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Abstract

Speech acts have a decisive role in enabling EFL learners to communicate
successfully. This study compared the efficacy of jigsaw and dictogloss tasks
in learning speech act by 47 pre-intermediate adolescent EFL learners. The
participants were selected based on convenience sampling and were
homogenized based on the results of a PET. Discourse- completion task
(DCT) was employed as the pre and post-tests. The result of the DCT pretest
showed that the participants were not familiar with the target speech acts.
Twenty 3-minute vignettes taken from different films were employed as the
medium of instruction. After the treatment, the participants sat for another
DCT. The results revealed that there was no statistically significant
difference between the groups regarding knowledge of speech acts.
However, the results of the paired samples t-test conducted to ensure the
effectiveness of the treatment showed that there was a statistically significant
difference between the groups’ DCT pre and post-tests. The study revealed
that task type did not have a crucial role in learning speech acts; however, it
encouraged the use of films for teaching speech acts.
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1. Introduction

Pragmatic competence, which refers to the use of language in a context necessitates appropriate use of language and
requires adequate linguistic and pragmatic knowledge as well as the ability to employ the knowledge in interaction
(Taguchi, 2006). Pragmatics, as Bach (2006) argues, involves speech acts, communicational information, and
meanings that a speaker aims to convey beyond the meaning of words. Speech acts as a vital component of pragmatics
refer to the understanding of the actions which individuals perform while speaking, which is automatic for native
speakers (Holtgraves, 2007). However, for non-natives, teaching speech acts, without which “communication of
intentions would be impossible” (Ambroise, 2010) seems necessary.

Communication is built on the successful interaction of the interlocutors and requires cultural knowledge and
understanding (Arundale, 2004). It is evident that the more significant are the differences in the interlocutors’ cultural
skills and knowledge, the more pragmatic failure is likely to occur. Norms vary in different cultures, and thus for
proper communication, second language learners need knowledge of pragmatics, besides linguistic knowledge (Rose
& Kasper, 2001). Two distinct aspects of pragmatic competence, namely pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics, may
facilitate communication. Pragmalinguistic failure may occur when the pragmatic force of a linguistic structure differs
from that of a typical native speaker and is the primary reason for the occurrence of errors, which arise from
inappropriate use of speech act strategies. Sociopragmatic failure, however, originates from the diverse intercultural
perceptions of appropriate linguistic behavior. Therefore, language learning without learning “culturally appropriate
language usage and discourse” (Milleret, 2006, p.31) cannot lead to communication.

1.1 Statement of the Problem

In EFL contexts, learners do not have the advantage of exposure to the language which naturally occurs in the
environment, and that is why the process of learning becomes a cumbersome task. One solution is to teach speech acts
that exist in interpersonal discourse (Yi-xuan, 2016) to facilitate communication and assist learners to build social
lives (Arundale, 2004). Speech acts, as Milleret (2006) puts forward, enable learners to understand “non-verbal
expressions” within a cultural context, and failure in such communication can result in “embarrassment, laughter,
misunderstandings, or even outrage” (p.30).

Therefore, to facilitate cultural understanding and communication, this study employed a series of films to teach
speech acts to English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners. To obtain the purpose of the study, two types of tasks,
that is, jigsaw and dictogloss tasks were used. The reason for implementing the two task types was that jigsaw is an
interactive-focused task that invests in the interaction among learners, while dictogloss is a written production focused
task which tries to draw learners’ attention to a specific feature. The researchers of the current study assumed that
implementing the two types of tasks could facilitate the process of learning the speech acts and thus could contribute
to the development of cultural understanding and could increase learners’ awareness of different types of speech acts.
Also, it was presumed that teaching the speech acts would allow Iranian EFL learners to interact in the language with
more ease and would help them materialize the linguistic knowledge they possessed due to studying the grammar and
vocabulary of English previously. It is worth mentioning that dictogloss and jigsaw tasks have been implemented in
different studies and for investigating various components of language (e.g., Jafariyan Shahri, Matlabi, Esmaeili, &
Kianmehr, 2017; Marashi & Khaksar, 2013; Meng, 2010; Rashtchi & Khosroabadi, 2009; Yulian, 2012).

However, the comparative effect of such tasks on teaching the speech acts has not been addressed previously.
Moreover, teaching speech acts have been investigated by different researchers in different contexts (e.g., Ebadi &
Seidi, 2015; Konakahara, 2011; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005); however, to the best of the researchers’ knowledge,
no studies have compared the impact of jigsaw and dictogloss tasks on teaching the speech acts. Therefore, the two
task types were employed to address the main issue of the study which was lack of sufficient communicative skills
which can be achieved via familiarity with the speech acts as components of pragmatic competence.

1.2 Research Question

The researchers of the present study formulated the following research question to explore the problem under
investigation and achieve the primary aim of the study:

RQ: Is there any difference between the effects of dictogloss and jigsaw tasks on improving adolescent EFL learners’
knowledge of speech acts?
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1.3 Null Hypothesis
The following null hypothesis was formulated to enable the researchers to answer the research question of the study:

HO: There is no statistically significant difference between the speech act knowledge of the dictogloss task group and
the jigsaw task group.

2. Review of the Literature

Input plays a crucial role in the acquisition of communicative competence, including pragmatic competence. However,
Kasper and Roever (2005) argue that mere exposure to input is not adequate to trigger pragmatic development in a
new language due to the complexity of pragmatic competence. Many studies have addressed the role of input in
improving speech acts as a component of pragmatic competence. For example, Winke and Teng (2010) have studied
the effect of teaching compliments to Chinese learners of English and have shown the crucial role of explicit
instruction of speech acts. Refusals, another category of speech acts, have been the subject of a study by Kondo (2008),
who showed that Japanese learners could benefit from explicit instruction. Also, Takahashi (2001) found that from
different treatments used, the group receiving explicit instruction could outperform the other three groups of the study.
In the same line, Ishihara (2004, 2007) reported the usefulness of the explicit instruction of speech acts in the
successful communication of Japanese students. Likewise, several scholars believe that formal instruction can provide
the required input for learning speech acts (Nguyen et al., 2012; van Compernolle & Williams, 2013).

The importance of input in the acquisition of speech acts, as Lee (2018) puts forward, draws attention to Swain’s
(2005) output hypothesis, Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis (2001), and Long’s input and interaction hypothesis (1996).
Swain’s output hypothesis, which involves learners’ active production of language in the process of L2 acquisition,
introduces three functions for output; that is, the noticing/triggering function, the hypothesis testing function, and the
metalinguistic (reflective) function. These functions inform learners of the development of their language systems in
a way that they can process it not only at a semantic level but also at a syntactic one. However, mere exposure to L2
input cannot do this for the learners, and output plays a parallel role between second language acquisition and second
language competence, respectively, in terms of morphosyntactic development and learners’ developing L2 pragmatics.

The capability of applying pragmatics and Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis has been studied extensively; however, from
a cognitive perspective, Bialystok’s (1993) model and Long’s (1996) interaction hypothesis have also stimulated
interlanguage pragmatics research. For example, the study by Hassall (2003) confirms Bialystok’s suggestions that
when L2 learners choose to develop pragmatic knowledge, their reflection on pragmatic representations leads to the
dominance of such representations in their attention. Additionally, Kasper (2001) insists on the need to distinguish the
language in use from the metalinguistic knowledge as well as pragmatics and metapragmatics while he tries to make
focus on form versus focus on forms in pragmatics practicable within the framework of Long’s (1996) interactive
hypothesis which assigns a facilitative role to interaction in the process of the second language acquisition since it can
enable language learners to produce more accurate utterances. The overall emphasis of the interaction hypothesis is
that incidental language learning is simplified in an oral interaction where there is a communication breakdown and,
consequently, a negotiation over the problem (Rashtchi & Keyvanfar, 2007).

Various studies indicated that pragmatic competence could develop through incidental communication in daily life
interactions. These studies blur the effectiveness of explicit teaching of the pragmatic components. For example,
Taguchi (2008) verified the role of language proficiency in successful comprehension of pragmatic features by
Japanese learners of English. Also, Shively’s (2011) longitudinal study showed the development of pragmatic choices
of the English-speaking participants during interaction with Spanish native speakers. In comparing EFL and English
as a Second Language (ESL) German participants who were learning English, Schauer (2006) concluded that ESL
learners had a significantly higher level of pragmatic awareness due to natural exposure to the English language. In
opposition to the studies mentioned so far, are the results found by Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005), who reported
that explicit and implicit instructions were effective in improving participants’ production of pragmatically appropriate
head acts and down graders in suggestions. Their study, however, signifies the role of input in promoting pragmatic
competence.

2.1 Jigsaw and Dictogloss Tasks

Jigsaw tasks are interactive tasks that create multiple roles for learners as they negotiate to complete them (Sykes,
2008). In Jigsaw tasks, according to Ellis (2003), the input material is divided between the learners so that they have
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to interact and support each other to accomplish them. They are two-way information-gap tasks that include many
confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and clarification requests and recasts. While completing jigsaw tasks,
language learners notice their comprehension problems and try to solve them through communication with peers
(Lestik & Plous, 2012).

On the other hand, dictogloss, as output-based focus on form technique, is believed to improve language at discourse
level as it focuses on the meaning of a whole text (Jacobs & Small, 2003; Qin, 2008). Dictogloss tasks in their four-
step procedure of preparation, dictation, reconstruction, and analysis with correction (Wajnryb, 1990) provide L2
learners with a meaningful context while enabling them to focus on grammatical structures of the target language to
reproduce a text. Dictogloss tasks cultivate interaction and negotiation and thus transform classrooms into a
cooperative learning environment. They can draw the learners’ attention to meaning, foster focus on form, and
cultivate interaction among peers, the characteristics that conform to Ellis’ (2005) set of general principles for
language pedagogy.

The use of jigsaw tasks in second language teaching has been investigated from different perspectives. Some scholars
have addressed their efficacy on the reading skill (e.g., Meng, 2010; Yulian, 2012), the writing skill (e.g., Sitohang &
Purnawarman, 2015; Zahra, 2014). Kilic (2008) studied the role of the jigsaw on learning the concepts of the principles
and methods of teaching and concluded that it had enhanced the learning of the participants. Jafariyan Shahri et al.
(2017) reported that jigsaw could improve medical students’ scores on physics more than lectures.

Likewise, several studies have employed dictogloss to teach different aspects of language. For example, dictogloss
has been shown to be useful in teaching grammar (Nguyen, 2017; Qin, 2008; Rashtchi & Khosroabadi, 2008), in
promoting the writing ability of English language learners (e.g., Bataineh & Bani Younis, 2016; Murad, 2017),
dictation (e.g., Faghani, Derakhshan, & Zangoei, 2015), and listening comprehension (e.g., Marashi & Khaksar, 2013;
Vasiljevic, 2010).

Jigsaw and dictogloss tasks have also been compared in the domain of L1 use in language learning classes. For
example, Zeng (2017) examined the two task types in face-to-face and synchronous computer-mediated
communication modalities and found that dictogloss was more effective in enhancing language-related episodes. Also,
Swain and Lapkin’s (2000) study explored the use of jigsaw and dictogloss tasks in two classes to study L1 interactions
and found that task type did not affect the amount of L1 use. Yilmaz (2011) compared the use of dictogloss and jigsaw
tasks and found that dictogloss has been more effective in eliciting language-related episodes in synchronous
computer-mediated communication.

2.2 Pragmatic Development

Speech acts, as Searle (1976) defines, include communicative actions in forms of spoken or written language in the
social and cultural context, which express the message or the intended impression of a speaker. Bara (2010) clarifies
that the separate analysis of speech acts ignores how speech acts are seated within dynamic conversational contexts.
Moreover, textbooks are incapable of equipping learners to utilize speech acts successfully (Khemlani David, 2016;
Latif, 2014). One way to teach speech acts is to use films and videos which provide the context in which speech acts
occur. They provide productive contextual factors and enable learners to experience how speech acts are used in real-
life like communications. The authentic use of speech acts by the characters of the films can introduce the cultural
values that learners should follow while engaged in communication. The advantage of employing films as the medium
which can activate learners’ attention toward speech acts has been emphasized in the literature (e.g., Abrams, 2014;
Borer, 2018; Ishihara, 2014). Likewise, in their study, Birjandi and Derakhsahn (2013), who employed video-driven
prompts to examine the comprehension of speech acts, believe in their facilitative role for teaching speech acts. Also,
Khemlani David (2016) showed the efficacy of employing movies for the teaching of speech acts of refusals. In
another study, Grant and Stark (2001) showed the primacy of soap opera materials to textbooks in teaching
conversational closings.

Moreover, films and media have been used in several studies to examine their effectiveness in teaching cultural values
of English. For instance, Reece and Palmgreen (2000) investigated Indian immigrants of the United States and
concluded that media had a crucial role in filling the cultural gaps of the immigrants. Likewise, Moon and Park (2007)
considered media as the most substantiate variable that forwards the process of cultural familiarization. Therefore, it
can be concluded that authentic audio-visual materials can offer a more fruitful source of input for language learners
and can be used in different ways and on various levels to enhance learners’ communicative competence (Gilmore,
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2007). In the same vein, the present study employed authentic movies as extra-curricular instruments that reduce
students’ tension and positively affect the process of acculturation and adaptation to a new culture. The researchers of
the present study believed that movies could enhance learners’ motivation for learning pragmatics and could promote
their ability to efficiently using speech acts.

3. Methodology
3.1 Design of the Study

This study was a quasi-experimental one as the random selection of the participants was not feasible. From among
different quasi-experimental designs, the non-equivalent control group pretest-posttest design was implemented to
examine the impact of the jigsaw and dictogloss tasks on the learning of speech acts by Iranian EFL learners. The
dependent variable was learning the speech acts, and two teaching modes; that is, jigsaw and dictogloss tasks, were
used as independent variables to manipulate the treatment. Two groups in two intact classes were selected to receive
the treatment modes and help researchers to achieve the objectives of the study.

3.2 Participants

Initially, 50 junior high school students from a girls’ state-school in Tehran in two intact classes (n1= n2=25) took a
Preliminary English Test (PET). They were taking extracurricular English courses (i.e., other than English courses
devised by Iran’s Ministry of Education in the official curriculum) provided by the school administrators and had paid
the tuition fee for attending the classes. The result of the PET signified that the scores of three students were beyond
one standard deviation below the mean (51 and 53) and above the mean (96). Therefore, they were placed in other
English classes in the school and were excluded from the present study. The 47 participants, who were selected based
on convenience sampling, were between the age range of 14 and 16 years old and were from the same L1 backgrounds.
The two homogeneous classes were assigned randomly to the jigsaw group (n= 22) and the dictogloss group (n=25)
after taking the PET.

3.3 Instruments

The first instrument, as mentioned above, was the PET employed to examine the homogeneity of the participants. The
paper-based PET is a B1 or low intermediate test that consists of reading and writing (90 minutes), listening (30
minutes), and speaking (a 10-minute interview). There are 35 reading questions, each of which scores one mark. The
writing section consists of three parts: 1) sentence transformations, 2) writing a short message, and 3) writing an
informal letter, or a story. Writing parts are marked out of 6, 5, and 15, respectively. The listening section has 25
questions, and each scores one point. The speaking section is performed with two participants and two examiners.
One of the examiners talks to the participants; however, the other does not participate in the conversations. The
Speaking section includes three parts, and it is worth 25% of the total score for the exam. The examiners were two
teachers from the same school who volunteered to perform the speaking test.

Two Discourse-Completion Tasks (DCTs) were used as the pre-test and post-test (Appendix A & Appendix B). DCT
describes a situational prompt, and the participants are asked to answer the relevant questions. According to Boxer
(2002), there are two types of DCT; one in the form of an open-ended questionnaire in which the learners are required
to provide an accurate speech act corresponding to the defined prompt. Another is in the form of a closed questionnaire
that elicits a specific speech act from the participant, followed with a blank line and then a response that is given by
the first speaker, respectively. In the current study, the researchers employed a modified version of the open-ended
DCT, which consisted of 20 items asking about the speech acts that were the focus of the present study.

3.4 Instructional Materials

The groups were exposed to English native speaker interactions through 20 movie vignettes. Speech acts in question
belonged to two categories of expressive and directives. Expressive speech acts required the participants to produce
surface forms representing deep motives while the directives needed the socially acceptable use of politeness
techniques. The speech acts consisted of request refusals, compliment responses, advice-giving, and invitations.
Overall, five vignettes for each speech act and a total number of 20 scenarios were employed. The movies used in the
treatment were Horse Whisperer (Redford, 1998; to teach request refusals and advice-giving), Half Nelson (Fleck,
2006; to show request refusal and compliment responses), The Descendants (Payne, 2011; to show invitations and
advice-giving), and World's Greatest Dad (Goldthwait, 2009; to show complement responses and invitations).
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3.5 Data Collection

The study took 12 sessions for six weeks. Two sessions were devoted to administering the PET (one session for the
speaking section and one for other parts). Then the participants sat for DCT as the pre-test to ensure that they were
not familiar with the speech acts that were going to be taught during the treatment. Afterward, the two intact classes
were randomly assigned to the jigsaw group (n=22) to go through an interactive-focused instruction and dictogloss
group (n=25) to follow output-based tasks instruction. Each session, two 3-minute video vignettes corresponding to a
specific speech act were played in both groups.

3.5.1 Jigsaw Group

The researchers adopted Mengduo and Xiaoling’s (2010) classroom procedure in the jigsaw group. The teacher
divided the class into groups of three or four and played a three-minute video vignette two times to the class. For the
first time, the students were expected to watch the film and take notes if needed. The second time, after playing the
film, the teacher described the context of the prompt. During the description, the teacher defined and wrote unfamiliar
words and expressions on the board to facilitate the flow of activities of the day. Then the teacher gave the film scripts
to the students and asked them to read them. The purpose of providing the scripts was to expose the learners to both
structure and content. In the next step, the teacher asked some WH-questions to attract the students’ attention to the
use of the speech acts. Afterward, the students handed over the scripts and were ready for the jigsaw task. The
conversations in the vignettes were split into three or four parts, and each part (depending on the number of the groups)
was printed on a separate piece of paper and given to each member of a jigsaw group so that the students in each group
had the same part of the vignette. Then each student with a piece of paper left the jigsaw group to find other students
who had different parts of the scenario. Thus, they had to form a new group. They discussed the complete version of
the script with other members of the new group to learn it, while one member had been chosen by the teacher to be
the leader. Finally, each student retold the contents to the group.

When all participants learned the complete version of the script, they formed their initial groups and shared their
material and knowledge with other members. Each student read aloud her part for the group. As the final step, the
participants engaged in role-playing in front of the class. The class selected the best performance, and the teacher gave
an extra credit that was added to their final score, later. When necessary, the teacher gave feedback on the role-plays.

During the task, the teacher merely observed the students and intervened when students asked. After the task, the
teacher tried to draw the students’ attention toward the prompt and the related speech act and explain its sociolinguistic
characteristics such as power, social distance, and the size of imposition.

3.5.2 Dictogloss Group

The classroom procedure in this class consisted of five steps. First, the teacher paired the students and played the video
vignette. Next, the vignette scripts with the bold-faced speech acts were distributed among the pairs to enhance their
focus on the target structures. Similar to the jigsaw group, the film was played twice. During watching the movie for
the second time, the participants could read the scripts and take notes. Third, the teacher collected the scripts and asked
the pairs of students to work together and write as much as they could remember from the scenario. In the following
step, one member of each pair read their composition to the class while other students were listening carefully and
commenting on the missing parts. The class judged which script should receive the extra credit of the day. In the last
step, when all the pairs of the students had read their summaries, the teacher wrote the target speech acts on the board
to draw the students’ attention to their correct form. Then, similar to the jigsaw group, the teacher explained the
sociolinguistic characteristics of the speech act, including power, social distance, and the size of imposition governing
the choice of the speech act for each situation. During the readings, the teacher intervened, corrected the grammatical
and pragmatic errors, made comments, and wrote some points on the board when necessary.

3.6 Data Analysis

To come up with reasonable conclusions, the researchers ran independent samples t-test and paired samples t-test.
Descriptive statistics were also used to highlight the characteristics of the sample.

4. Results

As mentioned above, the researchers administered the PET to 50 junior-high-school students at the onset of the study
and excluded three students whose scores fall beyond one standard deviation above and below the mean. Table 1
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shows the descriptive statistics of all students on the PET. As the results show, the lowest score was 51, and the highest
score was 96, and the standard deviation was 6.7. The result of skewness (obtained from dividing the statistic by the
standard error) was -6.63 and far beyond +£1.96. Therefore, as it could be inferred, the distribution of the scores was
not normal, and the outliers had to be excluded from the study.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the PET before excluding the outliers

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness
Statistic  Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
Groups 50 51 96 78.78 6.77718 -2.237 .337

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the sample, after discarding the scores of the outliers. As shown in the table,
the minimum score is 70, and the maximum score is 86, with a standard deviation of 3.2. Comparing this standard
deviation from the one obtained from Table 1 shows that the dispersion among the scores decreased after excluding
the scores which did not cluster around the mean. The skewness ratio equal to -0.85 (between £1.96) enabled the
researchers to conclude that the distribution of the scores enjoyed the normality criterion at the outset of the study.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the PET after excluding the outliers

N  MinimumMaximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
Group 47 70 86 79.5532 3.26243 -.296 .347

To provide a clearer picture of the participants’ language proficiency scores, the researchers calculated the descriptive
statistics for each group separately. Table 3 shows the results. The means of Group 1 (M=79, SD=3.5) and Group 2
(M=80, SD=3.01) were close, and the ratio of skewness for Group 1 is -0.72, and for Group 2 is -0.17, both falling
between +£1.96 that signify the normality of the distribution.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the PET for each group

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error
Group 1 22 70.00 86.00 79.0455 3.52511 -.357 491
Group 2 25 74.00 86.00 80.0000 3.01386 -.079 464

Table 4 shows the results of the independent samples t-test run between the means of the groups. The Levene’s test
revealed that the two groups were homogenous in terms of their variances (F = 0.002, p = 0.96). The result of the
independent samples t-test between Group 1 (M= 79.04, SD= 3.52) and Group 2 (M=80, SD= 3.01) showed no
statistically significant difference; t (47) = -1.0, p = 0.32).
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Table 4. Independent samples t-test on PET

Levene’s Test for t-Test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. T df Sig. Mean Dif.  Std. Error 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) Dif. Interval of the Dif.
Lower Upper
Equal
Variances .002 .962 -1.001 45 322 -.95455 .95369 -2.87538  .96629
Assumed

The results of the descriptive statistics of the DCT pretest are illustrated in Table 5. The means of the jigsaw group
(M=8.36, SD=1.04) and the dictogloss group (M=8.24, SD=.92) are shown to be very close. Also, as the standard
deviations show, the participants’ scores are clustered around the mean.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics on DCT pre-test

Std.
N Mean Deviation Std. Error Mean
Groups Jigsaw Group 22 8.3636 1.04860 .22356
Dictogloss 25 8.2400 .92556 .18511

Group

Additionally, the Leven’s test (Table 6) signifies that the variances of the groups were homogeneous (F=.60, p=0.43).
The result of the independent samples t-test between jigsaw group (M=8.36, SD=1.04)) and dictogloss group (M=8.24,
SD=.92) showed no statistically significant difference between the groups; t (45) = 0.42, p = 0.67).

Table 6. Independent samples test on DCT pre-test

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval
f the Dif.
Sig. (2- Std. Error ofthe DI
F  Sig. t  df tailed) Mean Dif.  Dif. Lower Upper
Groups Equal
variances g9 439 429 45 670 .12364 .28791 -.45625 70652

Assumed

After the treatment, another independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether there was a statistically
significant difference between the means of the two groups. Table 7 shows the descriptive statistics of the DCT post-
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test. As the table shows, the means of the jigsaw group (M=16.68, SD=1.04) and the dictogloss group (M=16.92,
SD=0.86) are very close. The ratio of skewness for jigsaw group and dictogloss group (0.89 and -0.56, respectively)
both falling between +1.96 shows that the distribution of the scores in the groups was normal; and thus, parametric
statistics for comparing two means could be run.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics of DCT post-test

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic  Std. Error
Jigsaw 22 15.00 19.00 16.6818 1.04135 438 491
Dictogloss 25 15.00 18.00 16.9200 .86217 -.262 464

The result of the Leven’s test (F=1.83, p= 0.22), as shown in Table 8, revealed that the assumption of homogeneity of
variances was met. The result of the independent samples t-test signified that there was no statistically significant
difference between the jigsaw group (M=16.68, SD=1.04), and the dictogloss group (M=16.92, SD=0.86); t (45) = -
0.858, p = 0.396) after the treatment.

Table 8. Independent samples test of DCT post-test

Levene’s Test t-test for Equality of Means
for Equality
of Variances
F Sig. t df  Sig. (2- Mean Dif. Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of
tailed) Dif. the Difference
Lower Upper
pcr FQualvanances , oo oo g5 45 306 -23818 2771 -79752 32116

Assumed

However, although the means of both groups showed an increase from the DCT pre-test to the DCT post-test, to ensure
that the treatment had resulted in significant changes, two paired samples t-tests were conducted between the pre and
post-tests of each group. Table 9 shows that there was a significant difference for both jigsaw group t (21) = -23.729,
p<0.001 and dictogloss group t (24) = 35.715, p<0.001.

Table 9. Paired samples t-test on DCT post-test for the groups

95% Confidence Interval

f the Diff
Std. Std. Error of the Ditference

Mean Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Jigsaw DCTPRE & 8.31818  1.64422 35055  -9.04719  -7.58917 23.729 21 .000
GrouP pet post
Dictoglo 8.68000  1.21518 24304  -9.18160  -8.17840 35715 24 .000
ss
Group
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5. Discussion

This study sought to explore whether employing jigsaw and dictogloss tasks could improve learners’ knowledge of
speech acts. The comparison of the means showed no statistically significant difference between the groups after the
treatment. In other words, task type did not cause a difference between the performances of groups on DCT. However,
the means of the groups had improved from the pre to the post-test. Therefore, the researchers concluded that jigsaw
as interactive tasks and dictogloss as focus on form tasks could have similar impacts on learners’ knowledge of speech
acts. Both types of tasks were successful in drawing the learners’ attention to the target features while they were
engaged in doing the tasks. This finding can lead the researchers to conclude that similar to facilitating linguistic
components (Rashtchi & Jalili, 2011), consciousness-raising could be useful in promoting pragmatic components of
language (Abolfathiasl & Abdullah, 2015; Zangoei, Nourmohammadi & Derakhshan, 2014).

The present study can find support from previous studies that verify the positive role of explicit instruction on the
acquisition of speech acts (Ishihara, 2004, 2007; Kondo, 2008; Takahashi, 2001; Winke & Teng, 2010). Also, the
finding is consistent with the argument by Kasper and Roever (2005) who state that mere exposure to input is not
sufficient for the development of pragmatics, and output and interactional conditions, intensified by noticing and
attention lead to the learning of L2 structures. Therefore, Schmidt’s (1990) noticing hypothesis, which has been the
subject of extensive studies in Second Language Acquisition (SLA), seems to apply to studies whose intention is
promoting pragmatic knowledge of non-native speakers. However, learners’ engagement with tasks for learning
speech acts moves beyond mere noticing and enhances their recognition and understanding that “something is relevant
to a particular aspect of language system” (Truscott & Sharwood Smith, 2011, p.503).

The findings also verify that classroom activities, following theories of SLA, can focus both on linguistic and
pragmatic competence of learners viewing them as components that follow the same rules in the process of acquisition.
Conversely, the results of the current study are not in agreement with the studies that emphasize the role of natural
exposure in promoting pragmatic competence (e.g., Schauer, 2006; Shively, 2011; van Compernolle & Williams,
2013). Thus, this study can draw on the theories which suggest explicit teaching of the forms of language (Ellis, 2005;
Nassaji & Fotos, 2011).

Moreover, it can be understood that jigsaw and dictogloss tasks both can provide the appropriate requirements that,
as Schmidt (2001) argues, are necessary to turn input into intake. It can also be presumed that exposure to both films
and doing tasks meet the metalinguistic (reflective) function proposed by Swain’s (2005) output hypothesis. Long’s
(1996) interactive hypothesis can also be a good source of explanation for implementing jigsaw and dictogloss tasks
in the development of speech acts. The usefulness of dictogloss and jigsaw tasks in teaching speech acts as the current
study showed, verifies the efficacy of such tasks in teaching other components of language (e.g., Bataineh & Bani
Younis, 2016; Marashi & Khaksar, 2013; Mayangsari et al., 2018; Murad, 2017; Rashtchi & Khosroabadi, 2008;
Zahra, 2014).

Another reason for the finding of the study could be the use of vignettes in both classes. It seems that the films could
function as a source of motivation, and could create a pleasant learning environment to affect the process of learning
positively. As Gilmore (2007) believes, the use of films constructs a stimulating learning situation and offers a rich
source of input for the learners. Additionally, in the present study, the films could provide an excellent source of
acquaintance with the culture of the target language and helped learners’ toward learning the speech acts.

The results of the present study confirm the relevance of using movies to provide a context for teaching L2 pragmatics
(Abrams, 2014; Borer, 2018; Ishihara, 2014). Thus, in line with the previous research (Abrams, 2014; Birjandi &
Derakhshan, 2013; Grant & Stark, 2001), this study suggests that native movie resources are generally useful for
learners in producing specific social roles and communicative context. Media promotes learners’ awareness of
learning and is the most substantial variable in the process of learning the culture of the language (Moon & Park,
2007).

Besides, the study suggests that films can be incorporated in English language classes for teaching speech acts as they
can promote EFL learners’ pragmatic knowledge. The use of films can be a remedy for the lack of natural exposure
in EFL contexts and can raise learners’ awareness of cultural differences between their L1 and the target language.
The knowledge of such differences can lead to social success in different future roles that language learners might
take, such as academic, business, and job market. The use of films can also be beneficial for teachers who might not
teach communication skills due to their unfamiliarity with such skills (Al Aamri, 2014). This study suggests that
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employing videos, vignettes, or films can contribute to the preparation of teachers and thus help them in transferring
knowledge of speech acts to EFL learners.

6. Conclusion

One of the primary purposes of language teaching is to enable learners to engage in fruitful communication, which is
possible by learning the components of pragmatic competence, including speech acts. EFL contexts do not provide
learners with exposure to the language spoken by the native speakers, nor do the textbooks used for teaching English.
That is why learning interaction with speakers of English without causing misunderstandings and embarrassment is
an issue for EFL learners, teachers, and practitioners. Therefore, research studies should introduce ways that can
compensate for this shortcoming and lead to helping learners gain communicative competence. The current study
implied that speech acts need to be addressed in the English classes via using different tasks, while the type of task
does not have a decisive role in learning them. Also, the study suggested that films are authentic sources of input that
play a prominent role in learning speech acts. The result of the study also showed that an active classroom environment
provided by the task types could enhance the learning of adolescents. The study can have implications for teachers,
practitioners, and material developers by emphasizing that materials should contain real-life scripts to provide learners
with adequate input for speech acts. However, the study benefited only from a limited number of films. Having more
prolonged exposure to videos and providing situations for extended communication with both male and female
participants can provide educators with more reliable results.
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Appendix A
DCT Pretest

Sample (The test has been shortened to meet word limits)

1. You have invited your neighbors for lunch. You are cooking in the kitchen. One of the guests, who is not so
close, offers to help you: "can | do anything?'. What would you say to refuse her help?

2. You are a kind teacher. In class, one of the students is text messaging. You ask your student to turn off his
mobile phone. What would you say to stop him/her?

3. You are ateacher. The class is finished, and it's lunchtime. You suddenly decide to invite a student to lunch.
What would you say to invite her?

4. It's the first time that you have been invited to your new next-door neighbor's house for dinner. The
homemaker is preparing dinner in the kitchen. You know the homemaker. Suddenly there is a noise of pans
clattering in the kitchen. You go to the kitchen to give the homemaker a hand. How do you offer to help her?

5. Your fiancé is asking you to have dinner with him, but you are not really in the mood. How would you refuse
his request?

6. Your younger brother recently had a fight with your mother. You are talking to him to forget everything and
reminding him that they both love each other. What’s your advice?

7. You are a highly educated and polite boy who is getting married to a girl who you love so much. At times,
one of the guys in your neighborhood, who is drug addicted, causes inconvenience for your fiancée. You are
terribly angry and meet the guy in the street. How do you warn him not to bother your fiancée?

8. One of your old friends that used to be so close has found you at your college. You haven't seen each other
for years. She wants to invite you for a coffee. But you are really busy and can't go. What would you say?
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Appendix B
DCT Post-test

Sample (The test has been shortened to meet word limits)

1.

Two of your little cousins have fought over something last year. The New Year is coming, and you want to
remind one of them that they have always loved each other, and they have to start their friendship again. How
would you advise her?

It is the first time that your parents have invited your neighbors for dinner. While eating dinner, your brother
starts talking about politics. You believe that it is not a good subject to talk about at the dinner table. What
would you say to your brother to stop him?

You are in an English class as a student. You and your teacher are friendly. While the teacher is teaching,
you are talking to your classmate and not listening to the teacher. The teacher looks at you angrily and calls
your name to stop you from talking. What would you say to your teacher to imply that you would stop
talking?

You are a kind nurse in a hospital. Not all patients are allowed to leave their room after midnight for walking.
An old man has left his room for walking at 2 a.m. you want to stop him and warn him that it is against the
hospital's laws. What would you tell him?

You and your naughty little sister are alone at home. You want to go out for seconds to buy some stuff. But
the problem is that; whenever she is alone she goes to the bathroom and starts playing with soaps! You want
to tell her that you need to go out and while you are out, she should not do such weird things. What would
you tell her?

Your little sister's name is Drey. One of the children in your neighborhood use to bother her every day when
she is coming over from kindergarten. Tell her a sentence to stop him from disturbing your sister in the street.

You are a teacher. In class, one of your student's cell phone rings. You politely ask the student to turn off his
mobile phone.

It is Friday evening, and you are bored. You have prepared some food for dinner. But you prefer to have it
with your friend on a picnic. You call your friend. How do you suggest going out with you to eat dinner
together?
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