










Collaborative techniques

In  

L2 vocabulary learning and reading comprehension

Abbas Ali Zarei, 

Assistant professor, Imam Khomeini International University, Qazvin, Iran

Maryam Sahami Gilani

M.A, Islamic Azad University, Takestan, Iran





Table of contents

Chapter 1: Preliminaries……………………..…………………………………5

Chapter 2: Theoretical Background…………………………..……………….13

2.1. Introduction…………………………………………………….……...13

2.2. What is collaborative learning?..............................................................13

  2.2.1. Historical Perspective………………………………………...13

  2.2.2. Theoretical Perspective………………………………………19

2.3. Advantages of collaborative learning…………………………………20

2.4. Why are teachers against using collaborative learning techniques?......24

2.5. Collaborative classroom……………………………………………….28

  2.5.1. Teachers' role in collaborative classroom…………………….32

  2.5.2. Students' role in collaborative classroom……………………..33

2.6. Differences between collaborative and cooperative learning…………33

2.7. Collaborative learning techniques…………………………………….35

  2.7.1. Jigsaw…………………………………………………………37

  2.7.2. Rotating Circles………………………………………………38

  2.7.3. Snowball……………………………………………………...39

  2.7.4. Think-Pair-Square……………………………………………40

  2.7.5. Word Webbing……………………………………………….40

2.8. Studies on collaborative learning……………………………………...41

  2.8.1. Collaborative learning and reading comprehension…………46

  2.8.2. Collaborative learning and vocabulary learning……………..48

Chapter 3: Empirical Analysis………………………………………………..50

3.1. Introduction……………………………………………………………50

3.2. Participants…………………………………………………………….50

3.3. Instruments…………………………………………………………….51

3.4. Procedures……………………………………………………………..52

3.5. Data analysis…………………………………………………………..55



Chapter 4: The findings……………………………………………………….57

4.1. Introduction……………………………………………………………57

4.2. Investigation of the first research question……………………………57

4.3. Investigation of the second research question…………………………59

4.4. Investigation of the third research question…………………………...61

4.5. Discussion……………………………………………………………..64

Chapter 5: Conclusions and Implications …………………………..………...69

5.1. Introduction……………………………………………………………69

5.2. Summary of the findings………………………………………………69

5.3. Conclusion…………………………………………………………..…70

5.4. Pedagogical implications………………………………………………71

5.5. Suggestions for further research……………………………………….72

References…………………………………………………………………….73

Appendices……………………………………………………………………86

Appendix A: General proficiency pretest…………………………………..86

Appendix B: Vocabulary pretest…………………………………………...92

Appendix C: Vocabulary comprehension posttest…………………………97

Appendix D: Vocabulary production posttest……………………………...99

Appendix E: Reading comprehension posttest……………………………101

  



Chapter 1: Preliminaries

“Sink or swim together” (Roger & Johnson, 1994, p. 1). In the past decades, 

collaborative learning methods and techniques have been widely used in ESL and

EFL settings (Momtaz & Garner, 2010). Most teachers are aware of the effects of

collaborative interaction on the learning process. Mankind is social and likes to

learn in a social context; thus, collaborative learning is a proper response to this

tendency in human nature. Therefore, most teachers believe collaborative

interaction is beneficial to learning and helps to enhance the learning process, 

especially in second/foreign language learning situations. Students/learners need to

interact with other students in the classroom and share their opinions with one

another. Therefore, collaborative learning increases their motivation and interest, 

and helps them learn how to interact with people in real life, not just in a classroom

setting. 

Learners are not the same, so if they work together, they can help each other

and improve their learning process. It is suitable and powerful, particularly for

low-achieving students (Lai, 2011). The first person who noted socio-cultural and

collaborative interaction was Vygotsky. Vygotsky (1978) studied heterogeneous

groups of children and gave them tasks that were beyond the developmental level

of some of them (Newman & Holtzman, 1993). Vygotsky (1978) defined Zone of

Proximal Development (ZPD) as “the distance between the actual development

levels as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential

development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in

collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86). It means adults solve their

problems by collaborative interaction. Zone of proximal development is based on

social process (Lai, 2011).     

Collaborative learning has several definitions. Dillenbourg (1999) defines it as

"a situation in which two or more people learn or attempt to learn something

together and solve a problem" or "mutual engagement of participants in a



coordinated effort to solve a problem together" (p. 6). Collaborative group

members have the same goals and want to find a solution to their problem. 

Barkley, Cross and Major (2005) note that "collaborative learning is to work with

another or others" and "collaborative learning has come to mean students working

in pairs or small groups to achieve shared learning goals" (p. 4). Collaborative

learning activities allow students to provide explanations of their understanding, 

which help students elaborate their knowledge (Boxtel, Linden & Kanselaar, 

2000). 

Collaborative learning has many advantages (Johnson & Johnson, 1999;

Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000).  It increases self-esteem and motivation

among students, improves complex and cognitive thinking, creates positive

feelings among students and about school, and makes responsible students. Most

teachers have the same point of view. They believe that students learn better in

collaborative groups than in traditional classroom settings.  

However, some teachers think using collaborative method is difficult. They

neglect the positive results of collaborative learning. Some teachers believe

collaborative method is problematic for several reasons. They do not like missing

their traditional role in the classroom. Others insist that collaborative learning is

not suitable for students. They believe that students learn at different speeds, some

of them take over the group.   

Using collaborative techniques in the classroom is essential and important to

learning. A teacher should be aware of different collaborative techniques and

recognize which of them is more appropriate and useful for her/his classroom. 

These techniques are for helping students work together more effectively (Jacobs, 

Power, & Loh, 2002). These researchers point out that there are more than 100

collaborative techniques, so it is teachers' duty to select one or more of the

techniques to be used in classrooms. How teachers can recognize which technique

is more appropriate and suitable for their classrooms is an important question. 



Teachers should have enough information about collaborative techniques if they

want to succeed in teaching. Using correct collaborative learning techniques makes

the learning process more meaningful for learners. They share their information, 

give and receive ideas and opinions to and from their classmates. Teachers become

a facilitator or moderator in collaborative learning process.  

There are a number of factors which affect selecting collaborative techniques, 

such as the size of the class, length of time, and the nature of tasks that students

receive in their groups. These techniques help students organize their thoughts

better, because they have a plan for work. There are different kinds of techniques

(Barkley, Cross & Major, 2005), techniques for discussion like Buzz Groups, 

techniques for reciprocal teaching like Fishbowl, techniques for problem solving

like Analytic Teams, techniques for using graphic information organizers like

Word Webbing, and techniques for focusing on writing like the Round Table. 

These techniques apply to all four skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing)

and to sub-skills (grammar and vocabulary). This study aims to investigate the

effect of five techniques on reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. These

techniques are Jigsaw, Rotating Circles, snowball, Think-Pair-Square, and Word

Webbing.  

Grabe (2004) points out that a student should be able to read and understand

second language (L2) texts on his/her own. It is the main reason why reading

comprehension is important for second and foreign language learning. Therefore, 

reading comprehension plays an important role in the learning process. Sometimes, 

the reading text is complex, so if students work together using a suitable technique, 

they could interact and increase their understanding, and overcome their

comprehension problems (Zoghi, 2010). This activity increases students'

motivation to read. Collaborative strategic reading (CSR) is a practice in which

cooperative learning and comprehension strategies are combined (Zoghi, 2010). 

This strategy was developed by Klinger and Vaughan in 1996 (Zoghi, 2010).  



Lantlof (2000) believes that language is a psychological tool that can be

characterized by being produced through social activity, rather than arising

organically. Therefore, reading comprehension develops more in cooperative

groups of students. Students are more likely to understand the text and correct their

mistakes. They receive feedback from their partners. This study investigates the

role of collaborative leaning techniques on reading comprehension to see which

techniques are effective on reading comprehension.  

Another side of this study is vocabulary learning through collaborative

interaction techniques. Vocabulary plays an important role in interaction process. 

Students learn vocabulary during group work. Students use vocabulary knowledge

in collaborative learning, and try to transfer it to other members of the group. 

There are some powerful collaborative techniques for learning vocabulary. When

can a teacher be sure students have learned the words which they apply in

interaction with other members of the group? They can evaluate vocabulary

learning in these groups. Therefore, collaborative learning provides an opportunity

for evaluating vocabulary knowledge.  

Collaborative activities facilitate vocabulary learning. Many language teachers

are aware of the necessary role of collaborative interaction in vocabulary learning. 

They present more than one technique and strategy in the classroom. According to

socio-cultural theory, students share vocabulary knowledge in language classroom, 

so they learn more vocabulary from each other. They explain the meaning and

application of the new words to others. These interactions have positive effects on

second language learning. One of these studies in this field is Charlotte’s research

(1993). He investigated developing vocabulary skills through cooperative learning

groups. Several other studies have investigated learning vocabulary in group work

(Huong, 2006). It is important to select the best collaborative techniques for

learning vocabulary. 



Using collaborative methods is popular nowadays. Most teachers try to use

these methods in their classrooms. To succeed, they need to have a plan. They can

use different collaborative techniques, but the question is how they can select the

best techniques. This is a big problem, because there are more than 100

collaborative techniques (Jacobs, Power & Loh, 2002). Unfortunately, there are

few studies which compare various collaborative techniques to show which

collaborative technique is the best.  

There are a number of studies on collaborative teaching and reading (Behjat, 

2011; Jacobs, 2000; Jacobs & Hannall, 2004; Klinger, 1999; Momtaz & Garner, 

2010; O’Brien, 2007). However, only a few these studies are concerned with the

issue of which technique is more effective in this field. The same applies to

vocabulary. Few studies (Choarlotte, 1993; Hung, 2006; Yamada, Kittamura, 

Miyahara & Yamauchi, 2009) have investigated the role of collaborative

interaction in vocabulary learning, and there is a paucity of research in this area, as

the studies mentioned above are not clear about how teachers should select suitable

and particular collaborative techniques. It goes without any argument that different

collaborative techniques have different effects. The purpose of the present study, 

therefore, is to try to fill part of the existing gap in an area in need of further

exploration. 

Both reading comprehension and vocabulary learning have a vital role in

second/foreign language teaching and learning. How can teachers be sure they

have selected the best techniques? It is clear that students learn better in

collaborative environments, but how could a teacher be sure that the plan for

working in groups is effective. This study investigates collaborative techniques, 

namely, jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word webbing.  

Moreover, it aims to find out which of these techniques is most effective on

reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. There is little research in this

regard, usually with contradictory results. The combination of all the above

circumstances warrants this study, especially in academic environments.   



The present study addresses the following research questions:

1. Are there any significant differences among the effects of collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on reading comprehension?

2. Are there any significant differences among the effects of collaborative   

      techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair square, and word   

      webbing) on vocabulary comprehension?  

3. Are there any significant differences among the effects of collaborative  

      techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word  

      webbing) on vocabulary production?

  

In line with the above research questions, the following null-hypothesizes are

formulated:

1. There are no significant differences among the effects of collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on reading comprehension. 

2. There are no significant differences among the effects of collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on vocabulary comprehension. 

3. There are no significant differences among the effects of collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on vocabulary production. 

This study has the following limitations and delimitations:

1. The first and the most important limitation was that finding 86 homogeneous

participants with characteristics suitable for this study was a challenge. 



2. The participants of this study were limited to the pre-intermediate level

learners. 

3. Collaborative techniques are classified into different types. It was impossible to

compare all the techniques in one study. So, this study was confined to a

limited number of selected techniques. This implies that the findings of this

study may not be generalizable to other collaborative techniques.  

4. Gender was not taken into account as a variable in this study.  

In addition, the present study adopts the following definitions for the its key

terms:  

Collaborative: The term collaborative has various definitions. It refers to group

working. Barkley, Cross and Major (2005) define it as “Collaborative is to work

with another or others (p. 4). 

Collaborative learning: The term collaborative learning refers to two or more

people working together to solve a problem. Dillenbourg (1999) defines it as “a

situation in which two or more people learn or attempt to learn something together

and solve a problem” (p. 6).   

Collaborative technique: The term collaborative technique refers to a particular

plan for a special purpose used by two or more people working together. 

Collaborative techniques are for helping students work together effectively

(Jacobs, Power, & Loh, 2002). 

Reading comprehension: For the purpose of the present study, reading

comprehension is operationally defined and measured as the participants’ scores on

a reading comprehension test.  

Vocabulary comprehension: According to Richards and Schmidt (2002), 

“vocabulary comprehension is the total number of words a person understands, 



either in reading or listening” (p. 447). For the purpose of the present study, 

vocabulary comprehension is operationally defined and measured as the

participants’ scores on a vocabulary comprehension test (multiple choice items). 

Vocabulary production: Segler (2001) states that productive knowledge of

vocabulary is what one person requires knowing about a word in order to apply it

in speaking and writing.  For the purpose of the present study, vocabulary

production is operationally defined and measured as the participants’ scores on a

vocabulary production test in fill-in- the-blanks format.  



Chapter 2: Theoretical Background

2.1. Introduction  

Chapter two includes definitions of collaborative learning (historical and

theoretical perspectives), advantages of collaborative learning, reasons why

teachers are against using collaborative learning techniques, collaborative

classroom, and differences between collaborative learning and cooperative

learning. It also includes a description of the collaborative learning techniques

which are used in the present study and some studies related to collaborative

learning, reading comprehension, and vocabulary learning. 

2.2. What is Collaborative Learning?  

Nowadays, collaborative learning plays a vital role in education. It is important

to know who used this skill for the first time and what his purpose was, the correct

definition of collaboration, its development, and how teachers use different

collaborative techniques in a classroom setting. This part reviews the historical and

theoretical perspectives on collaborative learning. 

2.2.1. Historical Perspective

Most of the studies on collaborative and cooperative skills are rooted in Piaget

and Vygotsky works (Lai, 2011). Socio-constructivist approach has been borrowed

from Piaget’s system (Lai, 2011). This approach claims that students learn better in

social settings and when they interact with other students. 

Vygotsky (1986) places great emphasis on the value of social interaction. 

Vygotsky (1978) notes that human is social in nature; so his cognitive skills



develop in a group setting. Vygotsky definition is about social activity and

interaction; Vygotsky (1978) argues that “learning awakens a variety of internal

developmental processes that are able to operate only when the child is interacting

with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers” (p. 90). 

Vygotsky further comments on the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) theory

based on cooperative learning, and other researchers such as Dellinbourg (1999), 

Johnson, Johnson, and Smith (1991), Littlewood (2001),  Oxford (1997), and so on

follow Vygotsky’ theory (ZPD).  

Slavin (1987) defines cooperative learning as “a set of instructional methods in

which students work in small, mixed-ability learning groups” (p. 8). Slavin’s

definition of group work is based on some instructional methods, but he neglects to

mentions that not every group working activity is considered to be cooperative

learning. Students may sit around a table like a group and do their tasks

individually without any help from the other students. Therefore, just sitting in a

group format could not be cooperative learning.   

Nation (1989) describes the way students could learn a language during group

work activities. He discusses a few factors which may lead to unsuccessful

learning in a group setting. These factors are the learning goals of the group work, 

the task, the way information is distributed, the seating management and the social

relationships among the members of the group. These factors affect group work, 

but there are differences between group work and cooperative learning. Nation

(1989) does not mention how students and teachers work together in different

groups; nor does he talk about their roles within the groups. He summarizes the

factors involved in group work in the following table. There are six elements in

Nation’s table as follows:



Table 2.1 Factors Involved in Group Work

Combining Cooperating Superior-inferior Individual

Distribution
of

information

Each learner has
unique essential

information

All learners have equal
access to the same

information and to each
other’s view of it

One or more learners
have information that

the others do not
have

All learners
have the same
information

but use a
different part

Seating
arrangement

Learners sit at one
equal distance from

each other, facing each
other

Learners sit beside each
other facing the

information

He knows how to
face the seekers

The learners
face each

other

Social
relationship

Equality, mutual
dependency

Equality Inequality, the
knowers are in a
superior position

Equality, but
with focus on

individual
performance

Most suitable
learning

goals

Negotiation of input
mastering content

fluency

New language items
fluency

New language items
mastering content

Fluency
New

language
items

Most suitable
tasks

Completion Ordering
Providing directions

Matching, 
classifying, 

distinguishing

Ranking, ordering, 
choosing Finding

implications, causes, 
uses

Solving problems
Producing material

Data gathering
Completion

Providing directions

Solving
problems

Completion

A typical
example

A strip story A ranking exercise An interview A chain story
or  role-play

Taken from Nation (1989, p. 21)

Students in one group have the same academic purpose and try to complete a

task together through collaborative effort (Hilke, 1990). Collaborative learning is

not only completing a task together, but also helping each other to solve a problem, 

so they need to decide as a group. This is an important factor that should not be

omitted from collaborative learning. However, students need to learn not just to

make decisions, but also how to do it and with whose help. These are important

challenges in collaborative learning.   

Johnson, Johnson, and Smith (1991) add that students work together in small

groups to maximize their own and others’ learning. Students work in a group

where each member has a different level of knowledge and skill. Students would

be able to convey their knowledge to the other members of the group if their work

was based on a specific learning purpose. Students are responsible before the



others in the group, they learn together not on their own. Johnson, Johnson, and

Holubec (1990) list five vital elements of cooperative learning as follows:

1. Positive interdependence: Team members know that they should achieve the

goals through collaborative activities.  

2. Individual accountability: An individual group member (each student) is

responsible for his/her own learning. Although, at the same time, the students

are responsible for the group’s success. 

3. Face to face promotive interaction: Each student should interact with the other

members of the group. This kind of interaction in which students help each

other and complete a task creates an environment where each member learns

more than he/she would have learned individually. 

4. Social skills: Students who work in a cooperative group improve their social

skills. They learn how to solve a problem and make a decision as a team.  

5. Group processing: Students should monitor functioning of the group as a

learning unit. Each student observes the group’s activities and gives

suggestions for developing the learning process. Group processing is a vehicle

for learning and improving social skills among members of the group.   

Decision making and cooperative learning are not separable (Clemen &

Hampton, 1994). Clemen and Hampton point out that cooperative learning is a

practice that can enhance decision making. Decision making is the most important

goal of cooperative learning process. However, decision making cannot solve a

problem or complete a task by itself. It is important, but it is not the only factor in

cooperative learning. All factors such as solving a problem, decision making, 

completing a task, and so on complement each other in collaborative group

activities.   

Gokhale (1995) holds that collaborative learning refers to group work in which

students work together at various performance levels to achieve certain learning

goals. Students are responsible for the others’ learning, so the success of one



student helps the other students to be successful. Gokhale notes that collaborative

learning does not just boost interest among students, but also promotes critical

thinking. Students share their knowledge and have an opportunity to make a

decision, so they become critical thinkers. Students argue, complete a task, decide, 

try to persuade each other, and are responsible for their own learning and learning

of the other members of the group. Therefore, they are critical thinkers as well. It is

a psychological factor that adds substance to the definition of collaborative

learning.      

Dillenbourg (1999) defines collaborative learning as “a situation in which two

or more people learn or attempt to learn something” (p. 1). He points out that ‘two

or more’, ‘learn something’, and ‘together’ are the vital elements in his definition. 

He maintains that there are different meanings for learning process. He categorizes

these different meanings in four parts as follows:

1. For some scholars, it includes more or less any collaborative activity within an

educational context, such as studying course material or sharing course

assignments. 

2. The activity is joint problem solving, and learning is expected to occur as a

side-effect of problem solving, measured by the elicitation of new knowledge

or by the improvement of problem solving performance.  

3. Within some theories, collaborative learning is addressed from a

developmental perspective, as a biological and/or cultural process which occurs

over years. 

4. This spectrum also includes learning from collaborative work, which refers to

the lifelong acquisition of expertise within a professional community (p. 4).                    

Dillenbourg (1999) argues that there are varieties of meaning for collaboration. 

He associates these four meanings of learning to four different definitions of

collaboration.   Four different definitions of collaboration are as follows:



1. A situation can be characterized as more or less collaborative (e.g. 

collaboration is more likely to occur between people with a similar status than

between a boss and her employee, between a teacher and pupil). 

2. The interactions which do take place between the group members can be more

or less collaborative (e.g. negotiation has a stronger collaborative flavor than

giving instructions). 

3. Some learning mechanisms are more intrinsically collaborative (e.g. grounding

has a stronger collaborative flavor than induction). 

4. The four element concerns the effects of collaborative learning, not because

this element is used to define collaboration itself, but because the divergent

views concerning how to measure the effects of collaborative learning

participate in the terminological wilderness of this field (p. 6).    

To Barkley, Cross and Major (2005), “collaborative learning has come to mean

students working in pairs or small groups to achieve shared learning goals” (p. 4). 

People use different terms instead of collaborative learning such as cooperative

learning, group learning, team learning or peer-assisted learning (Barkley, Cross, 

& Major, 2005). Three features of collaborative learning are intentional design, co-

laboring, and meaningful learning (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2005). In intentional

design, teachers divide students into different groups and may use pre-structured

activities or design a new structure of their own. Co-Laboring is a Latin meaning

of collaboration, it means that all students in the group must engage in an activity

as a team. The last feature is meaningful learning in which all students work

together on a collaborative assignment, so they increase their knowledge and

information during collaborative activities. These three features are important and

vital to collaborative meaning (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2005). 



2.2.2. Theoretical Perspective

Lai (2011) avows that most of the studies on collaborative and cooperative

learning are rooted in Piaget and Vygotsky works. He argues that the socio-

constructivist approach is borrowed from Piaget’s system. The socio-constructive

approach claims that students learn better in social settings and when they interact

with other students. He quotes that “social interaction helps to facilitate such

conflict to the extent that students interact with peers at more advanced

developmental levels” (p. 8). Piaget offers Theory of Socialization and defines it as

a “force that is alien to the child’s nature” (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 47).  

Vygotsky (1986) places great emphasis on the value of social interaction and

investigates social interaction as well. Vygotsky (1978) defines Zone of Proximal

Development (ZPD) in his study. He notes that children have different capacities

for knowledge, but this capacity does not relate to their age. He maintains that “this

difference between twelve and eight, or between nine and eight, is what we call

zone of proximal development. It is a distance between the actual developmental

levels as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential

development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in

collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). He further argues

that there is a distance between students learning individually and learning with

others’ help. Vygotsky was the first researcher who studied individual and group

learning and determined the differences between these two types of learning.  

Lai (2011) asserts that Vygotsky theory (ZPD) rises from social interaction and

cognitive development. Apple (2006) defines ZPD as the limit to which someone

can learn something with others’ help.  Hiep (2007) recommends the use of

cooperative learning activities in Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). CLT

activities are based on pair or group work. He points out that CLT is a learner-

centered approach, so it is collaborative learning in nature and wants students to

learn together in pairs or in groups.  



Liang (2002) claims that the use of cooperative learning influences the input, 

output, and the context positively. Thadphoothon (2002) holds that “the more

learners produce linguistic output, the more input they will receive so, in normal

situations, it can be asserted that output has a positive correlation with input;  the

more you talk to people, the more they will talk to you” (p. 6). Therefore, 

cooperative learning has a positive relationship with Krashen’s Input Hypothesis.  

To conclude, collaborative learning is rooted in Piaget’s theory, Zone of

Proximal Development Theory, Communicative Language Teaching, and Input

Hypothesis.  

2.3. Advantages of Collaborative Learning

There are various advantages to collaborative and cooperative learning. They

have different effects on the learning process of which most are beneficial. 

According to ZPD Theory, group work increases social skills. Older children help

younger ones and practice how to learn as a team. Vygotsky (1978) believes that

children learn together and increase their individual skills in group activities.   

Clemen and Hampton (1994) refer to several benefits of collaborative learning

in their study. Cooperative learning develops resolution skills among students. It

creates better attitude toward school, the learning process and the classmates. 

Cooperative learning improves collaborative ability among students, increases self-

esteem and interpersonal skills (Clemen & Hampton, 1994).  

Gokhale (1995) adds that interest and critical thinking rise among collaborative

groups. Students can become critical thinkers. Students become able to share their

knowledge and be responsible for their own learning. Moreover, Thadphoothon

(2002) claims that “collaborative learning enhances critical thinking and problem

solving” (p. 1).  



Bisenbach-Lucas (2004) is of the opinion that students do not limit their

understanding to themselves. They explain it to the other students in the group. 

These explanations create better understanding of the information. Therefore, 

problem solving skills improve through group activities. Bisenbach-Lucas (2004)

notes these benefits of collaborative learning influence new technologies such as

asynchronous learning.   

Pair and small group activities give more time to students for speaking in the

target language (McDonough, 2004). Teachers do not have enough time to listen

and work with all the students individually. Most students do not get any

opportunity to use the target language in traditional classrooms. In addition, 

learners feel more comfortable and less anxious when they interact with peers in

the group. Their self-confidence increases through group activities (McDonough, 

2004). 

Daniels (2005) identifies three challenges of teaching a foreign language: lack

of motivation among the students, getting students to speak, and use of the first

language in the classroom. He asserts that collaborative learning can solve all these

problems in classrooms. Students speak, decide, and solve a problem in

collaborative learning groups. Therefore, collaborative learning increases their

motivation and students have enough time for discussion. Daniels (2005) notes that

collaborative learning increases language production. Bistro (2005) points out that

“learning by discussion and doing is more effective than learning by listening to

lectures” (p. 2).  

Collaborative learning helps students to improve their reading comprehension

ability (Seng, 2007). Students read together and share their understanding. 

Vygotsky (1978) believes those social and cognitive skills and reading

comprehension ability increase by group activities.   

Faryadi (2007) maintains that students are in the center of learning in

cooperative learning. Learners do not enjoy learning if they stay alone, because



they favor the leaning process when they are together as a group. Their intellectual

skills improve by collaborative activities. Students encourage each other to

participate in cooperative learning activities. All members of a group have equal

opportunities to use the target language. Cooperative learning develops the

leadership skills of the students and provides a condition wherein students respect

each other more than before (Faryadi, 2007).  

Wills (2007) refers to some of the psychosocial advantages of cooperative

learning. He holds that group working reduces the fear of failure among students. 

Students can access the stored information much easier and quicker during a

cooperative learning situation (Wills, 2007). Fathi-Ashtiani, Salimi, Ayubi, and

Mohebbi (2007) assert that students learn faster and more efficiently in

collaborative groups and have positive feelings toward the learning process

without fear of failure. 

DelliCarpini (2009) adds that “cooperative learning creates multiple

opportunities for comprehensible input and output” (p. 44). Students have more

opportunities to use foreign or second language in the classroom. They do not have

this chance when answering questions in traditional classrooms.  

Zhang (2010) further avows that cooperative learning creates an effective

climate for students. They answer questions before responding to them in front of

the whole class, so their anxieties reduce and their motivation increases.  

Another benefit of cooperative learning is in evaluation. Tasdemir, Tasdemir, 

and Yildirim (2009) believe that students have a chance to evaluate themselves and

their group-mates in cooperative learning, so they have self-evaluation which

improves their learning. 

Banerjee (2011) maintains that students are responsible for doing their tasks

and have deeper understanding of the materials which they use for completing their

tasks. Students retain their understanding for a longer period of time. Therefore, 



students’ critical skills improve, and their self-confidence along with their sense of

self-worth increase as well.     

Jolliffe (2007) classifies the advantages of cooperative learning in three main

categories: achievement, interpersonal relationships, and psychological health and

social competence. He also classifies the advantages of cooperative learning as

follows:

Improvements in learning have been shown through:

Greater productivity

Higher process gain (that is, more higher level reasoning, more frequent  

     generation of new ideas and solutions)

Greater transfer of learning from one situation to another

More time on task

Greater problem solving. 

Improvements in interpersonal relationships have been shown through:

Promoting the development of caring and committed relationships

Establishing and maintaining friendship between peers

A greater sense of belonging and mutual support

Improved morale.  

Improvements in psychological health and social competence have included:

Higher self-esteem

Improved self-worth

Increased self-confidence

Greater independence

Supporting sharing of problems

Increased resilience and ability to cope with adversity and stress (p. 6). 



2.4. Why are Teachers against Using Collaborative Learning Techniques?

Despite the advantages of collaborative learning, there are some teachers, 

students, and parents who do not like collaborative learning techniques to be used

in classrooms. There are certain reasons why they are against collaborative

learning. 

According to Tinzmann, Jones, Fennimore, Bakker, Fine, and Pierce (1990), 

teachers do not like collaborative learning because they know that a collaborative

classroom is nosier than a traditional classroom and they do not want noisy

classrooms. Teachers think they cannot control this kind of classroom. Another

reason is the preparation time for collaborative learning. Some teachers do not

know how to use time appropriately in a collaborative classroom, so they think

collaborative learning wastes the time of the class (Tinzmann at. al., 1990). The

third reason is individual differences among students. Some teachers believe

students with individual differences cannot be together in one group. They argue

that teachers think some students may not accept responsibility in a group and only

look at other members without participating in group activities and the learning

process. 

As Kohn (1992) states, “poor presentation sinks lots of educational reforms”

(p. 39). Teachers feel that the educational system should protect them; when this

system does not support them, they do not feel obligated to administrate

cooperative techniques. Moreover, teachers think that cooperative learning is a

threat to them. One of these threats is that cooperative learning reduces class

control and predictability. Teachers cannot predict what may happen in cooperative

groups, so they are not willing to apply cooperative techniques in their classrooms. 

He points out that some teachers believe collaborative learning is a form of

cheating for students. Most teachers keep reminding learners to keep their eyes on

their own paper, but cooperative learning is different. Certain changes in the



attitude of teachers should take place so that they get to accept the fact that

students can work together without individual competition (Kohn, 1992).  

Gamson (1994) asserts that some teachers prefer lectures, especially in higher

education. These teachers are scared of failure. They cannot use new methods in

their classrooms and never try new possibilities. He believes that these teachers

need more theoretical understanding of collaborative learning and its effects. 

Panitz (1996) points out that teachers are not trained in collaborative methods

or, at best, receive incomplete training. Most of them are trained through lectures, 

so they try to apply the same method in their own classrooms. To Panitz (1996), 

“most students have been exposed only to the competitive, individualistic approach

used at school system” (p. 1).  He claims that when teachers are in doubt about

using the collaborative learning techniques in their classrooms, students cannot

accept these techniques. He further believes that the reasons against collaborative

learning from the viewpoints of teachers, students, administrator, and parents are

as follow:

Reasons why teachers resist collaborative learning

Loss of control in the classroom

Lack of self-confidence by teachers

Fair of the loss of content coverage

Lack of prepared materials for use in class

Teachers’ egos

Lack of familiarity with alternate assessment techniques

Concern with teacher evaluation and personal advancement  

Students’ resistance to collaborative learning techniques

Lack of familiarity with collaborative learning techniques and class  

    management

Lack of teacher training in collaborative teaching methods

Large class size and inappropriate classroom setup  



Reasons why administrators lack an understanding of collaborative learning

techniques and philosophy

Lack of training or exposure to collaborative learning

Lack of familiarity with alternate students assessment techniques

Reasons why students resist collaborative learning

Students’ lack of familiarity with collaborative techniques

Fear of loss of content and ability to achieve high grades. 

Reasons why parents are against collaborative learning

Lack of understanding of collaborative learning on parents’ side and lack of

use of collaboration within the society and its functions (p. 1). 

Hanson (1999) maintains that there are several challenges such as planning

time and adequate teaching areas to implementing collaborative techniques. 

Thadphoothon (2002) argues that teachers believe they need high level of control

in a collaborative classroom. They think that their power diminishes, because it is

the students and not them who make decisions and solve a problem in collaborative

learning groups. Hanson (1999) remarks that the teacher is a facilitator rather than

an expert in collaborative classroom settings. This new role is hard for teachers to

adapt to and entails more responsibility for them (Thadphoothon, 2002). 

Bistrom (2005) states four major problems for collaborative learning. Based on

Bistrom’s list, some teachers neglect collaborative techniques in their classrooms. 

These problems are as follows:

1. Coordination problem: It refers to different needs and geographic distance

among the group members.   

2. Heterogeneity problem: It refers to different background knowledge and way

of thinking among the students. 



3. Motivation problem: It refers to different levels of motivation among the

learners. 

4. Social problem: It refers to different personal abilities among the students.  

Bower and Richards (2006) point out that there are three reasons why

collaborative learning is not used frequently. The first reason is fear of plagiarism

or freeloading. Team work does not show the feeling of each and every team

member. Second, students’ reserve; students think when they are members of a

team, their individual efforts are not recognized. Third, assessment; when students

work in groups, it is difficult to give a mark to each member of group.  

Jolliffe (2007) lists several reasons why collaborative learning is not used

widely. This teaching process needs a clear program, but some teachers do not

design a program which is based on collaborative learning techniques. He believes

students have less motivation and interest for collaborative learning because of

assessment system. 

Faryadi (2007) recommends that teachers recognize the goals of teaching and

learning in classrooms, divide students into different groups, and apply suitable

tasks for collaborative learning. This is difficult for some teachers because they

have not received training on collaborative learning method. Wang (2007)

compared cooperative and traditional classrooms and summarized the results in the

following table:

Table 2.2. Comparison between Cooperative and Traditional Classrooms

Dimensions Cooperative learning Traditional instruction
Teacher roles Facilitator, observer, change

agent, advisor, and supporter
Teacher-dominated, 

controller, and authority
Teaching activities Group discussion, work together

effectively, and teamwork skills
Focus on drills and practices

as well as memory and
review of knowledge

Interaction Positive interdependence two-
way communication

Negative interdependence
one-way transmit

Evaluation Emphasis of both learning
process and outcomes

Emphasis of learning
outcomes

Taken from Wang (2007, p. 25)



Banerjee (2011) avows that the learning process in collaboration is more

important than what is learned. Therefore, some teachers cannot adapt to this new

method. Students learn by themselves. Teachers are interested in measuring

individual students’ scores (Lai, 2011), so they do not like to measure students in

groups. The major question here is how experts can change such viewpoints among

teachers. 

2.5. Collaborative Classroom

A collaborative classroom is different from a traditional classroom (Wang, 

2007). Teachers and students need some preparation for collaborative learning. 

Tinzmann, et al. (1990) assert that zone of proximal development becomes

complete in collaborative classrooms and students can complete a task with others’

help. They refer to the following characteristics of collaborative classrooms:

1. Shared knowledge among teachers and students: In traditional classrooms, 

teacher is the only information giver. There is one way to convey information

and knowledge: teacher to student. 

2. Shared authority among teacher and student: Teacher shares his/her power with

students in the collaborative classroom. Teacher is not responsible for teaching

directly. 

3. Teacher as mediator: Teacher helps students connect new information to their

experiences and prior knowledge and helps them to learn by themselves. 

4. Heterogeneous grouping of students: Students have different knowledge

backgrounds, so they have a chance to convey their knowledge to the other

members of the group.  

Kagan (1992) signifies the importance of students’ work as a group. They

should feel that they are part of a larger group (the whole class). Planning of time

is another important factor in collaborative classrooms (Hanson, 1999). Bowen and

Jackson (1986) describe conditions in which students learn better in collaborative



classrooms. They believe that students are in one group with the other students, so

they are friends with the other group members. Students think about group work

when they are divided into different groups. There are three key elements to a more

successful collaborative learning: group composition, task feature, and

communication media.  

Daniels (2005) is of the opinion that a number of factors may tribute to the

complexity of language learning. He refers to lack of motivation among students, 

getting students to speak, and use of the first language as factors which influence

the language learning process. The size of the class is important in collaborative

classrooms. Jolliffe (2007) lists five key steps to implementing cooperative

learning in Table 2.3. 

Collaborative learning is used in second or foreign language learning more

than any other field of science. Littlewood (2001) investigated students’ attitude in

English classrooms in three European and eight East Asian countries. The results

showed that most of the students like to be an active person in the learning process. 

Findings of this study showed that collaborative learning has positive effects in

English language classrooms. Therefore, collaborative learning is an alternative to

the traditional methods in the education system (DelliCarpini, 2009). Yang (2009)

believes that there are different cooperative learning activities to develop students’

English language skills. They are real life learning tasks, task-based interactions, 

learning strategies and skills, creating an authentic and supportive environment, 

real world materials, and intensive oral practice.  



Table 2.3 Five Key Steps to Implement Cooperative Learning

Step Title Activities
Step 1 Class cohesion Understanding class friendships

Getting to know your activities
Class-building activities

Learning how to be friend
Class meetings

Step 2 Team-building a. Getting to know each other
b. Beginning to work together

c. Working together
d. Reflecting and reviewing

Step 3 Being able to resolve conflict Procedures for conflict resolution
Understanding body language

Peace path
Step 4  

Teaching the skills
Teamwork skills/skills-builder exercise

Levels of cooperative learning skills
Stages in teaching the skills

Step 5 Incorporating cooperative
learning into lessons

Partner work
Choosing appropriate lessons

Lesson planning
Selecting cooperative learning structures

Assessing cooperative group work
Taken from Jolliffe (2007, p. 120)

Jolliffe (2007) notes that the head-teacher and the other senior managers in a

school should ensure the following factors to have a successful cooperative

learning program:  

1. Create and maintain the vision: being really committed to developing a

cooperative school that supports learning and essential social skills. 

2. Appoint a facilitator/coordinator: having a member of staff who is responsible

for the implementation and development of cooperative learning is a key factor

to success.  

3. Provide time: first, for the facilitator to carry out the task of monitoring and

supporting staff and then for the staff members to be released from teaching to

work with others in a team-teaching or peer-coaching situation.  

4. Incorporate an in-school improvement plan: ensure inclusion and

implementation of the identified steps as a priority in plans for school

improvement. The cooperative learning action plan will inform these priorities.   



5. Maintain focus: review progress regularly in staff meetings and ensure that

time is provided for the phased professional development program. Ensure

success is celebrated (p. 102).  

Banerjee (2011) reiterates that collaborative learning happens when students

work together in groups for the following reasons:

To understand a concept or text

To create a solution for their problem

To search an area of knowledge

To apply their knowledge

To conceive of new ways to apply their knowledge they have learned in  

    class

To construct a physical object.  

Zhang (2010) compares cooperative learning and traditional language

classrooms. Zhang (2010) explains the role of the teacher and the students, type of

activities, and the teacher-student relationships in the following table:  

Table 2.4. Comparison of Cooperative Language Learning and Traditional Language Teaching  

Traditional language teaching Cooperative language learning
Independence None or negative Active participator, autonomous

learners
Learner role Positive receiver and performer Active participator, autonomous

learners
Teacher roles The center of the classroom, 

control of teaching pace and
direction, judge of students’ right

or wrong, the major source of
assistance, feedback, 

reinforcement and support

Organizer and counselor of group
work, facilitator of the

communication tasks, intervener to
teach collaborative skills. 

Materials Complete set of materials for each
students

Materials are arranged according to
purpose of lesson. Usually one group

shares a complete set of materials
Types of
activities

Knowledge recall and review, 
phrasal or sentence pattern

practice, role play, translation, 
listening etc. 

Any instructional activity, mainly
group work to engage learners in

communication, involving processes
like information sharing, negotiation

of meaning and interaction
Interaction Some talking among students, 

mainly teacher-student interaction
Intense interaction among students, a

few teacher-student interaction
Room Separate desk or students placed Collaborative small groups



arrangement in pairs
Student

expectation
Take a major part in evaluation
own progress and the quality of

own efforts toward learning. Be a
winner or loser

All members in some way contribute
to success of group. The one who

makes progress is the winner

Teacher-
student

relationship
Superior-inferior or equal Cooperating and equal

Taken from Zhang (2010, p. 82)

2.5.1. Teachers’ Roles in Collaborative Classroom

Tinzmann, et al. (1990) mention several roles for teachers in a collaborative

classroom. The first role is as a facilitator. Teachers help students connect new

information to their prior knowledge. Teachers can facilitate collaborative learning

by designing different tasks. The second role for the teacher is modeling. Modeling

may involve thinking aloud and demonstrating. The last role is coaching. Teachers

help the students to provide a strategy and use it in the learning process (Tinzmann, 

et al. 1990).  

Faryadi (2007) adds that teachers are friends or helpers in collaborative

learning classrooms. Teachers encourage students to connect their activities

together. The teacher is a supporter, an observer, a change agent, and an advisor in

a cooperative classroom (Wang, 2007). Teachers do not interfere in the learning

process directly. This is contrary to the role of teachers in traditional classrooms. 

The process of teaching is teacher-driven, but cooperative learning is a student-

centered process.  

Jolliffe (2007) maintains that the teacher is an observer in the cooperative

classroom and monitors the entire class. Monitoring and observing the entire class

is difficult for a teacher, so he/she needs students’ help. According to Farrell and

Jacobs (2010), the teacher should participate in class activities like a member of

the group, and he/she gives chance to students to learn on their own. 



2.5.2. Students’ Roles in Collaborative Classroom

       Students are the center of the collaborative learning process. Tinzmann, et

al. (1990) state that students are collaborators and active participants in

collaborative classrooms. Students play different roles in collaborative learning

such as facilitator, time keeper, checker, encourager, recorder, summarizer, 

elaborator, and observer in their own groups (Farrell & Jacobs, 2010). They further

argue that students have a chance to try different roles and responsibilities in the

classroom for their group’s success. 

2.6. Differences between Collaborative and Cooperative Learning

Some people think that cooperative and collaborative learning are the same, but

there are some differences between these two types of group learning. Gillies and

Ashman (2003) believe that collaborative and cooperative learning are often used

interchangeably. Tinzmann, et al. (1990) point out that cooperative learning

happens in small groups, but collaborative learning happens in both small and large

groups. These researchers only pay attention to the size of the groups.  

Panitz (1996) mentions more differences between collaborative learning and

cooperative learning. Panitz argues that “collaboration refers to personal life style

whereas cooperation refers to interaction to accomplishment of an end product” (p. 

1). Collaborative learning is not limited to classrooms, it includes all the situations

that people come together as groups, but cooperative learning is a set of processes

that help people to interact with one another and achieve a specific goal (Panitz, 

1996). He notes that the root of collaboration refers to working together and

cooperation stresses the product of such work. He adds that cooperative learning

uses quantitative methods such as the product of learning, but collaborative

learning takes a qualitative approach. The major difference is in knowledge. 

Cooperative learning ties to traditional knowledge and collaborative learning links

to the social constructivist movement and authority of knowledge (Panitz, 1996). 



According to Oxford (1997), cooperative learning refers to the classroom

techniques and is rooted in cognitive and social development. Collaborative

learning is a social constructivist phenomenon and encourages acculturation of

individuals into a learning community (Oxford, 1997). She states that collaborative

learning ties to situated cognition, scaffolding, cognitive apprenticeship, and zone

of proximal development, but cooperative learning refers to positive

interdependence, specific role in the group, and goals related to accountability of

individuals and groups.  She shows the differences between cooperative learning

and collaborative learning in Table 2.5. 

Cooperative learning has a very highly structured approach while collaborative

learning is less structured (Panitz, 1997). Cooperative learning assumes that the

elementary scholarship children do not require social skills to work together;

whereas, collaborative learning believes that social skills are necessary for students

(Matthews et al. 1995). Gillies and Ashman (2003) add that cooperative learning is

more suitable for learning facts and formulas, but collaborative learning is better

for learning non-foundational knowledge which needs a critical approach to the

learning process. 

Table 2.5 Comparisons among Cooperative Learning and Collaborative learning
Aspects Cooperative leaning Collaborative learning
Purpose Enhances cognitive and social

skills via a set of known
techniques

Acculturates learners into
knowledge communities

Degree of
structure

High Variable

Relationships Individual is accountable to
the group and vice versa;

teacher facilitates, but group
is primary

Learner engages with “more
capable others” (teachers, 
advanced peers, etc.), who

provide assistance and
guidance

Prescriptiveness
of activities

High Low

Key terms Positive interdependence, 
accountability, team work, 
roles, cooperative learning

structures

Zone of proximal development, 
cognitive apprenticeship, 
acculturation, scaffolding, 

situated cognition, reflective
inquiry, epistemology

Adapted from Oxford (1997, p. 444)



Jacobs and Yong (2004) maintain that cooperative learning is a method and a

set of techniques for helping students work together effectively. Barkley, et al. 

(2005) believe that collaborative learning refers to interactive learning in higher

education. The goal of cooperative learning is for students to work together to find

a solution, but the goal of collaborative learning is to develop autonomous learning

and articulation among the students (Barkley, et al. 2005). Cooperative learning is

more suitable for children and collaborative learning is more appropriate for

college students. This idea is not correct all the time. Nowadays, college teachers

use cooperative learning as well (Barkley, et al. 2005).  

Collaborative learning uses self-contained tasks and involves older learners, 

but cooperative learning uses a wide range of programs and activities. In other

words, students carry out individual tasks and then share the outcomes (Tolmie, et

al. 2010). They maintain that cooperative learning research relates to socio-

psychological work on teams and collaborative learning refers to socio-cognitive

conflicts. In the present study collaborative and cooperative learning are

interchangeably. It compares a few of the collaborative learning techniques namely

Jigsaw, Rotating circles, Snowball, Think-pair-square, and Word webbing.  

2.7. Collaborative Learning Techniques

Researchers use different collaborative techniques in their studies. They had

varying results using different collaborative techniques. Jacobs, Power and Loh

(2002) point out that “collaborative learning is principles and techniques for

helping students work together more effectively” (p. ix). Nowadays, there are more

than 100 techniques used in collaborative learning interactions. It is not correct to

divide students into different groups without using the specific techniques. 

Teachers and students need a plan or technique for their work. These techniques

help teachers and students understand the meaning and the purpose of collaborative

learning interaction. Each of these techniques has different effects and is useful for



students and teachers in diverse situations. Teachers can convey responsibility to

students by using these techniques, so teachers can control collaborative groups

indirectly.  

Researchers have combined collaborative techniques with four skills (listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing) and sub-skills (vocabulary learning, grammar…). 

All teachers can use collaborative techniques in their course. Using these

techniques depends on the task and group size. Keyser (2000) argues that

collaborative teaching techniques involve students in the learning process and help

them to follow this process easily. He maintains that cooperative techniques are

time consuming. Teachers should know the goals of the teaching and learning, 

then, according to them select suitable cooperative techniques in their classrooms

(Keyser, 2000). Johnson, Johnson, and Stanne (2000) summarize some of the

modern cooperative techniques in the following table:

Table 2.6 Modern Methods of Cooperative Learning

Researcher-Developer Data Method
Johnson & Johnson Mid 1960s Learning together and alone
deVries & Edwards Early 1970s Teams-Games-Tournaments

Sharan & Sharan Mid 1970s Group Investigation
Johnson & Johnson Mid 1970s Constrictive Controversy

Aronson & Associates Late 1970s Jigsaw Procedure
Slavin & Associates Late 1970s Student Teams Achievement

Divisions (STAD)
Cohen Early 1980s Complex Instruction

Slavin & Associates Early 1980s Team Accelerated Instruction (TAI)
Kagan Mid 1980s Cooperative Learning Structures

Stevens, Slavin,& Associates Late 1980s Cooperative Integrated Reading &
Composition (CIRC)

Taken from Johnson et al. (2000, p. 2)

        Cuseo (2002) divides collaborative techniques into two different categories, 

dyadic teams (pairing structures) and small group structures. Dyadic (two

members) teams are divided into lecture processing structures (e.g. active

knowledge sharing), discussion structures (e.g. think-pair-square), reading and

writing structures (e.g. cooperative dyads), and peer tutoring structures (e.g. drill-

review pairs). Small group structures include brainstorming structures (e.g. 



unstructured sorts), within-team pairing structures (e.g. team-pair-solo), writing

structures (e.g. team journal), and information processing and studying structures

(e.g. cooperative concept mapping).  

       Pierson, Cerutti, and Swab (2006) point out that collaborative learning needs

interaction among students. If students know the goal of the interaction, they

would participate in group activities more. Haenen and Tuithof (2008) maintain

that collaborative techniques involve students more in classrooms. They state that

collaborative techniques are a powerful tool for student-centered classrooms. 

      The present study intends to investigate the effect of Jigsaw, Rotating Circles, 

Snowball, Think-Pair-Square, and Word Webbing on reading comprehension, 

vocabulary comprehension and vocabulary production in foreign language

learning. Some researchers such as Jacobs (2000), Johnson, Johnson, and Smith

(1991), Kagan (1989), Littlewood (2009), Slavin (1987), and so on have used

different collaborative techniques, but they did not remark which type of

collaborative technique is more effective than the others. They did not compare

collaborative techniques. The aim of the present study is to shed some light on this

issue.  

2.7.1. Jigsaw                                                                                        

      One of the techniques used in this study is the jigsaw technique. For the first

time, jigsaw was applied by Aronson and his students in 1978 (Slavin, 1987). 

Students work on different parts of the task (Slavin, 1996).  According to

Aronson’s jigsaw method, students learn through the other members of the group, 

so they support others’ work and it increases their motivation. The Jigsaw method

engages students to use target language more (Shehadeh, 1999). 

      Keyser (2000) argues that each group of students work on a specific part of a

task in ‘Jigsaw Puzzle’. He adds that the goal of the jigsaw technique is to help

students understand different types of articles or books and save their time. Each



group works on separate parts of a larger task, and each student is an export in this

technique. Students meet expert groups and return to their own groups. They get to

completely understand the entire topic together (Cuseo, 2002). It means that

students can acquire a great deal of information in less time by using the jigsaw

technique (Chen, 2005). Jigsaw is a technique for saving time and students cover

the task together (Haenen & Tuithof, 2008). 

       Littlewood (2009) believes that jigsaw is one of the most popular techniques in

collaborative learning. Apple (2006) points out that jigsaw is one of the versions of

Traveling Heads Together, students have different numbers in each group and they

make a new group with the same numbers with other groups’ members.  

Expert groups          

      

       

Letendre (2009) enumerates five benefits for the jigsaw technique as follows:

1. Teacher is not information giver

2. Positive effects on learning process

3. Students are responsible for own and others’ learning

4. Students are active in learning process

5. Builds interpersonal and interactive skills. 

2.7.2. Rotating Circles

      Rotating circles technique is based on physical movement (Littlewood, 2009). 

One group of students is sub-divided into two groups. One group forms the inner

circle and the other forms the outer circle. All the students in the inner circle face



the outer circle’s members. Each student in the inner circle has one separate task. 

Students in the inner circle discuss the task with the students sitting across from

them. Then the outer circle’s members rotate one seat at a time, clockwise. Each

student faces a new member of the inner circle and shares his/her information with

the new one sitting across from him/her. This process continues until the outer

circle has rotated one complete turn (Littlewood, 2009). 

       Some of the students like physical movement, so this technique helps them. 

Both of these group members have a chance to face a new member of the inner

circle and share information with him/her. It does not take much time (Littlewood, 

2009). It generates information and students use the target language more. 

2.7.3. Snowball

      This technique is used when the aim of the learning is to generate ideas or

topics (Littlewood, 2009). It is another version of the brainstorming technique. 

Farrell and Jacobs (2010) point out that there are two techniques in one, forward

snowball and reverse snowball. Forward snowball is for generating ideas and the

reserve snowball enables students select the generated ideas by themselves. They

note that forward snowball is used for brainstorming and teambuilding. It has tree

steps as follows:

Each group member works alone to list their ideas or information

Pairs explain their lists to each other and then make a combined list.    

Duplications are eliminated.   

Pair one and pair two get together and make a new combined list.  

Duplications are eliminated.  

Snowball may finish here or continue to a new pair (Littlewood, 2009). 



       Group list gets bigger in forward snowball, but in reserve snowball group, the

list gets smaller (Farrell & Jacobs, 2010). There are three steps for reserve

snowball:

Each group member works alone to list ideas or information

Pairs explain their lists to each other and then make a new list of only those  

            items that appear on both lists or those that they think are the best. 

Two pairs repeat the same process. 

       One of the advantages of the snowball technique is that students work alone at

first, so they have time for thinking. The goal of this technique is making a list, 

therefore, each group has one product and it encourages students to work together

(Farrell & Jacobs, 2010).  

2.7.4. Think-Pair-Square  

      Think-pair-square is a simple technique used for generating ideas among

students (Littlewood, 2009). First, each student thinks about a topic or a task on

his/her own, and then shares the results with another student sitting next to

him/her. Finally, the students share their ideas with a new pair. It can continue with

another pair or end there (Haenen & Tuithof, 2008). This technique is the same as

Think-Pair-Share, but students share their ideas with another pair instead of the

whole class. This technique gives a chance to all students to talk and answer

questions and use the target language. It is useful for shy students who think alone

and share their ideas first with a partner and then with others (Pierson, et al. 2006). 

2.7.5. Word Webbing  

       This technique is suitable for students who depend more on visual and

kinesthetic knowledge (Pierson, et al. 2006). Word webbing starts with a large



piece of paper and several color markers. This technique helps the students who

understand how ideas connect with each other and recognize how information is

obtained (Ozmen, 2006). New knowledge or information is added to prior

knowledge easily by word webbing. First, the teacher writes the main topic in the

center of the board or paper, then, students write the subtopics on four corners of

the paper with different color markers. They add some ideas and relate them to the

subtopics or the main topic. All students have a chance to add their ideas. It is like

a web page on the Net (Pierson, et al., 2006).  

2.8. Studies on Collaborative Learning  

This part investigates some of the previous research on collaborative learning and

techniques. There are three separate sections in this part: collaborative and

individual learning, collaborative learning and reading comprehension, and

vocabulary learning.  

       Pamela (1994) is one of the first researchers in cooperative learning. He

investigated cooperative learning in multicultural university classrooms. He

compared cooperative learning groups (drill and review dyads, cooperative

response technique, and group grading interview) in his study. He studied 61

students for 18 weeks, twice a week. Students were in psychology classes. The

results showed that the cooperative learning groups had stronger performance than

the non-cooperative learning groups. The experimental group received different

cooperative learning techniques, but the control group used the traditional method. 

He showed that the cooperative learning strategies have positive effects on the

learning process, especially in multicultural classrooms. Cooperative response

technique was more powerful than the other cooperative techniques in this study. 

His study only covered cooperative learning and individualistic learning without

paying attention to problem solving and critical thinking. 



       Baker and Clark (2008) also investigated cooperative learning in multicultural

groups in New Zealand. They used some collaborative techniques in their study. 

This study was both a qualitative and a quantitative research. It compared domestic

and international students in a cooperative learning setting. The results showed that

cooperative learning had positive effects on both groups. 

       Critical thinking is one of the most important factors in collaborative learning. 

Gokhale (1995) investigated this factor. Participants were 48 university students. 

He compared individual and collaborative learning, but he also implemented

critical thinking in both of these groups. The posttest was based on drill-and-

practice and critical thinking items. The individual group received a task, students

worked on the worksheet for 30 minutes. The collaborative learning group

included 24 students, six groups of four. The findings showed that students work

corporately better than individually and students in the collaborative group

answered critical thinking questions better than the ones in the individual group. 

The two groups were equal in answering the drill-and-practice test. 

      Fall, Webb, and Chudowsky (1997) investigated 500 10th grade students. There

were three stages in their study. In the first stage, the students read a story and

answered questions individually. During the second stage, half of the students were

selected randomly and divided into different groups. There were 3 students in each

group. They discussed a story for 10 minutes, but the other students continued to

read individually. In the third stage, all the students answered the questions

individually. The results showed that the student, who had worked in a group for

10 minutes answered the questions better than the students who had worked

individually. This study showed that students learn more effectively with

interaction in collaborative learning groups. Thus, collaborative learning had a

strong influence on students’ learning.  

       Researchers have investigated different factors which influence a collaborative

interaction, like age, gender, high or low ability, motivation, etc. Webb (1991)



studied the role of gender in collaborative interaction. He selected a few girls and

boys and put them in different groups. The results showed that boys like to receive

request for help, but there were no differences in girls’ and boys’ abilities. It was

the first time that the role of gender in collaborative learning was studied. Gender

is a factor that does not guarantee success in collaborative interaction. Both girls

and boys like working as a team in a group rather than working individually. He

reported that in groups which had more boys, boys tented to ignore girls and vice

versa. This study investigated heterogeneous people, but in conclusion, he did not

mention this factor. 

       Haller (2000) studied cooperative learning in an engineering course. He used

conversation analysis as a method in which students taught (and learned from) one

another. There were two groups in his study. The first group used transfer-of-

knowledge (TK) and the second group used collaborative sequences (CS). In the

first group, the students took on distinct teacher and students roles, but in the

second group, the students worked together without paying attention to teacher’s

role. Both boys and girls participated in this study. The findings showed that there

were some difficulties in cooperative learning group, but students solved their

problem and had more effects on the learning process. 

       Storch (2001) investigated collaborative and pair work. He showed that pair

work is one kind of collaborative learning. Storch (2001) compared three pairs. 

They were adult EFL students. Storch (2001) used transcripts of the pair talk and

written text that the pair produced. The results showed that students, work in pair

may not require work in collaborative manner at the same time. It means that pair

work is one part of collaborative learning. 

       Ghaith (2002) studied the relationship between cooperative learning, 

perception of social support, and academic achievement. His subjects were 134

students of EFL classrooms, male and female. Participants completed a Modified

Version of Classroom Life Measure, and their responses were correlated with their



academic achievement. The findings showed that cooperative learning and

academic support have positive correlation with achievement, and cooperative

learning has positive correlation with personal support provided by teachers and

peers.  

        Ghanbari (2006) had a study on heterogeneous and homogenous groups and

their effects on collaborative learning. She selected 100 elementary students of

English in Jihad Language Center of Tehran University. The subjects were male

students who were placed in four different classes. She divided students into

different groups. She used the Oxford Placement Test for her pre-test. She divided

the students into three categories as far as their proficiency in English Language

went: low, moderate, and high. Some of her groups were heterogeneous and some

of them were homogenous. The experiment lasted for 12 weeks and after the

semester, she administered a posttest. She observed that the heterogeneous groups

achieved better results. In heterogeneous groups, the students had various

knowledge levels, so they were able to help each other more effectively. They

conveyed their knowledge to the less proficient members. As a result of this, the

less proficient members of the group tried to be more successful. They knew that

they are responsible before all the members of the group to learn well. This method

would help them in real life too, because in real-life situations, not all people have

the same ability for learning. 

       Adeymi (2008) investigated cooperative learning and problem solving

strategies with juniors in secondary school. This study investigated three teaching

strategies (cooperative learning, problem solving and conventional). He used

pretest and posttest in his study. He studied 150 students, both male and female. 

The results showed that students like cooperative learning and problem solving

strategies more than the conventional strategies.  

       Collaborative learning can be developed more with the task-based approach. 

These two approaches (collaborative learning and task-based approach) can



complement each other. Nowadays, this complementary relationship has increased

more than ever before, especially in second language learning and computer

sciences. One of these studies is Tanaka (2005). He had two classes of Japanese

students, one in Australia and another in Japan. They were learning English in

these two classes. All the students were female, 5 groups in Australia and 7 groups

in Japan. They attended these classes 50 minutes every week for two months. 

These classes were linked on the Net through webcam. They also had video

conferencing. They could use First Language (L1) in their classes. They responded

to open-ended tasks better than individual learning. This study showed the role of

collaborative learning on task-based approach.  

       One of the researchers who have worked on collaborative learning and task-

based theory is Littlewood. Littlewood (2009) investigated Chinese learners with

different kinds of collaborative techniques. He studied some obstacles in

collaborative interaction like, tiredness, shyness, insufficient knowledge and time, 

premature closure, and social loafing. He suggested solutions for these obstacles as

well. He noted how to use different collaborative techniques to minimize the role

of these obstacles. After carrying out his study, he suggested the following

techniques for reducing premature closure and social loafing: jigsaw, group

investigation, forward snowball, reserve snowball, think-pair-share, three step

interview, rotating circles, and numbered heads. He investigated all these

collaborative techniques, but he did not say which one of them was more effective.   

       Some researchers like Kim and McDough (2011) implemented collaborative

learning to different kinds of tasks. They investigated 44 students in Korea. They

were EFL students. They received three types of tasks (dictogloss, decision-

making, and information-gap). They studied the role of pre-task modeling on

collaborative learning interaction. They divided students into two groups. One

group received videotaped models of collaborative interaction before carrying out

the task. The other group did not use pre-task modeling. The findings showed that



the first group was more successful in completing the tasks and demonstrated more

collaborative pair dynamics modeling.  

       Wang (2011) studied collaborative learning as a new method for improving

college students’ autonomy in China. He had two groups of students. The first

group included 64 students who worked corporately, whereas the second group

included 62 students who were taught in a traditional way. The findings showed

that collaborative learning increased autonomy, and students learned better than the

traditional way. 

  

2.8.1. Collaborative Learning and Reading Comprehension

      Some researchers have combined collaborative leaning techniques with the

four skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) and sub-skills (vocabulary, 

grammar and pronunciation). This part combines reading comprehension and

cooperative learning techniques that teachers have used for teaching (CSR). It

helps students have a better understanding of reading and learn vocabulary in text

better (Klingner & Vaughn, 1999). Cooperative learning uses four reading

strategies to facilitate comprehension (recalls prior knowledge and predicts what

happen in text), click and clunk (to monitor comprehension during reading), get the

gist (to restart most important idea in a section), and warm up (to summarize what

has been learned and to answer questions) (Klingner & Vaughn, 1999).  

       Ghaith (2003) investigated the effect of learning together on reading

achievement and academic self-esteem. Participants were 56 high school learners

of EFL. They were female and male whose age ranged from 15-16 years old. He

divided the students into experimental and control groups. They were taught for 10

weeks. The findings showed that cooperative learning for comprehension engaged

students in meaningful interactions and the feelings of school alienation decreased

by cooperative learning. 



       Jacobs and Hannah (2004) studied cooperative learning and reading aloud. 

They used collaborative techniques like circle of speakers, K-W-L, brainstorming, 

jigsaw, and so on. They used these techniques for reading aloud by teachers. 

Findings showed that students like these techniques and have more comprehension

and motivation during the learning process.   

      Zoghi (2010) investigated reading comprehension and collaborative

techniques. He used MSCR (Modified Collaborative Strategic Reading). The

participants were 42 freshman university students. They met once a week for 90

minutes over a period of six weeks. The results showed that the students had a

positive attitude toward MCSR, and they answered reading comprehension

questions better.  

        Momtaz and Garner (2010) conducted a study on how collaborative learning

improved EFL students’ reading comprehension. They selected 36 students at the

Islamic Azad University of Malayer. Based on their reading comprehension ability, 

they divided the subjects into two homogenous classes. They used TOEFL as the

pre-test. They taught reading comprehension according to collaborative strategic

reading (preview, click and clunk, get the gist, and warm-up). The students used

these strategies while they were reading texts collaboratively. They selected four

texts for each class. Students read two of them collaboratively in small groups of 4

to 5, and two of the texts were read individually. After reading the texts, they

answered 10 comprehension questions. They compared the results after 4 weeks. 

They noted that the class which used collaboration was more successful and

answered questions better than the other class. This study tested collaborative

techniques on reading comprehension, but they did not point out which

collaborative technique was better for reading comprehension purposes.  

       Behjat (2011) investigated reading comprehension through interactive

techniques. She selected 85 university students in English translation at the Islamic

Azad University of Abadeh and Shiraz. They were male and female. She divided



them into two groups. The first group read individually and the second group read

together. She used NTC’s reading comprehension test to measure reading

comprehension of the students. The finding showed that collaborative learning

improves learners’ comprehension.  

2.8.2. Collaborative Learning and Vocabulary Learning

      There are a few studies on vocabulary learning via collaborative interaction. 

One of these studies is Huong (2006) in Vietnam. Huong (2006) investigated

learning vocabulary in collaborative groups at a university. 45 students participated

in this study.  Their ages were 18-22, and they were in the first year of bachelor of

English Language program. There were 5 students in each group. They practiced

speaking English. Students used each other’s vocabulary knowledge and shared

their knowledge with one another. The results showed that learning vocabulary

was affected by group work. Researchers did not pay attention to learning

vocabulary alone and looked at it during oral activities, writing or reading skills, 

and they noted that collaborative techniques are some of the most effective ways

for learning vocabulary, but they did not say which technique was more efficient.  

       Newton (2001) investigated vocabulary learning through communication

tasks. One of the options was cooperative learning in pre-task. Students looked for

meaning of the words in dictionary corporately. Each of them found one word. It

helped to save time. The finding showed that cooperative learning helped to

improve vocabulary learning process in pre-task.  

       Edmonds (2009) studied developing vocabulary in social interactive word

play. He noted that the students developed vocabulary knowledge face to face

better than in individual learning format. He pointed out that “it is important to

strike a balance between individual study and collaborative learning activities” (p. 



1). He explained the role of word play on vocabulary learning. The results showed

that children learn better by playing.    

       This short historical perspective on collaborative learning shows that there are

some gaps in research on collaborative learning techniques. Researchers have

studied different collaborative techniques in their research, but they have not

focused on which technique is more effective in vocabulary learning or reading

comprehension. The present study is an attempt to partially fill this gap.  

         



Chapter 3:  Empirical Analysis

3.1. Introduction  

This chapter is an explanation of the participants, the instruments used for data

collection, procedures, and the way in which data analysis was done. 

3.2. Participants  

The participants were 86 EFL learners. They were both male and female. Their

native language was Persian. They were studying at institutes in Qazvin and

Zibashahr. The age of the participants ranged from 17 to 21 years old. The

learners’ level of proficiency was pre-intermediate to intermediate. Participants

were studying in five classes. Each class or group was randomly assigned to a

different treatment condition. These treatments were different kinds of

collaborative techniques for reading comprehension and vocabulary. The

description of the participants of each group is as follows:

Group A: They received instruction through the Jigsaw technique. There were 17

learners in this group. After the administration of a proficiency test (KET) to

homogenize the participants, there remained 15 learners in this group.  

Group B: They received instruction through the Rotating Circles technique. The

number of participants was 18 in this group. 

Group C: They received instruction through the Snowball technique. This group

contained 20 participants.  

Group D: There were 16 participants in group D, who received instruction through

Think-Pair-Square technique. 



Group E: They received instruction through Word Webbing technique. The

number of participants in this group was 17. 

3.3. Instruments  

The following materials and instruments were used in the present study:

       There was a pretest to homogenize the participants. The participants were

administered a KET (Key English Test) test before starting the new semester at

their institutes. KET is a standard test for determining the proficiency of pre-

intermediate and intermediate students. This test contained 41 multiple-choice

items, 21 items tested the reading comprehension ability and 20 items examined

the vocabulary knowledge of learners. Participants were given 30 minutes to

answer the questions.  

       To make sure that the participants had no prior knowledge of the target words

and to minimize the effect of their prior vocabulary knowledge, a vocabulary

pretest containing 150 items was administered before the treatment. These lexical

items were contextualized in 150 English sentences. Learners were required to

write the meaning of the underlined words in Persian. It was administered in the

first session of the new semester to each group. The time allocated to this pretest

was 50 minutes. Those words the meaning of which the participants did not know

were selected for inclusion in the posttests.  

       The instructional materials included five units of Top Notch (2 a) by Johnson

and Ascher (2006). The book is used for pre-intermediate learners at language

institutes. A total number of 150 vocabulary items and 5 reading texts were

presented in 18 sessions, spanning one semester. The participants were exposed to

these vocabulary items through collaborative learning techniques (Jigsaw, Rotating

Circles, Snowball, Think-Pair-Square, and Word Webbing). 



       At the end of the experimental period, all participants were given three

posttests; a 30 item reading comprehension test in multiple-choice format was used

to gauge the participants’ reading comprehension ability. Two vocabulary tests

were also used. A 30-item vocabulary test in multiple-choice format was used to

measure the participants’ receptive lexical knowledge. Another 30-item vocabulary

test in fill-in-the-blanks format was utilized to measure the participants’ production

knowledge.  

3.4. Procedures   

The participants were selected and divided into 5 groups. Each group was

randomly assigned to one of the treatment conditions. Before they received the

treatment, a KET test was administered to homogenize the participants in terms of

their vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension ability. To make sure that

the participants had no prior knowledge of the target words and to minimize the

effect of it, the vocabulary pretest containing 150 items was also administered

before the treatment.  

       The instructional materials included 5 units of Top Notch (2 a). Each group

received instruction through one of the following collaborative learning

techniques: Jigsaw, Rotating Circles, Snowball, Think-Pair-Square, and Word

Webbing. 

       Group A was instructed through the Jigsaw technique. Jigsaw is one of the

most popular collaborative techniques. There were 15 learners in this group. They

were divided into four groups. This technique was taught in eight steps:

Step 1. A task (reading and vocabulary) was divided to different subtasks. 

Step 2. The class was divided into groups of 3 or 4 members randomly. 

Step 3. Each group worked on one subtask.  



Step 4. One student from each Jigsaw group joined the expert group. 

Step 5. They discussed the subtasks that they worked on. The subtasks were

selected randomly. 

Step 6. The students returned to their Jigsaw groups. 

Step 7. They presented other subtasks to their groups. They helped other members

of the group with the subtasks they had learnt about in the export group. 

Step 8. At the end, each group had the whole task; the parts of tasks completed

each other like different parts of puzzle by experts.  

       Group B received instruction through the Rotating Circles technique. Rotating

circles technique is based on physical movement. The number of learners was 18

in this group. They were divided into three groups. Each group was subdivided into

two groups. There were 3 members in each subdivided group. The participants of

this group were taught in five steps:  

Step 1. The class was divided into groups of 6 members. Each of these groups of 6

was subdivided into 2 groups randomly. 

Step 2. One subgroup was seated in an inner circle, with each student facing

outwards. The other subgroup was seated in an outer circle. Around them each

member faced inward towards a member of the inner circle. 

Step 3. Each member of the inner circle had different subtasks (part of a reading or

vocabulary). For about 5 minutes, the inner circle members discussed with the

outer circle members opposite them. 

Step 4. The outer circle was rotated one seat clockwise, so there was a new pair. 

Step 5. The previous two steps were repeated until the outer circle was rotated by

one complete turn.  



      Group C was instructed through the Snowball technique. Snowball technique is

useful when the aim is to generate ideas. There were 20 participants in this group. 

This technique was taught in four steps:

Step 1. Each student received a task (reading or vocabulary). They received the

same task. They had to work within a preset period of time (5 minutes, more or

less). 

Step 2. They worked on the task in pairs, they shared ideas. 

Step 3. Pairs then formed groups of 4 to share their ideas and knowledge.  

Step 4. Snowball was finished there or was continued to groups of 8, until they

solved their problems. 

       Group D received instruction through the Think-Pair-Square technique. Think-

pair-square technique is another collaborative technique for generating ideas. 16

learners participated in this classroom. This technique was taught in five steps:

Step 1. A task (reading or vocabulary) was given to class. 

Step 2. Each student had a period of time to think about it and write her/his words. 

Step 3. The student turned to a partner and shared their knowledge and ideas. 

Step 4. Pairs joined another pair to compare their conclusions. 

Step 5. They continued with another pair or stopped this process. 

       Group E was instructed through the Word Webbing technique. Word webbing

technique is a graphic organizer strategy that provides a visual of how words or

phrases connect to a topic. There were 17 learners in this group. Four students



were in each group, but one group contained 5 participants. It was taught in six

steps:

Step 1. Students were divided into groups of 4 or 5 randomly. 

Step 2. Each group received a butcher paper and different color markers. 

Step 3. One student drew a circle in the middle of the paper and wrote the main

idea (topic or vocabulary) in it. 

Step 4. Each student added a concept to it with different color markers. They wrote

subtopics in the corners. 

Step 5. Each student selected one corner and wrote her/his words. All students had

a chance to add their ideas. 

Step 6. Papers displayed around the classroom and each group reported their word-

web. 

       At the end of the experimental period, posttests were administered. The

reading comprehension test was used to measure the participants’ reading

comprehension ability. Participants were answered to 30 item reading

comprehension test in multiple-choice format at 30 minutes. Two vocabulary tests

were utilized, too. The 30-item vocabulary test in multiple-choice format was used

to measure the participants’ receptive lexical knowledge. And the 30-item

vocabulary test in fill-in-the-blanks format was utilized to measure the

participants’ productive vocabulary knowledge. The time allocated to this posttest

was 30 minutes.  

3.5. Data Analysis

      To answer the research questions, three separate one way ANOVA procedures

were used. One ANOVA procedure was used to investigate the effects of



collaborative techniques on reading comprehension. Another ANOVA procedure

was utilized to examine the effect of collaborative techniques on vocabulary

comprehension. The same procedure was repeated to investigate the effects of

collaborative teaching and learning on vocabulary production.   



Chapter 4: The findings

4.1. Introduction

This chapter shows the quantitative results of the participants’ performances on the

three posttests. The results will be presented in tables and figures.   

4.2. Investigation of the First Question  

The first research question sought to investigate the effect of selected collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on L2 reading comprehension. To investigate this question, a one-way

ANOVA procedure was used. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statics for the ANOVA on Reading comprehension  

N Mean Std. Deviation

95% Confidence Interval for Mean

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw 15 21.46 3.46 19.54 23.38

Rotating circles 18 19.33 3.46 17.61 21.05

Snowball 20 25.25 2.44 24.10 26.39

Think-Pair-Square 16 22.06 2.76 20.58 23.53

Word Webbing 17 24.05 3.05 22.49 25.62

Total 86 22.52 3.66 21.73 23.30

       

       As it can be seen in Table 4.1, snowball group has the highest mean (mean=

25.25), followed closely by word webbing group (mean= 24.05), think-pair-square

group (mean= 22.06), and jigsaw group (mean= 21.46). Rotating circles group has

the lowest mean (mean= 19.33). The following graphic representation (Figure 4.1)

shows the differences among the five collaborative groups more conspicuously.   

   



Figure4.1. Mean scores of the five collaborative groups on the reading comprehension test

       In order to see whether or not the differences among the means are statistically

significant, the one-way ANOVA was used. The results of the ANOVA procedure

are summarized in Table 4.2.   

      

        

       Based on Table 4.2, since F-value is statistically significant (F= 10.59, p<

0.05), it is evident that there are statistically significant differences among the

means of the five groups. It can be claimed that different collaborative techniques

have significant effects on the learners’ reading comprehension. Therefore, the first

null hypothesis developed in chapter one is rejected.   

Table 4.2. The ANOVA procedure on Reading Comprehension

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 392.091 4 98.023 10.595 .000

Within Groups 749.362 81 9.251

Total 1141.453 85



       To locate the differences among the means of the five collaborative groups, a

post hoc Tukey HSD test was used. The results of the post hoc comparison are

presented in Table 4.3.  

Table 4.3. Multiple comparisons of means for the learners’ Reading Comprehension

(I) group (J) group Mean Difference

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw

      Rotating circles 2.13 1.06 .272 -.83 5.10

      Snowball -3.78* 1.03 .004 -6.68 -.88

      Think-Pair-Square -.59 1.09 .982 -3.64 2.45

      Word webbing -2.59 1.07 .124 -5.59 .41

  

Rotating circles  

      Snowball -5.91* .98 .000 -8.67 -3.15

      Think-Pair-Square -2.72 1.04 .078 -5.64 .18

      Word webbing -4.72* 1.02 .000 -7.59 -1.85

Snowball  

       Think-Pair-Square 3.18* 1.02 .020 .34 6.03

      Word webbing 1.19 1.00 .759 -1.60 3.99

Think-Pair- Square       Word webbing -1.99 1.05 .334 -4.95 .95

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

       Table 4.3 shows that there are significant differences between jigsaw and

snowball groups, between rotating circles and snowball groups, between rotating

circles and word webbing groups, and between snowball and think-pair-square

groups.  

4.3. Investigation of the Second Question  

The aim of the second question was to investigate the effect of selected

collaborative techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, thin-pair-square, and

word webbing) on learners’ vocabulary comprehension. To this end, another one-

way ANOVA was run. Descriptive statics are given in Table 4.4. Based on Table

4.4, word webbing group has the highest mean (mean= 23.11), followed by

snowball group (mean= 21.95), think-pair-square group (mean= 21.81), and

rotating circles group (mean= 20.33). The participants of the jigsaw group have the

lowest mean (mean= 18.46), which is noticeably lower than the other groups. 



Table 4.4. Descriptive statistics for the ANOVA on Vocabulary Comprehension  

N Mean Std. Deviation

95% Confidence Interval for Mean

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw 15 18.46 3.66 16.43 20.49

Rotating circles 18 20.33 3.18 18.75 21.91

Snowball 20 21.95 2.68 20.69 23.20

Think-pair-Square 16 21.81 2.45 20.50 23.12

Word webbing 17 23.11 3.70 21.21 25.02

Total 86 21.20 3.45 20.46 21.94

       Figure 4.2 shows the differences among collaborative groups more clearly.    

Figure 4.2. Mean scores of the participants on Vocabulary Comprehension  

       To see whether or not the observed differences among the means of

collaborative groups are statistically significant, another one-way ANOVA

procedure was used. The results of the ANOVA procedure are shown in Table 4.5.   

        

Table 4.5. The results of the ANOVA on Vocabulary Comprehension

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 205.347 4 51.337 5.153 .001

Within Groups 806.886 81 9.962

Total 1012.233 85



     As it can be seen in Table 4.5, since the F-value is statistically significant (F=

5.15, p < .05), we can claim that there are significant differences among the means

of the collaborative groups. Therefore, the second null hypothesis developed in

chapter one is rejected.  

       To locate the significant differences between the means, a post hoc Tukey

HSD’s test procedure was used; the results of the post hoc comparison are

summarized in Table 4.6.   

Table 4.6. Multiple comparisons of means on Vocabulary Comprehension

(I) group (J) group Mean Difference

(I-J)

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw     Rotating circles -1.86 1.10 .445 -4.94 1.212

    Snowball -3.48* 1.07 .015 -6.49 -.47

    Think-Pair-Square -3.34* 1.13 .033 -6.51 -.18

    Word webbing -4.65* 1.11 .001 -7.77 -1.53

Rotating circles  

    Snowball -1.61 1.02 .517 -4.47 1.24

    Think-Pair-Square -1.47 1.08 .652 -4.50 1.54

    Word webbing -2.78 1.06 .078 -5.76 .19

Snowball  

    Think-Pair-Square .137 1.05 1.000 -2.81 3.09

    Word webbing -1.16 1.04 .795 -4.07 1.73

Think-Pair-Square      Word webbing -1.30 1.09 .759 -4.37 1.76

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

       A look at Table 4.6 makes it clear that there are significant differences

between jigsaw group and snowball group, between jigsaw group and think-pair-

square, and between jigsaw group and word webbing group. It means the jigsaw

group is the worst group among these five collaborative techniques in vocabulary

comprehension.   

4.4. Investigation of the Third Question  

The third research question sought to investigate the effect of selected

collaborative techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and



word webbing) on FL vocabulary production. A one-way ANOVA procedure was

used. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.7.  

Table 4.7. Descriptive statistics for the ANOVA on Vocabulary production  

N Mean

Std. 

Deviation

95% Confidence Interval for Mean

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw 15 9.86 2.44 8.51 11.22

Rotating circles 18 10.77 2.60 9.48 12.07

Snowball 20 13.05 2.68 11.79 14.30

Think-Pair-Square 16 11.12 1.99 10.06 12.18

Word webbing 17 15.70 2.31 14.51 16.89

Total 86 12.18 3.14 11.51 12.86

       Based on Table 4.7, word webbing group has the highest mean (mean= 15.70), 

followed by snowball group (mean= 13.05), think-pair-square (mean= 11.12), and

rotating circles (mean= 10.77). Jigsaw group has the lowest mean (mean= 9.86). 

The following graphic representation (Figure 4.3) shows the differences among the

groups clearly.   

Figure 4.3. Mean scores of the participants on the Vocabulary Production test



       In order to see whether or not the differences among the means of

collaborative the groups are statistically significant; the one-way ANOVA was

used, which yielded the following results (Table 4.8):   

Table 4.8. The results of the ANOVA  on Vocabulary Production  

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 359.949 4 89.987 15.151 .000

Within Groups 481.074 81 5.939

Total 841.023 85

       Table 4.8 shows that there are significant differences among the five groups. 

Based on Table 4.8, since the F-value is statistically significant (F= 15.15, p<

0.05), it can be concluded that there are significant differences among the means of

the collaborative groups. Therefore, the corresponding null hypothesis developed

in chapter one is rejected.  

       To locate the differences among the means, a post hoc Tukey HSD’ test

procedure was used. The results of the post hoc comparisons are summarized in

Table 4.9.   

Table 4.9. Multiple comparison of means for the ANOVA on Vocabulary Production   

(I) group (J) group Mean Difference

(I-J)

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Jigsaw     Rotating circles -.91 .85 .822 -3.28 1.46

    Snowball -3.18* .83 .002 -5.50 -.86

    Think-Pair-Square -1.25 .87 .606 -3.70 1.18

    Word webbing -5.83* .86 .000 -8.24 -3.43

Rotating circles  

    Snowball -2.27* .79 .041 -4.48 -.06

    Think-Pair-Square -.34 .83 .994 -2.68 1.98

    Word webbing -4.92* .82 .000 -7.22 -2.62

Snowball  

    Think-Pair-Square 1.92 .81 .139 -.35 4.20

    Word webbing -2.65* .80 .012 -4.89 -.41

Think-Pair-Square     Word webbing -4.58* .84 .000 -6.94 -2.21

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

        



       Table 4.9 makes it clear that the participants of snowball and word webbing

groups have performed significantly better than the participants of both jigsaw and

rotating circles groups. In addition, the participants of word webbing group have

outperform those of snowball and think-pair-square groups, suggesting that word

webbing is the most effective technique in vocabulary production.     

4.5. Discussion  

The present study aimed to investigate the effects of selected collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on L2 reading comprehension, vocabulary comprehension, and

vocabulary production. One of the findings of the present study was that there were

significant differences among these collaborative techniques in reading

comprehension. According to Zhang (2010), cooperative language learning has

positive effects on students’ learning and understanding, and it is more effective

than individual learning. The results of the present study corroborated this claim. 

Collaborative techniques increased language abilities in this study. The findings of

the present study are also in line with those of Momtaz and Garner (2010), showed

that collaborative learning improved reading comprehension.  

              There are few studies on the comparisons among collaborative techniques. 

Most researchers have investigated only one collaborative technique or have

compared one technique with the traditional method. One of the techniques used in

the present study was jigsaw. It is one of the most popular and well-known

collaborative techniques (Jacobs & Hannah, 2004; Littlewood, 2009). Walker and

Crogan (1998) reported that jigsaw improves academic performance, but they did

not mention that jigsaw improves comprehension or production performance. Their

findings somehow contradict the results of the present study. Hanz and Berger

(2007), however, could not show the positive effect of jigsaw on academic

performance. To Moskowitz, Malvin, Schaeffer, and Schaps (1985), jigsaw has no



positive effects on students. Their findings support the results of the present study

that jigsaw is not the best technique.  

       The first question in the present study was about reading comprehension. The

results indicated that snowball had the best effect on reading comprehension. It

was the best techniques in reading comprehension. Then, it was followed closely

by the word webbing group. The worst technique was rotating circles in reading

comprehension. Think-pair-square and jigsaw group was not too effective in

reading comprehension too.  Nurcahyo (2009) argues that jigsaw improves

students’ reading comprehension, but the findings of the present study are different

from his findings. To Khoshsima, Sayare, and Saed (2011), jigsaw improves

students’ reading comprehension. Their findings showed that jigsaw was effective

in reading comprehension. It seems that the use of jigsaw could not improve

comprehension in the present study. Jigsaw is like a puzzle; all students are

responsible for completing this puzzle. Expert groups encourage individual

accountability among students (Jacobs & Hannah, 2004). However, sometimes one

of the students in the expert groups cannot convey information well or does not

listen to others correctly, and this affects all his/her teammates and the technique

fails. This may be one of the reasons why jigsaw had no positive effect in the

present study and was not successful.  

       Rotating circles is a newer collaborative technique and is not as popular as

jigsaw. The rotating circles group did not have good results on any of the three

tests (reading and vocabulary comprehension, and vocabulary production) in the

present study. The teacher and students were less familiar with this technique. The

teacher could have failed to apply this technique like other collaborative techniques

in the present study. This technique is based on physical movement (Littlewood, 

2009). The findings of Littlewood’s study are different from the results of the

present study. He showed that the rotating circles technique can decrease social

loafing and improve the learning process. However, Iranian students are not used

to physical movement in their classrooms. They learn to sit without many



movements and listen to their teachers. This might explain why the rotating circles

group failed in the present study. In addition, physical movement may not be

suitable for all levels of students. It may be better for kids but not necessarily for

older learners.   

       In this study, snowball was the best technique in reading comprehension, and

the second best technique in vocabulary comprehension and production. Dimino, 

Simon, and Vaughn (2002) believe that collaborative techniques improve reading

comprehension. Their findings support the findings of the present study. This

technique was the best technique in reading comprehension and had positive

effects on vocabulary learning. According to Farrell and Jacobs (2010), this

technique generates ideas. They also believe the snowball highlights the

advantages of heterogeneity, so it is suitable for generating more ideas and

information. Students like this technique and take part in this these activities

eagerly. Furthermore, each student has enough time to work alone before joining

the group. The goal of this technique is clear, it wants to provide a long list (Farrell

& Jacobs, 2010). Supporting Farrell and Jacobs’ findings, the snowball technique

turned out to be more effective than the other techniques.  

       Another collaborative technique used in the present study was think-pair-

square. It had good results too, but less than snowball and word webbing groups. 

This technique is like think-pair-share, with little difference. Students in the think-

pair-square group share their ideas with other pairs, not with the whole class. Most

researchers have described think-pair-share, not think-pair-square. They are the

same. Teachers believe that it is a simple technique for generating ideas

(Littlewood, 2009). Littlewood (2009) points out that think-pair-share decreases

premature closure in group activities. Walsh and Sanchez (2010) compare think-

pair-share with other collaborative techniques for child development. The results

are the same as the results of the present study. Think-pair-square helps students

collect and organize their thoughts before speaking with other students; students

are comfortable with this technique (Barkley, Cross, & Major, 2005).  



     The last and one of the best techniques in the present study was word webbing. 

Pierson, Cerutti, and Swab (2006) believe that word webbing is suitable for

developing and reviewing vocabulary. The results of the present study support

their opinion. Word webbing had the best effect on vocabulary comprehension and

production in the present study. This technique is more visual, so it is useful for

vocabulary learning. This technique shows how ideas are connected to other ideas

and how they are organized (Ozmen, 2006). Ozmen notes that students can

understand how new concepts link to their prior knowledge. It helps students to

remember these new concepts easily in the future. He believes that it helps students

become a good critical thinker because they make more connection between their

knowledge and understand relationships and can recall related details. For these

reasons word webbing was one of the best techniques in the present study. Word

webbing is both visual and verbal (Ozmen, 2006). This technique was new for

Iranian students. They liked to try it. So, part of the beneficial effects of this

technique could be attributed to its novelty. Barkley, Cross, and Major (2005)

support the effectiveness of word webbing by asserting that “this technique helps

students analyze a complex concept by breaking it down into component parts and

clarifying the relationships (p. 226)”. It helps students understand and remember

vocabulary better.   

     There are some factors, which may have affected the results of the present

study, like quality of interaction among students, level of proficiency, culture, and

so on. Tinzmann, et al. (1990) point out that there are three conditions for

collaborative classrooms. They believe without these three conditions collaborative

learning fails. First, students should accept their responsibility in their group. 

Second, they should learn to face to face interact and help their teammates. Third, 

they need to learn group process skills. Not all these conditions were present for all

the five groups in the present study. These conditions were not equal in the five

collaborative groups. This may partly explain the differential performance of the

participants of these groups on the posttests.   



       Another possible reason could have been teachers’ ability to implement each

of the five collaborative techniques. Some of these techniques may have been hard

for teachers to implement in class. Jigsaw was probably more familiar for teachers, 

hence more easily applicable.  However, rotating circles was hard for teachers. 

This could be the reason why the rotating circles group did not have good results.  

       Another factor is an interaction among students. Deubel (1998) reiterates the

importance of interaction in his paper. The nature of collaborative technique is that

students are more active in their classes. They accept their responsibilities for their

learning (Bower & Richards, 2006). However, some students may avoid group

work. They may prefer to work alone because the product is important for them, 

not process (Bistrom, 2005). Bistrom notes that students need to experience by

themselves, and some of them think they are better and unwilling to support other

students. All these factors create an unfavorable condition in collaborative

classrooms. The present study faced with the last problem (some students thought

they were the best) in the jigsaw group. This could be one of the reasons why the

jigsaw group failed.  

       Students should understand that all members of the group have one goal, and

they should try for it. Adyemi (2008) believes that students must know the problem

and try to solve it. They should know all their individual works have direct effect

on their group. Unfortunately, in the present study, some students tended to impose

their ideas on their (think-pair-square group). They were not successful.  

       Still another factor which could have contributed to the obtained results may

have been the learners’ proficiency level. As an example, in the course of the

treatment, it was observed that rotating circles was not suitable for students’ level

of proficiency and students were not serious about following this and were not

comfortable with rotating circles technique. They thought the teacher did not

support them. DelliCarpini (2009) is of a similar opinion. Similarly, Letendre

(2009) argues that jigsaw is a collaborative technique useful for advanced learners.   

        



Chapter 5: Conclusions and Implications  

5.1. Introduction  

In this section, the finding of the present study will be summarized. After a brief

summary, some pedagogical implications and suggestions for further research will

be provided.   

5.2. Summery of the Findings  

The findings of the present study revealed that there are significant differences

among selected collaborative techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-

pair-square, and word webbing) on FL reading comprehension. The results showed

that snowball was the best technique in reading comprehension. Snowball group

was followed closely by word webbing group. Rotating circles group was the worst

group. Students in this group could not answer reading comprehension questions

well. Jigsaw and think-pair-square were not very good, but jigsaw was worse.   

       The second research question focused on the effect of selected collaborative

techniques (jigsaw, rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word

webbing) on L2 vocabulary comprehension. The findings showed that there were

significant differences among the five collaborative techniques in vocabulary

comprehension. The results showed that the group which received word webbing

technique was the best. The snowball group was the second best. Jigsaw group had

the worst results. Think-pair-square was not bad, but it was weaker than the

snowball group.  



       The last research question aimed to investigate the effects of the same

collaborative techniques on L2 vocabulary production. The findings showed that

word webbing were the best technique in vocabulary production. It was followed

by snowball. Jigsaw was the worst technique here too.  

5.3. Conclusion

The results of the present study indicated that collaborative techniques were

effective on Iranian EFL learners’ reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. 

The findings showed that snowball was the most effective technique in reading

comprehension and word webbing was the most effective technique in both

vocabulary comprehension and production. The findings of the study also indicated

that think-pair-square was more effective than jigsaw and rotating circles. In

reading comprehension, rotating circles was the worst. In vocabulary

comprehension and production the jigsaw technique was the worst.  

       In addition, word webbing and snowball provided an opportunity for students

in both reading and vocabulary comprehension and vocabulary production to be

more successful. Word webbing and snowball were the most effective techniques

on Iranian learners’ reading comprehension, vocabulary comprehension and

production.   

       To conclude, based on the obtained results it appears that collaborative

techniques are not equally beneficial. They seem to have differential effects on

various language skills and components. It can also be concluded that there are a

multitude of factors which can potentially influence or moderate the effect of each

of the aforementioned collaborative techniques on language learning.  

       All in all, this study may have shed some light on some of the issues

surrounding collaborative learning techniques and the effect they exert on language

learning. At the some time, it has to be acknowledged that this study might have



generated more questions that it has answered. This acknowledgment, coupled

with the controversies already surrounding this issue, may warrant further research

in an area waiting to be further explored.     

5.4. Pedagogical Implications  

The findings of the present study can have implications for teachers and learners. 

       The effect of collaborative techniques on language learning is undeniable. The

present study can help teachers and learners to understand the importance of

collaborative techniques in language learning. Not only do they help learners to be

stronger, but also they make reading comprehension and vocabulary learning more

enjoyable. Snowball and word webbing are powerful techniques for improving

reading comprehension and vocabulary learning.  

      The knowledge of how collaborative techniques affect various language skills

and components may enable teachers to find new ways of teaching by

collaborative techniques and increase students’ motivation and attitude for

attending classes. These techniques can increase learners’ motivation to read and

learn. They can also make the learning process more meaningful. Teacher can

become creative in collaborative classrooms and assume a more facilitating role. 

These collaborative techniques can improve reading and vocabulary

comprehension, and vocabulary production of learners and make the learning

process easier.  

      The findings can have implication for learners, too. Students can be more

active in the learning process by collaborative techniques. They learn more by less

effort. They become responsible for their teammates. They also learn how to

investigate, solve a problem, make a decision, interact, and share their knowledge

and responsibility.  



5.5. Suggestions for Further Research  

For those who are interested in conducting research in the area of collaborative

techniques, the following areas of research are suggested:  

      This study investigated the effect of five collaborative techniques (jigsaw, 

rotating circles, snowball, think-pair-square, and word webbing) on L2 reading and

vocabulary comprehension, and vocabulary production. There are more than 100

collaborative techniques. These techniques can be suitable topics for further

research. 

      In addition, this study investigated the effects of selected collaborative

techniques on reading comprehension; there are two kinds of reading (intensive

and extensive reading). So, further research can be conducted on the two kinds of

reading.   

      Moreover, this study was investigated only reading and vocabulary. Other

studies can be carried out to investigate the effects of these techniques on listening

comprehension, speaking, writing, or grammar. 

      Also, ages as well as gender were not considered in the present study. 

Therefore, further research can take these variables into account.   

       Furthermore, this study investigated the effects of collaborative techniques on

pre-intermediate learners. Further investigation can take collaborative techniques

on different levels of proficiency.   
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Appendices  

Appendix A: General Proficiency Pretest (KET)

                                                                                                                Test 1 Reading and
Writing  

Questions 1-5                                                                                                                             

Read the sentences about a music club.   

Choose the best word (A, B or C) for each space.  

Example:

0. The music club ………….. after school every Wendesday.     
A. meets                  B. goes                 C. gets                                                                                               
1. Sam and Tim …………… the club last year. 
A. arrived                B. joined              C. came
2. Sam is learning the ……………… there and Tim plays in a band. 
A. songs                   B. guitar               C. rock
3. Last week the music club did a ………….. in the school hall. 
A. film                     B. match               C. concert
4. Sam and Tim’s parents came to ……………. To them. 
A. watch                   B. hear                 C. listen  
5. Sam and Tim didn’t ……………. Any mistakes and the music sounded great!
A. make                     B. do                   C. happen  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Questions 6-10  

Read the sentences about going to the beach. 

Choose the best word (A, B or C) for each space.   

6. The two friends left the city ………… in the morning. 
A. short                    B. early                 C. ready  
7. When they ……….. to the beach, they went for a swim. 
A. got                       B. passed              C. arrived
8. Then Maria was tired, so she had a ……….. under a tree. 
A. pity                      B. time                   C. rest
9. Carlos went to a bar to ………… some sandwiches for lunch. 
A. pay                       B. buy                    C. earn  
10. In the afternoon, they …………. volleyball with some friends.  
A. worked                B. moved               C. played  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Questions 11-15

Read the sentences about Stella’s birthday. 

Choose the best word (A, B or C) for each space.  

11. Her mother made her a big chocolate cake with lots of candles on the ……….. . 
A. bottom              B. middle                  C. top
12. Stella …………. some friends to come to her house that evening. 
A. agreed              B. decided                 C. invited
13. Her friends brought her some flowers and a ……….. card. 
A. pretty                 B. best                        C. happy
14. They talked together and …………. a lot. 
A. laughed             B. preferred                C. pleased
15. They had so much ………… nobody wanted to go home. 
A. meal                   B. fun                         C. party   

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Questions 15-20

Read the sentences about visiting a friend in Scotland. 

Choose the best word (A, B or C) for each space. 

16. Jamie lives in a really small, ……….. village in the north of Scotland. 
A. single                B. tired                        C. quiet
17. The boys ……….. to go walking in the hills near Jamie’s house. 
A. enjoy               B. love                           C. feel
18. They usually spend the first ………… of each day climbing. 
A. part                  B. group                         C. break
19. They always ………. lots of sandwiches because they get very hungry.  
A. put                    B. post                           C. pack
20. If it’s too ………. to go out, they play computer games inside. 
A. busy                  B. fine                           C. wet  

______________________________________________________________________

Questions 21-27

Read the article about Jenny’s holiday in New Zealand. 

If there is not enough information to answer ‘Right’ (A) or ‘Wrong’ (B), choose ‘Doesn’t
say’ (C). 



Example:

21. They paid for the coach tour when they got to New Zealand. 
A. Right                  B. Wrong                  C. Doesn’t say
22. Their coach was a fast one.  
A. Right                   B. Wrong                  C. Doesn’t say
23. The driver gave them useful information.  
A. Right                    B. Wrong                  C. Doesn’t say
24. After the plane journey, they needed to sleep. 
A. Right                    B. Wrong                   C. Doesn’t say
25. They wanted to stay longer in Queenstown.  
A. Right                    B. Wrong                    C. Doesn’t say
26. They went swimming at the Puka Park Lodge.  
A. Right                     B. Wrong                    C. Doesn’t say
27. Their house is near a busy road. 
A. Right                     B. Wrong                     C. Doesn’t say

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Questions 28-34

Read the article about George Weekes.      For questions 28-34, mark A, B or C. 



28. George was born in ……… .           
                                                           A. Jamaica
                                                      B. London
                                                      C. Manchester  

      29. What does George say about his part of London?   
                                                                   A. Tourists should go there.  
                                                                   B. Life there isn’t always easy.    
                                                                   C. It’s in the city center. 
      30. His wife’s favorite shop sells………. .                          
                                                                    A. clothes
                                                                    B. food
                                                                    C. books  
       31. George likes the bookshop because …………. 
                                                                   A. the books are cheap. 
                                                                   B. he can meet his readers there  
                                                                   C. it has so many books. 
       32. George says that people over 30 ……………… .      
                                                                   A. have too much money. 
                                                                   B. are often unhappy. 
                                                                   C. don’t like loud music. 
       33. Most of George friends ……………….. .                   
                                                                   A. are younger than he is. 
                                                                   B. read all his books. 
                                                                   C. are good at language. 

       34. George goes running ……………… .                           

                                                                   A. near some water
                                                                   B. in the country
                                                                   C. on a farm



Questions 35-41

Read the article about a photographer. 

For questions 35-41, mark A, B or C. 

Example:

0. James Warwick’s last trip was to ………….   A. India

                                                                                  B. Kenya

                                                                                  C. Namibia
                                                                                                                                                                       

35. When did James choose to become a photographer?    
                                                                              A. when he was a boy
                                                                              B. when he was a university student  
                                                                              C. when he left university

36. In Africa, James takes most of his pictures ………. .        
                                                                               A. in the morning
                                                                               B. in the afternoon
                                                                               C. in the evening

37. How is James different from some other photographer?    
                                                                               A. he works much harder. 
                                                                               B. he visits more countries. 
                                                                               C. he spends longer in one place



38. In India, why didn’t James photograph that two tigers together?                                                           
                                                                               A. they were too far away. 
                                                                               B. it was too dangerous. 
                                                                               C. he was inside his truck. 

39. In Namibia, what did the lion do first?              
                                                                               A. it got up on the truck. 
                                                                               B. it stood and watched James
                                                                               C. it walked round the truck. 

40. James finds it difficult when he ………… .                   
                                                                                A. doesn’t see his friends
                                                                                B. cannot use his flat
                                                                                C. can’t work in Britain

41. For James, the most important thing about his work is ……………. .         
                                                                              A. travelling around the world               
                                                                              B. earning lots of money
                                                              C. giving people information



Appendix B: Vocabulary Pretest  

Write the meaning of the underline words in Persian.  

1. He likes to go climbing most weekends.  

2. Would you like to try this new coffee?

3. I missed the bus.  

4. Tests should be administered by a medical expert.  

5. It is a horror film about visiting a dentist. 

6. There are two single rooms in this hotel. 

7. There are some artworks on the wall. 

8. She dried her hands on the kitchen towel. 

9. She took off her jacket and hung it on a hunger. 

10. Could you take away the dishes?

11. Suddenly a figure appeared in my headlight. 

12. The paper was peeling from the wall.  

13. Concierge helps us to remove our suitcases.  

14. Check under the hood and see what that noise is. 

15. There is a non-smoking area in this restaurant. 

16. Side view mirror is a mirror attached to the side of a car. 

17. Your hair needs a good comb. 

18. An education system which is more appropriate to the needs of the students.   

19. The thermometer registered over 100˚C. 

20. Nail file is a mental tool for sharping your nail. 

21. The system did not differ between the two groups.  

22. She never wears makeup.  

23. Would it possible to get facial?

24. Did you have any chance to go sightseeing?

25. I got stuck in traffic.  

26. It is the introduction system of new products.  

27. Do you like an action film?

28. He plays a good character in the drama. 

29. They hired a suite in an expensive hotel. 

30. Further information can be obtained from head office.  

31. Make a noise with your car’s horn. 



32. Don’t forget to brush your hair. 

33. Some part of the report could be misinterpreted.  

34. Would you like smoking or non-smoking?

35. Breakfast is provided at no extra charge. 

36. Gearshift is a handle used to change the gears of a vehicle. 

37. Smoking is only permitted in the public lounge.  

38. Razor is an instrument that is used for shaving. 

39. It’s made me much more sensitive to the needs of the disabled.  

40. Is it a customary to leave a tip?

41. Exercises that expand the chest muscles.  

42. I have to chancel my appointment. 

43. Put toothpaste on your brush and clean your teeth.    

44. Don’t forget to turn off the lights when you leave. 

45. They go to the top of the Eiffel Tower. 

46. Video rental is usually £ 3.  

47. I could not get a taxi. 

48. The local authority considered that the school did not meet requirements.  

49. This is a science-fiction film about traveling to other planets. 

50. Would you prefer twins bed or a double?

51. Several drivers honked their horns.  

52. Turn down the bed please. 

53. He switched off the car’s engine and waited. 

54. A third of accidental deaths occur in the home.  

55. Put your foot on the clutch. 

56. All attempts to control inflation have failed.   

57. Clean your teeth by a toothbrush. 

58. Shall I fill up the car?

59. You should cleanse, ton, and moisturize everyday foe healthy looking skin.  

60. The cars were bumper to bumper on the road to the coast.   

61. Can I charge it to my room?

62. The pain and suffering caused by road accidents.  

63. I had a flat tire on the way home. 

64. The government promise to restore the economy to full strength.   

65. I like rollway bed. 



66. They take a tour of the Tower of London. 

67. I couldn’t find a parking space. 

68. That comedy made me laugh. 

69. Reference books may not be removed from the library.  

70. It is a queen-size bed. 

71. The audience began clapping and cheering.  

72. Taillight is a red light at the back of the car. 

73. Shower cap is a plastic hat that keeps your hair dry in a shower.  

74. Wash your face with soap and water. 

75. He gained a doctorate in Chemical Engineering.  

76. He picked up the letter and read it. 

77. Diplomacy aimed at stopping further bloodshed.  

78. Steering wheel is a wheel that the driver turns to control the direction that a vehicle goes  

         in. 

79. How long I have to wait?

80. Emergency brake is a piece of equipment in a car that you pull up with your hand to  

        stop the car   from moving.  

81. You took pictures of the Great Wall. 

82. He was continually dreaming up new schemes to promote and enlarge the business.  

83. I enjoy watching animated film. 

84. Do you like a king-size bed?

85. He didn’t want to embarrass her by asking questions.   

86. She made her clothes smooth by iron. 

87. She makes up her room. 

88. Put your suitcase in the trunk. 

89. She was a splendid mimic and love to imitate Winston Churchill.  

90. Test brake pedal before diving. 

91. She used of depilatory cream.   

92. Scissors is a tool for cutting paper or cloth.  

93. Put on deodorant on your body to prevent unpleasant smells. 

94. Not enough data is available to scientists.  

95. Dental floss is a type of thread that is used for cleaning between teeth. 

96. I’ll drop off you on my way home.  

97. She was determined to conquer her fear of flying.  



98. Rearview mirror is a mirror in which a driver can see the traffic behind. 

99. Fasten your seat belts. 

100.Her face was a mass of wrinkles.  

101.A local film crew is making a documentary about volcanoes. 

102.Could you pick up the laundry?

103.He cleaned a windscreen by windshield wiper during snow. 

104.His sharp wit had them all smiling.  

105. Nail clipper is a small tool for cutting the nails on your fingers and toes.  

106.Put sunscreen on your skin to protect it from harmful effects of the sun. 

107.How much do you charge for a massage?

108.His progress this term has been satisfactory.  

109.Jake turned on his computer and checked his mail. 

110.Webber had three musical playing in London at one time. 

111.They’ve change the appearance of the whole building.  

112.Would you prefer a single room or a double room?  

113.The windshield protects driver from the wind. 

114.The room has fabulous views across the lake.  

115.Razor blade is a thin sharp piece of metal that is used in a razor. 

116.Can you bring up a newspaper?

117.Dashboard is the part of a car in front of the driver that has instruments and controls in  

       it. 

118. Hairspray is a substance sprayed onto the hair to hold it in a particular style. 

119.She bowed and left the stage.  

120.Gas pedal is a thing that you press with your foot to make a car go faster. 

121.We need a hair dryer after shower. 

122.He was fountain of information on Asia affairs.  

123.Body lotion is a liquid used for cleaning, protecting or treating the skin.  

124.My nephew is a complete video game addict.  

125.They have a nice pool in their backyard.   

126.Would you like a widow seat or aisle seat?

127.I am sorry, I do apologize. 

128.Shaving cream is for shaving face. 

129.Customers are advised to make seat reservation well in advance.   

130.She’s feeling more cheerful today. 



131.Stop clowning around. 

132.Hilary was popular at school.  

133.She complained that no one had been at the airport to meet her. 

134.She treats me like one of the family.  

135.She found a creative solution to solve a problem. 

136.There may be permanent brain damage. 

137.It’s a fantastic place. 

138.A really weird thing happened last night.   

139.You look gorgeous, Maria. 

140.We had a peaceful afternoon without the children.  

141.I’ve always been interested in music. 

142.Anyone else would have done the same thing. He said with a typical modesty.  

143.Bring your own equipment. 

144.She spoke with a violence that surprised them both. 

145.How can you be so selfish?

146.Plants nurtured in the greenhouse. 

147.Customers want companies that are attentive to their needs.   

148.Salma Hayek is a Hollywood producer and movie star.  

149.She was wearing the perfume that he’d bought her.  

150.The victim received head injuries from which she died a week later.  



Appendix C: Vocabulary Comprehension Posttest

____________________________________________________________  

Post-test one: multiple choice items  

Teacher’s name:                                                                               Student’s name:     

Complete each item. Circle the letter of the correct answer.   

1. We have to return the rental car before tomorrow. I can ……. it …… this afternoon. 

a. drop off                     b. go off                     c. way off                    d. take off    

2. ……… movie is very strange or unusual, in a negative way.

a. Boring                  b. Weird                  c. Violent                   d. Silly     

3. For most cars, if you want to check the engine, you have to open the ……….. .

a. hood                 b. trunk                 c. dashboard                      d. windshield

4. The results ………. through these researches. 

a. cited                b. restricted                  c. obtained                  d. selected   

5. She had ………… his silence as anger. 

a. misjudged                b. misinterpreted                c. mislead                d. misnamed

6. There is no plan to ……… the local airport. 

a. expand              b. obtain              c. extend                d. think    

7. We need to ………... how the law might be reformed. 

a. connect                 b. consider                c. concern               d. contest

8. The accident ………. while she was at school.

a. event              b. occurred                c. incident                d. explained   

9. The church was carefully ……….. after the war.

a. restarted                 b. reset               c. retook                 d. restored   

10. there seems to be no ……………… explanation.

a. Persuade                b. satisfactory                c. dissuade               d. satisfy

11. She stayed in the job for five years, ……… valuable experience. 

a. gaining                b. handing                c. donating                 d. passing

12. Some stains are difficult to ………. with ordinary washing powder.  

a. extract               b. remove              c. pick               d. cut  

13. Trust you to ……… a crazy idea like this.  

a. give up                b. dream up                c. get up                 d. move up  

14. She’s really good at ………. our teacher’s Scottish accent.  



a. reporting                   b. telling                   c. informing                   d. imitating    

15. The only way to ………. a fear is to face it.  

a. expand                b. conquer                 c. increase                 d. solve  

16. Tourism is a ……… of wealth for the city. 

a. fountain                 b. acceptable                 c. foundation                  d. accessible

17. It’s important to ………. a good working relationship.  

a. nurture                 b. decrease                 c. nature                   d. reduce        

18. Minsters should be more ………. to the need of families.   

a. attractive                b. neglectful                c. attentive                  d. ignorant  

19. She bought a bottle of expensive ………… .  

a. lipstick                 b. eye shadow                  c. mascara                   d. perfume  

20. He has the ……… of an admistrative error.  

a. success                  b. victim                  c. progress                  d. violence  

21. It would not be ………… for me to discuss that now.  

a. unsuitable                    b. unfit                  c. appropriate                 d. wrong   

22. As a punishment, she was not ………. to attend any school activities.  

a. permitted                   b. forbade                  c. prohibited               d. accepted    

23. Neighbors ………. to the police about the dogs barking.  

a. complained          b. complaint          c. complemented           d. complainant   

24. ………. service which can help you get the most out of your holiday in the hotel.  

a. Concierge              b. Military               c. Community                d. Funeral   

25. ………… cream or oil that you put on your skin or hair to make it less dry.  

a. Deodorant               b. Sunscreen              c. Moisturizing                d. Foundation  

26. No figures are ……… for the number of goods sold.  

a. moveable                b. capable              c. accountable                 d. available   

27. In this chapter I will ……… to explain what led up to the revolution. 

a. attend                 b. give               c. attempt                d. take   

28. He ……… the tank with oil.  

a. filled up                b. made up                c. took up              d. picked up   

29. He accepted the award with characteristic ……… . 

a. modesty              b. noise               c. modest                d. nasty    

30. In some part of the city teachers have to deal with ……… in the classroom.  

a. violence               b. behavior               c. treatment                   d. violent   



Appendix D: Vocabulary Production Posttest

____________________________________________________________

Posttest two: fill in the bland

Teacher’s name:                                                                                    Student’s name:

Complete the sentences with correct words. 

1. Don’t ask me. I’m not …e…..….. .

2. The spare …t……… is in the boot.

3. Bumper to …b…..…… traffic is very close together and moving slowly. 

4. The people all …b…..…. down before the king.

5. She swam and sunbathed, went …s….………….. and relaxed.

6. Victor’s …f…..…… expression didn’t change.

7. She had a …f…….……… performance last night and affected on all audience. 

8. I was given some pills to …t……..... …..… the pain.

9. Have you …p…….…. the potatoes?

10. If a car …h………., it makes a loud noise. 

11. There were fine …w………..….. around her eyes.

12. My parents still …t…….….. me like a child. 

13. After a career as a journalist, she was looking forward to a happy and   

        …p………..…… retirement. 

14. Libya is a major oil …p……….……… .

15. I’d like to make an …a……………… to see the doctor.

16. I can’t get the screw to …t…..….. .

17. I’ve got to …p…….… this cream …o……. twice a week.

18. Have you got a clean …t…..…… I could use?

19. Many companies are …s…….…….. from a shortage of skilled staff. 

20. He was …p…….... ….. by police as he was trying to leave the country. 

21. Joan gave me a gentle neck …m……..……… . 

22. Sometimes it’s all right to be little …s…..….. , and forget about everyone else for  

       a change. 

23. People’s abilities …d….…..….. , but their right and opportunities should be the  

        same. 

24. After a brief …i…………………. by the Chairman, the meeting began. 



25. We were stranded with …e…………. trouble on a deserted highway.  

26. Mr. and Mrs. Kane are going to get single room with a …q……….……………  

        bed. 

27. This job is boring. I wish I could do something more …c……………… . 

28. It does me good to see a …c…..………. face. 

29. I hope I didn’t …e…….……….. you in front of your friend. 

30. One member of the …a………….……….. described the opera as boring.  

  



Appendix E: Reading Comprehension Posttest

____________________________________________________________  

Posttest three: reading comprehension

Teacher’s name:                                                                             Student’s name:

Reading 1

Read the article then complete each sentence. 

             

1. ………….. have started to work on the hotel. 

a. Employees            

b. Staffs                



c. Concierges                 

d. Workers  

2. The Asteria Hotel Company has opened …………… hotels in the country. 

a. four                       c. seven                      

b. five                        d. three

3. ……………... will offer a lot of different services. 

a. The bar           

b. The restaurant               

c. The salon                  

d. The sauna  

4. Some people think ……………….. will bring more business to the area. 

a. the hotel                 

b. the company               

c. the salon                

d. the restaurant  

5. ……………. will probably get more business when the hotel opens. 

a. The hotel       

b. Family-owned restaurant        

c. Smaller business         

d. Workers  

6. Some people think the new hotel will cause problems with …………. . 

a. guests                                  c. work                 

        b. kids                                       d. traffic

Reading 2

Read the text and questions below. For each question, mark the correct letter A, B, C or D. 

Exercise can be fun

Exercise has become a hung part of our world. There are gyms everywhere, but if you’re not

keen of them, there are hundreds of exercise videos to choose from. Exercise is good for you. It

makes you feel better; look better and can help you live longer. 



       But what happens if you are the kind of person who would do anything rather than

spend five minutes on an exercise bike, including cleaning the house, visiting a boring relative or

watching a terrible TV programme? If you are that kind of person, you need a plan!

       First of all decide when you are going to exercise. Choose three times a week, like me. 

Write EXERCISE in your dairy, on your calendar, on the wall if necessary! Then make sure you

do it. Don’t do anything else. I never make other arrangements. 

      Next, vary watch you do. I went to the same aerobics class for two years! No wonder I

was bored! Now I use different machines at the gym, I often change my jogging route and I

never do aerobics.  

       Make exercise fun and find an exercise you enjoy. Why not play a sport, or join a dance

class? I recently started a modern dance class. It’s great fun and I’ve met lots of new people, but

as soon I get bored I’ll find something else!   

7. What is the writer’s main in writing the text?

a.   to describe different ways of keeping fit       

b. to persuade people about the benefits of exercise

c. to talk about the exercise classes she goes to

d. to encourage people to take exercise

8. What does the writer say about herself?

a. She prefers to exercise at home             

b. She isn’t keen on joining classes     

c. She likes to do different kinds of exercise

d. She doesn’t like watching TV

9. What does the reader learn about the writer’s habits?

a. She exercise three times a week               

b. She often exercise with friends                

c. She does aerobics regularly  

d. She runs the same route every day

10. What does she say about her dance class?

a. She sometimes finds it boring           

b. She may not do it forever               



c. She thinks some people are unfriendly

d. She prefers doing sport  

11. What would be another good tittle for the article?

a. Exercise may be boring, but it’s good for you

b. Many people do too much exercise

c. Regular exercise is best

d. Exercising once a week is better than nothing

Reading 3

Read the article and circle the letter of the correct answer.  

Violent Movies

Before the 1960s, most movies did not show much graphic violence. When fighting or

shooting occurred on the screen, it was clean: bang! You’re dead! The victim fell to the ground

and died, perhaps after speaking a few final words. The viewer never saw blood or suffering. But

in the late ‘60s, filmmakers Arthur Penn and Sam Peckinpah began making movies with more

graphic violence, such as Bonnie and Clyde and The Wild Bunch. They believed that if audiences

could see how truly horrible real violence was, people would be less violent in their own lives.  

      Today, special effects technology has made it possible to create very realistic images of

bloodshed and violence. Steven Prince, author of Savage Cinema: Sam Peckinpah and the Rise

of Ultraviolent Movies, describes the differences between early movies ant the movies of

today”… filmmakers can create any image that they can dream up”. So, Prince believes, because

of the technology, movies today have become more and more violent and bloody. 

      Some people are worried that viewing a lot of violence in movies and video games can

be dangerous. They feel that it can make violence seem normal and can cause people to imitate

the violent behavior, to do the same thing themselves. Other people disagree. They believe that

showing violence is honest and can even be helpful. 



      One popular filmmaker asks why violent images on the screen are a problem since we

live in such a violent world. “Just open any newspaper,” he says. “Any newspaper is much more

violent. And those are true stories about what happens in real life.”       

12. Sam Peckinpah was ……….. . 

a. an actor             

b. an author         

       c. a filmmaker         

      d. a newspaper journalist  

13. Before the 1960s, movies did not show ………… . 

a. fighting                                 

b. shooting                               

c. blood            

d. death

14. In Steven Prince’s opinion, movies today have become more violent and bloody   

       because of ………………. . 

a. video games                                        

b. Sam Peckinpah                                   

c. special effects technology

d. newspapers  

15. According to the article, ……………………………….. . 

a. Movies have always been very violent

b. Graphic violence has become more common since Bonnie and Clyde and the Wild

       Bunch

c. Everyone agrees that graphic violence in movies is good entertainment

d. Everyone agrees that violent movies are dangerous  

16. Peckinpah and Penn thought that showing real violence in movies would make  

       ………………………… . 

a. people behave more violently                

b. violence seem normal        

c. people more honest and helpful

d. people less violent   



Reading 4

Read the article then circle the letter of the correct answer. 

17. What do you need to make fusion cuisine?

a. An ingredient from other culture           

b. Tomatoes, oranges, or rice                     

c. Spicy chilies from Latin America

d. Different kind of dishes  

18. How many different cultures can you combine in fusion cuisine?

a. Three                          c.  two                   

b. one                             d. two or more

19. When did fusion cuisine start?



a. In the 1970s                                            

b. More than 100 years ago                 

c. Recently. It is new ides

d. On the 1960s  

20. What is the basic idea of fusion cuisine?

a. To imitate dishes from other cultures           

b. To create new dishes                                    

c. to learn more about different cultures

d. to combine different dishes  

21. Who can make fusion cuisine?

a. Everyone   

b. European explorer      

c. people in restaurant      

d. experts  

Reading 5

Read the text and question below. For each question, mark the correct letter A, B, C or D. 

Night work

Can you imagine what it would be like working at night? You’d start your day when

everyone else was going to bed, and you’d go to bed when everyone else was getting up. Is that

really a natural way to live?

       These days more and more jobs need to be done at night. Most big hotels offer 24-hour

room service, and need staff at reception and working in the bars. Many companies have 24-hour

call centers to deal with emergency enquiries. There are 24-hour supermarkets, and of course

there are the workers for the emergency services such as fire-fighters, the police and hospital

workers. 

      However, few people can work well at night. This is partly because we cannot easily

change our sleeping habits. Some people can manage on as little as three hours’ sleep while

others need as many as eleven hours- you’re either a ‘short sleeper’ or a ‘long sleeper’. If

working at night stops you from getting the amount of sleep you need, you will damage your

health.  



      The best part of the day for everyone is around lunchtime and the worst pint is between 2

a.m. and 4 a.m. So if you’re driving home at this time or doing something important at work, 

things are far more likely to go wrong!

       Humans are used to sleeping at night and being awake during the day, and they’ll never

be able to do things the other way round. The problem is that today’s 24-hour society isn’t going

to slow down which means that night workers will remain. 

22. What is the writer’s main aim in writing the text?

a. To describe the importance of work

b. To say how working at night can be bad for you

c. To suggest how people can change their way of life

d. To recommend people spend more time sleeping

23. What does the writer say about night jobs?

a. Many people refuse to work at night                  

b. It is easier than working during the day

c. It is easier to demand better working condition

d. There is a variety of them

24. What would reader learn about sleep from the text?

a. Everybody needs the same amount              

b. It’s difficult to change your sleeping needs  

c. People sleep better in the early morning

d. Many people need more than 11 hours’ sleeping

25. What does the writer say about the future?

a. Fewer people will work during the day        

b. Some jobs will always be done at night    

c. People will demand fewer services  

d. People will work longer hours  



Reading 6

Read the article then circle the letter of the correct answer. 

Gesture  

To communicate well with people of other countries, you must learn to speak well, right?

Yes, but speaking isn’t everything. Some experts say only thirty percent of communication

comes from talking. Your gestures and other non-verbal actions matter, too.

      But in different cultures, the same action can have different meanings. When you have to

meet someone from a different culture, be prepared. Do you know what kind of gestures and

customs are appropriate?

      Let’s look at shaking hands. North Americans like a firm handshake. But the French

prefer a light, short handshake. If you shake a French person’s hand the North American way, he

or she may not like it. People in Eastern European countries and some Latino cultures prefer

shorter handshakes, too. Hugging after shaking hands is also a common introduction there. Don’t

be surprised if a Brazilian gives you s hug. If you misinterpret gestures of introduction, your

friendship may get off on the wrong foot!

      Everyone around the world knows the “OK” hand gesture, don’t they? But in Spain, part

of South America, and Eastern Europe, the OK sign is considered rude. And if you go shopping

in Japan, it means you’d like your change in coins instead of bills. In France, making the OK

sign means “zero” or that something is worthless. So check before you use the OK sign to be

sure it’s OK!

      Understanding even a few gestures from different cultures can make you a better

communicator. So, next time you travel, try being culturally sensitive. Find out the local gesture

and let your body talk.      

   

26. Seventy present of communication comes from ……………………….. . 

a. talking       

b. gesture of introduction         

c. non-verbal actions       

d. shaking hands  

27. …………………..  prefer a firm handshake. 

a. North America     

b. The French       



c. Eastern European    

d. Brazilian  

28. According to the article, …………………………………….. . 

a. Eastern European never shake hands

b. Brazilian often hug after shaking hands

c. French people like firm handshakes

d. Japanese people think the OK sign is rude

29. If your friendship “gets off on the wrong foot”, it ………..... . 

a. ends well            

b. begins badly        

c. ends badly         

d. begins well  

30. The author advises that visitors to other countries should ………………… . 

a. not learn the local language

b. find out what gestures are appropriate there

c. avoid gestures and other non-verbal actions

d. never use the OK sign  
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