by introducing ‘student-teacher interaction’ as a useful technique
for ‘classroom management’ in Pakistani language classrooms at secondary level.

3 Research methodology

This study is descriptive in nature based on classroom data which has been
obtained in the form of an audio lecture recorded in an ELT classroom of a public
sector secondary school located in the central Punjab, Pakistan. The lecture was
delivered by a teacher who had been teaching English for over a decade to the
secondary school level students (grades-9 and 10). The lecture for this study was
recorded in May, 2019 which was delivered to the students of grade-10 on the
topic of ‘direct and indirect narration’ and the duration of this lecture was 45
minutes.

The data was interpreted in different categories i.e.: (1) amount and type of
teacher talk; (2) teacher questions; and (3) feedback on learners’ performance. All
of these three categories were further divided into subcategories. These categories
were retrieved from chapter 10 titled ‘Focus on the Teacher: Classroom
Management and Teacher-Student Interaction’ of a book titled ‘Language Teaching
Methodology’ written by David Nunan.

Nunan (1991), citing some studies (will be mentioned in the upcoming
paragraphs), discusses first category i.e. ‘amount and type of teacher talk’ in a
number of sub headings i.e.: (i) principles to determine the appropriateness of
teacher talk; (ii) issue of code switching; (iii) speech modifications; (iv) input
(simplified and elaborated); and (v) comprehension. Similarly, Nunan discusses
the second category i.e. ‘teacher questions’ under subheadings i.e.: (a) distribution
of questions; (b) types of questions (i.e. display, referential, and elicitation
questions). Lastly, he divides the discussion of third category i.e. ‘feedback on
learners’ performance’ in two subheadings i.e.: (i) positive feedback and (ii)
negative feedback (for details about these categories, refer to literature review and
discussion sections).

The audio was carefully listened and all of the points, related with the
mentioned categories, were marked by the researcher himself focusing the on
frequencies and time spared for each category or subcategories. After completing
the process, assistance of a mathematician was sought to calculate the percentage
of frequencies of different categories.
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4 Results

4.1 Amount and type of teacher talk

The lecture was delivered in 45 minutes and 36 seconds out of which the
teacher talked for 36 minutes and 31 seconds whereas the students talked for 9
minutes and 5 seconds. The percentage of the amount of time consumed by the
teacher and students is 80.1 and 19.91 respectively. These percentages indicate
that the maximum amount of time in Pakistani secondary school level language
classroom is consumed by the teachers.

So far as the type of teacher talk and its appropriateness is concerned, results
reveal that most of the teacher talk in Pakistani secondary level language
classroom is appropriate. For, the whole of the teacher talk meets two, out of three,
criteria of appropriateness (see Nunan, 1991). The teacher remained relevant to
the topic. The points, he discussed, were directly related with the topic of the
lecture. All of the content of the lecture was well planned. However, there were a
number of spontaneous references, but they did not cause any digression from the
topic. These findings indicate that the amount and type of teachers’ talk in
Pakistani secondary level language classrooms is appropriate. It is important to
mention here that the teacher does not use target language i.e. English. Rather, he
has been found to use Urdu, which is the second language of the learners (Punjabi
being their L1) which means that learners are not provided with ‘potential input
forlearning’. The less use of target language in the classroom might also be caused
by another common practice by the Pakistani teachers i.e. ‘doing a lesson’ or ‘doing
grammar’ which comprises of a set of activities e.g. reading of the texts aloud,
telling the meanings and interpreting the texts in Urdu or other local languages.
Due to these practices, Urdu is used as a dominant language in the language
classrooms in Pakistan (Shamim, 2008). In addition, most of the students in
Pakistan study in non-elite English or Urdu medium schools where the teachers’
proficiency in English is limited which restricts the use of English language in the
classrooms for communication purpose (Shamim, 1993; Shamim & Allen, 2000).

4.2 Teachers questions

4.2.1 Type of questions

The teacher asked 70 questions, during the lecture, from the students out of
which frequency of display, elicitation and referential questions was 27(39%),
35(50%) and 8(11%). Thus, the elicitation questions were asked in maximum
whereas referential questions were asked in minimum frequency. The findings
indicate that the teacher in a Pakistani secondary school language classroom
focuses more on asking such questions (i.e. elicitation) as extract the information
from the learners or such questions (i.e. display) as for which the answer is already
known to the teacher instead of asking such questions (i.e. referential) as may
prompt learners to provide longer and syntactically complex responses. [t signifies
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that the questions asked by Pakistani language teachers, in the light of Nunan'’s
(1991) recommendations (i.e. the teachers should ask more referential questions),
are not appropriate.

4.2.2 Distribution of questions

So far as the distribution of questions is concerned, the teacher named 6
students from different groups of the class and directed them to answer. Some of
the questions were asked without nominating any students. These questions were
answered by different students from the class. This technique distributed the
questions among maximum number of students. These findings show that the
distribution of questions by the teacher is appropriate i.e. the teacher engages the
maximum number of learners.

4.2.3 Wait time

The teacher asked questions in two rounds. In first round, the teacher asked
questions before or during the lecture to check the previous knowledge whereas,
in the second round the teacher asked questions after completing the instruction
process. The wait time, for both rounds, was found to be different. In first round,
the teacher increased the wait time upto many seconds (different every time i.e.
16 sec, 2 sec, 3 sec, 6 sec etc.). But mostly, the learners could not provide the
answer. Then, the teacher extended wait time upto 2 to 5 seconds but the learners
could not answer.

However, during the second round the teacher did not need to increase wait
time. The learners provided the answer instantly after the question was asked by
the teacher. Therefore, there was no need to extend the wait time. These findings
indicate that wait time is not helpful to know the previous knowledge of the
learners. On the other hand, students do not need to extend wait time after the
lecture.

4.3 Feedback on learners’ performance

The teacher provided feedback to the learners. He used a number of words in a
try to provide positive feedback to the students such as; good, right, ok and correct
(these words are the translated version of the Urdu words used by the teacher).
But this type of feedback, as called by Nunan (1991), is ‘romantic’.

5 Discussion

5.1 Amount and type of teacher talk

First sub question of the study was raised to know about the amount and type
of teacher talk practiced in the Pakistani secondary level language classroom. In
this regard, the results reveal that the teacher consumes maximum amount of time
i.e. 81.1 percent. These results validate the results of studies by Chaudron (1988),
Cook (2016) and Nunan (1991) which claim that the teachers consume 70-80
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percent of the whole talk time in the classrooms. This amount, (i.e. 70-80%) in the
light of Nunan’s statement, “whether or not it is considered a good thing for
teachers to spend 70 to 80 per cent of class time talking” (p. 190), is ideal. In the
light this statement, it is ideal to find that the teacher has used 80 percent of the
‘class talk time’. Nunan (1991) stresses the significance of 70-80 percent teacher-
talk time on the plea that:
“Teacher talk is of crucial importance, not only for the organization of

the classroom but also for the processes of acquisition. It is important for the

organization and management of the classroom because it is through

language that teachers either succeed or fail in implementing their teaching

plans. In terms of acquisition, teacher talk is important because it is

probably the major source of comprehensible target language input the

learner is likely to receive” (p. 189).

In the light of above quote, the talk of teacher of this study can be seen as
important from the perspective of ‘class organisation’. After listening the audio
lecture, it comes to know that the teacher is consuming maximum talk time on one
hand. But on the other hand, we also find that the class is well managed. All of the
students are listening attentively to the teacher. They are also answering teacher’s
questions. This means that the teacher talk, even being more than the students’
talk, is meaningful for the learners.

Nunan (1991) permits teachers to use maximum amount of talk time if it is
appropriate. To determine the appropriateness of the talk, Nunan introduces three
factors i.e. (i) it should be relevant to the point in lesson in which the talk occurs,
(ii) it should be planned and should not cause digression and (iii) it should provide
‘potential input for target language’.

When we listen the audiolecture we find that, no doubt, the teacher has used
maximum amount of talk time. But when we see that all of the points, discussed by
the teacher, are relevant to the topic and the lecture is well planned and there is
no digression in the lecture, we cannot help saying that the teacher’s talk is
appropriate. However, the audio of the lecture also shows that the teacher is using
Urdu language which is an L2 of the learners (Punjabi is their L1). Therefore, he is
not fulfilling the third criteria of appropriateness i.e. providing the ‘potential input
of target language’. The reasons for not using target language need to be explored.
Some of the reasons, given in previous studies, might include common practices
by the Pakistani teachers i.e. ‘doing a lesson’ or ‘doing grammar’ which comprise
of a set of activities e.g. reading of the texts aloud, telling the meanings and
interpreting the texts in Urdu or other local languages. Due to these practices, Urdu
is used as a dominant language in the language classrooms in Pakistan (Shamim,
2008). In addition, most of the students in Pakistan study in non-elite English or
Urdu medium schools where the teachers’ proficiency in English is limited which
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restricts the use of English language in the classrooms for communication purpose
(Shamim, 1993; Shamim & Allen, 2000).

However, setting the last factor (i.e. not providing target language input) aside,
it can be said that the teacher talk is appropriate which has been helpful in
organising and managing the class and the acquisitioning/learning process. For, it
was well planned, relevant to the topic and free from digression.

5.2 Teachers’ questions

The second question was raised to know, ‘what type of teachers’ questions is
frequently asked in a Pakistani secondary level language classroom’? In this
regard, results of the study revealed that Pakistani secondary level teachers asked
elicitation question most frequently as compared to display or referential
questions.

To Chaudron (1988) and Nunan (1991) elicitation is unacceptable. To
Chaudron this technique is unacceptable because he appreciates the role of a
teacher as a guide for the students toward the specific bits of information or
knowledge. Whereas, Nunan criticises this technique for being the wastage of time
in extracting such information, from the learners, as can well be provided by the
teachers.

Nunan (1991) suopprts the use of referential questions in the language
classroom. Referential questions are such questions as for which the teacher does
not know the answer. These questions activate learners’ thinking ability and
prompt the learners to provide longer and syntactically complex responses (Brock,
1985, 1986; Nunan, 1991). Therefore, Pakistani teachers, in a language classroom,
should increase the number of referential questions for better results. For, these
questions prompt complex and lengthy responses (Barnes, 1969; Long & Sato,
1983), ensure genuine communication based on learners’ personal viewpoints as
well as life experiences (Ho, 2005) which, in turn may enhance the speaking ability
of the learners (Brock, 1985, 1986). According to Gerot (1990), teachers’ questions
have been the focus of attention for the researchers (e.g. Good & Brophy, 1987;
Nunan, 1991; Richards & Lockhart, 1994; Rowe, 1974, 1986; Suter, 2001; Xiao-
Yan, 2006) for many years. According to Richards and Lockhart (1994), teachers
take more than half of the total class time in questioning-answering sessions. Good
and Brophy (1987) have criticised the teacher questions on grounds that the said
questions seem more like an oral test and are parrot like sessions. Moreover,
teachers’ questions are boring which, most of the time, accomplish very little. They
assess factual knowledge and mere discussions based on questions become
fragmented rituals rather than a meaningful learning process. Suter (2001)
critisises the use of questions in the classroom saying, “asking questions is neither
the only nor the best stimulus to set classroom interaction in motion” (p. 8).
However, despite this criticism, no one can deny the fact that teachers’ questions
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are the only way by which the teachers can assess what the learners know (Wu,
1993). That is why the tendency to ask many questions is common among teachers
(Chaudron, 1988; Richards & Lockhart, 1994) particularly, to maintain interaction
in the classrooms (Xiao-Yan, 2006). Therefore, teacher questions can be used as a
meaningful tool for a better teaching-learning process if the teacher is able to
skillfully manage ‘distribution of questions’ and ‘wait time’. So far as the
distribution of questions is concerned, in the view of Nunan, the teacher should
distribute questions among the maximum number of students in the classroom
(1991). It will be helpful to engage passive learners (Good & Brophy, 1987).
Similarly, wait time is also very helpful to increase learners’ participation, increase
in average length of responses, increase in speculative responses, increase in
student-teacher comparison data, increase in student-initiated questions and
decrease in failure to respond (Rowe, 1974, 1986). Therefore, the teachers, in a
language classroom should increase wait time to maximise facilitations (Nunan,
1991). For, in the view of Nunan greater processing time is required to interpret
and comprehend questions in a foreign or second language classroom. The
question remains that how much wait-time should a language teacher increase. In
this regard, Rowe (1974, 1986) recommends 3-5 seconds.

5.3 Teachers’ feedback on learners’ performance

The third question of this study aimed to know ‘how do the teachers provide
feedback on learners’ performance in a Pakistani secondary level language
classroom’. The results reveal that the Pakistani secondary level language teacher
provides feedback on learners’ performance using words like; good, right, ok, and
correct. This type of feedback, in the view of Nunan (1991), is romantic. In fact,
feedback means the evaluation of the learners’ response by their teachers (Cook,
2016) and giving feedback on learners’ performance is a significant aspect of
teaching (Xiao-Yan, 2006). Therefore, the teachers should avoid using traditional
words to which Nunan (1991) calls ‘romantic’.

Actually, Nunan idealises positive feedback. Positive feedback, in Nunan’s view,
has two functions i.e.: (a) it lets the learners know that they have performed
correctly; and (b) it motivates the learners. According to Nunan (1991) ‘effective
praise’ by Brophy (1981) has both of these functions. Brophy’s effective praise: is
given contingently; specifies learners’ achievements; shows the signs of credibility,
spontaneity and variety; gives information about the learners’ achievement as well
as competence; refers to the context for praising achievements; appreciates
significant efforts during difficult hours; attributes learners’ achievements to their
abilities as well as efforts and expects more from them in future; and cultivates
endogenous attributes among the learners i.e. they think that they make efforts on
learning tasks because they enjoy in doing so.
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Brophy (1981) differentiates effective praise from ineffective one. Ineffective
praise: is provided in unsystematic as well as random ways; appreciates without
mentioning learners’ performance; does not provide any information about
learners’ status; tends to compare or compete the learners with others; uses
others’ achievements as a context; is given without any reference to the learners’
efforts; attributes learners’ achievements to their abilities supplemented with
external factors like easiness of the task or luck and cultivates exogenous
attributes among the learners i.e. they start thinking that they put efforts to the
tasks for external factors e.g. competition, teacher’s pleasure or rewards.

Feedback, as mentioned earlier, is a type of evaluation (Cook, 2016) which
informs the learners about how well or poor they have performed (Ur, 2008)
utilising different procedures, techniques and tools to collect as well as interpret
information about what the learners can and cannot achieve. The evaluation of
learners’ performance by the teachers helps enhance EFL learning. Therefore,
teacher talk should be full of encouragement, confirmation and approval
Commonly used assessment words or phrases include: (a) confirmation (e.g. good,
excellent, that is perfectly correct, no, that is wrong; (2) encouragement (don’t
worry, that wasn’t very good, you can better do that, you fool, idiot, stupid etc.)
(Xiao-Yan, 2006).

5.4 Pakistani classroom problems

The last sub question of the study intended to investigate about ‘what are the
main Pakistani language classroom management problems and how they can be
overcome’? In the view of Ahmad et al.,, teachers in Pakistani classrooms face
classroom management problems (2012).Classes are overcrowded. Practice of
planning in advance is rare. Training is ideal. The learners are neither told about
expectations and nor they are praised for appropriate behaviour. These things
make the classroom such a place where information is conveyed to the learners
without any consideration for rules, regulations or ethics (Rashid, Abbas, Hussain,
Khalid & Salfi, 2014). Classrooms are dominated by ‘teacher-led activities’ and
topic selection is controlled by teachers (Shamim & Allen, 2000). Common
classroom practices, in Pakistan, involve teachers’ concentration on ‘doing
grammar’ or ‘doing a lesson’. ‘Doing a lesson’ mainly involves a predictable set of
activities i.e. reading a text aloud by teachers and/or students; explaining the text
in Urdu or local languages, giving the meanings of difficult words in English and/or
Urdu/the local language; and getting the students to do follow-up textbook
exercises in their notebooks (Shamim, 2008). In addition, the teachers dictate
essays for examination purpose and encourage the students for rote-learning
(Shamim, 1993; Shamim & Allen, 2000).

Teaching and learning of English in Pakistani school classrooms indicate that
the practice of teaching English in all school types in Pakistan leaves much to be
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desired with regard to current principles and practice of English language
teaching. (Shamim, 2008). There can be many solutions to be considered for these
problems. But in the light of the discussion of this study, teacher-student
interaction as well as classroom management, (particularly focusing on the
management of the amount and type of teacher talk, using questioning technique
and providing feedback on learners’ performance), the classroom problems might
well be overcome. For, interaction is a vital factor for the development of a good
relation between the students and their teachers (Duffy, Warren & Walsh, 2001).
The way the students and teachers interact with each other is an important factor
in determining the learners’ outcomes (Englehart, 2009). In a meta review of 30
variables marked as being most influential to the learning in the literature, Wang,
Haertel and Walberg (1990) found student-teacher social interaction to be among
the top three most important factors. According to Alerby, the learners rank the
relation with the teachers among the most significant parts of their learning
experience (2003). In fact, the way the teachers interact with the learners,
translates into such products as are important to education (Englehart, 2009). The
interaction can well be maintained with the help of teachers’ questions, teacher
talk and positive feedback on learners’ performance (cf. Nunan, 1991) which will
further help in the classroom management. Teacher-student interaction and
classroom management will further lead to successful language teaching-learning
process. For, “classroom management and teacher-student inteaction are integral
to sound methodological practice” (Nunan, 1991: 189).

6 Conclusion

Teacher-student interaction and classroom management are important factors
for a successful language teaching-learning process. Asking questions from the
learners and distributing questions among the maximum number of learners with
main focus on asking referential questions, managing the amount of teacher talk
appropriately i.e. being relevant to the topic and avoiding digressions in case of
spontaneous talk and providing target language input with the help of teacher-talk
might help the teachers maintain a positive teacher-student interaction which
further might help language classroom management process and that, in turn,
might ensure successful language teaching and learning. Moreover, teacher-
student interaction might help overcome language classroom problems.
Therefore, the study recommends the proper utilsation of teacher-student
interaction and classroom management techniques particularly amount and type
of teacher talk, teachers’ questions, and teachers’ feedback on learners’
performance.
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