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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to investigate how autism teacher 
questions affect classroom discourse. This research presents an analysis of 
various autism teacher questions and their function in learning to stimulate 
autism students with creative speech. This study identifies as many as  
24 question functions played, namely asking for information, asking questions, 
knowing students’ knowledge, opening conversations, relationships, greetings, 
clarification, praise, offer, request, confirmation, affirmation, apology, 
reprimand, astonishment, asking permission, asking for attention , suggestions, 
commands, invitations, prohibitions, ridicule, monological discourse, and 
threats. Closed questions dominate conversation. As a result, autism students 
can produce creative speech and are very good at remembering facts, but they 
need time lag when asked questions that require high thinking. Classes become 
interactive with good questions and responses from teachers and students with 
autism. 
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1 Introduction 

Teaching is essentially the activity of teachers providing stimulus to students to learn  
and be creative. In this 21st era, there are many movements that prioritise creativity  
as an important element. One of them is the 4C (critical thinking, communicative, 
collaboration, and creativity) which has the goal of realising learning in the 21st era for 
every student in the entire country and even throughout the world (P21 Patnership for 
21st Century Learning, 2009). In learning, one of the efforts to increase the creativity of 
teachers and students can be done through questions. Three question features can serve as 
themes in classroom research viewed through the context of questions, the content of 
questions, and responses or reactions that must be asked by teachers and students 
(Rosenshine, 2010). The type of questions asked by the teacher and the way the teacher 
asks questions affect cognitive processes in students (Chin, 2007). 

To answer the question function, this study uses descriptive qualitative by providing  
a description of the question function that occurs in class interactions through 
psychopragmatic studies. What is interesting in this study is when teacher questions are 
asked to students with autism disorders. We face major challenges in achieving the right 
creative level when we are on the measurement of the development of linguistic or 
pragmatic functions among normal children and autism children. This challenge is 
illustrated when referring to ‘concrete thinking’ in children with autism in measuring the 
creative level of autism children. A question arises, what are the questions contained in 
the teacher’s question that can stimulate the creative thinking of autism students? 

1.1 Function of teacher questions 

In Indonesia, in 2005 the government passed Law No. 14 of 2005 concerning teachers 
and lecturers as one of the strategic steps to improve the competence of teachers and 
lecturers through teacher certification programs to meet the standards of professionalism 
criteria. For this, in 2007 the government issued a set of teacher professionalism 
standards that focused on pedagogical, professional, personal, and social competencies.  
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A related issue regarding special education teacher certification is that special education 
teachers are assessed to the same standard as public school teachers. This certainly  
must be different, not only seen through unique individual characteristics but also in 
curriculum formulation. This research will later contribute to the competence of teachers 
in asking questions by knowing the psychology of autism students and can also be used 
as a reference in curriculum planning in accordance with the acquisition of autism 
students’ language and their needs. 

According to the functional paradigm, questions are seen as a tool of social 
interaction, as the main communication tool in learning between teachers and students. 
This view shows the function of the question as an instrument by paying attention to what 
a person will do in a particular speech situation. Functional pragmatic characterisation 
seen through its function and relevance explains that an interpretation depends on 
understanding the speaker’s attitude towards the topic, context or participants (Ojwang, 
2016). Teacher questions are the main feature in classroom interactions (Wellington and 
Osborne, 2001). The teacher uses questions to frame and guide students in class during 
learning and to give various possibilities in the presence of initation – response – 
feedback (IRF) exchange. The characteristics of the teacher’s questions have a 
contribution in stimulating productive thinking in students (Chin, 2006). 

Initial research has confirmed that there are six functions of teacher questions  
that can influence class discourse, namely the function of student knowledge, requests, 
monologue discourse, clarification, relationships, and context interaction. Most of them 
are closed questions. The findings show that students are very successful at remembering 
facts, but still have difficulty when given higher thinking. These six question categories 
give them the right to speak and learn in the learning process (Dohrn and Dohn, 2018). 
Siemund (2017) examines questions of the social value of information by supporting the 
Levinson model with polar interrogative results exceeding the number of interrogative 
constituents in oral data both directly or indirectly with the function of information, 
request, confirmations, rhetorical, offer, permission, suggestions, initiating discourse, 
invitations, reprimands, back channelling, threats, greeting, surprise, apology, and 
grabbing attention. These findings urge us to better know how to improve and encourage 
students to be more creative thinking in classroom learning by considering other factors 
that might influence it, especially in autism students. It is clear that special education or 
special education teachers have a major and very large role in providing transition 
services for students with special needs (Blanchett, 2001). Teacher questions that 
correspond to the function to be conveyed can help autism students produce creative 
speech. 

1.2 Stimulation of creative thinking 

In the realm of education, creativity is seen as a special approach to learning that involves 
‘creative’ teaching and ‘creative’ learning strategies. Physical structure, teacher quality, 
and school administration are factors in scaffolding children’s creativity (Ucus and Acar, 
2019); creativity is important in children’s education (Alkuş and Olgan, 2014); creative 
processes are supported by social factors, influenced by culture, and achieved in a 
collaborative way (Jalongo, 2003). We found several creative utterances produced by 
autism students during learning. Children are an extraordinary source for producing 
creativity products. Based on research that has been done (Ravet, 2018) students and 
tutors understand the features of autism that occur are difficulty understanding  
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social situations, challenges regarding language and communication, making friends, 
connecting with others, eye contact, and interests. Children must continue to be given 
stimulus to have creative thoughts and expressions and creativity products to help  
them become more independent and confident (Huang and Szente, 2014). We found 
extraordinary creative speech from autism students in learning in this class. This response 
occurs because of the excellent and appropriate teacher position in providing stimulus 
through questions posed to autism students. The findings of research conducted 
(Dababneh et al., 2010) that teachers have a basis for developing a creative classroom 
environment. 

In implementing the learning process, the teacher uses questions that are well 
structured and posed in a way that is appropriate to the cognitive and abilities of students, 
usually appearing at the beginning, middle, and end of learning. At the beginning of 
learning teachers usually ask opening questions such as asking attendance, asking about 
activities, asking learning material that has been learned, and asking how far students 
mastered the past material. In the middle of learning, teachers usually ask questions to 
find out the clarity or understanding of students in receiving material and provide 
opportunities for students to ask questions. At the end of the lesson, the teacher clarifies 
the clarity about the material that has been obtained and the clarity about the homework 
given. Most of the teacher’s activities in teaching are filled with questions. One indicator 
to see the quality of a teacher can be seen through the way the teacher asks questions to 
students and variations of these questions. Teachers must be able to use appropriate 
language to be able to help learning, and students have the right to express their own 
thoughts (Huang and Szente, 2014). The teacher must have a good understanding of the 
subject matter in order to be able to ask according to students’ abilities, the teacher 
should have pedagogical skills in compiling and developing questions, can work together 
with students when using a series of questions (Chin, 2007). Seeing this fact, it is not 
excessive if the questioning skill is one of the basic teaching skills that must be mastered 
by a teacher. 

2 Research methods 

2.1 Research approach 

The method used in this research is descriptive qualitative using a psychopragmatic 
approach. This study includes a new study in looking at psychological aspects based on 
the implied intent of various speech acts delivered by speakers in various speech 
contexts. Psychopragmatics is a combination of psychology and pragmatic. The 
psychological aspect that triggers spoken and written speech of speakers is called 
psychopragmatics (Rahmat et al., 2019). Psychopragmatics is related to mental use of 
language (Mahmood and Hassan, 2018). The teacher must have good psychology and 
pragmatic abilities in order to be able to take the right steps in carrying out learning 
activities in class. In addition, the psychology of autism students themselves must be 
considered given that autism students have unique and diverse personalities. The analysis 
was carried out by identifying the autism teacher’s questions functionally in asking 
questions to autism students, along with observing the responses of each autism student. 
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2.2 Participant settings 

In this article, the Autis Extraordinary School (SLB) of the State University of Malang, 
Malang, Indonesia is used as a research site. The term use of the word laboratory is made 
so that students can easily practice teaching according to scientific fields, and researchers 
can conduct research according to their expertise. The Autism Laboratory SLB has been 
used as a study/pilot centre for nearby autism schools/institutions, and was awarded as 
the best autism school in Malang, East Java, Indonesia. In addition, the Autism 
Laboratory School has its own characteristics and innovations in curriculum development 
under the auspices of the State University of Malang, Indonesia. This research focuses on 
elementary school (SD) which consists of two autism teachers in the academic class,  
one teacher as the main teacher and the other as a co-teacher. We focus on the main 
teacher because it has a very large role during learning and communicates more actively 
with autism students. Academic class means that one class contains several autism 
students with grades 1-6 elementary school, age and type of diversity that are diverse and 
already have better verbal ability than other classes. The academic class consists of  
six students, five male students and one female student. The main teacher is Mrs. VV 
(initial name), a teacher who has both academic and non-academic skills (vocational 
skills), a Bachelor’s of Psychology graduate. Data is taken on learning activities in the 
even semester as many as eight meetings. Our initial names are used in this paper to 
protect the anonymity of the participants. 

2.3 Data collection 

We visited the school for four weeks to observe the learning process in class. There are 
four lessons we have observed, namely Indonesian, mathematics, Pkn, and regional 
languages (Javanese). We use two cameras, the main camera which is connected to an 
external microphone worn by the VV mother so that the speech issued is recorded 
clearly. The second camera records the sound and class atmosphere of the speech and 
attitude of autism students. This second camera is placed in the corner of the classroom 
so that autism students do not feel disturbed, thus getting natural data. Data comes from 
field notes and video recordings, then transcribed according to focus. The disadvantage is 
that information about intonation, humour and surprise cannot be reproduced in 
transcription. But we can clarify through the use of punctuation and explain in detail 
some of the non-verbal actions of teachers and autism students. 

2.4 Data analysis 

What question functions emerge from teacher questions that can stimulate the creative 
thinking of autism students developed and tested. By seeing the teacher’s speech as a 
stimulus and the speech of autism students as a response, we track how the question 
affects the creative speech process of autism students. Special attention is given at  
60 seconds after each question asked by the teacher. Data is coded based on 24 domain 
codes that show the different functions of teacher questions. In classifying autism student 
responses, we adopt the findings (Chin, 2006) by looking at cognitive processes in 
answering teacher questions. Creative speech is indicated by autism students’ speech 
which takes place naturally in the actual speech situation. 
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3 Results 

We begin first by describing the design features of the autism teacher’s questions,  
after that we move on to the functions contained in the autism teacher’s questions.  
The questions are further analysed based on the questioner and the thing asked, the  
open-closed questions, and the cognitive level that demands the response of autism 
students. 

3.1 Question design 

3.1.1 Distribution of questions based on the questioner and the question asked 
The results obtained that in the learning process in the academic class there are  
678 questions. From the results of the distribution of questions totalling 678 questions,  
it is known that the average number of questions raised by teachers is 672 questions 
(99%), while the average number of questions asked by autism students is only  
six questions (1%). The teacher has a very big role in classroom interactions. In 
accordance with opinions (Van Booven, 2015) this happens because students are 
expected to show respect for the teacher and not dominate in conversation in class.  
The teacher has power in class interaction. In the autism class this is clearly different, 
because one of the characteristics of autism is that it cannot interact properly. Meanwhile, 
questions raised by autism students are usually only emphasised by clarifying questions 
from questions asked by the teacher, namely by repeating the questions posed by the 
teacher. In accordance with the opinion of Hobson and Hobson (2007) that autism 
children tend to imitate others. This finding shows that autism students rarely ask 
questions while in learning, shown from the number of questions asked by autism 
students by only six questions (1%). 

Questions asked by teachers in learning are still broken down into questions by 
classifying them based on categories of people, activities, numbers, circumstances, time, 
and place (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 Teacher’s questions are based on what was asked (see online version for colours) 

 

Autism teachers’ questions during the lesson were mostly related to questions in the form 
of activities, which were 285 (42%). At the beginning of learning to build a good and 
vibrant mood, the teacher asks about the activities carried out by autism students before 
going to school, for example asking about activities at breakfast, activities when going to 
school, or activities during school holidays. This question can stimulate the ability of 
autism students to be able to tell stories well and coherently about the activities that have 
been carried out. Questions about people occupy the second position most, as many as 
102 (15%). This form of questioning is more aimed at autism students to recognise 
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people around them. Autism students can talk about family, friends, neighbours, relatives, 
and even their own friends from the stimulation of the question with the question ‘who’. 
Questions in the category of numbers as much as 98 (14%) appear more when there are 
questions about learning material, in this case more appearing in mathematics or 
questions in the form of ‘how much’. Questions by asking the situation as many as  
93 (14%) arise when the teacher asks news, class situation, the condition of friends, 
relatives, neighbours, parents, and the conditions experienced by autism students (injured, 
sad, happy, tantrum, silent). Questions about time with as many as 74 (11%) questions 
arise when the teacher stimulates the speech of autism students by asking about the time 
(day and date when learning takes place) and some questions about the understanding of 
autism students of the text in the reading books. The next category is where as many as 
26 (4%) are asked by teachers to stimulate the memory and storytelling ability of autism 
students about the activities they have done. 

These findings reveal that teacher questions ask more about non-academic activities 
experienced by autism students. These results support the opinion that non-academic 
activity questions are often used for the benefit of classroom management (Widodo, 
2006). 
Table 1 Frequency of use of questions based on question word categories 

Question categories Number of questions percentage 
What 42% (n – 285) 
Who 15% (n – 102) 
Where 4% (n – 26) 
When 11% (n – 74) 
Why 14% (n – 93) 
How many/much 14% (n – 98) 
Total 100% (n – 678) 

The frequency of use of the interrogative words distribution can be seen in Table 1 in the 
form of question words what, who, why, and how outperform interrogative words spoken 
by autism teachers, while interrogative words when and where lower frequency of use. 
The question word what a low-level question word and is widely used in autism students, 
but that does not mean that an autism student cannot answer an autism teacher’s question 
with the use of medium-level question words, for example with question words why and 
how are included in the high level. 

(1) VV: “after playing, Mas Dn plays ball. Mas and beam toys. Once installed, 
the beams are tidied, arranged neatly, returned. Why?” 

Dn: (speechless) “hhhhmmmm…” 

VV: “after playing the equipment is tidied up. Why?” 

Dn: (silent while thinking, scratching his head) 

VV: “why? After playing, the toys must be tidied up, returned to its place so 
that?” 

Dn: “(while thinking) let … (pause) secure” 

(T3.1.FPk) 
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Data (1) shows that Dn students with a 13 years age category, 6th grade elementary 
school, good language skills and good psychological can respond to teacher questions in 
the category of why that can produce creative speech. The use of teacher questions is an 
attempt to make students more able to think, not to judge the truth of their answers 
(Smart and Marshall, 2013). General answer responses are usually in the form of answers 
to be neat, but Dn students answer them with answers to be safe. Another interesting 
thing found in this study is that there is a use of questions using the word masak which 
comes from Javanese masak which is not found in the question word literature in 
Indonesian. The use of the word masak (is that right in English) is found at the beginning 
and middle of the sentence in the teacher’s question. The word masak has a meaning in 
the form of rejection or denial. 

(2) VV: “oooh AA which became a train, where are you going? AA?” 

AA: “hhhmmmm… Want to uuughhh… Batu” 

VV: “Looh to Batu take the train?” 

AA: (Head nodding) 

VV: “masak? If you take the train, where do you usually go to AA?” 

AA: “uuughhhh… hmm… Bandung” 

(T6.2.FPMa) 

The use of question words masak in data (2) as a form of question in asking for 
information or confirmation to AA who is 12 years old, 4th grade, has imperfect language 
and psychological skills by asking for confirmation that it is true that he will go to Batu 
by train. The context is to get to Batu, you cannot use the train, because there is no train 
line. Furthermore, the response spoken by autism students spontaneously answered the 
word Bandung as a destination that can use trains to get to the area. The emergence of 
creative words in the word Bandung is due to the storage of memories or experiences that 
autism students have gained, namely the experience of using the train to the city of 
Bandung. This is in line with several opinions using the term retrospective, where this 
component supports the coding and stimulus process in recognition and memory (Smith 
and Bayen, 2004). 

3.1.2 Distribution of questions based on open-ended questions 
Based on the analysis of the types of closed-open questions it can be seen that  
622 questions (92%) are closed questions and 56 (8%) are open-ended questions asked by 
teachers to find out students’ understanding of autism and stimulate their creative speech. 
This distribution is proposed based on the possible answers to the questions of teachers 
who expect responses in the form of creative speech from autism students. Frequency of 
use of questions seen based on closed and open questions can be seen in Figure 2. 

Most of the questions asked by autism teachers are closed questions, where the 
teacher demands definite and certain answers from those asked. Similar to the research 
conducted (Oktaviana et al., 2016) which shows that teachers use closed questions for 
stimulate students to think convergently and recall previous material. In autism students 
only get 8% open questions during learning. According to Blosser (2000) with  
open-ended questions being said can make students express the reasons for their thinking, 
conclude, identify, formulate hypotheses, and make judgments about their assessment 
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standards. Open questions in this study only reach the step of expressing the reasons 
according to the thinking of autism students, deducing what is obtained and identifying 
about an object. 

Figure 2 Frequency of using closed-ended questions (see online version for colours) 

 

3.1.3 Distribution of questions based on cognitive levels of questions 
Based on the results of data analysis when viewed from Bloom’s taxonomy it is known 
that the average number of questions with a cognitive level of remembering is  
587 questions (87%), comprehension questions are 58 questions (8%), application 
questions are 33 questions (5%), analysis questions are 0%, evaluation questions are 0%, 
and create questions are 0%. Data can be seen in Table 2. 
Table 2 Results of analysis of teacher questions on the cognitive domain 

Teacher’s question Number of teachers asking questions Percentage 
C1 (remembering) 587 86% 
C2 (understand) 58 8% 
C3 (apply) 29 4% 
C4 (analyse) 4 1% 
C5 (evaluate) 0 0% 
C6 (create) 0 0% 
Total 678 100% 

Most of the questions asked by teachers are questions at low cognitive levels 
(memorising and remembering) and there are several questions in the form of 
applications. Based on Bloom’s revised taxonomy that teachers can decide and improve 
curriculum and instruction in learning through this taxonomy (Krathwohl, 2002).  
Widodo (2006) considers that high-level cognitive questions contribute better in the 
learning process. Meanwhile, the results of the analysis of the types of knowledge 
dimension questions are in Table 3. 

Table 3 shows the number of types of teacher questions during learning based on 
Bloom’s revised taxonomic knowledge dimension. It is seen from the table that questions 
on the dimension of factual knowledge level are 327 (48%), conceptual questions  
212 (31%), procedural questions 133 (20%), and metacognitive questions 6 (1%).  
The teacher asks these questions to test the students’ knowledge, learn the material, and 
know the level of children’s ability according to their class (Kawalkar and Vijapurkar, 
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2013). In line with an autism teacher’s requirement to be able to adjust questions to 
autism students, because they have different abilities and needs. 
Table 3 Teacher’s questions on revised Bloom’s taxonomic knowledge dimensions 

Teacher’s questions in 
the cognitive domain Number of teacher questions Percentage 

Factual 327 48% 
Conceptual 212 31% 
Procedural 133 20% 
Metacognitive 6 1% 
Total 678 100% 

3.2 The function of teacher questions 

From some question functions, the function of requesting information is the most 
function found, which is as much as 24%. The second most common function is the 
question function as a question asking function of 18%. The function of knowing 
students’ knowledge is as much as 12%, similar to the function as opening a 
conversation. The function found is also a question function to maintain the relationship, 
which is 10%. Another 7% results for the question function as regards. The clarification 
function has a 3% result. A similar result of 2% was found in the function of questions as 
praise and offer. The functions of requests, confirmations, confirmations, apologies, 
reprimands, amazement, asking permission, asking for attention, suggestions and orders 
have the same result of 1%. Five other functions that have a result of 0% of the total  
678 questions, namely the function of invitation, prohibition, ridicule, monological 
discourse, and threats. More complete, the function of autism teacher questions can be 
seen in Table 4. 
Table 4 Function of autism teacher questions in class 

Function Number of teacher 
question functions Percentage Example 

Information 162 24% What day is it now? What date? 
Asking 122 18% What are the answers to  

four-legged animals? 
Student knowledge 82 12% Indeed, how do you  

become a pilot? 
Opening conversation 79 12% Are you ready to study? 
Relationship 65 10% Loh, what’s with the hands? 
Regards 45 7% How are you all? 
Clarification 18 3% Come on, when you finish offering 

the wares, what do you say? 
Praise 16 2% Mas BL who drew this yourself? 
Offer 12 2% Should the VV mother get the ruler 

for you? 
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Table 4 Function of autism teacher questions in class (continued) 

Function Number of teacher 
question functions Percentage Example 

Request 10 1% Whether Mas Dn have an eraser? 
Confirmation 8 1% You know that? Yes? 
Affirmation 7 1% What can we do if we are fasting? 

Yesterday was taught at the 
Ramadhan hut, what can I do if  

I don’t fast? 
Apology 7 1% Oh sorry mother VV did not hear, 

which one is not there? 
Reprimand 6 1% How do you write that? 
Astonishment 6 1% Hah, what? Continue here? Why? 
Ask for permission 5 1% Can VV mother close the door? 
Ask attention 5 1% Why is this looking out? 
Suggestion 5 1% If you brush your teeth clean,  

so it’s white, huh? 
Command 5 1% IM, can you write it on the 

whiteboard? 
Invitation 3 0% Who wants to pray with VV 

mother? 
Prohibition 3 0% Can you really mock a friend? 
Ridicule 3 0% Masak Mbak IM this big is still 

being fed? 
Monological 
discourse 

3 0% Loh, it’s time to rest. Shall we 
continue later? First play with 
friends. Can’t be naughty huh? 

Threat 2 0% Tomorrow morning VV kiss the 
hair is fragrant or not huh? 

The results of data analysis in this study indicate that most of the questions used in 
classroom interactions function to request or search for information (24%) contained in 
almost all teacher questions. According to the opinion (Tsui, 2002) that the question 
sentence is used primarily to find information and clarification. From the function of this 
question, the responses given by autism students differ, such as the example spoken by 
students with the initials Sf at the age of 12 years, grade 4 elementary school students 
who have good language skills and psychological conditions better than other autism 
students. The success of pragmatic competence depends on contextually dependent 
speech production (Padilla Cruz, 2018). According to Mustajoki (2012) which uses the 
term mental world regarding linguistic abilities, cultural background, original patterns, 
relationships with interlocutors, emotional, physiological, situational, and circumstances 
that are important factors in communication interactions. Such is the case in the 
conversation in learning in this class about the variety of functions of the questions that 
arise, all depending on the underlying context. This function, for example, occurs in the 
context of conversation when the teacher gives questions about parts of the plant. 
Following the conversation: 
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(3) VV: “come on, what are some parts of the plant?” 

Sf: “root … hmmmm the stem? Flower...” (soft answer) 

VV: “the green one? Guess what?” 

Sf: “grass” (murmured) 

VV: “the plant part can be grass toh. What? 

Sf: “flower?” 

VV: “flower?”(high pitch) 

Sf: “the stem?” 

VV: “hmmmm… The stem? Leaf Mas Sf, the green part of the plant leaves” 

(T4.2.FPMi) 

In the data (3) Mrs. VV repeats the questioning strategy that is being done to autism 
students so that students understand what is asked. Sf responded with the word answer 
grass when asked about the parts of plants that are green. Continues with the answer 
stem. This creative process is used to state or give an explanation to Mrs. VV. Mrs. VV 
gives stimulus to Sf by giving the word clue green to give the answer she really wants in 
the form of a word leaf. In Sf knowledge, grass and stems have a green colour and are 
part of plants. Although Sf’s answer does not match the answer he wants, but this is one 
of the strategies of autism students in responding to answers by developing the topic of 
speech with associative words that grass has variations so that Sf raises the word grass as 
part of a green plant and mentions stem as part of a green plant. This result is similar to 
other functions in terms of the requesting function, both asking for clarification (3%), 
request (1%), confirmation (1%), affirmation (1%), apology (1%), asking permission 
(1%), asking for attention (1%), and knowing students’ understanding (12%). A child 
tries to use various strategies to express intentions and achieve the desired 
communication goals (Werdiningsih, 2015). 

The second highest percentage of usage is the function of questions asked to ask 
(18%). The questioning function in this class discourse is done when the speaker does not 
know information about something. Why is there a high percentage of conversations in 
this academic class? The interesting thing in this class is the pattern of interaction in the 
learning class, where in one academic class consists of six students with different grade 
levels. The teacher gives the material in accordance with the grade level of each autism 
student in the same class. The rotation pattern used by autism teachers is very interesting, 
the teacher switches to other students when they have raised questions about the material 
in learning to students beforehand. Here’s an example of a conversation: 

(4) VV: “at ten the writing like what?” 

Im: (speechless) 

VV: “how to write the number ten?” 

Im: “ten.. ten.. (Murmuring and writing the number ten in the book)” 

VV: “smart” 

(The teacher left Im and turned to other students) 

(T3.5.FPb) 
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Student responses in the form of repetition of what is asked by the teacher. Im with  
the age of 13 years, 5th grade elementary school, still do not have the ability and 
psychological good cause students can not respond perfectly. Im doing the repetition of 
the utterances by mentioning the number ten which according to Sterponi and Shankey 
(2014) this is done by reiterating the utterances uttered by others and done of their own 
volition in response to the opposite of the speaker. This function is similar to the question 
function as a monological discourse (0%). In other data there is a conversation where the 
teacher answers all the questions by himself, for example in the speech [“what do you 
have? Hmmm.. I have some toys for today”]. These types of questions do not require 
student answers, and sometimes they are ignored. This question can be categorised as a 
non-interactive question (Scott et al., 2006). 

Other functions such as the existence of the question function as a conversation 
opening (12%), relationships (10%), and greetings (7%). The relationship between 
interlocutors has greater influence on communication than emotional factors (Mustajoki, 
2012). We enter the same categories for all three functions. The function of this question 
is found more in non-academic questions, there are many at the beginning and end of 
learning. Next is the conversation that occurred in class. 

(5) VV: “this is why the hands can be like this?” (Holding hand Sf) 

CR: “ngglodoki” 

VV: “oh, ngglodoki. How come why??” 

CR: “said mother heat moved to cold” 

(T4.7.FPh) 

Data (5) shows the creative speech produced by CR students, 10 years old students,  
grade 3 elementary school students, and has good language and psychological abilities. 
Students try to explain the state of their hands by producing words ngglodoki (peeling). 
He tried to reveal the cause of his hand peeling which caused by the movement of the 
weather. This strategy can be a specific action or behaviour carried out by autism 
students in responding. Sf gained prior understanding and knowledge, so that he could 
explain it using his own language. He uses the word ngglodoki as the concept of peeling 
off his hands. In line with what was delivered (Boeriswati, 2011) children deliver creative 
speech as an alternative to solving problems in communication when they have difficulty 
finding vocabulary that can represent the concepts they are thinking about. 

Other functions include questions as praise (2%), reprimands (1%), amazement (1%), 
prohibitions (0%), ridicule (0%), threats (0%), bids (2%), suggestions (1%), solicitation 
(0%), and orders (1%) that we enter into the same category. 

(6) VV: “hmmm Bl, just keep jumping until you get tired?” (Flat tone) 

Bl: (jumping higher and higher) 

VV: “Oalah Bl, the mother VV meant to stop jumping! Let’s go, sit here!” 
(High-pitched sambal holding Bl hand) 

(T7.3.FPth) 

The function of the question as a command is shown in data (6) with a non-verbal 
response done by Bl students who are 7 years old, grade 1 elementary school and still do 
not have good language and psychological skills in carrying out the teacher’s orders. 
Questions will be identified as an order if there is a response in the form of 
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implementation or rejection of the order said. In Javanese there is a meaning ‘ngelulu’ 
which asks the interlocutor to do something but is actually a prohibition on doing 
something. Kunjana Rahardi (2005) states the marker characteristics of non-imperative 
speech can be known through the context of the background situation if the speech has 
the pragmatic meaning of the command ngelulu. Speech ngelulu from the teacher can be 
understood with the help of paralinguistic factors. Psychologically, changes in intonation 
spoken by the teacher can show changes in attitude used as assertiveness. In the first 
utterance, it is not accompanied by gestures and has a flat tone, so Bl thinks the speech is 
a command to keep doing what he did. 

The function of 24 questions is as a way to improve the thinking ability of autism 
students through questions. The responses obtained by students are mostly honest  
and simple answers based on facts and real awareness. Teacher’s reaction to student 
responses is more important to consider than the question itself (Hamm and Perry, 2002). 
This question is aimed at one of them to stimulate creative and imaginative thinking for 
autism students based on the experience or knowledge they already have. The type of 
questions asked by teachers are very important in developing student curiosity in that 
environment (Capraro et al., 2010). 

4 Discussion 

Identifying the function of questions and responses of students’ answers is done in a 
series of questions and answers (adjacency pairs), in accordance with the opinion 
(Schegloff, 2007) that questions and answers are adjacency pairs. Ensuring the question 
function is strengthened by guiding the determination of the question function based on 
illocution, response, actors and context. This is what makes the question function diverse 
and there is a lot of conversation in the classroom. , reading, and speaking, such as Farrell 
and Ives (2015) who observed that in class speaking, writing and observing can 
contribute to teacher beliefs in class. But research that focuses on questions of autism 
teachers to autism students is still very limited. Next, an explanation of the creation of 
teacher questions in learning autism classes is explained as follows. 

4.1 Question distribution: the question and the question asked, the closed-open 
question, and the cognitive level of the question 

Most questions were only asked by teachers as many as 678 questions (99%) than 6% 
(1%) of questions asked by students in class. This happens because the teacher has power 
in the class. The highest category in the questions asked in the autism class is about 
activity (42%). At the beginning of learning the hardest thing a teacher must be able to do 
is create an atmosphere of ‘mentally prepared’ and ‘cause attention’ for students to be 
directed and focused on the things to be learned. VV teachers fulfil this role and do very 
well in developing chemistry in starting learning. The apperception activity starts with 
asking how the students are doing, the students’ activities before going to school, singing, 
practicing concentration with psychomotor activities, and asking students to talk about 
their holidays and activities. According to Farrell (2009) questions are used to start class 
interactions. VV teachers need time to make autism students focus, concentrate and have 
a good mood. Greeting sentences using speech “come on, who today is sad? Who does 
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not want to learn today? Who today wants to get angry?” Successfully makes autism 
students suggest with the answer “no” which is their response. One of the strategies used 
by teachers at the beginning of learning is to ask students to talk about the activities they 
have done. They do it very well with the help of teacher questions to provoke their 
speech. In narration, autism children must be able to develop their abilities so that they 
can adapt their stories to their listeners (Norbury and Bishop, 2003). Autism children tend 
to direct interactions to their interests. They fail to develop new information topics, 
instead they are strong in repeating previous topics or instead they can suddenly shift 
topics that cannot be explained (Lam and Yeung, 2012); tend to be formal language, have 
a unique style of speech and alienate themselves from peers (Simmons et al., 2014). 

In our opinion the cognitive level of teacher questions has a strong effect on student 
outcomes, but all depend on the strategies implemented in the classroom. The findings in 
this study also reveal that closed questions dominate classroom conversation. But do not 
rule out there are some open questions also found in learning autism. Why do not we try 
to integrate high and low questions or integrate closed and open questions in asking a 
question? This argument can be based on looking at the difficulty of the questions, 
variations (regarding how many students’ answers are different and possible to be true), 
and complexity (how many different questions in the same question). According to 
Goossen (2002) open and closed questions must be balanced; and open or closed 
questions have great potential in supporting children’s verbal reasoning (Säre et al., 
2019). Agree with Walsh and Sattes (2011) that good questioning techniques will guide 
children to find more specific information, be able to argue and solve problems, 
especially by using open-ended questions. Open-ended questions aim at guiding children 
to debate, reason according to their opinions, explain their ideas, draw conclusions, make 
decisions, develop ideas and argue (Fisher, 2007). VV teacher performs a variety of 
strategies to make autism students able to issue their creative speech. The strategy that is 
widely used is the fishing strategy using image media. Actually gradually, Mrs. VV has 
integrated low and high questions or gradually closed and open questions. The following 
are given examples in class conversations. 

A: “who wants to be this?” (Point to one of the pictures that has been installed 
in class) 

B: “astronot” 

A: “I yes right. Where are you going??” 

B: “hmmm.. outer space” 

A: “wear what?” 

B: “rocket” 

A: “oohh rocket ride, going to space. Try tell me here (holding hand B). Come 
on!” 

B: (walk to the front of the class) “this astronot” 

A: “then? Rocket ride, then where it is?” 

B: “to the moon” 

A: “continue?” 

B: “to mars” 

A: “does he want to go to the sun?” 
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B: “no” 

A: “why not?” 

B: “because it’s still hot” 

A: “hot?” 

B: “hot, like fire” 

A: “ohh so he only marches to the moon?” 

B: (nodding) 

A: “alright, thank you Dv..” 

(T8.6.Fhj) 

We observe the use of the language used by VV very well, many are inducement, and he 
does not ask for the right answer as he wants. He allows students to imagine and think 
according to their ability in language. Teachers must be able to understand the students’ 
emotional and psychological students at the time. In the context of these sentences 
students who have good language skills and good intelligence can explain and argue 
about the figure of an astronaut, the work of an astronaut, and several other reasons,  
such as the heat described as fire. Starting from the question who is ...? Continues to the 
question word ... where ?, ... what ?, then ?, what ...?, why ...? and ... yes? As a form of 
question words to stimulate the creative speech production of autism students. Use closed 
questions at the beginning of a conversation as if the teacher already knows the answers 
and waits for students to show what they understand (Ho, 2005). In these conversations 
students tend to give short answers, only a few words. Agree with Siraj-Blatchford and 
Manni (2008) who argue that closed questions are not authentic when the teacher knows 
the students’ answers and tries to make the child understand the responses the teacher 
wants. Some of the conversations that occur in this autism class can be seen from the data 
that the teacher does not force autism students to respond to answers that are in 
accordance with what the teacher thinks, they can imagine and argue about the answers to 
the teacher’s questions. 

With the inclusion of high questions in questions teachers can promote deeper and 
reflective thinking (Eliasson et al., 2017). In our opinion, the questions teachers ask must 
be in accordance with the characteristics of autism students, because they are different 
from one another. Low questions tend to be asked randomly, whereas high questions tend 
to be asked to target students (Eliasson et al., 2017). Teachers should be more familiar 
with questions that encourage creative thinking rather than critical thinking (Birbili, 
2013). Based on research conducted (Lee and Kinzie, 2012) in his science class, 
cognitive processing in questions involves growing facts or information. From the results 
of this study we see closed questions will help autism students to think creatively, and 
when combined with open questions will produce more directed reasoning at autism 
students. Creative thinking can be formed from a closed question that can make children 
think and provide arguments (Fisher, 2001). Closed questions encourage verbal reasoning 
skills (Säre et al., 2019). 

In Indonesia the education system used is based on character education. Among 
systems, an education system based on compassion, hone, and foster care (care and 
dedication based on love). Mong or momong (meaning parenting) in Javanese.  
The teachers and lecturers are said to be pamong who have the task of educating and 
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teaching children with compassion. The aim is to develop students, noble character, 
intelligent, have skills, physically and mentally healthy so that students are independent 
and responsible (Wangid, 2009). Research conducted by Supriyanto (2008) which 
compared learning student centred learning (SCL) with Among systems resulted in the 
Among systems being more advanced and suitable to be applied in learning, but in 
certain situations the SCL method in Indonesia is still centralised and not yet owned 
teacher or lecturer autonomously and authentically. These Among systems are used by 
teachers in learning for autism students. Based on Javanese culture which is also the 
identity of the teacher itself makes this system feel strong in learning. Seen from a 
number of contexts and conversations that occur in the autism class, with the imposition 
of coercion, punishment, and strict instruction of the teacher to students make the 
classroom conditions become humanist, comfortable and can stimulate the speech of 
autism students well. Still according to Wangid (2009), the rule that can be applied is to 
provide guidance and support children to grow and develop because of their own nature. 
Strengthened with opinions (Wahyuningsih et al., 2018), the Among system can be 
applied in the learning process to instil character values in children which can be carried 
out from the initial, core, resting, and closing activities. In the application of the Among 
system, it can be done at the stages of preparing a syllabus, preparing RPPH, determining 
learning media, as well as compiling and evaluating. These Among systems are not only 
used to instil character values, but can be used to build knowledge in order to achieve a 
generation of people who are intelligent, spiritual, religious, emotional, and intellectual. 

4.2 The function of teacher questions as stimulation for creative speech of 
students 

We turn to the discussion of findings regarding 24 teacher question functions in the 
autism class discourse. In formulating good questions for verbal reasoning, one must 
know the purpose and function of the question (Walsh and Sattes, 2011). We agree with 
Boyd (2015) that it is also important to examine the function of the question why the 
question was asked, to support students’ diverse responses such as closed and open 
questions in asking, reminding or implying answers at that time. So we conducted this 
research and got 24 function questions asked by teachers in the autism class. This study 
classifies the function of teacher questions in the context of stimulating the ability to 
speak creatively, if the right creative speech strategy will be generated by autism 
students. The function of the question also depends on the purpose of the questions posed 
(Walsh and Sattes, 2011). In asking questions, there are several forms of questions asked 
by the teacher. Why is this also important to know? The series of sentences prepared by 
the teacher in asking questions to autism students greatly influences the response of 
students’ answers so that later they can produce creative speech. 

The highest number of 24 question functions is obtained by requesting information 
(24%). This function is proposed by autism teachers to request information as far as they 
want. Question sentences are composed of news sentences with questions of intonation, 
without using question markers also found in some function of questions asked by the 
teacher, such as in the functions of asking for information, asking questions, clarification, 
confirmation (e.g., do you understand?; interest or interest?) reinforced with high 
intonation at the end of the sentence. Other findings regarding the form of the question 
are the emphasis yes at the end of the sentence to state the command function question 
(for example, why does VV say must obey, huh?), the offer (for example eating fruit, 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Stimulating creative thinking on autism students through teacher questions 165    
 

 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

huh?), affirmation (for example Ina and Dito who play on the terrace, huh?), reprimands 
(examples of hands placed on the table huh?) and prohibitions (examples can not be 
eaten, huh?). The use of interrogative words what, how, why, who, where, when also 
varies. The question word what at the end of the sentence and in front of the sentence as 
the dominant focusing is found in conversations in class. The question word what at the 
end of the sentence is more dominant in the class conversation, because it can be 
considered as a form of affirmation of the question. The pronoun question who in front, 
middle, end to ask the actor or replace the function of the subject, predicate or object.  
The interrogative pronoun why at the beginning, middle and end to ask the reason or 
cause of action. The interrogative pronoun how at the beginning or end of a sentence. 
Interrogative pronouns where without accompanied by assignments in, to, from, that and 
accompanied by assignments in, to, from, and that. The interrogative pronoun is 
accompanied by an explanation of quantity. The question sentence can be formed using 
particles with question patterns what (kah), who (kah), how many (kah), why (kah),  
how (kah). The use of the word what is widely used to confirm student knowledge,  
(for example what colour is this fruit?), who is used to open conversation, greetings, and 
relationships (examples of who is sad today?). Also found the question word already 
(example Bl, did you have breakfast earlier, child?). Likewise is found in the functions 
of praise, apologies, amazement, asking permission, asking for attention, suggestions, 
invitations, ridicule, monologue discourse, threats that use question words what, who, 
why, and how. 

Responses to answers to autism teacher questions vary. Students with the initials  
Dn can provide creative answers to questions raised by the teacher (in data 1). Likewise 
for students with initials Sf who can respond to teacher questions by using several 
strategies in speaking (data 3). CR initial students can already do a good response  
(data 5). Children aged 8–9 years can provide verbal reasons in responding  
to open questions from the teacher in the discussion (Säre and Luik, 2011). Unlike the  
10 years old IM, grade 5 elementary school still cannot understand the meaning of speech 
and the appropriate response (data 4), as well as the initials AA students aged 9 years, 
grade 2 elementary school and Bl 7 years old grade 1 elementary school who have not 
been able to understand the questions and have not been able to respond to teacher 
questions correctly. Children ages 4–8 need high interaction with effective questions in 
developing verbal reasoning (Säre et al., 2016). The higher age and linguistic abilities, 
they will be able to produce more complex syntax and will be able to tell stories longer 
(Norbury and Bishop, 2003). 

4.3 Implications of research findings for the development of autism learning 

Although many studies investigating the effects of questions seen from student 
participation, interaction, and student responses, for example (Fakeye and Ayede, 2013) 
that there is a positive and very strong relationship between teacher question and answer 
behaviour with student achievement; and (Shomoossi, 2004) who explore patterns of 
repetitive questions and their interactive effects on students, but there is not much 
research that examines questions especially in autism learning classes. Many past studies 
were only conducted through questionnaires and interviews to obtain data, not through 
observations in class. In Indonesia, the principles of education and teaching for children 
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with autism according to Depdiknas (2004) that we quote from Kurdi (2009) which can 
be used as an illustration of education and teaching in the world, namely: 

a Structured, in the sense of teaching starting from teaching materials/materials that 
are most easily done by children, then after they master it can be increased again to 
the same level but still in the same sequence. The next step is to actualise 
instructions in concrete actions. 

b Patterned, conditioned based on scheduled routines in accordance with the situation 
and environmental conditions. The hope is that children can more easily accept 
change, adapt to the environment (adaptive) and behave properly. 

c Programmed, meaning that the educational material program must be carried out in 
stages according to the child’s ability. 

d Consistent, for teachers means staying in attitude, responding and treating children in 
accordance with the character and abilities of each individual autism child. 

e Continuously, the continuity of the basic principles of teaching, education programs 
and their implementation. 

From the results of this study, we can provide implications for the findings, especially 
regarding the contribution, especially psychopragmatics. The uniqueness of autism 
students, both from several different levels of intelligence, attitudes, feelings and 
language acquisition can be used as a basis for making educational curricula for autism 
children. The curriculum must be adapted to the acquisition of children’s language, keep 
it simple and not complex. It would be better if parenting the teacher with the compassion 
approach (among) is applied in learning. Educational system assessment can also be 
applied to be able to measure how far the level of learning success by first understanding 
the development of what behaviours do autism students after participating in learning. 
The goal of education in Indonesia is character education which is considered to be in 
accordance with the current situation, an approach based on love and religion becomes 
the main capital of the learning process (Rasna, 2019). 

5 Limitations and suggested research 

The limitations of the findings of this study are related to the sample, especially in the 
grouping of study participants. Samples were taken at the SD (primary school) 
Laboratory Autis, Malang, Indonesia with limited research subjects. The challenge going 
forward is to be able to conduct research with a larger sample, such as East Java and be 
able to compare care institutions for autism students with care laboratories as research 
sites. Whether similar results will be obtained with a variety of strategies typical of each 
autism care agency. In addition, there are two major challenges in Indonesia, namely the 
absence of more valid assessment tools and professional training for autism practitioners. 
In addition, there is a need for a cost-effective and easy to use screening instrument in 
Indonesian that is adapted to the Indonesian language and cultural context (Sidjaja et al., 
2017). 

Further research is needed to discuss the teacher’s question function in class 
conversations, it is permissible that there will be questions that have not yet been 
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identified. Data can be analysed using other research methods, such as syntax, semantics 
and psycholinguistics to get significant results. 

6 Conclusions 

The function of 24 questions becomes the variety of teacher’s utterances in asking 
questions. This function is used to stimulate the production of creative speech from 
autism students, and as a result autism students are able to produce creative speech.  
The system Among played by the teacher in successful learning helps class interaction. 
Javanese culture which is strong in teacher’s identity produces several patterns, for 
example using greetings mas (calls to men) and nduk (calls to girls) as greetings of 
affection. Asking questions in stages and integrating closed and open questions can make 
autism students arrange the speech they will say, even though it takes time lag. 
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