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Abstract

Language is about passing on meanings. This implies a speaker’s level of proficiency and fluency
and a level of comprehension by the listener. English, a widely used medium, has been deeply re-
searched on in how it is used by non-native speakers to inform native speakers, and by native
speakers to inform non-native speakers. However, little research is done on non-native speakers
using it to inform non-native speakers. This article draws on the research done with university
students carrying out their practicum using English as the medium suggested in the government
policy. Their voices indicate that despite their limited proficiency and fluency, linguistic choices
are based on their beliefs. Therefore, utterances should not be judged on the basis of proficiency
and fluency but on beliefs which are shaped by their culture, policies and interactive situation.
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1. Introduction

Language can either be understood as a code or as a tool used to make meaning. Language acquires dynamism
when used to communicate meanings between parties. As a code it identifies a strong or loose belongingness to
a community. This is because a native can claim it as their first medium of interaction whereas a non-native as-
sociates themselves with it.

English, in particular, as noted by Laoire (2012) is a language of prestige which is internationally used for
“upward mobility” because it opens opportunities to employability. As a code it has natives who take it as their
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first language for communication. And as an international language, many non-natives associate themselves with
it in their social, economic, political, and academic encounters. Limitedness in proficiency and literacy skills in
English may be a barrier to mobility (Batalova & Fix, 2010). In order to acquire a language, Taboada and Ru-
therford (2011) affirm that one has to learn a wider variety of vocabulary, word classes, syntax, phonemes, and
inflections as well as the language’s social-cognitive dimensions. Despite being widely a favourite to many non-
natives, it could be one of the languages where native users hardly tolerate those who “cannot speak with an ac-
cent” i.e. phonologically, syntactically, etc.

In the last decade, much literature has focused on how English is perfected among the natives and the non-
natives living in situations where English is the first language. English Language Teaching (ELT) as a code to
native users has attracted research attention (Helfrich & Bosh, 2011; Pettit, 2011; Baurain, 2011; Nag & Snowl-
ing, 2012; Peercy, 2011; Taboada & Rutherford, 2011; Seedhouse, 2010; Howard, 2010). Moreover, research on
how English as Foreign Language (EFL) is taught to foreigners living in USA and UK is overwhelming (Ortiz et
al., 2011; Safford & Drury, 2013; Li & Walsh, 2012; Fysh, 1990; Palmer, 2011; Parkes & Ruth, 2011; Hashimo-
to & Lee, 2011; Mumin, 2011; Simon & Taverniers, 2011; Johnson, 2012; Dubetz & de Jong, 2011). Much in
the above and other existing literature focuses on how native and non-native teachers carry out ELT and EFL in
the English setting. Moreover the literature focuses on teaching English as a subject.

Due to colonial history, the global mobility and internationalisation of English language, many settings out-
side USA and UK have adopted English as their medium. It eases interaction in official settings, public places,
and generally communication beyond local settings. In the academia, Higher Education is the peak level at
which a person is assisted to gain expertise in a field interest. At a point in time during this process, students are
required to undertake a practicum to try out their expertise. It becomes necessary that a uniting medium is com-
monly used in interacting with stakeholders and other persons during the internship.

The education sector which enrols many University students on practicum, adopted English as a medium for
instruction (Government White Paper on the Education, 1992) in order to accommodate students from diverse
local backgrounds. Little attention has been put on teachers to whom English is a Second Language (ESL) and
using it as a medium to teach learners whose first language is also other than English. This is the main focus for
this article. The common claim is that ESL teachers fail to get meanings across to ESL learners due to limited-
ness in the foreign medium, which indirectly suggests using local languages as education media even at Higher
Education. My major assumption is that student-teachers’ linguistic choice of vocabulary and phraseology is not
due to that limitedness but depends on their beliefs about their learners and the learning situation.

2. Beliefs and Practice

Beliefs are understood differently, but commonly referred to as convictions, opinions, perceptions, or positional
grounds on an entity, an action or behaviour. Palmer (2011) synonymises beliefs as ideologies or truths con-
sciously or unconsciously cherished by the beholder. Teaching is a complex practice interwoven by beliefs
which impact on its process. It is likely that teachers draw on their beliefs during practice rather than “rationally
based forms of knowledge” (ibid, 105). Palmer’s argument reiterates the assertion by Li and Walsh (2011) that
what teachers do and say during their interactions with students is an influence of their beliefs not knowledge.
Knowledge is linked to facts. Teachers’ expectations of their learners and their entire classroom action, is an ef-
fect of their beliefs. Their self-perception as teachers in their professional action is a pointer to their beliefs (Pet-
tit, 2011). Beliefs are personal judgement of the course of action but not objective truths to be followed. While
beliefs play an important role in the process of teaching (Gay, 2009 op cit. Hertzog, 2011), teachers’ ability to
examine their beliefs about certain realities in the learning situation, makes their interaction more successful as
far as achieving learning objectives is concerned. This is because, through self-examination some biases dis-
guised as beliefs can be overcome.

Teachers are required to make decisions for their practice. Good decisions create successful learning. Deci-
sions depend on their perception of the learners, learning environment, subject content, teaching approach all of
which are influenced by the teachers’ beliefs. As Li and Walsh (2011) suggest, the best way to understand and
discuss how teachers’ beliefs influence their practice is to get down to their work environment where they inter-
act with each other, but mostly with their learners. Teachers’ classroom action is wide as it may include, content,
language, movement and so on and may be studied by observation, interviews, or other ethnographic approaches.
In this article, the main focus is on teachers’ beliefs on the classroom medium.
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3. Language and Teaching

Learners come from different social backgrounds and meet in a classroom as a space to discuss and make sense
of what they learn. The diversity in social background is apparent in ethnic, religious, economic, political and
linguistic. Language is central in constructing meaning among diverse interacting persons in classroom (Then &
Ting, 2011; Hertzog, 2011). In other words, as Fysh (1990) opines, language is purposively for sharing, obtain-
ing and giving information, discussing and expressing emotions and opinions.

Teachers bear the primary duty in how to use language in an interactive (teaching and learning) situation. The
clearer they are in their language, the easier it is for a student to construct meaning during learning. In teaching,
students and teachers engage in various clarifying behaviours like asking questions, explaining in order to nego-
tiate meaning in the classroom (Li et al., 2011). Therefore, it is incumbent on the teachers to use language well.
Language use in this sense goes beyond “linguistic competence” to “communicative competence” (Hymes, 1972,
op. cit. Safford & Drury, 2013). This does not mean that language proficiency is not necessary. Li et al. list
“language incompetence such as foreign accents, poor grammar” as labels of teacher failure in communication.
On the contrary, teacher’s command of language medium plays a central role in their success as classroom
teachers. Hume’s “communicative competence”, asks for coupling grammatical competence with competent
knowledge of subject content.

In Uganda, adopting English as a medium of instruction called proficiency and fluency for teachers whose
first language is not English; and for students who also do not have English as their first language, challenged
their ability to comprehend what is said in English. This however, rarely crosses minds that such policy affects
pedagogy. I agree with Laoire (2012) that it is in the classroom that policy is played out. Teachers have to prac-
tice within the limits of the policy to interact with learners but without alienating them from their social, cultural
and linguistic feelings and belongingness. This is where beliefs come to control the teachers’ actions in class-
room. Garton (2012: p. 29) underlines “asymmetrical role relationship between teachers and learners” evidently
displayed in choosing what to emphasise in teaching, how to emphasise it, what to ask, how to ask, when to ask,
and at times who to respond. From an outsider perspective, for example, one may take teachers’ unfinished ut-
terances as poor language proficiency but, as Martin (1999, op cit. Then & Ting, 2011: p. 300) finds, unfinished
utterances are “often predictable and completed by students’ chorus response:-- suggesting that a common un-
derstanding between students and their teacher was achieved”. It is the teachers’ belief that prompts them to use
unfinished utterances during interaction.

The role of any teacher in an interactive situation with students should be to assist them think critically and
act independently. As Wertsch (1985) suggests, the teacher and student are committed to a mind shared through
language. Language in interactive direct encounters takes mainly, descriptive, explanatory, exclamatory and in-
terrogative forms. But of them, only interrogative form can enable the teacher to ascertain whether the students
appreciate the encounter. This justifies my focus on interrogative language during classroom interaction and
teachers’ beliefs embedded.

4. Classroom Questioning

Interrogatives are those statements that elicit response. In this sense there are explicit questions that begin with
“wh-" and “h” which obviously elicit response from the questioned (Burbules, 1993; Sinclair & Coulthard,
1975). Implicit (“wh-") questions are on the other hand not obvious and identified by intonation, i.e. variation of
voice sound over speech utterances (May, 1988). Some researchers (Gee, 1999; Dillon, 1990) suggest that into-
nation plays a big role in good questioning when it supports the intent of the question. Intonation is part of the
linguistic knowledge because it marks differences where ambiguities would occur in written language. As Mo-
ran (2002) suggests, intonation can hardly be independent of prominence, pitch and so forth. Prominence given
to the word tends to be associated with its particular importance in the statement. This means that it is the
speaker’s choice to give prominence to one particular word rather than another. However, intonation varies ac-
cording to contexts, and thus prominence and pitch are context dependent. Furthermore, in a question, pitch
tends to be higher than in an explanatory statement. Brazil (1985 op cit. Hewings, 1992) suggests that in most
cases, when one selects the rising tone to be used on a word ending a statement, it may imply that they assume
that the listeners share a common ground on the particular point being explained. Agreeing with research done
by Cangelosi (1988) and Coulthard (1992), I aver that the tone, which indicates sharing common ground on a
particular point, may commonly be interpreted by listeners as eliciting a response from them.



J. Kimoga

5. Method

I carried out qualitatively based research with four University students on teaching practicum in two secondary
schools in Uganda. Their pseudonyms and other details are shown in the Table 1.

In the subject field, choosing two student-teachers in science and two in arts was based on assumption that the
content, pedagogy, and thought processes in one field differ from another field. This may dictate the nature of
interrogatives during interaction. Observing three teaching hours per student-teacher at different time of day and
in different year group enabled to validate my study conclusions.

From the gender perspective, the choice of male and female in each school was based on the assumption that
men’s actions may differ from women’s actions in similar or even same situations due to generic make up. This
may also be reflected in the interrogatives despite sharing the same subject field.

Student-teachers have to do the first practicum at the end of the second academic year, and the second at the
end of the third academic year. The practicum experience in teaching was assumed a possible contributory factor
to student-teachers’ interrogatory approach. I opted to work with individuals of different experiences basing on
assumption that it may dictate the type of interrogative approach.

5.1. Observation

Using this method I observed the situation under which teachers interacted with their learners and with their
consent | tape-recorded student-teachers’ interactions with learners. The intention was to get a true count of the
number and nature of questions used. Therefore, I categorised teacher’s questions as:

Closed Questions (CQ): Researchers (e.g. Tsui, 1995; MacKay, 1995; Dillon, 1990) refer to this type of ques-
tion as solicitous of a yes/no response or it requires student to recall already acquired knowledge and provide a
specific response.

Open Questions (OQ): The open category refers to questions that are meant to seek detailed information, and
allow the respondent to contribute their views with personally chosen words (Dillon, 1990; Krueger, 1988).

Chorus Answer Questions (CAQ): This style takes the form of word(s) completers. It is identified by a teach-
er’s rising intonation at the end of a statement in various ways (Kress & Hodge, 1979):

e Ending an utterance with a half spoken word in a rising intonation provoking students to complete, e.g.
“Living beings need oxgy---?”

e Repeating the just uttered phrase but replacing the last word with an interrogative in a rising intonation pro-
voking students to say the last word, e.g. “We eat to live. To what?”

e Uttering a statement but ending with a rising intonation that provokes students to fill in the missing last word,
e.g. “The Second World War was started by---?”

e Uttering a statement but ending with an interrogative uttered in a rising intonation that provokes students to
insert the right word, e.g. “Religion and formal education were both brought by whom?”

o Directly seeking for attention, e.g. “Are we together?”, “Do you get me?”, “Are you following?”

This type of approach indirectly attracts students to answer in a chorus way, hence the name, chorus answer
question.

The details in Table 2 show the number of question types and totals applied by each student-teacher in every
hour I observed.

5.1.1. Nature of Questioning and Characteristic

1) Gender

Based on the data in Table 2, Figure 1 and Figure 2 make it apparent that male student-teachers used Chorus
answer questions at a difference of 6% more than the female student-teachers who also used Closed Questions at
a difference of 6% more than the male student-teachers. These Figures suggest some little significant differences
which indicate that the males during my research involved students more in shorter memory than the females.
However, it is important to note that the percentages of either gender in occupying learners with CAQ and CQ
are significantly higher than the percentage of OQ usage which is only 5%. I will discuss this implication later in
the general questioning tendency.

2) Experience

The Figures for experience are the same as those for gender since both females happen to be of second prac-
ticum experience and both males of first practicum experience. Figure 1 and Figure 2 indicate that teachers
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Table 1. Teacher’s characteristics.

Name Gender Practicum experience Subject field
Julia Female 02 Biology
Jack Male 01 History
Mona Female 02 Geography
Jerry Male 01 Chemistry
Table 2. Student-teacher’s nature of questioning.
Teacher First hour Second hour Third hour
Grand
Name S‘tilzjlfl“ ;gz; CAQ CQ O0Q Total ;(33; CAQ CQ OQ Total ;zf‘l; CAQ CQ OQ Total ‘ot
Julia Science 3 04 20 04 28 2 08 13 02 23 1 10 15 01 26 77
Jack Arts 2 15 16 01 32 1 09 09 o1 19 3 06 08 02 16 67
Mona Arts 1 18 18 00 36 2 13 16 02 31 3 24 16 00 40 107
Jerry Science 2 25 10 00 35 3 19 26 00 45 1 15 17 05 37 117
TOTAL 62 64 05 49 64 05 55 56 08 368

Figure 1. Showing the questioning tendency by male student-
teachers (Jack and Jerry).

Figure 2. Showing the questioning tendency by females (Julia
and Mona).
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with first practicum experience used Chorus Answer Questions at a difference of 6% more than the teachers with
second practicum experience who also used Closed Questions at a difference of 6% more than those with first
practicum experience. These Figures specify some little significant differences which indicate that the student-
teachers with first practicum teaching experience during my research involved students more in shorter memory
than the student-teachers with second practicum experience. However, it is important to note that the percentag-
es of either stage of experience in occupying learners with CAQ and CQ are significantly higher than the per-
centage of OQ usage which is only 5%. This implication will be discussed later.

3) Subject field

Figure 3 and Figure 4 indicate that that the Arts student-teachers used Chorus Answer Questions at a differ-
ence of 7% more than the Science student-teachers who also used more Closed Questions at a difference of 4%
more than the Arts student-teachers.

The conclusions here seem to tally with those drawn for gender and experience, namely; the Arts student-
teachers involved learners more in shorter memory than the Science student-teachers who involved learners in
deeper thinking slightly more than the Arts student-teachers at a difference of 3%. However, it is important to
note that the percentages of either subject field in occupying learners with CAQ and CQ are significantly higher
than the percentage of OQ usage which is only 6% for Science and 3% for Arts as I will discuss in the next sec-
tion.

5.1.2. The General Questioning Tendency

While all the above Figures and conclusions may point to tendencies in using a type of questioning approach
which differ according to gender, experience and subject, I wish to focus more on the general questioning ten-
dency as presented in Figure 5. The data in the Figure indicate a general questioning tendency that persisted in
the two colleges at the time of this research, used by the four student-teachers that participated in my study.

The Figure indicates a higher tendency in using Closed Questions (50%), a high tendency in using Chorus
Answer Questions (45%), and very minimal tendency in using Open Questions (5%) during the time of observa-
tion. Although these findings are not for generalised purposes, I have to underline that these tendencies could be
persistently used by these student-teachers, or in these schools, and maybe in other schools in Uganda.

5.2. Focused Interviews

Student-teachers were committed to interview sessions whereby I focused on particular questions and question-
ing approaches during their interactions. In their responses I managed to obtain their beliefs in choosing particu-
lar questions for their classroom interactions.

5.2.1. Open Questions
In the focused interviews, Julia said that her reason for using this type of question was to help “the students to
get used to thinking on their own instead of giving them questions that require clear-cut answers.” Julia believed

CAQ(85 = 49%)

Figure 3. Showing the questioning tendency by arts student-
teachers (Jack and Mona).
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Figure 4. Showing the questioning tendency by science stu-
dent-teachers (Julia and Jerry).

Figure 5. Showing the general questioning tendency.

that this empowers the students in their learning. For example, whenever Julia used questions like “What is a
pest?” she always wished to give the students opportunity to control their learning because she trusted that they
too have knowledge according to their various experiences. She therefore said, “I do not expect a specific an-
swer because the learners have different experiences of pests some of which I do not know. This could easily
stick to their minds.” Jack shared a similar interpretation. He perceived thinking as an acquired value. Therefore,
his belief in using the open questions was to make the learners “use their thinking so far acquired so as to con-
tribute freely” to the classroom interaction. With a slightly different understanding, Mona looked at these ques-
tions as a means to sustaining the teacher-learner relationship because learners are likely to enjoy the lesson if
they participated with deeper thinking compared to the other teacher-dominated approaches where “the child
simply listens instead of thinking”. However, she believed that this interaction could only be possible if:

-+ the topic is within the learner’s realm of understanding that he can think out for himself the res-
ponse. ‘- It allows you to interact when the learner takes the greater part because he is very competent of
the environment.

Since open questions contribute to the learner’s development of deeper thinking, Jerry too was certain that
they “bring critical thinking and help the learner to have an autonomous response. If the learner can respond
critically, it implies that he could apply that knowledge elsewhere.” Therefore, the four participants seemed to
agree that the thinking provokers help to sharpen the learner’s mind and encourage the learner to participate in
learning in a more interactive way.

On the other hand, some student-teachers held a belief that the nature of questioning could be determined by
the available time for the lesson. This is based on the response made by Jack for using few open questions. He
said that he avoided the open questions because “they require much time to respond to them”.
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5.2.2. Chorus Answer Questions

Every participant assented that the main intention for this questioning approach was to aid in managing the at-
tention of the learners. Julia acknowledged that she used chorus answer questions in the form of completers just
as one would use them directly because they help “to capture learners’ attention just as one would ask ‘Are you
following?’” In these questions, Julia intended to see “whether the learners are together with their teacher”. Si-
milarly, Jerry saw the “capturing” role of this style as helping to maintain learners’ attention and “to awake the
sleepers and those who are absent-minded”.

In slightly different terms, Jack viewed chorus answer questions as performing the “attractive” role. Unlike
Julia’s intention to “capture”, Jack sounded like he intended to motivate learners to pay attention. Jack enjoyed
using this approach for attracting learners’ attention because most of “these lessons are done in the afternoon,
and therefore they need much motivation. If the learners are tired they can be re-strengthened.” For example,
Jack was convinced that in the question, “Williams organised the people to struggle against the what?”” he in-
tended to make the learners “to complete so that even the one who had been dozing or not following may catch
up and know that whenever we talk of Williams, we have to attach him to Africanism.” He clarified that in his
classroom encounters such questions tended to come “after spending a long period of explanation. After some-
time I may ask the learners whether they are together with me--- in order to attract the absent minded learners,
and get their attention.”

On the contrary, Mona initially refused to acknowledge the academic importance of the chorus answer ques-
tions and claimed that, “it is a poor and a forbidden method of questioning.” This claim is contrary to Jerry’s as-
sertion. Jerry was certain that the training advises teachers to use chorus answer questions in the form of com-
pleters, but with a caution that, “they should not dominate because one can think that all students have under-
stood whereas in the process of chorusing a completion, others may be completely lost.” Regardless of who
holds the right ground on the legitimacy of the style, I realised that Mona too had the “capture” intention. Mona
claimed that if “you see that the learners are absent-minded, you can use such questions to bring them back.”

Furthermore, Jerry used chorus answer questions for a number of additional intentions. He said that when he
gave a question that required the learners to repeat the word at times he intended “the learners to pronounce well
the words”. In addition, Jerry believed that “in the lesson there are some weak students”. Therefore, whenever
he gave an attention seeker, which obviously provoked a chorus answer, he expected that these weak learners
might:

.-+ get a chance of chorusing with others, they will feel that they have done something. Some of them [stu-
dents] fear to stand on their own. With time, this completion may give such learners some confidence to
talk on their own. It can as well encourage the slow and quick learners to follow the lesson together in order
to achieve the lesson objectives.

In the focused interviews with Julia and Jack, I realised that time could be one of the factors for using chorus
answer questions. Julia indirectly claimed that these questions have a time-saving purpose because, “the time is
too little for the quantity of the content which is new and cannot be repeated any time.” Jack also shared the be-
lief that chorus answer questions save time because “we have got an overloaded curriculum; due to new subjects
and content, time becomes more limited. So we are at times forced to economise time in that way.”

5.2.3. Closed Questions

Generally, Jack, Jerry and Mona revealed that they used closed questions with the intention of helping the learn-
ers to retrieve knowledge acquired in and/or outside the classroom. Jack clarified that in the question, “In which
party was Milton Obote at the time of Independence?” he desired “to know whether they [students] know that
history of P5” as well as the history of their country. Jack looked at this approach as a good starting point to de-
termine what the learners know and what they do not know. Jack believed that the ability to recall the acquired
knowledge also helps the learners to transfer knowledge by relating the current “topic with the one we might
have seen earlier”. Jerry shared a similar thinking that closed questions make the learner remember things. He
said:

They help the learner to try practising what the teacher teaches in order to remember the next time the
teacher questions him. Even in our learning from first to third term, if the learner has not remembered, he
may not be able to pass exams. That is why I try to encourage them to keep recalling.

)
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It is this idea of helping the learner to retrieve the acquired knowledge that Mona based her claim on, that,
closed questions play the role of “concretising the matter into the learner’s mind”. She argued that although the
closed questions may result in the child parroting the content by encouraging “cram work”, on the other hand
they help the learner to think to some degree. Because of the student’s mental operation involved in the system
of retrieving the retained knowledge, Mona was conscious of the different levels of thinking abilities her learn-
ers may have and therefore she felt that when she gave these questions she intended to level-out these ability
differences because:

- if their understanding is low, you can’t give them the thinking questions: - In the classroom we have
learners who understand quickly, others take long, and others take longer:--- therefore, I use questions of
this type that can be accommodated by their different levels of understanding.

In addition, Julia shared the uncertainty about the student’s mental abilities. She said that she used this ques-
tioning approach simply to test students’ knowledge because, “according to their [learners’] age, their reasoning
is a bit low. They cannot manage to give detailed answers.” Although we could make a distinction between
knowledge and understanding, Julia’s assertion reflects her intention of posing questions which match with the
learners’ level of ability in knowledge production. Jack was rather more direct concerning his intention of using
closed questions in consideration of learners’ level of ability in knowledge production. He said that, “you bring a
question, phrase it and give it to them, and then you control their response” because, for Jack, controlling the
response meant obtaining answers relevant to the topic as outlined in the curriculum. Jack expressed more con-
fidence about using closed questions than other styles. He uses closed questions as a mechanism of classroom
management; for he said that, he could not allow questions that provoke “learners to discuss among themselves
because I can lose the classroom control. They begin to argue among themselves, which could produce chaos.
The best way is to use this type which requires them to recall knowledge.”

6. Discussion

This study was carried out in two rural schools in the central region of Uganda mainly dominated by Bantu
people. Among the Bantu, elders are regarded as custodians of knowledge. This is apparent in the practices,
norms, proverbs and idioms that caution the young to listen to the elders and take their knowledge whole sale.
Free expression is according to age and status. Queries from the elders to the young, commonly call for yes/no/I
don’t know response or recalling a certain fact. Since culture shapes people’s beliefs, it could crop into their
practices also. Thus it may be a contributory factor to the teachers’ tendency in using more CQ and CAQ than
OQ when interacting with students.

Nevertheless, it could be that the content for teaching does not lend itself easily to using OQ than other ap-
proaches. Some content could be difficult for student-teachers to internalise easily and transform into questions
that would challenge learners to exercise their thinking capacity in depth. There could also be a possibility that
the content is too much to be taught in the available time. This may also shape student-teachers’ belief in using
time-saving approaches that do not allow learners to use much time in responding. The OQ type that requires
more time to think becomes minimally used.

Moreover, the existing policies and teaching conditions sometimes may also contribute to shaping beliefs on
the nature of questioning approach. While OQ would allow learners to think out a response which could be giv-
en by an individual, it may not be as involving as the CQ and CAQ. Chorus Answer Questions, for example,
tend to attract chorus answers as the name suggests. The chorus response may involve more learners than OQ
although the level of rational participation remains questionable. For example, classroom population sizes may
affect the nature of questioning. A 1:200 (teacher-learner) ratio may make the teacher feel disgusted than a 1:40
ratio. While the former may provoke a feeling of teaching to get the content out of the way, using CAQ to keep
learners on interactive track, the latter may stimulate teacher’s enjoyment of the interaction punctuated by learn-
er involvement through responding to OQ. I do not deny that the opposite can’t be possible, but that there is a
more likely tendency.

7. Conclusion

In this paper I have focused on student-teachers whose first language is not English, but using the English me-
dium to interact with learners also whose first language is other than English. The article was aiming at studying
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student-teachers’ beliefs as the key influence to using a type of language expression. Focusing on questioning as
one of the school room forms of linguistic interaction a person who practices in situations where the medium is
as well the learners’ and the teachers’ first language may regard the dominance of CQ and CAQ in the opposite
situations as teacher’s limitedness in language proficiency. However, I have drawn on student-teachers practi-
cum and voices on the nature of questions posed in classroom to discuss that it is less a shortfall of language
proficiency than teachers’ beliefs that prompt a linguistic utterance. Culture, education policies, the curriculum,
existing interactive situation all shape the nature of beliefs harboured by teachers which instead influence their
teacher-learner interactions.
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