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    ABSTRACT

    This study aims to analyse the verbal and non-verbal communication strategies employed by teachers at MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran. A qualitative descriptive design was employed to collect data through video recording an English lesson in Grade 11. Verbal communication was analysed using Sinclair and Coulthard's (1975) IRF (initiation response feedback) framework, and non-verbal communication was examined based on Birdwhistell's (1970) kinesics theory. The findings reveal that the teacher's verbal communication systematically followed a hierarchical IRF structure, effectively organising the lesson and scaffolding student learning. The study reaches the conclusion that effective teaching communication is inherently multimodal, relying on the integrated and strategic use of verbal and non-verbal elements to facilitate pedagogical effectiveness.
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INTRODUCTION


Communication
is a crucial aspect in education because successful learning depends not only
on mastery of the material but also on the teacher's ability to convey messages
in a way that students can understand. In the classroom context, communication
serves as a bridge between teachers and students to build understanding, create
a conducive atmosphere, and increase learning engagement. Communication is
divided into two main forms: verbal and nonverbal. Verbal communication
includes the use of spoken and written language, while nonverbal communication
includes facial expressions, body movements, eye contact, and vocal intonation.
These two forms of communication complement each other.


Previous
research has shown that a balance between verbal and nonverbal communication
significantly impacts learning effectiveness. Wahyuni and colleagues (2025)
noted that instructors who regularly employ nonverbal communication, such as
eye contact, smiling, and hand gestures, can increase student participation in
English classes. Furthermore, Hashmi (2025) explained that using verbal
communication with the IRF (Initiation-Response-Feedback) pattern is beneficial
for teachers in directing the learning process and providing appropriate
feedback to students. These findings demonstrate that verbal and nonverbal
communication play complementary and equally important roles in creating
effective learning interactions.


Based on
initial observations conducted in class XI MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran, it was
revealed that the teacher had used both types of communication, namely verbal
and nonverbal, in the teaching and learning process. Verbal communication was
applied extensively when giving instructions, explaining material, and
providing feedback to students. On the ather hand nonverbal communication was
also quite strong trough facial expression,eye contact and hand gestures, which
supported the delivery of learning messages. Although both types of
communication were used well, verbal communication appeared to be more dominant
than nonverbal communication This indicates that attention is needed to balance
between the two forms of communication so that both can function equally in
creating effective learning. In the context of Islamic boarding school-based
education such as MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran, the implementation of balanced
verbal and nonverbal communication is also important to form a positive
emotional relationship between teachers and students and create a harmonious
and meaningful classroom atmosphere.


Based on
this context, this study aims to analyze the communication practices of
teachers in class XI MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran with a focus on two main aspects
of verbal communication analyzed through the Sinclair & Coulthard (1975)
framework with the IRF pattern, as well as nonverbal communication reviewed
based on Birdwhistell's theory (1970). Specifically, this study attempts to
answer the following questions: (1) What is the form of verbal communication of
teachers in the teaching and learning process in class XI MAS Pon-Pes Darul
Quran based on the Sinclair & Coulthard framework (IRF pattern)? and (2)
What is the form of nonverbal communication of teachers in the teaching and
learning process in class XI MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran based on Birdwhistell's
theory?


 


LITERATURE
REVIEW


Pedagogy
is predominantly communication-oriented, and communication is the primary
medium through which all learning and instruction processes occur. Classroom
communication is not merely imparting information; it is at the center of
influencing the learning environment, establishing personal relationships, and
directing learners’ motivation (Gorham, 1988). As a multimodal process, it
brings together both the verbal and the nonverbal signs in a harmonious blend,
both of which are equally required for meaning making and interaction
(Birdwhistell, 1970). A real appreciation of this compounded process is hence a
sine qua non to any decent analysis of classroom interaction.


Verbal
communication in writing and speech constitutes the structural foundation of
university teaching. Verbal communication represents the primary means through
which instructors establish terms, provide instructions, and provide commentary
but permit students to pose questions, debate, and present knowledge (Zhang,
2024). The effectiveness of verbal communication is neither intrinsic nor
embedded but significantly pedagogy-sensitive, which pertains to linguistic
correctness and understandability. Further, verbal immediacy theory assumes
that communication behaviors like the use of inclusive language, personal
references, and contextual humor will reduce psychological distance between
instructor and student and, in the process, enhance motivation and learning
(Gorham, 1988).


Nonverbal
communication displayed through kinesics (gestures and posture) and proxemics
(distance), vocalics (tension and rate), and oculesics (eye movement) is more
potent than words in conveying attitudinal and affective meaning (Mehrabian,
1972). Birdwhistell (1970) provided the platform upon which nonverbal action is
an adaptive, rule-based system involved in human action. Teachers’ nonverbal
behavior plays a vital role in enriching verbal content, classroom management,
and constructing conducive and stimulating environments (Bambaeeroo, 2017; Naz
2023). Evidence supports that positive nonverbal behavior, as quantified in
terms of eye contact and positive hand movement, has profound impacts on
students’ perceptions of instructor credibility and intrinsic motivation to
learn (Keelson et al., 2024).


The
analytical distinction between verbal-nonverbal interaction is misleading
inasmuch as they form an integrated dyad. Early models of classroom discourse,
e.g., the Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) model (Sinclair & Coulthard,
1975), illustrate that each move in interaction is a synergy between spoken
talk and its nonverbal equivalent. A teacher’s critique, for example, gets all
the meaning it has from the coordination of word, face, and voice. It is this
coordination that determines the quality of classroom discussion, whether it
degenerates into a free-wheeling chat or a formal, Teacher-centered monologue.
The ultimate outcomes of instruction such as classroom management ability,
student engagement, and educational outcomes are considerably affected by this
multimodal, blended communication (Creswell, 2012).


Just
like the integration of literature, a conceptual framework for teacher
communication as a complex construct is utilized to inform the current study. Verbal
and nonverbal elements of communication are defined as distinct independent
variables, which are put into practice in the learning process through
different mediating variables of utmost significance: student motivation,
cognitive and behavioral engagement, and effective classroom management. These
intermediaries, however, are posited to have direct control over the dependent
variable of student learning achievement. This model emphasizes theproposition
that instructional effectiveness depends upon an instructor’s control of a
unified and strategic communicative repertoire.


 


METHODOLOGY


Research
Design


This
study used a qualitative descriptive research design to investigate the types
of verbal and non-verbal communication employed by a teacher in a classroom.
This approach was chosen to enable an indepth, naturalistic examination of
communication practices in their authentic context, with a focus on the subtle
qualities and characteristics of interactions (Creswell, 2014).


 


Data
and Data Sources


Primary
data were collected from a single English language lesson in a Grade 11
classroom at MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran. The research subject was an English
teacher, and the data consisted of their verbal utterances and non-verbal
behaviours. Interactions between the teacher and the 23 students provided the
contextual backdrop for the analysis, ensuring that the data reflected
authentic communication practices within an Islamic boarding school
environment.


 


Instrument
of Data Collection


The
sole instrument used to collect the data was a video recording of the entire
classroom learning process. This method provided a comprehensive and objective
record, capturing the auditory data (verbal utterances, tone and pace) and
visual data (gestures, facial expressions, body movement and the classroom
environment) necessary for detailed discourse analysis. The video recording allowed
for repeated viewing to ensure the accurate identification and categorisation
of communication elements.


 


Data
Collection Technique


Data
collection followed a sequential process:


1.      Permission:



Formal
permission was obtained from the school administration and the participating
teacher prior to recording.











2.      Recording: 


One
complete learning session led by the teacher was recorded on video. The camera
was positioned to capture the teacher's actions and interactions with students
as effectively as possible.


3.      Analysis
preparation: 


The
recorded video was carefully reviewed to identify, categorise and segment
instances of verbal and non-verbal communication by the teacher.


 


Data
Analysis Technique


The
collected data were analysed using a qualitative content analysis approach
guided by two primary theoretical frameworks.


1.      Verbal Communication
Analysis: 


Verbal communication was
transcribed and systematically coded using the Initiation-Response-Feedback
(IRF) pattern, guided by Sinclair and Coulthard's (1975) discourse analysis
model. The analysis focused on identifying hierarchical units of action (e.g.
questioning or explaining), moves (a speaker's contribution) and exchanges (a
sequence of moves forming a coherent interaction).


2.      Non-Verbal Communication
Analysis: 


Based on Birdwhistell's
(1970) kinesics theory, non-verbal communication was identified and categorised
according to elements such as facial expressions, gestures, body movements, eye
contact and proxemics (the use of space).


 


The
Analysis Process Involved


1.      Watching the entire video
multiple times to understand the context and flow of the lesson.


2.      Systematically
transcribing and coding verbal and non-verbal data into the predefined
categories from the two frameworks.


3.      Organise and display the
findings using tables and descriptive narratives to illustrate the frequency,
types and context of the communication strategies identified.


4.      Interpreting the data in
relation to existing literature to explain how these forms of communication
functioned in the teaching and learning process.


This
integrated methodological approach enabled a comprehensive analysis of the
interplay between verbal and non-verbal communication in the classroom.











RESEARCH
RESULT


Teacher’s Verbal
Communication Based on Sinclair & Coulthard’s Framework


The
teacher’s verbal communication during the teaching and learning process at
grade XI of MAS Pon-Pes Darul Quran demonstrates a well-structured
interactional pattern that aligns with Sinclair and Coulthard’s model,
particularly through the IRF (Initiation Response Follow-up) sequence. The data
revealed that the teacher’s language functions as the primary mechanism to
manage classroom discourse, provide instructions, elicit responses, and
maintain engagement throughout the lesson.


At the
Lesson level, the teacher’s discourse presents a complete instructional
sequence that begins with greetings, continues with explanation and task
performance, and ends with a review and closing remarks. The teacher’s opening
line “Assalamu’alaikum, how are you all today?” and closing statement “Good
job, everyone. Let’s continue next week,” frame the entire communication cycle
into a coherent lesson unit. This structure reflects how verbal communication
functions not only as content delivery but also as social interaction, setting
the tone for the class.


At the
Transaction level, the lesson is divided into several thematic or functional
segments, each serving different teaching objectives. For example, the first
transaction focused on vocabulary recall, the second on text comprehension, and
the third on group activity. Transitions between these parts were managed
verbally through discourse markers such as “Now, let’s move to the next
activity,” or “Okay, time to check your answers.” These transactional shifts
show how the teacher uses verbal cues to manage lesson flow and maintain
attention, consistent with Sinclair & Coulthard’s notion that each
transaction forms a subunit of the larger lesson.


At the
exchange level, three dominant types of exchanges were observed: informing,
questioning-answer, and directive. In the informing exchanges, the teacher
clarified lesson content, such as explaining descriptive text features and
vocabulary, which enhanced comprehension and scaffolded student understanding.
In question-answer exchanges, the teacher employed display questions (“What is
the definition of descriptive text?”) to assess students’ recall and
comprehension. The directive exchanges appeared when the teacher gave commands
or instructions, such as “Please open your book,” or “Work in pairs,”
functioning to regulate classroom activities and discipline. These exchanges
contributed to maintaining classroom order and instructional flow.


At the move
level, the teacher consistently initiated discourse through greetings, questions,
and directives that structured student participation. For example, the
utterance “Okay, how are you all doing?” served as an Initiation move (I),
prompting a collective student response, “I’m fine, ma’am, how about you?”
which acted as a Response move (R). The teacher’s closing remark, “I’m fine,
thank you,” functioned as a Follow-up move (F), completing the IRF exchange.
This illustrates how verbal communication serves both instructional and
interpersonal functions, establishing rapport while transitioning smoothly into
the learning phase.











At the act
level, the teacher’s verbal acts included questioning, explaining, agreeing,
and apprising. The act of questioning was most frequent, stimulating student
responses and engagement, while explaining served as a bridge to ensure
conceptual clarity. Acts of agreement (“Yes, that’s correct”) and praise (“Good
job, that’s right”) were strategically used as positive reinforcement,
promoting motivation and participation. Occasionally, revising act appeared when
the teacher reformulated students’ answers to model accurate language use.


Overall,
the verbal communication pattern indicates that the teacher’s discourse
management aligns closely with Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical structure
of classroom talk. The IRF framework reveals a systematic flow of
communication, where initiation triggers response, and follow-up ensures
feedback, correction, or reinforcement. This interactional structure fosters an
organized, student-centered learning environment that balances authority and
engagement.


 


Teacher’s
Non-Verbal Communication Based on Birdwhistell’s Theory


In addition
to verbal elements, the teacher’s non-verbal communication plays a vital role
in supporting the teaching and learning process. Based on Birdwhistell’s theory
of kinesics, every communicative act contains non-verbal signals that carry
meaning. The observation revealed that the teacher frequently used various
non-verbal behaviors gestures, facial expressions, posture, proxemics, and eye
contact to complement verbal messages, regulate classroom dynamics, and express
affective intent.


a.      Kinesics:
Gesture, Facial Expression, and Posture


Gestures
were the most noticeable kinesic element in the classroom. The teacher employed
illustrative gestures while explaining descriptive text features, such as
moving hands to represent structure (“introduction description–conclusion”) or
pointing toward students to indicate turns in discussion. These gestures
visually reinforced spoken explanations, enabling students to associate
language with physical cues. Regulative gestures, such as raising a hand to
signal silence or attention, were used to control classroom participation
effectively.


Facial
expressions served to convey emotions and feedback without words. Smiling during
greetings and while acknowledging correct answers communicated warmth and
encouragement, while a neutral or serious expression during explanations
maintained focus and authority. This alignment between facial expression and
speech tone enhanced the affective connection between teacher and students,
reducing anxiety and fostering a positive classroom climate.


Posture
also contributed to meaning-making. The teacher maintained an open, upright
posture when addressing the class, signifying confidence and readiness. When
interacting with individual students, leaning slightly forward indicated
attentiveness and interest, demonstrating relational immediacy. Birdwhistell
notes that such bodily orientations reflect social distance and engagement
levels, which was evident in the teacher’s consistent attempt to physically
align with students’ focus.


b.      Proxemics
(Use of Space)


Proxemics
in the classroom showed that the teacher frequently moved between the front and
middle sections of the class to reduce physical and psychological distance. The
teacher did not remain static behind the desk but walked around to monitor
group work and provide assistance. This movement symbolized accessibility and
approachability, encouraging participation from passive students. Birdwhistell’s
framework suggests that managing space communicates relational status and
interactional openness, both of which were well maintained by the teacher’s
spatial behavior.


c.       Oculesics
(Eye Contact)


Eye contact
emerged as a central non-verbal strategy to maintain engagement and monitor
comprehension. The teacher often established direct eye contact when posing
questions or providing explanations, ensuring that students stayed attentive.
During feedback moments, shifting gaze across the room allowed the teacher to
include all students in the communicative sphere, preventing exclusion. Short,
approving glances accompanied verbal praise, reinforcing positive behavior and
performance. Such oculesic behavior indicates not only control but also
inclusivity within classroom communication.


d.     Paralinguistics
(Tone, Pitch, and Rhythm)


The
teacher’s vocal qualities also functioned as significant non-verbal elements. A
calm, moderate tone was maintained during explanations, signaling clarity and
patience. When emphasizing key points or instructions, the teacher slightly
increased pitch and volume, thereby signaling importance and drawing attention.
Conversely, a softer tone was used to comfort or encourage hesitant students.
The modulation of voice according to context reflected Birdwhistell’s view that
paralanguage provides emotional nuance and reinforces meaning beyond words.
These paralinguistic adjustments made verbal communication more dynamic and
engaging.


Collectively,
these non-verbal behaviors worked synergistically with verbal communication to
create a cohesive multimodal interaction. The teacher’s gestures, facial
expressions, spatial movement, and vocal modulation complemented the IRF verbal
exchanges, helping students interpret meaning effectively. Non-verbal cues not
only clarified messages but also humanized the communication process by
transmitting emotion, empathy, and enthusiasm. As Birdwhistell posits,
“communication is a total body phenomenon,” and in this classroom, the
teacher’s body language functioned as an essential pedagogical tool to enhance
clarity, motivation, and interpersonal connection.











DISCUSSION


The
findings confirm that the teacher’s communication is both systematic and
multimodal, integrating verbal and non-verbal strategies to achieve pedagogical
effectiveness. Viewed through Sinclair and Coulthard’s framework, verbal
communication follows a structured hierarchy that ensures clarity and control.
The teacher’s frequent use of the IRF sequence validates the framework’s
relevance in organizing classroom discourse. This pattern allows the teacher to
manage interaction, provide scaffolding, and reinforce understanding consistent
with the claims of Coulthard and Brazil (1992) and Walsh (2011), who emphasize
the role of teacher talk in constructing learning opportunities.


The balance
between directive and elicitation exchanges reflects the teacher’s dual
function as both authority and facilitator. This echoes Hall’s (2011)
observation that effective teacher discourse integrates instructional clarity
with interpersonal support. The teacher’s feedback and reformulations serve as
forms of scaffolding, aligning with Mercer’s (2000) notion of “guided
construction of knowledge,” where meaning is co-constructed through dialogue.


From a
non-verbal perspective, the analysis based on Birdwhistell’s (1970) theory
reveals that kinesic behaviors are not supplementary but essential to the
communicative process. The teacher’s gestures, eye contact, and facial
expressions support comprehension, maintain discipline, and express empathy.
This aligns with McNeill (2005), who views gesture as an extension of thought,
and Mehrabian (1972), who links positive non-verbal behaviors with increased
immediacy and engagement. Furthermore, the teacher’s eye gaze and spatial movement
corroborate Goodwin’s (2000) findings that non-verbal signals regulate
participation and attention.


Together,
these results emphasize that effective classroom communication is inherently
multimodal. Verbal communication structures the learning process through IRF
sequences, while non-verbal communication enhances emotional resonance,
attentiveness, and interpretability. This integration supports Zhang (2014),
who found that teachers’ non-verbal behaviors significantly affect students’
motivation and comprehension in EFL contexts.


The
teacher’s communicative competence lies in the synchronization of verbal and
non-verbal modalities. The verbal hierarchy based on Sinclair and Coulthard
ensures organization and feedback, while Birdwhistell’s kinesic components
sustain engagement and relational harmony. These findings reaffirm that
teaching is not merely linguistic but interactive a multimodal performance that
constructs knowledge through coordinated verbal and non-verbal discourse.











CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS


This study
concludes that, although the teacher effectively used the IRF model and
supportive non-verbal cues for verbal communication, the overall interaction
remained teacher-dominated, resulting in brief student responses. To foster
more dynamic and extended student participation in the classroom, it is
essential to achieve a better balance between verbal and non-verbal
communication. 


 


ADVANCED RESEARCH


To improve
classroom interaction, Teachers should be trained to use non-verbal techniques,
such as purposeful gestures and eye contact, alongside verbal strategies to
stimulate longer and more confident responses from students. Schools can
support this by providing professional development workshops focused on
integrating these communication modes effectively.
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