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INTRODUCTION 

Teacher talk constitutes one of profound aspects in classroom interaction that determines the 

success of teaching. It is also the aspect that poses challenges, especially for student teachers. 

The talk is not an element of teaching that can be formulated or conveyed based on a rigid 

plan. It is on-line processing discourse that is rapidly interwoven based on the teacher's 

moment by moment of interpreting the class situations.  

Moreover, student teachers encounters with their lecturers in the class may not always offer 

them a good model of teacher talk. Kramsch (1986) contends that the teacher-controlled 

nature of classroom interaction barely creates conducive atmosphere that can nurture and 

stimulate interpersonal social skills. Taking into account these two factors, we believe that 

teacher talk should be the primary concern to address during student teacher learning 

processes.  

Unfortunately, taking a picture of our pre-service English teacher program, we observe that 

there seems to be a wide gap between the courses the student teachers undertake and the 

competence and skills of teacher talk they need to develop for their practice teaching at 

schools. The practice teaching is not only intended to link theories and practice but also it is 

seen as ―the context in which the student teachers develop a personal teaching competence‖ 

(Smith and Lev-Ari, 2005). Prior to their practice teaching at schools, the student teachers are 

equipped with micro teaching through teaching simulations with their peers. The course, to a 

large degree does evoke the student teachers‘ awareness of some fundamental aspects of 

teaching but it has not brought into light teacher talk as the heart of teaching.  

 These considerations become the impetus for this study. We want to examine the student 

teacher and student talk in our micro teaching course as an attempt to find out the baseline of 

their ability. In so doing, we hope that the baseline would inform us as to which we have to 
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strategize our micro teaching program and enhance our student teachers‘ competence and 

skills in developing the talk.  

 

MICRO TEACHING AND TEACHER TALK 

As the term lends itself, micro teaching only affords a simplified scenario of teaching. The 

simplification is usually applied to teacher talk, the length of the lesson, and the audience 

(Tsang and Wong, 1995). As a course which first introduces the student teachers to the realm 

of teaching in a narrow sense, micro teaching usually exposes the student teachers to one by 

one language skill teaching (listening, speaking, reading or writing). The length of the 

simulation is usually adjusted to the class time and the student teachers have their peers as 

their audience. 

However, despite these limitations, micro teaching is indispensably a bridge to lead the 

student teachers to practice teaching at schools. To develop their initial competencies, the 

student teachers need practice teaching that they can emulate to have experience (Kavcar, 

2003, cited in Kilic, 2010), yet, they also need to experience from others. It is at this juncture 

that observing their peers performing the teaching, the student teachers can learn different 

teaching strategies.  

Micro teaching has been argued to help the student teachers develop skills in interacting with 

the students, managing class, and wrapping up a lesson (Kilic, 2012). It consists of ―pre-

observation, observation, note taking, analysis-strategy, viewing the tapes, and self-

evaluation of teacher candidate stages (Lang, Sood, Anderson & Kettenmann, 2005, cited in 

Kilic, 2012, p. 83).  

When placed in the context of pre-service students who have never had teaching experiences, 

micro teaching can still offer the benefits aforementioned. But it will be more likely to be 

geared toward the framework on which the student teachers hold to deliver teaching in each 

stage. In other words, the focus is likely to be placed on the structure of teaching, rather than 

on how to develop the structure, possibly lessening or even diminishing chances for teacher 

talk to be addressed.  

To avoid this risk, teacher talk should be incorporated into micro teaching course and 

discussed as part of the teaching analysis.  The very first concept to instill into the student 
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teachers is that what is deemed good is not the quantity but the quality of the talk (Walsh, 

2002). Brock (1986, cited in Cullen, 1998, p.180) added that ―aspects of teacher talk, such as 

the kind of questions teachers ask, can significantly affect the quantity and quality of student 

interaction in the lesson.‖  In this light, teacher talk has to communicative. At least, there are 

four characteristics of such talk: the use of referential questions, content feedback, speech 

modifications, hesitations, and rephrasing, and negotiation of meaning (Thornbury, 1996, 

cited in Cullen, 1998).  

The first characteristic, referential questions are meant to encourage the student teachers to 

create genuine communication beyond display questions often intended to check knowledge 

or understanding. Taken further, this kind of talk is likely to pave the way to and train the 

student teachers‘ ownership of classroom discourse. Van Lier (2001) noted that learners have 

slim opportunities for a sense of self control and self regulation if confined within Initiation-

Response-Exchange (IRF) format. The other three characteristics underline the importance of 

attending to meaning compared to language form and of presenting interaction as a process of 

negotiation where clarification requests and repetitions may take place.   

These characteristics can be viewed from two ends of teaching continuum. At the advanced 

end, they remind the student teachers of the need to confront the unpredictability, 

multidimensionality, and simultaneity of classroom ecology (Doyle, 1977).  At the basic ends, 

the student teachers should also be reminded that classroom constitutes a legitimate 

environment with its distinct characteristics. In saying this, they should also be reminded that 

despite the potential richness of the classroom discourse, there still needs to attend to a more 

structured discourse, through IRF format. What they need to sensitize is moments to explore 

genuine communication and moments to structure communication in a more rigid format 

depending on the dynamicity of the interaction and goals to attain.  

Last aspect worth noting in teacher talk is the use of the students‘ L1. Student teachers can be 

wisely suggested that the use of the L1 is not a taboo though it should not be overused.. They 

are allowed to use it when dealing with grammar, talk organization, discipline (Cook, 2000, 

cited in Turnbul & Arnett, 2002). In addition, the use of the L1 has also been found beneficial 

with regard to task management, task clarification, vocabulary meaning (Storch and 

Wigglesworth, 2000).  
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Research on teacher talk has been conducted by Amy (1985) to propose a system to analyze 

input and interaction in classroom  called the Seventeen-Category System. The research was 

held in two English classes in Hongkong. The study reported that  teacher talk was found 

dominant as demonstrated by the high percentage of the use of ‗Elicit‘, ‗Nominate‘, ‗Reply‘ 

and ‗Accept‘  The study has offered insight into the analysis of classroom interaction so that 

the teachers can reflect on their talk and develop better understanding of conveying 

instruction to the students.  

Ma (2006) examined the effect of teacher talk on foreign language learning. The study 

conducted in Chongqing Normal University, China involving four teachers and eighty 

students Using observations, video recordings, and questionnaires, Ma noted that the 

appropriate teacher talk time should be less than 25 minutes from all the talk. Moreover, the 

study highlighted that praises and encouragement were expected to constitute the teacher talk. 

In the study, two teachers were found dominant with more than 67% while another with 58% 

of the total talk. The study also revealed that the teachers generated more display questions 

more than referential questions.  

 

METHOD 

Design 

This study is quantitative and aims to analyze the student teacher and student talk in three 

Micro Teaching classes in English Department, Faculty of Education.  Micro Teaching is a 

prerequisite course preparing the student teachers to teach through teaching simulations. The 

student teachers were given feedback from the teacher and peers. A total of 30 student 

teachers became the participants who acted as the teachers and as the students. Despite these 

shifted roles, we think it is important to investigate the student talk to derive a comprehensive 

picture of the interaction in the class.  

Data and Instrument 

The videotaped-student teacher and -student talk in their teaching simulations was the corpus 

of this study. The talk was transcribed and analyzed based on the Seventeen Category System 
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(Amy, 1985). The Seventeen Category System is divided into two categories: teacher talk and 

student talk, the former consisting of 12 acts and the latter 5 acts. 

 

Data Analysis 

The student teacher and student talk was analyzed based on The Seventeen Category System 

(Amy, 1985) described below.  

I. TEACHER INITIATE 

1. ELICIT a. Display question 

It is intended to display the students‘ knowledge and the teacher has 

already had an answer in mind.  

Factual question 

Yes-No  question 

Reasoning  question  

Explanation  

question 

 

        What, Where, When 

       Subject auxiliary verb inversion.  

       How and Why questions 

       What is the meaning of ……?  

b. Genuine question:  

It is a question that the teacher has not had an answer.  

Opinion  

Information  

 Pupil‘s opinion. 

 Varied. For examples ―Did you finish your 

work? 

c. Restating elicit 

 The teacher either repeats preceding question or simplifies it.  

2. DIRECT It can be realized by questions or imperatives 

3. NOMINATE  It calls on students‘ responses (Yes, You) 

4. INFORM  It provides information or imparts knowledge. 

5. RECAPITULATE 

 

It provides statements which repeat the information previously 

expressed (―So‖ or‖ Right‖ at the beginning of the statement). 

6. FRAME It provides statements which refer to some future acts performed in 

the course of the lesson.  

7. STARTER It usually occurs before an ‗elicit‘, and its purpose is either to 

provide information about or direct pupil‘s attention to the following 

‗elicit‘.  
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8. CHECK It is intended to know the progress of the lesson and usually occurs 

when the teacher wants to move from one task to another (―OK?‖, 

―Finished?‖). 

 

II. TEACHER-RESPOND 

 

9. EVALUATE 

 

This act informs the students whether they have performed well or 

not. 

 

Positive  

 

Negative  

A closed class of words or phrases such as 

―Good‖, ―Excellent‖ or ―Very good‖. 

Words or phrases such as ―No‖ or repetition of 

pupil‘s response with a rising intonation 

10. ACCEPT 

 

This act confirms the student‘s response (―Yes‖, ―Right‖ or 

repeating the student‘s response with low fall intonation) 

11. COMMENT This act is to expand, develop, provide additional information to the 

response given by a student. It can also serve to express the 

teacher‘s personal opinions of the student‘s response (Using 

statements and tag questions)  

12. CLUE 

 

This act serves to help students respond to elicitations or comply 

with directions. The use of the L1 is allowed in this act.  

 

III. STUDENT RESPOND 

 

13. REPLY It provides a linguistic response to ‗elicit‘.  

Restricted reply  

Expanded reply 

Either one word or a short phrase 

Expresses judgment, evaluation and the like.  

 

14. APOLOGIZE 

 

 

A closed class of statements or phrases (―I am sorry but…) 

performed when a student does not know how to answer, fails to 

understand the questions or to comply with the teacher‘s directions. 

 

1V. STUDENT INITIATE 

 

15.  REQUEST Its function is to ask for permission to perform a non-verbal action.  

 

16. ELICIT This act asks for verbal responses from the teacher or from peers 
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(raise questions, clarify information or ask for explanation). 

17. INTERRUPT 

 

This act also serves to raise questions and ask for clarification 

except that it stops the ongoing discourse. 

FINDINGS  

As shown by Table 1, the analysis of the average percentage of the teacher talk and student 

talk shows that the teacher dominates the interaction by doubling (67%) the student talk 

(33%). The highest percentage of the teacher talk  is 85% while the lowest 62%.  In the case 

of the student talk, the highest is 38% while the lowest 15%. This amount of talk occurred 

within 222 average turns, the highest being 402 turns while the lowest 83 turns.  In terms of 

the duration, the average talk is 26 minutes 30 seconds. The longest is 46 minutes 20 seconds 

while the shortest 15 minutes 26 seconds.  

Table 1.   Teacher and Student Talk 

TRANSCRIPTION 
TIME 

DURATION 

NO. OF 

TURNS 

TEACHER TALK STUDENTS TALK 

NO. OF 

TURNS %  

NO. OF 

TURNS % 

1 24 ‗ 210 159 75 51 24 

2 17‘ 51  161 137 85 24 15 

3 22 ‗ 209 158 76 51 24 

4 41‘ 267 226 85 41 15 

5 15‘ 26  94 69 73 25 27 

6 39‘ 50 282 207 73 75 27 

7 36‘16  231 179 77 52 23 

8 22‘ 24 225 184 82 41 18 

9 33‘ 06 240 184 77 56 23 

10 18‘ 29 172 139 81 33 19 

11 46‘ 20 402 296 74 106 26 

12 28‘ 07  112 89 79 23 21 

13 33‘ 02  270 206 76 64 24 

14 25‘  35  164 131 80 33 20 

15 19‘ 16  83 68 82 15 18 

16 24‘ 50 236 181 77 55 23 

17 19‘ 42  153 122 80 31 20 

18 20‘ 185 154 83 31 17 

19 34‘ 59  211 177 84 34 16 
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20 19‘ 06  262 186 71 76 29 

21 22‘ 23 170 128 75 42 25 

22 21‘ 42  225 139 62 86 38 

23 33‘ 295 201 68 94 32 

24 25‘ 05  338 234 69 104 31 

25 29‘ 46 351 250 71 101 29 

26 27‘ 15 253 175 69 78 31 

27 16‘ 30  175 116 66 59 34 

28 19‘ 47  117 85 73 32 27 

29 26‘ 34  350 256 73 94 27 

30 26‘ 43 226 169 75 57 25 

Average 26‟ 30 222 167 67 55 33 

 

Table 2 shows that the highest average of the teacher talk falls into the act of ‗inform‘ (29. 

80%). Following this are the act of ‗elicit‘ (23.70%) in the second rank and of ‗direct‘ in the 

third rank (19.40%). The act of ‗accept‘ comes as the fourth highest percentage (7. 90%). On 

the contrary, the act of ‗starter‘ is the lowest percentage with only 0.10% of all acts.  

 

Table 2. Teacher Talk  

Teacher's Act Average Percentage 

Elicit 23.70 

Direct 19.40 

Nominate 1.80 

Inform 29.80 

Recapitulate 1.60 

Frame 3.20 

Starter 0.10 

Check 5.80 

Evaluation 3.90 

Accept 7.90 

Comment 2.40 

Clue 0.40 

Total 100 
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The types of the questions in the act of ‗elicit‘ are presented in the Table 3. The analysis of 

the average of the act of ‗elicit‘ shows that that teachers‘ ‗genuine‘ question (55.7%) is higher 

than their ‗display‘ question (44.3%).  

Table 3. Teachers‘ Questions in ‗Elicit‘ 

Teacher's Question Average Percentage 

A. Display Question 44.3 

B. Genuine Question 55.7 

Total 100 

 

As shown in Table 4, in the category of ‗display‘ question, ‗factual‘ question earns the 

highest percentage (79.2%), followed by ‗Yes/No‘ question (12.1%). Teachers‘ ‗explanation‘ 

question is not generated at all.  

Table 4. Teachers‘ Questions in ‗Display Question‘ 

Teacher's Question Average Percentage 

1. Factual  79.2 

2. Yes/No  12.1 

3. Reasoning  5.4 

4. Explanation  0.0 

Total 100 

  

As for ‗genuine‘ question in Table 5, ‗information‘ question yields the highest percentage 

(64.7%) and ‗restating elicit‘ generates the lowest (11.0%). 

Table 5. Teachers‘ Questions in ‗Genuine Question‘ 

Teacher's Question Average Percentage 

1. Opinion 24.3 

2. Information  64.7 

3. Restating elicit 11.0 

Total 100 

The analysis of the average of the student talk as shown by Table 6 shows that the highest 

percentage (83.20%) is devoted to the act of ‗reply‘. The second and the third highest acts are 
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‗interrupt‘ (9.00%) and ‗elicit‘ (6.90) respectively. The act of ‗request‘ is the lowest and of 

‗apologize‘ is absent.  

Table 6. Student Talk 

Student Talk Percentage 

Reply 83.20 

Apologize 0.00 

Request 0.80 

Elicit 6.90 

Interrupt 9.00 

Total  100 

 

As shown in Table 7, the students‘ is divided into ‗restricted reply‘ and ‗expanded reply‘. 

‗Restricted reply‘ is higher (86.70%) than ‗expanded reply‘ (13.30%). 

Table 7. Student ‗Reply‘ 

Student Reply Average Percentage 

A. Restricted Reply 86,70 

B. Expanded Reply 13,30 

Total 100 

 

The following extracts from the transcripts illustrate the acts explained above.  

1. Teacher initiate 

1. ELICIT 

a. Display questions  

- Factual question :  ―Who is the character of the story?‖ 

- Yes-No question :  ―Does the game talk about a short story?‖ 

- Reasoning question :  ―So any idea why should the word be bigger than the others?‖ 

 

b. Genuine questions  

- Opinion question : ―OK, what do you think of the game?‖ 

- Information question: ―Alright, Sari, what kind of pet do you have?‖ 

c. Restating elicit :  ―So, do you like Albus Dumbledore?‖ restated as ―I mean, do  
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                                       you like his character in the movie?‖ 

2. DIRECT  : ―Choose one representative from the group, please.‖ 

3. NOMINATE  : ―Rinda?‖ 

4.  INFORM  : ―OK, on the back, it‘s called colon‖ 

5. RECAPITULATE : ―So, it‘s actually about offering, accepting, and refusing an offer‖ 

6. FRAME  : ―We will learn about ―Song of Solitude‖ today‖  

7. STARTER  : ―Have you ever eaten snack like noodle?‖ (to direct students  

                                          attention to the  following elicit  ―What do you think about the  

                                     food?‖) 

8. CHECK  : ―Have you finished?‖ 

 

II. TEACHER RESPOND 

 9.  EVALUATE 

- Positive evaluation ; ―very good.‖ 

- Negative evaluation : ―Too long? I don‘t think so.‖  

10. ACCEPT  : ―Yes‖, ―Right‖  

11. COMMENT : ―Yes, I think he was drowned because ….‖ 

12. CLUE  : ―Part of a…..? What animal?‖ 

 

III. STUDENT RESPOND 

13.  REPLY:  

- Restricted reply  : “Bear‖ (T: ―OK, what was the last animal you see on TV?‖) 

- Expanded reply  : ―Maybe, he knew the answer‖ (T: OK, so why did Mr. Simms  

                                       finally smile?‘) 

14. APOLOGIZE : not found 

 

IV. STUDENT INITIATE 

15.  REQUEST  : ―Miss, can I use present tense?‖ 

16. ELICIT  : ―Sir, what is science fiction?‖ 

17. INTERRUPT : ―Sorry, so the one in the back has to take the card?‖ 
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Table 10 shows the use of the L1 in the interaction. The L1 is used by 12 teachers out of 30 

teachers. The average number of the L1 is 8. 59%, the highest being  26% while the lowest 

being 0,4%. The L1 is particularly used to give instructions, check the students‘ 

understanding, supplying the L1 lexical translation, and responding to the students‘ L1.  

Table 10. The Use of L1 in Teacher Classroom Language  

Transcription 
No. of 

tturns 

Freq. of L1 Freq. of L2 Function of L1 

No. 

Of 

turns % 

No. 

Of 

turns %  

6 207 1 0.5 206 99.5 Responding to the students‘ L1 

9 184 4 2.2 180 97.8 Explaining the material 

21 128 1 0.8 127 99.2 Explaining the material 

22 139 2 1.4 137 98.6 Giving instruction 

23 201 20 10.0 181 90.0 

Explaining material, Responding to 

the students‘ L1, Checking 

understanding 

Supplying  the L1 lexical translation 

24 234 49 20.9 185 79.1 

Giving instruction, Checking 

understanding,  

Supplying  the L1 lexical  translation  

25 250 1 0.4 249 99.6 Giving instruction 

26 175 20 11.4 155 88.6 

Responding to the students‘ L1 

Checking understanding,  

Supplying the L1 lexical translation  

27 116 2 1.7 114 98.3 Responding to students‘ L1 

    28 85 12 14.1 73 85.9 

Giving instruction 

Responding to the students‘ L1 

 

29 

 

256 

 

35 

 

13.7 

 

221 

 

86.3 

 

Giving instruction, Checking 

understanding, Supplying the L1 

lexical translation 

30 169 44 26.0 125 74.0 

Giving instruction, Checking 

understanding, Supplying the L1 

lexical translation 
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The following extract illustrates the use of the L1 to explain the materials. The teachers 

considered that their students did not understand the material they explained in English, so 

they switched into Indonesian.  

Extract 2 

T             : So, a procedure text is about how something is done. 

             : Sama seperti permainan yang kalian lakukan di ―Mushroom and Cheese Omelet‖ 

             : Ada step-stepnya, ada materinya, itu adalah procedure text 

 

Extract 3 illustrates the use of the L1 to give instruction to the students. Besides English, the 

teachers also delivered the instruction in Indonesian to warrant their understanding.   

Extract 3 

T : In pairs, in pairs,  

Ss : Sepasang… berdua 

T : OK, sepasang, and then.. 

T : Satu jadi A, satu jadi B ya 

T : Nanti saya akan kasih cerita, 1 lembar cerita, OK, lalu kamu harus baca, dan kalau 

udah  

                           ingat, tutup ceritanya, tutup. 

T : Kalau sudah ditutup, kamu retell ke temen kamu, B. Got it? Sudah mengerti? 

 

Extract 4 provides an example of the use of the L1 to respond to the students‘ L1. In some 

classroom interaction, the students spoke in Indonesian so the teacher also responded to the 

students in Indonesian. 

Extract 4 

T :  So, what do you think about this text?  

S4 :  Susah, Miss, kata-katanya. 

T :  Susah? Yang bagian mana? 

 

 

Extract 5 is an illustration of the use of the L1 to check the students‘ understanding about the 

lesson.  

Extract 5 

T :  So, apa material itu? 

Ss :  Bahan-bahan 

T :  OK, so, do you understand, Sari, Andrian? 

 :  It seems that you don‘t understand 

 :  If you don‘t understand, just ask me, OK? 
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S2 :  OK 

T :  So, material itu tadi apa ya? 

Ss :  Bahan-bahan 

T :  And how about the steps? 

 :  Step itu apa? 

Ss :  Langkah-langkah 

 

Extract 6 illustrates the use of the L1 to supply the lexical translation.  

Extract 6 

 

S : Flame itu apa, Miss? 

T : Flame itu api, api di kompornya 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

The study found that the teacher talk was twice higher than the student talk, suggesting the 

dominant roles of the teachers in interaction. This finding was in line with Ma‘s (2006) that 

reported the higher amount of the teacher talk compared to the student talk. A scrutiny over 

their functions of talk, it was found that the talk was dedicated most to informing followed by 

eliciting, further confirming the dominant roles of the teachers.  This result stands in contrasts 

to Amy‘s (1985) which found teacher ‗elicit‘ the most dominant.    

A further scrutiny over their talk found that the student teachers conveyed more ‗genuine‘ 

questions rather than ‗display‘ questions in eliciting. As such, the finding may suggest that to 

some degree the student teacher talk may be considered communicative as Thornbury (1996, 

cited in Cullen, 1998) pointed out..  However, the finding should be cautiously interpreted 

since the feature of ‗referential‘ questions or ‗genuine‘ questions in Amy‘s (1985) was not 

accompanied by the students‘ elaborative responses. The examination of the student talk 

shows that students tend to answer the teachers‘ questions with ‗restricted reply‘ (83,20%) 

compared to ‗expanded reply‘ (13,30%). The finding may hint that the teachers‘ 

communicativeness has not sufficiently developed an interactive class, in which the students 

can actively respond to the teachers.  

In regard to the L1, the findings revealed that there were only 12 student teachers using L1 in 

their teaching with the average 8. 59%. The L1 was particularly employed to several 
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purposes: explaining materials, giving instruction, responding to students‘ L1, checking the 

students‘ understanding, and supplying the L1 lexical translation. Similarly, Storch and 

Wigglesworth‘s (2000) found two functions of the L1 in teaching: task management and 

vocabulary and meaning. From this finding, it seems that the student teachers did their best to 

use English as the medium of instruction. Yet, given the nature of simulations which involves 

peer teaching, the need for the student teachers to switch to the L1 may not as much as when 

they have to teach junior or high school students.   

The results may not be surprising taking into account that this micro teaching was the first 

teaching encounters for most the student teachers and that they may form a mental picture of 

such teaching from what they experience from their own teachers. However, the results have 

been enlightening since we gain a deeper understanding of the areas of improvement we have 

to devise for micro teaching. It seems apparent that the amount of talk would be the first issue 

for the student teachers to be aware of.  But, the heart of the issue does not lie on reducing the 

teachers‘ talk but more importantly on igniting their awareness of capturing the moments to 

shift ‗teaching‘ into learning through their talk.  

 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

This study reported the analysis of the student teacher and student interaction in micro 

teaching classes. The student teachers‘ competence and skills in delivering the lessons are 

still at the level of structuring the lessons but they still lose the sight of presenting teaching as 

an interwoven process.  Therefore we suggest that the issue of teacher talk should be 

discussed and analyzed in the beginning of micro teaching program. It would  instill into the 

student teachers‘ mind of the importance of developing and strategizing  their talk so as to 

create ample ‗moments of learning‘ prior to the structure of teaching which is generally 

emphasized in micro teaching. By so doing, it is expected that the student teachers would 

understand the subtleties of teaching before performing their practice teaching.   
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