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The study is designed to investigate the way pre-service English teachers use 
interaction modification in their teacher talk. Interaction modification is the way 
language teachers modify their teacher talk to communicate successfully with their 
students in the classroom and to help them understand and learn the target language 
better. Thirty two pre-service teachers participated in microteaching and their teacher 
talk was recorded and transcribed. Seven types of interaction modification were 
identified in their teacher talk; among them, repetitions and comprehension checks 
were the most frequently used. Their interaction modification varied according to their 
English proficiency, their foreign language teaching anxiety (FLTA), and lesson types. 
Proficient pre-service teachers tended to focus on reciprocal understanding between 
themselves and their students; less proficient ones tended to focus on their own 
understanding. The teachers with higher FLTA showed the tendency to avoid active 
interaction modification strategies compared to the ones with less FLTA. In PPP 
lessons, repetitions were predominantly frequently used. Comprehension checks were 
very often used in role-play and information gap lessons, and clarification requests in 
role-plays and language experience approach lessons. In the conclusion, some 
suggestions for pre-service teacher training courses to develop their teacher talk were 
made based on the findings.     
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T: what was the funniest thing that happened to you at school, Tang? 
S1: funniest thing? 
T: the funniest [Repetition + Recast] 
S1: the funniest thing I think out of school was go to picnic 
T: go on a picnic? [Recast] So what happened what made it funny? [Clarification 

request] 
S1: go to picnic we made playing or talking with the teacher more closely because in the 

school we have a line you know the teacher and me the student 
T: so you say there was a gap or a wall between the teacher and the students so 

when you [Confirmation check] 
S: if you go out of the school you went together with more (gestures ‘closer’ with hands) 
T: so you had a closer relationship [Completion + Conformation check] 
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(1)  
T: Hyuntaek, what are these? 
S: What mean? 
T: What are these? There are many…? 
S: There are many box. 
 
(2)  
S: I’m jogging. We’re … 
T: We’re late. 
 
(3)   



T: Then, well, I think we don’t have too much time so… except the group 
number…group one and group two…except the group working…and then we will do 
pair work. Then, oh, let’s do it. Then you are the asker…and ah you ask several 
question to them. 

 
(4)   
T: Okay. And next? 
S: Put. 
T: Put? Eat? 
S: Put. 
T: Okay. 
 
(5)   
T: Put the what? 
S: Jam and bread. 
T: Jam and bread. Where? 
S: In my mouth. 
 
(6)   
T: Okay. So it’s how to make jam and bread. Okay, do you think this is correct? 
Ss: Yeah. 
 
(7)   
S: Pick some out of jar. 
T: Take some jam out of the jar. 
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