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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents background of the study, statement of the problems, 

purpose of the study, significance of the study, scope and limitation, and definition 

of the key terms. 

 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Classroom interactions which refer to three-turn sequence have been known 

as Initiation – Response – Feedback (IRF). This particular pattern commonly starts 

with an initiation or question by a teacher as the first turn. The second turn is 

student’s answer or response to the teacher’s initiation. While, afterwards, feedback 

is given to provide evaluation or a mere response to the students’ second turn (Lee, 

2007). IRF appears to be the most familiar or spot-on organization of teacher-

student talks within classroom interaction.   

Some studies have been conducted to explore IRF in the classroom. Poole 

(2005), for example, has attempted to investigate the IRF in various subjects in US, 

Taiwan, and South Africa. It shows that IRF pattern varies across the subjects, 

countries and cultures as the variables of the study. The patterns are insightful and 

important in terms of giving pedagogical implications toward classroom 

interaction. Further, the pedagogical implications offer a way to facilitate learning 

or acquisition through possibility of repair and common feedback in IRF 

(Seedhouse, 2004).    

As its development, IRF opens controversy among language and education 

experts in ways IRF can promote learning. On one hand, IRF is deemed to focus 
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more on teachers’ role or control rather than students’ participation in the teaching 

and learning process. Teacher’s role can be clearly seen from initiation and 

feedback. Teachers’ initiation is often considered not natural in ways that questions 

or statements require particular answer or response based on teacher’s expectation. 

As a result, when students’ response in the second turn goes beyond the expectation, 

the teachers’ feedback will somehow impose in expected direction (Lee, 2007 as 

cited in Dinsmore, 1985) and he also gives the following example in page 1209. 

102.  T:  What are we going to look for, in terms of doing this peer review, 

103.   what criteria are you looking at? 

104.   (3.0) 

105.  S1:  Aha:: topic sentence 

106.   (2.0) 

107. T:  Oh::kay:: before that? 

108.  S5:  Thesis [statement. 

109.  S1:   [Thesis statement. 

110. T:  OK, let’s:: make sure you’ve got a thesis statement. 

111.  ((Writing on the board ‘‘thesis statement’’)).  

He also gives example in page 1219. 

438.  T:  Let’s try everyone, I bought all my textbooks, (.) a time clause. 

439.  S7: Yesterday 

440. T:  Let’s make it a time:: clau::se, now, Bernage just said yes::terday, 

441.   [what is it- 

442.  S7:  [The day before yesterday. 

443. T: Hehehe, no, the day before doesn’t work either, what is a clause, 

444.  what do you have to have to have a clause? 

445.  S4:  Subject and verb. 

446.  T:  Uh what? 

447.  S4:  Subject [and verb? 

448.  T:     [(        ) too fast, I didn’t understand, uh, a subject (.) 

449.   plus verb, so that yesterday is just, and then:: so you, can you  

450. make a clause I bought all my textbooks?   

These examples suggest that the imposing teachers’ expectation through initiation 

and feedback might limit students’ creativity and, further, learning process (Hall & 

Walsh, 2002; Duff, 2002).  
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On the other hand, IRF has significant role in promoting students learning. It 

can be seen from the teachers’ question as the initiation. Lee (2006) as cited in Long 

& Sato (1985) states there are two types of questions, namely display questions and 

referential questions. Although they are different in a sense of students’ expected 

response or answer, but they can contribute to students’ engagement in the teaching 

and learning process. Students will be encouraged to speak up after the teacher’s 

initiation. In some cases in which students are reluctant to participate, either display 

or referential questions could promote students’ participation.  

In addition, it is also can be seen from the teachers’ follow up as the feedback. 

Hall (2001) stated that IRF, particularly feedback, accommodates learning in terms 

of the cognitive and affective aspects. The cognitive aspect can be argued when the 

feedback requires more students’ elaboration on the particular subject. The 

elaborations, such as reasoning, help students become more critical. For the 

affective aspect, it can be observed when teachers use encouraging words like 

“That’s right” or “Good”. They increase students’ motivation during the teaching 

and learning process. Hence, the usefulness of IRF cannot be simply ignored in 

promoting students’ learning.  

Some studies on IRF, mostly in the third turn, can raise the teachers’ 

awareness. For instance, language use by the teacher for feedback to the students’ 

answer will influence classroom interaction. Teachers should be aware of how to 

use the appropriate language during the interaction (Walsh, 2011). In addition, 

teachers’ feedback has an important role in increasing students’ motivation. 

Subsequently, teachers should be aware of the fact that the third turn in interaction 

can motivate the students. When the teacher uses meaningful feedback to students’ 
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response, it will allow more response as their participations during classroom 

interaction (Asma, 2011). 

Quite similar, Suryati (2015) shows that, in most occurrence of IRF, teachers 

apparently dominate the talk in the classroom. Teacher dominance is indicated by 

93% of teacher-students interaction over 7% of student-student interaction. This 

number suggests that the teachers steer students to the interaction in most of the 

conversation. The strategies seem to be the case due to the teacher’s dominance. In 

a long term, it might negatively affects the teaching and learning process. 

Despite dissenting voices about IRF, this particular interaction is inevitable 

and plays a significant role in teaching and learning process in many aspects. In this 

regard, IRF cannot be viewed within positive or negative distinction. Rather, the 

motivation and purpose of IRF should have a larger attention (Nassaji & Wells, 

2000). As previously mentioned, IRF, particularly the first and third turn, offers a 

way to facilitate learning or acquisition and raises teachers’ awareness in teaching 

and learning process. 

In order to elicit IRF in the classroom, Conversation Analysis (CA) serves as 

an appropriate method. CA, particularly concerning with how people interact with 

each other (Sacks, 2004), provides a methodology to investigate the pattern and 

motivation of teacher-and-student talk in the classroom (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 

2008). Among of all concepts of CA, turn-taking concept will be used as a major 

framework to analyze IRF. 

From the background above, the study is conducted to analyze IRF 

interactions in Reading Comprehension 4 at English Department, University of 

Muhammadiyah Malang. The main reason behind the selection of reading 
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comprehension class for this research is that the lecturer -student talks are likely to 

be found in most of occurrence of the class. Reading comprehension requires 

learners to interact more with the lecturers in effort to comprehend reading texts. 

This study would be the initial study of IRF in this particular context.  

 

1.2 Research Questions 

Based on the background above, the questions for this study are as follows: 

1)  What types of IRF interaction are identified in Reading Comprehension at 

English Department, University of Muhammadiyah Malang?  

2)  What are lecturer’s motives during the IRF interactions in Reading 

Comprehension at English Department, University of Muhammadiyah 

Malang? 

 

1.3 Purposes of the Study 

The objectives of this study are as follows: 

1)    To investigate types of IRF interaction in Reading Comprehension at English 

Department, University of Muhammadiyah Malang. 

2) To probe the lecturer’s motives during the IRF interaction in Reading 

Comprehension at English Department, University of Muhammadiyah 

Malang. 

 

 

 

 



6 

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

The result of this study is expected to give benefits to:  

1) English lecturers. This study is expected to raise the lecturer awareness of 

IRF interactions, in terms of their types and effectiveness in teaching and 

learning process. It is also expected the awareness will be realized in the 

lecturers’ implementation in order to create the most effective learning 

opportunity.  

2) English Language Teaching (ELT) research.  This study will contribute to the 

research development in the relevant field, namely IRF and discourse 

analysis, with a very specific and unique context. In addition, the study is 

expected to introduce and initiate this particular IRF at the English 

Department in University of Muhammadiyah Malang.  

 

1.5 Scope and Limitation 

The study focuses on types of the Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) 

interactions and lecturer’s motive during the IRF interactions. The limitation of this 

study are the students of Reading Comprehension 4 at section I of English 

Department, University of Muhammadiyah Malang in academic year 2016.  

 

1.6 Definition of the Key Terms 

There are definitions of terms of this study: 

1) Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) is a sequence of interaction which is 

divided into three majors (Lee, 2007), these as follows: 
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Initiation is the first turn of the interaction in which teachers can commonly 

give questions, requests, or commands. 

Response is students’ answers or response to teachers’ initiation. 

Feedback is the third turn of interaction which is yielded from students’ 

previous response, such as comment, evaluation, or reformulation. 

2) Interaction is communication among people which gives feedback each other.

In this case, the people mean teachers and students which communicate each

other by delivering their thoughts or feelings. Further, it suggests that

interaction is the most important thing in a communicative competence

(Brown, 2001).

3) Reading Comprehension is an ability to define and understand meaning by

communicating a certain text (RAND, 2002). Further, it involves three

important points of reading comprehension including reader, text, and

activity.




