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Abstract
The aim of this article was twofold. First, it considered the effect of social networks (Telegram) on the 
vocabulary knowledge of the participants, then it compared the participants’ responses in IRF (initiation, 
response, & feedback) pattern in two different settings (traditional class and the online one). A group of 
foreign language learners took the Nelson Proficiency Test and a total of 60 learners were selected to participate 
in the study. Then they were randomly assigned to an experimental and a control group. After the treatment, 
the pre-test and post-test results were compared. For the second part of the study, the participants’ comments 
were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. The results revealed a significant difference between the two 
groups, not only in their vocabulary knowledge but also in the way they communicated. This study has 
implications for both teachers and learners to increase their awareness of the benefits of new opportunities 
provided by technology in teaching-learning process.

Keywords: Discourse analysis, IRF, online setting, students’ response, traditional setting.

INTRODUCTION
Tremendous growth of social networks has had a high impact on the development of the students’ learning 
and social lives (Rithika & Selvaraj, 2013). Social networks have long been used for educational purposes 
and researchers argue that students are more interested in online environment than traditional setting for 
learning different skills (Khodabandeh, 2018; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010). Some researchers believe that 
online setting is more helpful for learners than traditional one (Khodabandeh, Alian & Soleimani, 2017). 
Wang (2014) argued that online websites such as Wikis are more useful than traditional classrooms; because 
they increase students’ motivation for learning. In social networks and online environment, students can 
interact with each other which enhances their learning and their participation (Karayan & Crowe, 1997; 
Smith & Hardaker, 2000). 
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The interaction of teachers and students in classrooms should be taken into account very seriously (Mishler, 
1975). According to Liu and Le (2012) “Interaction is very important not only for teachers’ classroom 
organization but also for students’ language learning” (p.1), so it should be investigated (Allwrigh & Bailey, 
1991; Allwright, 1980; Tsui,1995; Liu & Le, 2012; Smith & Higginsb, 2006). It is a fact that interaction 
with peers facilitates learning. As a matter of fact, social interaction helps people learn more than individual 
learning (Vygotsky, 1978). 
Understanding the patterns of the interactions is very important and has long been under investigation by 
researchers. For example, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) stated that classroom discourse is mostly made of 
three moves; teacher initiation (I), student response (R) and teacher feedback/comment (F) of the student’s 
response (IRF). According to Wells (1999), a great amount of classroom interaction is made up of these three 
moves (about 70%). 
Online interaction is popular in social networks especially Telegram which is a fast and free messaging 
application. Telegram is a very useful context for learning because it provides motivation and excitement 
for learners (Badri, 2015). Social networking sites are educational tools because learners can use them to 
communicate with their peers and share their knowledge (Lee & McLoughlin as cited in Stanciu, Mihai, & 
Aleca,2012, p.57). Students’ interaction in online classes is very different from face-to-face ones (Kearsley, 
2000). According to McConnell (2000), the instructor’s control is not very much in online classes but 
learners participate equally in such classes. On the contrary, in face to face classes, the instructor controls 
most of the conversations of the students. In any case, understanding the patterns of these interactions is 
very important in both online and traditional classes and have long been under investigation by researchers 
(Heidari, Khodabandeh & Soleimani, 2018). In order to expand on previous research, this study investigates 
English foreign language (EFL) learners’ interactions in two different contexts of learning (Telegram and 
traditional classes). Besides, this study is going to compare two different modes of learning vocabulary and 
to see which group (traditional or Telegram group) perform better in learning new words. Thus, this research 
is intended to fill the research gap and to examine the following questions:

Q1: Does teaching through social networks have any effect on EFL learners’ vocabulary knowledge? 
Q2: What are the features of the participants’ comments in the virtual classes?

LITERATURE REVIEW
IRF
It is believed that teachers control the interaction in IRF pattern (Sinclair & Coulthard 1975, Cazden 2001). 
Markee (2000) believes that “teachers maintain control over the moment-by moment content and direction 
of classroom talk by reserving the right to ask questions. Students are thereby sequentially obligated to 
respond with answers.” (p.71). Some researchers believe that this pattern provides opportunities for both 
teachers and their students to take turns in the interaction (Nassaji & Wells 2000). For example, the first part 
of the IRF is not always occupied by the teacher. In some situations, students start this structural pattern. 
They can obtain the last part that is F, too (Sunderland, 2001). Sometimes, teachers or students deviate from 
the IRF pattern (Candela 1999; Thornborrow 2002).
Van Lier (1996) states that IRF pattern restricts students and do not allow them to express themselves 
freely. He further talks about the advantages of the IRF pattern in learning foreign languages because he 
thinks that this regular pattern does not allow the discourse to be deviated from the main theme (here 
teaching foreign language) and since the teacher controls the class interactions, so learning will be improved. 
Rampton (2002) argues that when teachers control the classroom, students’ motivation to participate will be 
decreased. The use of IRF patter decreases the students’ motivation by assigning the teacher as the authority 
in the class (Van Lier,1996). 
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Online Interaction
Classroom discourse and interaction have been investigated by researchers for many years because 
understanding the nature of this interaction can affect learning (Cullen, 1998; Rymes,2009; Walsh, 2006). 
Song and McNary (2011) investigated the students’ online communication with the focus on their posts 
that they launched in online setting. Results of the study showed that the students’ posts were different. 
They posted various kinds of posts such as suggestions, acknowledgement, argument, request and so on. 
They concluded that the number of posts does not have any impact on the students’ advancement. When 
students take part in online interaction, they can look at others’ posts which is an opportunity afforded by 
online technologies (Gallini & Barron, 2002).
Some researchers examined the number of students’ posts in online settings and its relationship with 
students’ progress and they found different results. While some of them believe that the number does have 
effect on students’ success (Kay, 2006; Ramos & Yudko, 2008) others think it does not have any effect 
on students’ grades and their performance (Song & McNary, 2011). Aydin (2014) investigated the EFL 
learners’ interactions with their teachers on Facebook and found out that age, gender and the number of 
training years affect their behavior in interaction with their teacher. Zeng and Shigenobu (2009) investigated 
the EFL learners in computer-mediated interaction. They found that the students’ language ability improved 
with cooperation with each other. 

Social Networking Sites
Using mobile technology and social networks have become part of the life of most students all around the 
world and it has had an impact on the process of their learning (Wanger &Wilson, 2005). Language learning 
through social networks has been studied by researchers (e.g. Firat & Serpil, 2017; Khabiri & Khatibi, 
2013; Yousefzadeh, 2012). Greenhow (2011) said that social networking sites support learning and new 
technologies are very useful for educational goals. In a study conducted by Shabani, Parseh and Gerdabi 
(2014), using chat in online setting and its impact on vocabulary learning was examined. They found that 
the group which learnt vocabulary by using chat showed better performance than the group who did not 
use it. Similarly, Kolokytha, Loutrouki,Valsamidi, and Florou (2015) confirmed that social networks can 
be used as a learning tool and they provide an environment for discussion outside of the classroom. Doing 
assignments and sharing them in virtual networks motivate students to do them and get better results (Alian, 
Khodabandeh & Soleimani, 2017). In line with previous researchers, Heidari, Khodabandeh and Soleimani 
(2018) confirmed that teaching through social networks especially Telegram provides new opportunities 
for teaching-learning process because students are eager to communicate within the virtual environments. 
Teaching through social networks makes learning more interesting for students because it allows them to 
interact with each other and their teacher more than the participants of the face-to-face classes (Naseri & 
khodabandeh, 2019). 

The Keyword Method
Taking into account the importance of vocabulary knowledge in learning a foreign language, teachers have 
always tried to find a way to facilitate acquiring it (Kilickaya & Krajka, 2010). One of the best strategies 
which can enhance learning is using the keyword method which is very popular these days and it is the 
verbal linkage with visual imagery in the memory process (Rodriguez & Sadoski, 2000). This method was 
first presented by Atkinson (1975) and his colleagues (Atkinson & Raugh,1975), and has two stages; first, 
one should find a word (maybe in one’s mother tongue) which is acoustically similar to the target word. This 
word is called the “keyword.” Next, to recall the word better, a picture is presented (Hell & Mahn, 1997). 
The effectiveness of the keyword method has been proved in many studies (e.g., Atkinson, 1975; Shapiro 
& Waters ,2005; Wyra, Lawson, & Hongi, 2007; Rodriguez & Sadoski, 2000; Sagarra & Alba,2006). Avila 
and Sadoski (1996) say that the keyword method is one of the most effective methods for remembering 
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words that increase delayed and immediate recall as well. This method is very popular because it is not 
only useful in foreign language and vocabulary learning but also in social studies and science (Berkeley, 
Mastropieri, Marshak, & Scruggs, 2010). Taking into account the effectiveness of social networks and the 
keyword method in vocabulary learning, this study has combined these two powerful instruments, that is 
using the keyword method in online classes which has not been done in previous studies to examine if the 
method is effective in this setting too. As it can be seen, analyzing students’ responses in the IRF pattern 
has not been investigated so far. This study investigates the using keyword method in Telegram, as well. The 
effectiveness of teaching vocabulary in Telegram through the keyword method has not been investigated by 
other researchers, too.

METHODOLOGY
Participants
Sixty Iranian Payame Noor University (PNU) students majored in English translation course who were in 
intermediate level were selected as the samples of this study based on a proficiency test. Then, they were 
randomly assigned to an experimental and a control group. The participants were both female (30) and male 
(30) EFL learners and their age ranged between 18-and 22.

Data Collection
In order to collect enough data for this study, a vocabulary learning course was designed. In the traditional 
classroom the interaction and the dialogues between the teacher and the participants were recorded by a video 
camera. The interaction in Telegram was through text, so the learners’ responses and teacher’s questions and 
all of the interactions remained on the screen for further analysis. The dataset of this study was all students’ 
answers and comments.

Instrumentation
Nelson Test of Proficiency (350A)

This test was used to homogenize the subjects regarding their proficiency level. The test was administered to a 
group of intermediate learners in Mobarake Payame Noor university to select participants. Those participants 
(60) whose means were one standard deviation above and below the mean were selected as samples.

Pre-test and Post-test

The participants in both groups took a pre-test (multiple choice items based on vocabulary). It was developed 
by the researcher and had 40 items. The vocabulary tests which were in the pretest and the posttest were 
chosen from a book named “504 Absolutely Essential Words”. The participants’ achievement during the 
course was tested using a post-test (40 multiple choice developed by the researcher). Like the pretest, the 
items were selected from the same book. 

The Validity
The researcher made tests with the help of another colleague. To be sure about the validity of the tests, a 
kind of criterion- related validity called concurrent validity was used. These tests and the Nelson test were 
administered to EFL learners and then correlation between scores obtained on the vocabulary test and the 
vocabulary section of the Nelson proficiency test were computed. Determining the inter-rater reliability of 
coding the students’ responses was done with the assistance of another rater, who was an EFL instructor, 
and the interrater reliability was computed through the Pearson’s correlation coefficient test. Estimating 
reliability of the test was done through Cronbach’s formula of reliability. The reliability estimate for the test 
turned out to be 0.77.
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Procedure
After dividing the groups and taking a pre-test from the participants, the experimental group received 
instruction through Telegram. The participants of the experimental group checked their cell phones in a 
special time during the week (3 days a week) and took part in the online class. For this study, 30 new words 
based on the book entitled “504 Absolutely Essential Words” were taught. These words were sent to the 
participants in the experimental group. This process continued for one term (12 sessions, 3 days a week, 
about one month). The control group learned the same vocabularies in the classroom. New vocabulary items 
were written on the board and then the printed pictures like the ones in the Telegram group were given to 
the participants. New vocabularies were presented with pictures like figure 1.
For example, for the word ‘shriek’, the above picture was 
given to the participants to help them remember it better. 
Because according to the keyword method, the word 
‘shriek’ is acoustically like ‘Shrek’ (the green giant) who is 
screaming. And the meaning of ‘shriek’ is to scream. In the 
traditional group, the printed pictures were presented. At 
the end of the treatment, the participants in both groups 
took the posttest. Finally, the results of both the pretest 
and the posttest were compared.
Regarding the second question of the research, the 
classroom interaction among the participates was recorded 
and analyzed. In the traditional classroom, the interaction 
was video-taped (each class lasted about one hour). Because of avoiding the halo effect, this part of the study 
was revealed to the participants. The interaction in Telegram was through text, so the participants’ responses 
and the teacher’s questions and all of the interactions remained on the screen which were saved in Telegram 
Chat History for further analysis. Three kinds of exchanges were analyzed in this study; R (TS) pattern refers 
to the exchange that comprises of only one initiating move from the instructor and a responding move from 
a student. In R (ST), it is the student who makes the initiation and the teacher offers a responding move. 
Moreover, in R (SS), it is the student who makes the initiation and he/she offers the answer him/herself. 

RESULTS
Overview
In this part, the participants’ performances on pre- and post-tests are first compared within each group 
and then between two ones. Moreover, the analysis of the participants’ responses within the two groups are 
presented. 

Data Analysis
In order to examine the research questions addressed in the research, the following statistical procedures were 
conducted: (1) Calculation of the average number of the participants’ responses, (2) Shapiro-Wilk test, (3) 
Q-Q plot, (4) descriptive statistics, (5) Wilcoxon test, and (6) Mann-Whitney U test.
Firstly, the raw data taken from the pre- and post-tests were examined for the assumption of normal distribution 
via Shapiro-Wilk statistical test and Q-Q plots. Secondly, descriptive statistics were applied to determine the 
mean score (M) and standard deviation (SD) for the data on pre- and post-tests. Thirdly, Wilcoxon test was 
applied to examine the differences within the pre- and post-tests in each of the groups. Then, Mann-Whitney 
U test was used to examine between-group differences in the pre- and post-tests. Finally, the mean number 
of the responses presented by the participants of the two groups were calculated and examined to see if there 
were any significant differences between them through independent samples t-test.

Figure 1. New vocabulary presentation
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Comparing Pre- and Post-tests of the Traditional Group

To compare the pre- and post-tests of the participants of the traditional group, the raw data taken from the 
related tests were first examined for the assumption of normal distribution. The results were as follows:

Table 1. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Traditional Classroom, Test of Normality

Traditional classroom
Shapiro –Wilk

Statistic df Sig.

pre-tests .868 30 .002

post-tests .960 30 .312

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Since the observed values for pre-test data (p = .02) and post-test data (p = .01) in the traditional group are 
less than the critical value at .05 level of significance, these data do not meet the normality assumption. 
A check as to whether or not we can assume a normal distribution can be made by drawing a probability 
plot. The data of pre- and post-tests of the traditional group are compared with the expected scores of the 
model, in this case a normal distribution. If a normal distribution is the appropriate model, the data will lie 
approximately on a straight line through the origin. The probability plots for the data of pre- and post-tests 
have been shown in Tables 1 and 2. The Tables show that a normal distribution cannot be assumed for these 
data in pre- and post-tests. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for pre- and post-tests of the traditional 
group.

Table 2. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Traditional Classroom, Descriptive Statistics

Traditional classroom N Mean Std. Deviation

pre-tests 30 12.73 5.04

post-tests 30 20.80 5.59

In order to find out if there was any significant difference between pre- and post-tests of the traditional 
classroom, the participants’ performances on pre- and post-tests were compared. In doing so, Wilcoxon 
Signed Rank Test was employed to investigate the observable variation in the participants’ performances. 
The results were as follows:

Table 3. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Traditional Classroom, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test

Traditional classroom pre- and post-tests

Z -4.150

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at 0.05 for test of significance.

Table 3 shows that the probability level of pre- and post-tests is .05, which is equal to the significance level of 
.05. Statistically, it follows that there is a significant difference between pre- and post-tests of the traditional 
group.
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Comparing Pre- and Post-tests of the Online Classroom

To compare the pre- and post-tests of the subjects of the online classroom, the raw data taken from the 
related tests were first examined for the assumption of normal distribution. The results were as follows:

Table 4. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Online Classroom, Test of Normality

Online classroom
Shapiro –Wilk

Statistic df Sig.

pre-tests .929 30 .047

post-tests .827 30 .000

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Applying normality analysis, it was revealed that the data on pre- and post-tests of the online group didn’t 
follow normality assumptions. The observed values of pre- and post-tests obtained by Shapiro-Wilk are .01 
and .00 which are less than critical value at .05 level of significance and it proved that the distributions were 
not normal, as it can be seen in Table 4.
The Tables 3 and 4 show that a normal distribution cannot be assumed for the data on both pre- and post-
tests of the online group. Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics for pre- and post-tests of the online group.

Table 5. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Online Classroom, Descriptive Statistics

Online classroom 
 N  Mean  Std. Deviation

pre-tests  30  14.06  4.24

post-tests  30  26.60  3.85

Also, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was employed to investigate the observable variation in the participants’ 
performances. The results were as follows:

Table 6. The Analysis of Pre- and Post-Tests of the Online Classroom, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test

Online classroom 
pre- and post-tests

Z  -4.787
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)  .000

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at 0.05 for test of significance.

Table 6 shows that the probability level of pre- and post-tests is .00, which is less than the significance level 
of .05. Statistically, it follows that there is a significant difference between pre- and post-tests of the online 
group. 

Comparing Pre-tests of the Traditional Group and the Online Group

To compare the pre-tests of the participants of the traditional classroom and the online classroom, the raw 
data taken from the related tests were first examined for the assumption of normal distribution. The results 
were as follows:
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Table 7. The Analysis of Pre-Tests of the Traditional Classroom and the Online Classroom, Test of 
Normality

pre-tests
Shapiro –Wilk

Statistic df Sig.
Traditional classroom .868 30 .002
Online classroom .929 30 .047

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Applying normality analysis, it was revealed that the data on pre-tests of the traditional group and the online 
one didn’t follow normality assumptions. The observed values of pre-tests obtained by Shapiro-Wilk are .02 
and .01 which are less than critical value at .05 level of significance and it proved that the distributions were 
not normal, as it can be seen in Table 7.
The probability plots for the data on pre-tests of the two groups are shown in Tables 5 and 6. The Tables show 
that a normal distribution cannot be assumed for these data on pre-tests. Table 8 presents the descriptive 
statistics for pre-tests of the traditional group and the online one.

Table 8. The Analysis of Pre-Tests of the Traditional Classroom and the Online Classroom, Descriptive 
Statistics

pre-tests
 N Mean  Std. Deviation

Traditional classroom 30 12.73  5.04

Online classroom 30 14.06  4.24

Also, Mann-Whitney U Test was employed to investigate the observable variation in the participants’ 
performances. The results were as follows:

Table 9. The Analysis of Pre-Tests of the Traditional Group and the Online Group, Mann-Whitney U Test

Traditional classroom– Online classroom  pre-tests

Mann-Whitney U  348.000

Wilcoxon W  813.000

Z  -1.515

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)  .130

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Table 9 shows that the probability level of the pre-tests of the two groups is .47 which is larger than the 
significance level of .05. Statistically, it follows that there is not a significant difference between pre-tests of the 
traditional group and the online one. In other words, the participants of the two groups had approximately 
similar performances on pre-tests. 

Comparing Post-tests of the Traditional Group and the Online Group

To compare the post-tests of the participants of the traditional group and the online group, the raw data 
taken from the related tests were first examined for the assumption of normal distribution. The results were 
as follows:
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Table 10. The Analysis of Post-Tests of the Traditional Classroom and the Online Classroom, Test of 
Normality

post-tests
Shapiro –Wilk

Statistic df Sig.
Traditional classroom .960 30 .31
Online classroom .827 30 .00

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

As Table 10 shows, the observed values of post-tests obtained by Shapiro-Wilk are .01 and .00, which are less 
than critical value at .05 level of significance and it proved that the distributions were not normal.
Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics for post-tests of the traditional group and the online one.

Table 11. The Analysis of Post-Tests of the Traditional Group and the Online Group, Descriptive Statistics

post-tests
 N Mean  Std. Deviation

Traditional classroom 30 20.80  5.59

Online classroom 30 26.60  3.85

In order to find out if there was any significant difference between post-tests of the traditional classroom and 
the online classroom, Mann-Whitney U Test was employed. The results were as follows:

Table 12. The Analysis of Post-Tests of the Traditional Group and the Online Group, Mann-Whitney U Test

post-tests
 N Mean  Std. Deviation

Traditional classroom 30 12.73 5.04

Online classroom 30 14.06 4.24

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Table 12 shows that the probability level of the post-tests of the two groups is .00 which is less than the 
significance level of .05. Statistically, it follows that there is a significant difference between post-tests of the 
traditional group and the online one.

Comparing the Feedback Frequencies of the Two Groups

Regarding the participants’ feedbacks, their frequencies in each of the eight sessions were accounted within 
the two groups. The obtained results were as follows:
Table 13. Comparing Pre-tests of the Traditional Classroom and the Online Classroom

Pre-test Group N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Traditional classroom 30 27.10 813.00

Online classroom 30 33.902 1017.00

Total 60 
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Table 14. Comparing Post-tests of the Traditional Classroom and the Online Classroom

post-tests
 N Mean  Std. Deviation

Traditional classroom 30 20.80 5.59

Online classroom 30 26.60 3.85

Regarding the distribution of the data, the related one were examined for the assumption of normal 
distribution. The results were as follows:

Table 15. The Distribution of the Data

Group N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Post-tests Traditional classroom 30 21.43 643.00

Online classroom 30 39.57 1187.00

Total 60

Note. The alpha level for the analysis was set at .05 for test of significance.

Applying the normality test, it was proved that the data on the feedback frequencies of the two groups was 
distributed in a normal way (P>.05). 
Table 16 presents the descriptive statistics for the feedback frequencies of the two groups, i.e. the traditional 
group and the online one.

Table 16. The Frequency and Percentage of Responses in Different Sessions of the Online Classroom

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 Session 4 Session 5 Total

N % N % N % N % N % N %

R (TS) 93 94.89 133 97.08 112 97.39 104 97.02 146 98.64 588 97.39

R (ST) 4 4.08 0 0 2 1.73 3 1.48 0 0 9 1.73

R (SS) 1 1.02 4 2.91 1 0.86 1 1.48 2 1.35 9 1.86

Total 98 137 115 108 148 606

In order to find whether the participants’ responses in the two groups were statistically different or not, the 
independent samples t-test was used for analyzing the related data. The results were as follows: 

Table 17. The Frequency and Percentage of Responses in Different Sessions of the Traditional Classroom

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 Session 4 Session 5 Total

N % N % N % N % N % N %

R (TS) 44 95.65 47 64 52 92.85 49 94.23 146 98.64 58 97.39

R (ST) 2 4.37 1 2 3 5.35 5 93.98 0 0 2 1.73

R (SS) 0 0 2 4 2 4.5 8 5.76 2 1.35 1 1.86

Total 46 50 57 62 148 61

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the data on the feedback frequencies of the two 
groups (t (14) = 3.67; P<.05). The magnitude of the differences in the means was very large (eta squared = 
.49). 
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DISCUSSION
The first research question in this study was: Do social networks have any effect on Iranian EFL learners’ 
vocabulary knowledge? Regarding this research question, the pre- and post-tests of the two groups 
were compared. Comparing the post-tests of the two groups, it was revealed that there was a significant 
difference between the participants’ performances after receiving the treatment program in such a way that 
the participants of the online classroom showed a better performance than their peers in the traditional 
classroom in terms of vocabulary learning (20.80 vs. 26.60).
Although the participants of the two groups improved on vocabulary learning, this improvement was 
more salient among the participants of the online group. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that 
instruction through Telegram messenger software was more effective than the instruction in the traditional 
class. The findings correlate with Basoglu (2010) and Yousefzadeh’s (2012) who applied a mobile application 
and examined it in relation to vocabulary learning; and argued that the mobile application helped the 
learners remember the words better than non-mobile app group. The findings of the current study are 
also parallel to Shabani, Parseh, and Gerdabi’s (2014) results who investigated the impact of using chat on 
vocabulary learning and reported the better performance of those participants who were instructed through 
chat than their peers who were instructed through traditional way. The findings also support Naseri and 
Khodabandeh (2019) who confirmed that social learning contexts such as Telegram make learning to be 
more interesting for foreign language learners, and also it allows students to have more exposure with the 
input or target form and interaction with their peers and teacher. The results of the research are also in line 
with Khodabandeh, Alian and Soleimani (2017) who believe that online classes help learners get better 
results than traditional classes.
Regarding the second research question, two kinds of analysis were done. The first one which was presented 
in the result section was counting and calculating the number and percentage of the participants’ Rs and the 
second one is the qualitative analysis. Analyzing responses presented by the participants of the two groups, 
revealed that the R(TS) was the most frequent discourse element observed within both groups (93.98 % in 
the traditional classroom and 97.02 % in the online one). Regarding this discourse element, the participants 
of the online classroom presented more responses to the teacher’s questions than their peers in the other 
group (588 vs. 250) and this shows that they have been more willing to interact with their teacher and to 
participate in teaching-learning process. This feature cannot be seen in the traditional classroom maybe 
because it is a face to face interaction; and the presence of the teacher leads the students, especially the 
shy students, to be silent. The time limitation can affect this feature as well, because in online group all 
of the members can launch their answers simultaneously. Some researchers believe that there is a positive 
relationship between the number of the students’ posts in online settings and their progress (Kay, 2006; 
Ramos & Yudko, 2008).
Regarding R(ST), there were very few situations within the two groups in which students posed a problem 
or a question that made the teacher reply to the question. Although such situations were more frequent 
in the online classroom than the traditional one, this frequency was not so noticeable (9 vs. 8). This is 
also true about the R(SS) element in which students posed a problem or a question and answered to the 
question themselves. Our finding is inconsistent with the results of the Rashidi and Rafieerad’s (2010) 
study who investigated the classroom discourse in EFL classrooms in Iran and showed that the IRF pattern 
was observed in the classes. All in all, the frequency of the R element of the IRF structure of the classroom 
discourse was more dominant within the online group. 
The participants’ Rs can also be analyzed qualitatively from other perspectives. It was observed that, in 
the online setting, the teacher could not have an overall and complete control over the class activities. 
Sometimes the teacher had to interrupt the conversation while it was deviating from the main theme, which 
was vocabulary learning. The learners chatted about different topics while the teacher was teaching and 
asking them to answer the question. For example:

Teacher: You can guess by this example: (With a loud shriek, she fled from the room).
Reza222: shout
Ghazale: I said first!!! 



135

M: salamm 
SS: I don’t know 
Lida: scream 
………………
Teacher: now….. Make a sentence with campus.
Azita: I met best friend in the campus.
Blue:
Mina: hello
Mina: I’m here

The traditional classroom, on the other hand, was directly under the teacher’s control and interrupting 
deviation was not obvious during the interaction. Therefore, it can be said that probably the setting affects 
the teaching method that it can affect the way of presenting the method. Van Lier (1996) believed that IRF 
pattern is effective in learning foreign languages since the regular pattern does not allow the discourse to be 
deviated from the main theme. He said that teacher’s control in classroom improves students’ achievements. 
But the results of this study showed the reverse. While in the online setting the teacher’s control was less and 
the conversation was not relevant to the topic of the study most of the time, the online group showed better 
performance in learning. 
In online setting, the participants had a collaborative learning. Every time the teacher asked them to do 
something, they did it collaboratively. For instance, when they guessed the meaning of a new word, they 
commented about their guesses, or when they were asking to make a code for memorizing the words. This 
is in accordance with Vygotsky (1986).
In the traditional classroom, the IRF pattern was established and the teacher’s initiation and the students’ 
responses according to the structure could be seen in the interaction:

Teacher: What’s the meaning of shriek?
Student: I don’t know.
Teacher: Can you guess by this example, (With a loud shriek, she fled from the room).
Student: loud voice?

But in the online setting, this pattern is disrupted;

Teacher: The first word is shriek. 
Reza: hello
Asal:     
Teacher: What’s the meaning of shriek? 
Teacher: You can guess by this example: (With a loud shriek, she fled from the room).
Reza222: shout
Sara: cry 
Ghazale: voice???
Ghazale: I said first!!! 
M: salamm 
SS: I don’t know 
Lida: scream 

A concept called ‘adjacency pairs’ exists in face to face interaction, which means that the utterances are near 
to each other (Wang, Newlin & Tucker, 2001). The below example from a part of interaction of online class 
shows it:
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Teacher: What’s the meaning of shriek? (Teachers gives an example)
Student: voice??
Student: loud voice?
Student: shouting
Teacher: bravo
Teacher: Make a sentence with shriek, please.
Student: I don’t like to shriek when I feel danger
Student: I heard a loud shriek when I was walking in the street

In online chat, this does not exist; and according to Garcia and Jacobs (1999), something that is called 
‘disrupted adjacency’ happens. In all of the sessions some unrelated comments were observed which is one 
of the features of online classes. 

Teacher: now….. Make a sentence with campus.
Azita: I met best friend in the campus.
Blue:
Mina:hello
Mina: I’m here

In the online group, the participants liked responding to each other’s comments. Sometimes they confirmed 
each other, sometimes they joked, and so on. This feature was not dominant in the traditional classroom. 
When the members of the online group interacted with each other, they couldn’t see each other. So, they 
could not see each other’s reactions. In face to face interaction, the speakers could see others’ gestures or 
hand or eye movements or they could express themselves better by using these movements. For example, 
they could make faces if they did not understand each other. In online setting these features can be expressed 
by using emoticons. 
In the online setting the participants supported and helped each other in learning. For instance, when one 
member made a new code for the new vocabulary, the other participants expressed their ideas or confirmed 
or rejected the code. In some occasions they helped each other in guessing words. All in all, the collaborative 
learning was more obvious among the online group. This collaborative learning can be one of the elements of 
success among the online group. This can be in accordance with Vygotsky (1978) who believed that children 
learn better in social environment than individually.
Online chat has some features that make online setting a totally different context from traditional one. In 
the first setting, there were some bases for taking the turns, which Cameron (2001) talks about and believes 
that the person who speaks chooses who will be the next speaker or he himself continues. In online chats, 
the participants continued to send their posts without paying attention to turns. Responses to questions or 
comments were not according to turns, as well. An initiating response can produce many responses that may 
or may not be related to the topic under discussion. 

CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the participants’ responses in two different modes of learning 
(virtual and traditional classrooms) and to see whether there were any differences in their responses. 
Moreover, this study attempted to compare two different modes of learning vocabulary (traditional and 
online group) and to examine the effectiveness of these two modes in vocabulary acquisition. The finding 
of this study shows that the number of responses and the participants’ interaction during teaching-learning 
process were more among the participants of the online classroom than their peers in the other group, 
i.e. traditional classroom. This study also showed some features of the two classes (traditional and online) 
which were different in these two settings, like turn taking, using stickers, answering other’s comments, 
adjacency pairs, and the number of comments. Some of the features like the number of comments, unrelated 
posts, answering others’ comments, the stickers, and humor were more dominated in the online classroom. 
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Comparing pre- and post-tests of the participants of the traditional classroom, it was revealed that there was 
a significant difference between their performance before and after the treatment program. This was also the 
case for the participants of the other group, i.e. the online classroom. However, this effectiveness was more 
salient among the participants of the online classroom. In other words, teaching and learning vocabulary 
through keyword method may lead to better and more vocabulary learning in virtual or online classes than 
traditional ones. 
 

Suggestions for Further Studies
The participants of this study were at intermediate level of proficiency. It is possible to conduct such a 
research with participants at other levels of English proficiency that can be taken into account in future 
studies. Future studies can focus on the students’ feedback in virtual classes especially in story telling courses. 
Also learners’ feedback in traditional and online classes can be compared.
 

Implications of the Study
This study may have some implications for teachers, and learners. It may help teachers to determine proper 
procedures and techniques for developing language learners’ word learning-strategies and thereby they can 
become more proficient at other language skills. Regarding the way of presenting the treatment program, 
the findings revealed the better performance or more effective vocabulary learning of those students who 
received the intended treatment through telegram messenger software than those students who received it 
through traditional way, i.e. class attending instruction. This can encourage teachers to enjoy the benefits of 
new opportunities which have been provided by technology in teaching-learning process.

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
One limitation encountered during conducting the research was that some students did not have access to 
Internet and a smart phone. In order to overcome this problem, it was attempted to select those students who 
had the requirements or those who were able to get them. The low speed of Internet was another limitation 
of the study which did not allow the participants to download and upload audio messages. Therefore, they 
preferred to participate in the teaching-learning process by sending text messages. Limited duration of the 
study was also another limitation and this was because of the nature of Payame Noor university system. 
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