CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION
This chapter summarizes what has been presented in the precious chapters and
supports some recommendation for further studies related to students’ perception on

the implementation of Jigsaw.

5.1 Summary

This study is about perception of fifth grade elementary school students on
Jigsaw. More particularly, this study is conducted to answer the research problem:
“What is the elementary school students’ perception on the implementation of Jigsaw
technique in their reading class”.

As implied in the research problem, this study is descriptive study. This study
employs questionnaire which is initially tried out, interview, observation, and video
recordings to obtain the data. The respondents are taught by using Jigsaw in three
meetings. The revised questionnaire is then distributed. The interview, observation
and video recording are conducted.

There are 46 respondents from Yohanes Gabriel Elementary School and 39
respondents from Santa Theresia 2 Elementary School. Their answers are analyzed
and discussed with the focus on perception on expert group, home group and general
perception on Jigsaw. The answers of the respondents to the questionnaire items are
summarized as follows:

1. All respondents at Yohanes Gabriel have positive self-perception in sharing ideas
while almost all respondents (97.44%) at Santa Theresia 2 have positive self-

perception too.
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. All respondents at Santa Theresia 2 (100%) have positive self-perception on
listening to others’ ideas. Fewer respondents (97.83%) at Yohanes Gabriel have
positive self-perception on listening to others ideas.

. The majority of the respondents at Yohanes Gabriel (91.3%) and Santa Theresia
2 (92.31%) have positive self-perception on helping others understand the text
during the discussion. Only a small percentage of respondents (8.7 % of
respondents at Yohanes Gabriel and 7.69 % of respondents at Santa Theresia 2)
claim that they do not help others understand the text during the expert groups’
discussion.

. Only 6.52 % respondents at Yohanes Gabriel and 2.56 % respondents at Santa
Theresia 2 have negative group-perception on sharing ideas. These students
believe that their group mates do not contribute ideas during the expert groups’
discussion.

Most of respondents at Yohanes Gabriel (86.96%) and at Santa Theresia 2
(89.74%) think that their group mates have helped them understand the text
during their discussion in the expert group.

. Asked to respond to “My group mates listen to me attentively when | share ideas
during the discussion”, 97.83 % respondents at Yohanes Gabriel and 92.31 %
respondents at Santa Theresia 2 claim that their group mates listen to them
attentively.

More respondents at Yohanes Gabriel (95.65%) than those at Santa Theresia 2
(89.74%) have positive self-perception on explaining ability. They claim that
they have explained clearly so their group mates understand what they have

explained.
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8. The majority of the respondents at Yohanes Gabriel (89.13%) and Santa Theresia
2 (89.74%) admit that their group mates have explained clearly so the
respondents can understand the paragraphs that their group mates have explained.

9. Interesting findings are found at Yohanes Gabriel and Santa Theresia 2. Thirty-
seven respondents (94.87%) at Santa Theresia 2 and forty-one respondents
(89.13%) at Yohanes Gabriel claim that they like to be taught by using Jigsaw.
Fewer respondents at Yohanes Gabriel (82.61%) and Santa Theresia 2 (89.74%)
are willing to be taught by using Jigsaw. There are some respondents who like
Jigsaw are not willing to be taught by using Jigsaw.

This result of data analysis suggests that the majority of respondents have
positive perception on the implementation of Jigsaw technique on their reading class.
They have not only positive general self-perception on jigsaw but also positive self-
perception and group-perception on expert and home groups. These students are

willing and prefer to be taught by using Jigsaw technique in their English lesson.

5.2 Recommendation

Due to numerous reasons, this study is far than perfect. There are factors that
should have been taken into account. Accordingly, the following recommendations
are worth indicating for better further study.

This study uses the questionnaire that only covers the closed items that can limit
respondents’ perception to the options given. Therefore, it is suggested that further
study can make use of questionnaire that covers closed and open items in order to

obtain more descriptive data.
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As previously said, this study uses video recordings as one of the instrument.
This instrument was conducted only to record the class situation during the lesson. It
is suggested that it can be used to record the condition or situation in a certain expert
and home groups during their discussion in order to obtain more supportive data.

This study is limited to students’ perception on Jigsaw after they have
experienced Jigsaw for three meetings. Therefore the similar study can be conducted
to reveal students’ perception on Jigsaw for the first time they have experienced
Jigsaw and after they have experienced it. A further study can be focusing on the
perception on the beginning and the end of the treatment.

This study is limited to reveal elementary school students’ perception on Jigsaw
technique in reading class. They have experienced the technique only for three
meetings. The result of the data analysis shows that majority of the students have
positive perception on Jigsaw technique which is new for them. A similar study can
be conducted to involve students who have already used Jigsaw as their daily
learning activities.

From the findings of study, the writer wants to recommend the implementation of
Jigsaw in all levels of elementary school students. It is a technique where students
learn by playing. They can learn in a fun and non-threatening way in order to acquire
English language effectively. The implementation of Jigsaw needs to be adapted to
the students’ language development so that the students will not face much difficulty
in the learning process. Jigsaw can be implemented to teach language components to
other level of students.

In summary, this particular study is not without its weaknesses. Further studies

need conducting. More conclusive and descriptive findings can then be presented.
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