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Abstract: In the present study, an attempt has been made to determine the effect of using jigsaw to 
enhance female Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ oral proficiency. The participants in this 
quantitative study included 32 female Iranian intermediate EFL learners who have studied the books of 
Connect 1, 2, and 3. They were randomly assigned to either the experimental or control group after 
doing a Preliminary English Test. Each group consisted of sixteen students. The experimental group 
was instructed through jigsaw technique. During the jigsaw classroom, students were divided into 
groups of four people as original groups. The lesson of each session was divided into four parts. One 
part was assigned to each student. After students had looked at their assigned part, they were sent to 
expert groups. The students had discussed their topics and then were sent back to their original group. 
Pre-test and post-test were administered for both groups through oral narrative tasks which were tape-
based. To prove the research hypothesis, the formula of ANCOVA was applied in this study. Findings 
of the study showed there was a statistically significant difference between the means of scores 
obtained by the subjects of the treatment group and those of the control group in speaking ability in 
favor of the treatment group. That is to say, the experimental group outperformed the control group 
and obtained a higher average.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The growth of English as an international language of communication gives rise to the need of 

communication in English. Today, being able to communicate in English is one of the main features for being 
successful in education, work, and totally in a person’s personal and professional life. According to Celce-
Murcia (2001), speech is the most basic means of human communication. In this regard, McDonough and Shaw 
(2005, p. 134) point out, “human beings genuinely want to communicate something to achieve a particular goal. 
This may involve expressing ideas and opinions; expressing a wish or a desire to do something; negotiating 
and/or solving a particular problem; or establishing and maintaining social relationships and friendships. To 
achieve these speaking purposes human beings need to activate a range of appropriate expressions." Hence, 
there is a direct and strong connection between speaking and communication. It is worth noting that Celce-
Murcia (2001) and Ur (1996) declare that for most people, the ability to speak a language is synonymous with 
knowing that language. In this regard, Brown (2007) promulgates that a large percentage of the world’s 
language learners study English in order to develop proficiency in speaking. Consequently, of all the four skills 
(listening, speaking, reading and writing), learning to speak English well is the one of our main goals in English 
language teaching programs. Since most English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners learn the target language 
in their own culture, practice is available only in the classroom (Brown, 2007). So, teachers must take a special 
attention to make real communicative situations for those EFL learners who are studying English in a non-
English-speaking country. There is no doubt that it will help learners have meaningful communicative 
behaviors. Chastain (1988) also argues that L2 learners want to be able to speak, but making mistakes in front of 
their peers and being corrected and perhaps even scolded by the teacher is embarrassing. What’s more, Ur 
(1996, p. 121) explains that “Learners are often inhibited about trying to say things in a foreign language in the 
classroom: worried about making mistakes, fearful of criticism or losing face, or simply shy of the attention that 
their speech attracts”. All of these issues can make EFL learners to be silent and reluctant in the classroom. In a 
detailed investigation of the reluctant second language speaker, Tsui’s study (1996) comes up with some 
fascinating insights into the reasons for reticence in the language classroom. Student’s perceived low 
proficiency in English, student’s fear of mistakes and derision, teacher’s intolerance of silence, uneven 
allocation of turns and incomprehensible input are five principal factors accounting for the reluctance of 
students to speak up in class. Another significant problem is little opportunity for meaningful communication 
among the learners in the classrooms. As it is pointed out earlier, practice is available only in the classroom for 
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EFL learners who are living in non-English-speaking countries. Consequently, according to Brown (2007) a key 
factor in L2 or foreign language development is the opportunity given to learners to speak in the language-
promoting interaction. In this regard, Rivers (1981) discloses that language instructors should provide learners 
with opportunities for meaningful communicative behavior about relevant topics by using learner-learner 
interaction as the key to teaching language for communication because communication derives essentially from 
interaction. Farmer and Sweeney’s belief (1997) about why students are not speaking comfortably in the class is 
in conformity with Rivers’ opinion (1981) and Brown’s idea (2007). They assert that students feel few 
opportunities inside the classroom for genuine spoken communication. In spite of these problems, the researcher 
tries to draw attention to other points which Rivers and Temperley (1978, as cited in McDonough & Shaw, 
2005) call ‘skill getting’ or ‘skill using’ activities. Skill getting activities are those activities which are more 
controlled and Rivers and Temperley (1978) call them as pseudo-commnuication activities (as cited in 
McDonough & Shaw, 2005). On the contrary, the idea in skill using activities is to stimulate genuine interaction. 
The study of Dolati and Mikaili (2011) reveals that the main reasons for Iranian students’ difficulties in spoken 
English proficiency are using unacceptable method, textbooks, limited-time, and using Persian language in the 
English classrooms. It is essential to use a technique to solve these kinds of speaking problems as much as 
possible. Jigsaw was first designed by Elliot Aronson (1971) as an effective way of engaging students both with 
course material and with each other. Therefore, it can be one of the best techniques to be used in the classroom 
because it creates opportunities for the classroom community to develop knowledge and skills in authentic 
contexts. It is seen as a powerful differentiated instruction strategy since it gives all students the ability to 
contribute to the topic, discussion, or task in meaningful ways (Crawford, 2008). So, this study tries to solve 
these kinds of problems through implementing jigsaw in the classroom to enhance EFL learners’ oral 
proficiency. 
 
Literature Review: 

In L2 classes, there are always some language students which never seem to develop the ability to verbalize 
themselves orally. Logically, there must be some reasons for that. Chastain (1988, p. 289) utters that “the 
reasons for any given student’s being unable to speak satisfactory in class are very complex, and wide variation 
exists from student to student.” The learners have their own difficulties in learning the language. Particularly, 
improving speaking skill is not easy for the students. Practice is given so that language learners can develop 
their ability to express themselves through speech would therefore seem an important component of a language 
course. Therefore, Communicative activities are administered in EFL classrooms. Rivers (1981) develops this 
further by explaining that every act of communication does not involve a rapid-fire exchange. In fact, when 
learners try to express themselves, there is hesitation; cliché expressions which fill in pauses, much repetition 
and frequent indefiniteness as the speaker seeks the most convenient combination of element to express his 
intended meaning. According to Ur (1996), inhibition, nothing to say, low or uneven participation, and mother-
tongue use are four main problems in getting students speak in the foreign language in the classroom. Beside 
these problems, poor listening practice, deficient vocabulary, teachers’ error treatment techniques and some 
psychological factors make a bad influence on the process of L2 learner’s ability to communicate in the target 
language. 
 
Inhibition: 

This problem can arise more especially when learners try to participate in the classroom activities. Ur 
(1996, p. 121) states that “unlike reading, writing or listening activities, speaking requires some degree of real-
time exposure to an audience. Learners are often inhibited about trying to say things in foreign language in the 
classroom: worried about mistakes or simply shy of the attention that their speech attracts.” Bowman, Burkart 
and Robson (1989) also supports this view and argues that asking the students to express themselves in front of 
the whole class is a common behavior of teachers in teaching speaking. But, they must know that this can result 
in the experience of stress for the students while they are doing speaking activities. Littlewood (1999, p. 93) 
about existing anxiety and inhibition declares that “it is easy for a foreign language classroom to create 
inhibition and anxiety.” Rivers (1981) asserts that all these factors can stop students from speaking confidently 
in front of their classmates. Therefore, he believes that the teacher must be alert to recognize them in the 
classroom.   
 
Nothing to Say: 

 “I have nothing to talk about”, ”I don’t know”, “no comment” and “I have no idea” are the most 
conventional expressions which every EFL teacher assuredly hears in his or her English classes from time to 
time. Ur (1996) believes that besides inhibition, language learners grumble that they cannot think of anything to 
say. This is due to the lack of motivation in expressing themselves. Rivers (1981, p. 224) explains, “the teacher 
may have introduced a topic which the learners find uninteresting or about which he knows very little, and as a 
result they have nothing to express, whether in the native language or the foreign language.” So, students could 
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not carry out the discussion on topics that are not interesting for them. Furthermore, students must have the 
desire to communicate something to others. If a student does not have a positive relationship with his teacher, or 
feel at ease with his classmates; hence, he may feel that what he would like to say can be of little interest to 
them. Some students sometimes feel that if they express themselves in the new language, they are laying 
themselves open to censure or ridicule. So, they may prefer to remain silent. Moreover, Baker and Westrup 
(2003) promulgate another reason of why students keep themselves silent in the classroom. They support that 
many students find it difficult to answer when teachers ask them to say anything in the target language. The 
learners may have only some ideas to talk about; they may not know how to use some vocabulary or they are not 
sure of the grammatical correctness. 
 
Low Uneven Participation: 

Brown (2007) remarks that since most EFL learners learn the target language in their own culture, practice 
is available only in the classroom. But, sometimes some students speak very little or not at all in the classroom. 
The fact is that they do not participate more all along the course. Liu and Littlewood (1997) tries to find an 
answer to the question that why many students appear reluctant in classroom learning discourse and they 
discover that inadequate speaking opportunities has made students to be silent in the classroom. To put it briefly, 
its main reason can stem from lack of time. Dolati and Mikaili (2011) found that limited-time is one of the main 
reasons on Iranian students’ difficulties in spoken English proficiency. As well, Heidari and Riahipour (2012) 
disclosed that lack of time plays as a demotivating factor on English speaking skill in Iran. Meanwhile, there are 
some learners who tend to be dominant and take almost the whole students’ talk time. This problem with 
speaking activities is recognized by Ur as one of the main problems in the EFL classrooms. So, teachers should 
pay attention to students’ uneven participation. Because not making a great notice to this issue means inviting 
other students to be more reluctant in the lessons. Rivers (1981) claims that some personality factors can affect 
participation in a FL classroom and then teachers should recognize them. He adds that some students are 
talkative, others are shy or reluctant. These characteristics affect student performance in the oral part of the 
lesson. Also, some L2 students prefer to speak only if they ensure that what they will say is correct, and some 
others keep silent, show no interest or participation throughout the class. Harmer (2001) suggests that streaming 
weak participation in groups and letting them work together can be a good solution for removing this problem. 
In such cases they will not hide behind the strong participators, and the teacher can achieve a high level of 
participation. Bowman, Burkurt and Robson (1989, p. 40) says that “traditional classroom seating arrangement 
often work against you in your interactive teaching.” Hence, classroom arrangement can be another factor in 
creating problem of participation. The participation of the students may depend on the learning approach which 
is used in a FL classroom. Student-centered learning is a method of instruction in which the student is in the 
center of focus and the teacher has the least impression in language instruction. On the contrary, teacher-
centered learning or passive learning occurs in a setting that the teacher plays the main role. It would be sensible 
to say that student’s low or more participation can stem from this issue. 
 
Mother Tongue Use:  

Students’ unwillingness to use English in the classroom, especially during communicative activities is seen 
in all over the world. Ur (1996) states that all or most of the students may have a tendency to use their mother 
tongue because it is easier. Dolati and Mikaili (2011) found that another reason on Iranian students’ difficulties 
in spoken proficiency is to use Persian in the English classroom. Using First language (L1) by the learners in 
class can be seen as an example of student/teacher failure. Harmer (2001) believes that there are understandable 
reasons why students revert to their own language in certain activities. Second language (L2) learners have to 
use their own language if teacher ask them to do something which they are linguistically incapable of. As a 
result, the choice of task has made the use of L1 almost inevitable. He believes that when students learn a 
foreign language they use translation almost without thinking about it, so it is a natural thing to do. This is 
because they try to make sense of a new linguistic world through the linguistic world they are already familiar 
with. He explains that L2 learners use their mother language especially when performing pedagogical tasks just 
because of their to-do-habits. According to Harbord (1992, p. 354, as cited in Harmer, 2011), “this is a habit that 
in most cases will occur without encouragement from the teacher.” Another cause of using L1 can be teachers 
themselves. If, they often use students’ native language, then the students will feel comfortable doing too. The 
amount of L1 using by certain students may well have a lot to do with differing learner styles and abilities. 
Beside these reasons, it seems so unnatural for students to speak with each other in a foreign language. In a 
recent study of the use of Persian in the EFL classroom, Mahmoudi and Yazdi (2011) found that an excessive 
use of Persian can have a de-motivating effect on students. 
 
Poor Listening Practice: 

Listening and speaking skills co-occur in real-life discourse and they are not mutually exclusive. Therefore, 
interaction cannot take place unless a speaker and a listener interface with one another. Listening 



Aust. J. Basic & Appl. Sci., 7(9): 315-326, 2013 

318 

comprehension plays as major role as speaking does. The interactive behavior of EFL learners can be influenced 
by poor listening practice. The student may have acquired skill in expressing himself in the foreign language, 
but he has little practice in understanding the oral language when spoken at a normal speed of delivery in a 
conversation situation. The student, therefore, does not comprehend sufficient elements in the message to be 
able to make further contribution to the discussion. Brown (2007) accepts this view and says if one cannot 
understand what is said, one is certainly unable to respond. He also states that “the fleetingness of speech, 
together with the features of spoken English – loosely organized syntax, incomplete forms, false starts, and the 
use of fillers- undoubtedly hinders EFL learners’ comprehension and affects the development of their speaking 
abilities”(p. 205).  
 
Deficient Vocabulary: 

Chastain (1988) declares that vocabulary is the key to comprehension of most meanings. Undoubtedly, the 
more language students comprehend, the more they can interact. By knowing a large enough quantity of the 
vocabulary, language learners are able to make comprehension easily. And on the contrary, not having good 
vocabulary knowledge makes L2 learners to be muddled and confused because of not finding appropriate words 
to express their own thoughts where their choice of expression is severely limited. Rivers (1981, p. 222) remarks 
that ''in speaking, we are not conveying to the receiver a meaning clothed in words, but by our words we are 
arousing within the receiver associations and expectations which will enable that person to form an 
interpretation of the intention of our message." Therefore, our message cannot be decoded appropriately unless 
we choose our words carefully and properly.  
 
Teacher’s Error Treatment Techniques: 

Harmer (2001) states that it is widely accepted that L1 interference and developmental errors are two 
distinct causes for the errors which most students make at various stages. Clearly, the role of teacher is to 
provide students with some feedback. Although feedback includes all types of verbal and nonverbal responses to 
the students and their speaking, error correction is the one most commonly used in language classes. According 
to Terrell (1985, as cited in Chastain, 1988), teachers must not correct student’s errors directly because it may 
result in negative affective feelings that interfere with learning. Rivers (1981) mentions that if a teacher 
continually corrects every little mistake of a student, that student will give up the speaking. Teachers must 
concern the categories of mistakes and react according to that. Continual correction in areas where the student 
actually knows what should be said can be very vexing and annoying, especially as teachers frequently jump in 
before students have had time to correct themselves. Liu and Littlewood (1997) and Harmer (2001) found that 
some teachers’ error treatment technique can be an acceptable cause for students’ failure in speaking activities 
in the classroom. Ghasemi and Kaivanpanah (2011); Heidari and Riahipour (2012) did a probe into the main 
demotivating factors among Iranian EFL learners in different studies and found that teacher itself can be one of 
the significant factors which affect learners’ demotivation.  

 
Students’ Psychological Problems: 

As Rivers (1981) mentions, there are some certain psychological factors which enter into interpersonal 
communication and make an influence on the process of developing ability to communicate in the target 
language. In fact, personality factors within a person contribute in some way to the success of language learners 
in developing language learning as well as oral communication skills. Brown (2000) refers to personality factors 
as intrinsic side of affectivity. He states, “affect refers to emotion or feeling” (p. 142). Affect in language 
learning involves various aspects of emotion, feeling and attitude of the learner. Affective sides of language 
learners may influence the learners’ language learning processes, speaking in particular, positively or 
negatively. Self-confidence, self-esteem, intrinsic motivation and anxiety are influential affective variables. Due 
to the fact that such variables are able to impress Second Language (L2) learners, thus teachers have to take 
them seriously so that they can be successful in enhancing communicative efficiency. 
 
Lack of Self-confidence” 

Kelly and Watson (1986) stated that “In language learning, especially speaking, students’ confidence is one 
of the factors to improve their learning” (p. 4). Self-confidence involves judgments and evaluations about one’s 
own value and worth. It can be negatively influenced when the language learner thinks of oneself as deficient 
and limited in the target language. Dornyei (2001) suggests that providing experience of success, encouraging 
the learners and reducing anxiety can be some ways to promote student’s confidence. What’s more, he 
propounds that the following proposals can help to increase learners’ self-confidence and are summarized as 
follows: 1. Language competence is a changeable aspect of development; 2. An educator can promote to 
increase confidence in learning; 3. Success can promote positive self-perceptions; 4. Learners’ contributions to 
learning tasks, promotes learner interest.  Lee and Park (2005) reveal that the higher confidence they do have, 
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the higher oral performance they show. In consequence, students’ confidence in language learning makes them 
brave enough to keep or do the activities in the classroom. 
 
Lack of Self-esteem: 

As one of the crucial factors, self -esteem determines success in academic performance in general. Brown 
(2000) defines self-esteem as the knowledge that individuals have with regard to themselves and the belief 
which they have in their own capabilities for different activities. In recent years, self-esteem has attracted the 
attention of many scholars in psychology and education. Considering the relationship between self-esteem and 
oral communication, NikiMaleki & Mohammadi (2009) found that the more successful learners had higher self-
esteem than the less successful ones in performing oral communication tasks. Kassaian and Chalak (2011) found 
that there is a relationship between self-esteem and speaking skill with fluency. Those who have high self-
esteem are more successful to communicate fluently.   
 
Anxiety: 

It is one of the most negatively influential variables, which prevents learners from successfully learning a 
foreign language. It makes language learners nervous and afraid, which contribute to poor oral performance. 
Language Anxiety is “the subjective feeling of tension, apprehension, nervousness, and worry associated with 
an arousal of the autonomic nervous system” (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986, p. 125). In the book ‘Language 
Anxiety: from Theory and Research to Classroom Implications’ Daly (1991) lists five different possible 
explanations for the existence of communication apprehensions, (1) genetics, (2) personal history, (3) learned 
helplessness, (4) adaptation of first communication skills, and (5) acquired models of communication. Philips 
(1992) showed that there is a relationship between language anxiety and oral performance, reporting that the 
more anxious the students were, the lower performance they displayed in oral tests. Spolsky (1989) asserted that 
anxious language learners generally speak less in the classroom than relaxed students. Tsui (1996) formulates 
six strategies for overcoming anxiety and reluctance to speak as following: lengthening the amount of time 
between asking a question and nominating someone to respond; improving questioning techniques; accepting a 
variety of answers; giving learners an opportunity to rehearse their responses in small groups before being asked 
to speak in front of the whole class; focusing on content rather than form; establishing good relationships with 
the students. 
 
Lack of Motivation: 

 “The key to learning is motivation”( Edge, 1993, p. 15). Nunan (1999, pp. 232-233) defines motivation as 
follows: “it refers to the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning the language plus 
favorable attitudes toward learning the language. That is, motivation to learn a second language is seen as 
referring to the extent to which the individual works or strives to learn the language because of a desire to do so 
and the satisfaction experienced in this activity.” Then Nunan (1999, p. 233) explains why learners are 
unmotivated. His reasons are listed as follows: “ Lack of success over time/lack of perception of progress; 
uninspired teaching; boredom; lack of perceived relevance of materials; lack of knowledge about the goals of 
the instructional program; lack of appropriate feedback." What a teacher can do so as to deal with such problems 
in Nunan’s opinion (1999, p. 233) are also summarized as follows: "to make instructional goals explicit to 
learners; to break learning down into sequences of achievable steps; to link learning to the needs and interests of 
the learners; to allow learners to bring their own knowledge and perspectives into the learning process; to 
encourage creative language use; to help learners to identify the strategies underlying the learning tasks they are 
engaged in; and to develop ways in which learners can record their own progress."  
 
Jigsaw: 

The history of the jigsaw classroom technique can be traced back to 1971 in Austin, Texas. Aronson (1971) 
and his colleagues developed the Jigsaw technique. According to Richards, Platt and Platt (1992, p. 87) “jigsaw 
is a type of cooperative or collaborative learning which each member of group has a piece of information 
needed to complete a group task.” The Jigsaw method is an efficient way to learn the course material in a 
cooperative learning style. If each student’s part is essential, then each student is essential. That is precisely 
what makes this method so effective in the EFL classroom. As an interactive peer-based learning, it emphasizes 
on cooperative learning by providing students an opportunity to actively help each other build comprehension. 
Therefore, it exploits both cooperation and interdependence in its attempt to maximize intergroup harmony and 
educational gain. It helps students create their own learning (Aronson, , Balney, Stephin, Silkes, Snapp, 1978; 
Aronson & Patone, 1997). At the same time, it would replace some of the competitive behavior in the classroom 
with cooperative behavior. Gregory and Chapman (2007) believe that jigsaw technique is able to lead to a 
shared responsibility model of learning that focuses on both inter and intra-personal components because of 
considering each student as invaluable to the learning process. The Jigsaw method, as a result, provides a 
classroom structure which meets Allport’s (1954) conditions for optimal intergroup contact. Jigsaw is not just a 
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cooperative learning technique: It is the element of ‘required’ interdependence among students which makes this 
a unique learning method, and it is this interdependence that encourages the students to take an active part in 
their learning (Aronson, etal., 1978). According to Aronson (1971) the following ten steps must be used during 
implementing the jigsaw method: 

1. Divide the students into groups of 5 or 6 people. Diversity in terms of ability in groups is strongly 
encouraged.  

2. Choose one person in each group to serve as the leader. The teacher should make this choice the first 
time that the strategy is used so that a mature learner can be chosen.  

3. Divide the lesson for the day into 5 or 6 numbered parts. (The number of each group depends on the 
number of subtopics.) 

4. Assign one part to each student - students should not have access to more than one part. (Each group 
should contain one student assigned to each part.)  

5. After students have looked at their assigned part, send them to "expert" groups. (All of the students 
assigned Part 1 form the Part 1 expert group.)  

6. Give the expert groups time to discuss and agree on the major points of their part, and to practice how 
they will "teach" their group members. 

7. Send the students back to their original jigsaw group.  
8. Each student should present his or her part to the group. Group leaders encourage other group members 

to ask questions of the expert if they do not understand. The expert is the main source of information about his 
or her part for the group. 

9. The instructor should be moving between groups observing and ensuring that the groups are on track.  
10. Give a quiz on the material taught in the jigsaw so that students realize this is truly instruction for 

which they are responsible. 
According to Araragi (1983), Aronson and Bridgeman (1979), Aronson et al. (1978), and Blaney, Stephen, 

Rosenfield, Aronson and Sikes (1977) Jigsaw shows positive effects on academic performance, liking for school 
and peers. Aronson and Bridgeman (1979) claim that positive effects on academic performance are due to 
students’ increased participation in learning, combined with reduced anxiety. Some of the studies about the 
improvement of speaking through jigsaw are presented as follows: 

Wulandari (2009) did a probe into the implementation of teaching speaking by using Jigsaw to the 8th year 
students of SMP N 2 Pracimontoro. She tried to find that weather jigsaw can improve the student’s speaking 
ability. Wulandari took 40 students as the subject of the research. The data was a narrative data and the source 
of data had taken from event, informant and document. She used observation, interview and document to collect 
the data. The technique of analyzing data were reducing the data, presenting the data, and verifying the data. 
The result of the study showed that student’s speaking improved. Another study has been conducted by Trisila 
Devana (2005). This study was aimed at finding out the effectiveness of teaching speaking by using jigsaw for 
the first grade students of SMA  Muhammadiyah  2 Yogyakarta in academic year of 2005-2006. The number of 
samples was 32 students for the experimental group and the same for the control group. In collecting the data, 
pre-test and post-test were used. The test was done orally and recorded by tape recorder. After analyzing data 
through SPSS and ANCOVA, the result showed that the use of jigsaw was more effective in teaching speaking. 
Ekawati (2009) investigated the improvement of speaking skill using multidirectional information gap with 
jigsaw activities as an action research to the 8th year students in SMP N1 Suskan in 2009 academic year. The 
data of this research were field note, interview script, and the scores of pre-test, and post-test. She used 
observation, interview and document for collecting the data. The techniques of analyzing data were reducing, 
displaying or presenting the data and verifying the data. The action was conducted in three cycles and the result 
of the study showed that the improvement of the students speaking components in each cycle, and the 
improvement of the students’ average scores after the researcher had given the treatment. The students’ 
responses after being taught by using multidirectional information gap with jigsaw activities were good. 
Handayani (2008) conducted another study about this topic. This study aimed to increase the student’s speaking 
capability, specifically to describe the process of teaching speaking using Jigsaw games at MTs Muhammadiyah 
03 MasaranSragen, to see whether Jigsaw Games increases the student’s speaking capability. Handayani (2008) 
took the students of the second year of Junior High School student as the subjects of the study. To collect the 
data, the writer did observation, interview and test. The action was conducted in four cycles. After collecting 
data and analyzing them, he found that jigsaw games could increase the student’s speaking skill. Also, the effect 
of jigsaw on other second language skills such as listening and reading had been conducted. AbdElsami’ Ali 
(2001) found that the use of jigsaw reading technique resulted in lowering the foreign language reading anxiety 
of the treatment group’s subjects. Sarjana (2009) did a research into improving students’ listening ability 
through using jigsaw technique and stated that jigsaw technique can improve the students’ listening ability. 
Moreover, students get more vocabulary meanings by conducting group work.  
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Method: 
In this study, the following research questions were formulated. 
1.   Does using jigsaw affect female Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ oral proficiency?  

 
Hypothesis: 

 
H0 (1): Using jigsaw does not affect female Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ oral   proficiency. 

 
Participants: 

The participants in this study were selected from Khatam English language institute in Salmas, Iran. From 
among fifty female students enrolling for English courses, thirty two intermediate students aged between 14-18 
studying the books: ‘Connect 1, 2, 3’ were selected as the subjects of this study. All the subjects were from 
middle – class families with a monolingual background, Turkish. All the participants were received instruction 
for eighteen sessions. The participants were further randomly assigned as the control group who were taught 
using traditional methods of teaching speaking i.e. teacher-centered instruction. Meanwhile, the subjects in the 
experimental group were taught through jigsaw.  
 
Instruments: 

To obtain the research data, the researcher made use of the proficiency PET test, the speaking Pre-test, the 
speaking Post-test.  
 
Procedure: 

This study was conducted in two intact classes and lasted for six weeks, three sessions each week. First of 
all, the researcher administered PET to all thirty two female students enrolled for English courses as so to know 
the homogeneity of student’s general English proficiency. Teaching for both groups was begun after the 
students in two groups received speaking pre-test individually. Sessions started with a clear explanation about 
jigsaw to the students of the experimental group. The experimental group was divided into four Jigsaw groups. 
Each jigsaw group consisted of four students, one of whom was appointed as the leader. Initially, this person 
was the most mature student in the group. The lesson of each session was divided into four segments. Each 
member of the group was assigned to learn a section or portion of the material. Time was given to the students 
to read over their segments at least twice to be familiarized with the topic. The expert groups were then formed 
by the students from each home based groups who had the same segment. Main points of their segment and the 
important elements were discussed and picked out in these expert groups for 15 minutes. The next step was 
bringing students back into their jigsaw group, and each person began to teach his/her unique piece of 
information to the group in turn. Teacher floated from one group to the other, observing the process. If any 
group was having trouble (e.g. a member was dominating or disruptive), she/he made an appropriate 
intervention. At the end of the session, students were given a quiz on the material. The students of both groups 
received speaking post-test after fifteen sessions in order to observe the probable impact of Jigsaw on the 
participants’ oral proficiency skill. Participants were tested individually and their voices were recorded. 
 
Data Analysis: 

Data was collected from two sources in this study as follows: (a) the scores from the proficiency test i.e. 
PET test, (b) scores from pre-test and post-test of speaking. So, two major statistical analyses were used to 
analyze the obtained data from different instruments. In analyzing the data obtained from PET test, first of all, 
the researcher used an independent sample t-test to compare the groups’ mean scores. Then, in order to analyze 
the group scores from the speaking pre-test and post-test, ANCOVA was employed. It was run to estimate the 
development of oral proficiency of the participants in the experimental group. 
 
Table 1: Results of T-test or Indepenent Samples Test 

Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 

pre 

Equal variances 
assumed 

.448 .509 1.046 30 .304 1.53125 1.46324 -1.45709 4.51959 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  1.046 27.419 .304 1.53125 1.46324 -1.46893 4.53143 

  
As the results of the independent sample t-test in Table 1 indicated, P-Value was equal to 0.304. In other 

words, the two groups were approximately at the same level of proficiency. 
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A. Research Question: 

The research question investigated the effect of using Jigsaw to enhance female Iranian intermediate EFL 
learners’ oral proficiency. To answer this question, the researcher ran an ANCOVA analysis of the groups 
scores from the pre-test and post-test. One of the requirements of this test is the normality of the score 
distribution. Thus, it was necessary to conduct a One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.  
 
Table 2: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of Normality 

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 
 con_pre con_pos exp_pre exp_pos 
N 16 16 16 16 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 10.9063 10.4375 9.3750 14.6875 
Std. Deviation 3.44586 3.44420 4.73110 4.33926 

Most Extreme Differences 
Absolute .195 .131 .282 .233 
Positive .195 .118 .282 .194 
Negative -.102 -.131 -.144 -.233 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z .780 .524 1.126 .931 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .577 .947 .158 .351 
a. Test distribution is Normal. 
b. Calculated from data. 
 

 
As shown in Table 2, the normal distribution assumption seemed to hold because of the levels of 

significance of the pre-test and post-test of both groups. So, there was no reason to decline the normality. Owing 
to marking the scores of pre-test and post-test by two raters, It was essential to appraise the correlations of pre-
test and post-test scores of both control and experimental groups. Firstly, the correlation for pre-test of control 
group was calculated. As can be seen in Table 3, there was a high correlation between the scores (i.e. con-pre 1= 
1, con-pre2=0.988). This correlation was meaningful and positive. Secondly, the correlation for post-test of 
control group was computed as well. As reflected in Table 4, there was a high correlation between the scores of 
post-test (i.e. con-pos1=1, con-pos=0.981). This correlation was meaningful, perfect and positive too. 
 
Table 3: Correlation of Control Group’s Pre-Test 

Correlations 
 con_pre1 con_pre2 

con_pre1 
Pearson Correlation 1 .988** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 16 16 

con_pre2 
Pearson Correlation .988** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 16 16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table  4: Correlation of Control Group’s Post-Test 
Correlations 
 con_pos1 con_pos2 

con_pos1 
Pearson Correlation 1 .981** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 16 16 

con_pos2 
Pearson Correlation .981** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 16 16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Next, the correlation coefficient was calculated for both pre and post-tests of experimental group (Jigsaw 

group). Calculations of correlation coefficients between two set of scores in both pre and post-test resulted in the 
values of 0.982 for experimental group’s pre-test and 0.976 for experimental group’s post-test . That is, there 
was a meaningful relationship more than 97 percent in both of them. The following Tables (5 and 6) illustrated 
that there was a high positive correlation for each group. 

After calculation of correlation coefficient for both groups, the statistical descriptive of the scores (i.e. the 
values of mean and variance) from speaking post-test were estimated by the researcher and showed in Table 7. 
Descriptive statistics was used to analyze the mean of the pre-test and post-test of the control and experimental 
groups. 

As shown in Table 7, the mean score of the experimental group was 14.68, but the mean score of the 
control group was equal to 10.43. In order to see whether this difference was statistically significant or not, the 
researcher conducted an ANCOVA analysis. The result of this analysis was presented in Table 8.  
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Table 5: Correlation of Experimental Group’s pre-test 
Correlations 
 exp_pre1 exp_pre2 

exp_pre1 
Pearson Correlation 1 .982** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 16 16 

exp_pre2 
Pearson Correlation .982** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 16 16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Table 6: Correlations of Experimental Group’s Post-Test 

Correlations 
 exp_pos1 exp_pos2 

exp_pos1 
Pearson Correlation 1 .976** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 16 16 

exp_pos2 
Pearson Correlation .976** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 16 16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Table 7: Descriptive Statistics of the Scores from Speaking Post-test 

Statistics 
 con_pos exp_pos 
N  16 16 
Mean 10.4375 14.6875 
Variance 11.863 18.829 

 
Table 8: ANCOVA Analysis of the Speaking Comprehension Pre/Post- Test Scores 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable:   pos 
Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 395.004a 2 197.502 27.291 .000 
Intercept 129.901 1 129.901 17.950 .000 
Pre 250.504 1 250.504 34.615 .000 
Fact 218.374 1 218.374 30.175 .000 
Error 209.871 29 7.237   
Total 5655.000 32    
Corrected Total 604.875 31    
a. R Squared = .653 (Adjusted R Squared = .629) 

 
As it was revealed in Table 8, there was a statistically significant difference between the performance of the 

experimental and control groups. Therefore, the assumption of equality between two groups was strongly 
declined. Since the level of significance was equal to zero and the value of Fact was 30.175, the first null 
hypothesis of the study was rejected, that is, jigsaw has affected the participant’s oral proficiency. The aim of 
using independent sample t-test was analyzing the pre-test and post-test from both the control and experimental 
groups and comparing the scores of the two groups. The following independent samples test, as shown in Table 
9, was used so as to confirm that using jigsaw had a significant influence in enhancing second language 
learners’ speaking skill. According to the results in Table 9, level of significance was equal to 0.005 and this 
value was lower than 5%. So, the null hypothesis of the study was rejected.  
 
Table 9: Independent- Samples Test 

Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 

Pos 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.105 .748 -3.069 30 .005 -4.25000 1.38500 -7.07855 -1.42145 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -3.069 28.530 .005 -4.25000 1.38500 -7.08467 -1.41533 
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Discussion: 
This study attempted to examine the outcome of using jigsaw technique in enhancing female Iranian 

intermediate EFL learners’oral proficiency. The findings of the study affirm the contribution of the Jigsaw 
technique in increasing the EFL learners’ speaking ability. This finding is in line with findings of the previous 
studies such as Ekwati (2009); Wulandari (2009); Handayani (2008) and Devana (2005) which had claimed 
development of students‟ speaking ability wi th jigsaw technique. The result of the study by Wulandari (2009) 
indicated that student’s speaking ability improved by using jigsaw as students had accepted and joined the 
jigsaw implementation because they could follow the cooperative learning principles and jigsaw components 
well. The result of this research is also consistent with the findings of Devana (2005) who has emphasized the 
use of jigsaw was more effective in teaching speaking for the first grade students. The outcome of this study 
supports the finding of Ekwati (2009) who has proved that teaching speaking using multidirectional information 
gap with jigsaw activities improved the student’s speaking ability. The findings of this study are also in line with 
the findings of Handayani (2008) who has found that students‟ speaking c apability increased through using 
jigsaw games. The findings might be explained in terms of student-centered learning or active learning. The 
principles of student-centered learning based on Lynch (2010) are taking responsibility for learners’ learning, 
directly involving them in the learning process and raising social activities like collaboration and meaningful 
communication. Promoting interaction among learners is stated as another principle of student-centered 
approach by Peyton, More and Young (2010). Jigsaw technique can be a very important implementation owing 
to providing a suitable environment for student-centered learning. The characteristics of the student-centered 
learning can be seen as easy as taking candy from a baby in this method. It appears that learners, at least at 
intermediate level of proficiency, do like to be the pivot of focus and play the main role in the FL classroom. In 
this study, the researcher used jigsaw technique to focus on skill using activities which Rivers and Temperley 
(1987, as cited in McDonough and Shaw, 2005) propounded it. The results clearly support the proposition that 
genuine interaction cannot be ignored in the FL classrooms. According to Rivers (1981), being able to interact 
in a language is essential. Due to a lack of English exposure in non-English speaking countries, most learners do 
not have sufficient opportunity to improve their oral proficiency in English. Thus, allowing students to have 
more opportunities and interaction were other superiorities of jigsaw which the present study tried to achieve 
through using this technique. In addition, jigsaw technique can solve student’s difficulties and reluctance 
through taking responsibility for learning, directly involving them in the learning process, provision of 
meaningful communication, providing more opportunity for more participation, increasing their self-confidence 
by providing successful experience and reducing their worries and anxieties, establishing good relationships in 
the classroom and getting students more motivated. Assigning one part to each student resulted in their more 
activation either in class or out of class.  
 
Conclusion: 

This study investigated how jigsaw technique affects female Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ oral 
proficiency. The researcher gleans from all the above that implementation of jigsaw technique enhances EFL 
learners’ speaking ability in the FL classrooms. According to Rivers (1981), being able to interact in a language 
is essential. Therefore, language instructors should provide learners with opportunities for meaningful 
communicative behavior about relevant topics by using learner-learner interaction as the key to teaching 
language for communication because “communication derives essentially from interaction." It can be concluded 
that jigsaw is a powerful differentiated instructional strategy because students are given the chance of having 
more opportunity and interaction, sharing and working interdependently, procuring more practice in peer 
teaching and contributing meaningfully, understanding the material at a deeper level and gaining long-term 
learning. The sequel of the present study might lead to the conclusion that teaching speaking through jigsaw 
technique is quite successful.  
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