CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSION

5.1 Summary

In this globalization era, English has become one of important
qualifications that Indonesian people must have in order to get a better economic
life, since there are many job fields requiring English competence. Realizing the
importance of English, Indonesia has tried to implement English in its educational
curriculum as early as possible. As the consequence, English has become a

compulsory subject that is taught starting for elementary school.

There are four basic skills in learning English. They are listening,
speaking, reading and writing. One of the basic skills that can make the students
become active in exploring and constructing new knowledge is reading. This skill
is important for children since they can broaden their background knowledge. In
reality, however, many children find difficulties in comprehending a reading
passage. Besides the limited time, most teachers still deal with the traditional
reading techniques. The teacher holds the main role and thus reducing students’
opportunity to participate actively. To overcome the problem above, the teacher is
suggested to apply one of the cooperative learning methods. In this study, one of

the methods employed is Jigsaw technique.
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Some studies about the implementation of Jigsaw technique in reading
class have been done. Most of them revealed that there is an improvement of
students’ reading achievement taught using Jigsaw technique. However, the
studies mostly have focused on high school level. This encouraged the writer to
conduct a study about the implementation of Jigsaw technique in elementary
school level. The writer intended to know whether the Jigsaw technique would
also improve the students’ reading achievement in lower level of education,
especially in the fifth grade of elementary school.

In short, this study is conducted to reveal the effect of the implementation
of Jigsaw technique in elementary school level. The particular objective of this
study is to find out whether there is a significant difference between the reading
comprehension achievement of the fifth year students of elementary school taught
using Jigsaw technique and the one of those taught using traditional technique.

A quasi-experimental applying a non-randomized pretest-posttest control
group design was administered to get the data to answer the research question.
More particularly, the data used in this study were taken from the scores of the
pretest and the posttest of the fifth grade students of SDK St. Yohannes Gabriel
year 2006-2007.

The analysis of the pretest using t-test assisted by SPSS showed that the
mean scores between the two groups were not significantly different. It means that
the two groups had equal reading ability at the beginning of the treatment

administration. On the next analysis, the writer directly also used t-test provided
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in SPSS in order to know whether there was a significant difference between the
posttest means of the two groups.

The result of the t-test provided in SPSS for the posttest of the two groups
showed that the posttest mean scores between the two groups were not
significantly different. It means that there was no significant difference between
the reading comprehension achievement of the experimental group taught using
Jigsaw technique and the one of the control group taught using traditional
technique. This proved that the use of Jigsaw technique in reading class of young

learners was not beneficial in improving the students’ reading achievement.

5.2 Recommendations
This study reveals that the implementation of Jigsaw technique in reading
class did not show beneficial effect on the students’ reading comprehension. It
was statistically proven that there was no significant difference on the reading
comprehension achievement between the students who were taught using Jigsaw
technique and the ones who were taught using traditional technique. After the
third treatment, which was the last treatment, the students’ reading comprehension
achievement was not significantly better.
There are some recommendations dealing with this study.
- The activities in Jigsaw class are mostly done in group work. It is believed
that the teacher’s role is just as the facilitator, so the students have to build and
formulate their own understanding about the passage given. However, it is

difficult to make the students to work in group, especially because they are
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still young. Young learners have varied characteristics that are very different
from adults’. Young learners are active and cannot sit still. The teacher always
spends much of his or her energy in grouping the students. Moreover, the
teacher should be aware that in making groups the students need to be mixed.
The best group is a heterogeneous group, a group that has different
characteristics of the students. In fact, the students are very difficult to put into
heterogeneous group. They usually want to be in group that have the common
things with them. For example, in terms of their achievement. The bright
student wants to group with other bright students, so do for the low students.
This should not happen because it will effect on the group discussion. This
kind of group will not result in a good group discussion. The teacher must
hold full authority in grouping the students. The teacher also must think of a
way to put the students in a good group.

The lack of experience in learning through group discussion makes it
difficulty for the students to perform a good and serious group discussion.
They tend to be busy with themselves also chat and joke with other students. It
is because they still do not understand what they have to discuss in group,
even some do not know what discussion means. In order to create a serious
group discussion, the teacher must give simple and clear explanation and
examples. The teacher also has to float from one group to other group, in order
to make sure whether the groups perform the correct discussion or not.

In Jigsaw class, most of the time is spent for the group discussion. It means

that the students have to help one another in order to construct and build their
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knowledge. This might be good for higher-level students, but not for the
students in lower level. The background knowledge of young learners is
different from the adults. Their background knowledge is still limited. To
solve this problem a longer discussion with the teacher after the group
discussion is needed to enable the teacher to know the students’ understanding
about the passage. It will also be easier for the teacher to notice the students’
wrong understanding about the passage. This will make the students
comprehend the passage better.

One of young learners’ characteristics is that they get bored easily. They tend
to do just what they like to do. The same technique used by the teacher will
make them bored. One of the solutions to overcome this problem is the use of
an interesting activity in the end of the lesson, for example, a game. The
teacher should make the students consider that the game is a reward for them
since they perform well in the lesson given before. This will surely attract the
students’ attention and encourage them to do well in the next lesson.

The problem that the students do not consider the treatments, quizzes and the
posttest after the pretest and first treatment as serious ones can be solved by
showing them the scores of their pretest and quiz. It was because the students
always feel curious with their scores. Knowing their scores will make the
students think that the next quizzes and the posttest as important. This will
also encourage the students to perform better. If they know that they get bad

score in the pretest or the quiz, it is expected that they will follow the
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treatment and do the quizzes and posttest better. Therefore, the teacher should
let the students know their scores of every test and quiz given.

The treatment given was a short time treatment, so the result might not be as
good as the writer’s expectations. If the treatment was done in longer time, the
students might show different achievement. In implementing a new technique,
it needs a quite long time to be able to show its real result for the students.

The treatments in this study were given only three times to both of the groups,
experimental and control groups. The population and sample were limited to
the certain subjects. And the reading materials were also given in certain parts.
In conclusion, the writer realizes that this study is still far for being perfect.
Therefore, the writer expects that a further research is conducted by other
students using a better research design, with more treatments and a wider

subject for getting more complete and valid result.
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