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Abstract

The present study aims to examine the effectiveness of Student Teams Achievement
Divisions (STAD) and Jigsaw Il techniques of Co-operative Learning on English Language
Reading Proficiency Skill of Pre-Service Teachers. The present study was quasi-experimental by
nature and designed on the lines of Non-Equivalent Pre-test Post-test control grdup design. The
sample was comprised of 133 pre-service teachers enrolled in B.Ed course. The data were
analysed with the help of Analysis of Covariance with Treatmepty Medium bf Instruction and
Subject Stream as independent variables and Reading Proficiency as dependent variable. The
findings of the study revealed that STAD and Jigsaw II were not found to be superior to

Traditional Method with respect to Reading Proficiency. English Medium students were found to
have significantly better Reading Proficiency than Vernacular Medium students. Moreover,
STAD was found to be more beneficial for science students while Jigsaw II and Traditional
Methods more beneficial for Humanities students.

Key Words: STAD, Jigsaw II, Cooperative Learning, Language Reading Proficiency
Skill
Introduction s

Language Reading Proficiency skillis the ability to comprehend as well as interpret text
at the age and grade of appropriate level. The ability to read is one of the aspects of language use
and, just like spéaking or writing, it requires a certain amount of practice and teaching to
improve, something which usually happens in one’s early years of school. Teachers of English as
a foreign language have the crucial role of helping students develop their reading capacities in a
new language, which has its own characteristics and difficulties and requires great effort on the

part of the learners. Teachers are faced with the arduous task not only of teaching new grammar
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rules and vocabulary, but they also have to help students understand the meaning of what they
read depending on the purpose and the communicative context in which they are using the
language. Therefore, teachers can try to find the most suitable methods only by interacting with
their student’s day by day and adapting lessons to the learners’ needs in that particular situation.

Cooperative learning has been recommended as the remedy for wider perspectives of
educational problems. Cooperative learning methods provide opportunities for learners to
develop skill-in-group interactions and in working with others that are needed in today’s world.
Cooperative learning also contributes in positive effect on students’ achievement in versatile
areas and retention of information (Slavin,1991).In this advanced‘ educational arena, versatile
Cooperative learning methods and strategies are successfully practised throughout the world. The
most prominent Cooperativelearning methods practised in different educational circles are:
Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) and Jigsaw II. The major principle behind
STAD technique is that learners cooperate to learn and be held accountable with respect to their
teammates and their own achievements. In Jigsaw II classrooms, group members work together
as a team to accomplish a common goal; each person depends on all the others. The sense of
cooperation facilitates positive interaction among all students in the class thus encouraging them
to value each other as contributors to their common task. S
Objectives of the Study -

The study was conducted to realize the~ following objectives:
To develop and validate the English Language reading proﬁciency tests.

2. To study the effect of treatment, medium of instruction, subject stream and their
interaction on English reading proficiency of students by considering pre-reading
proficiency as covariate.

Hypotheses

H1: There is no significant effect of Treatment on Reading Proficiency of students by
considering Pre-reading Proficiency as covariate. |

H2: There is no significant effect-of Medium of Instruction on Reading Proficiency of
students by considering Pre-Reading Proficiency as covariate.

H3: There is no significant effect of Interaction between Treatment and Medium of
Instruction on Reading Proficiency of students by considering Pre- Reading Proficiency as
covariate. '

H4: There is no significant effect of Subject Stream on Reading Proficiency of students

by considering Pre-Reading Proficiency as covariate.
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HS5:There is no significant effect of Interaction between Treatment and Subject Stream on
Reading Proficiency of students by considering Pre- Reading Proficiency as covariate.
Methodology

The present study was quasi-experimental by nature. In-the study, English Language
Reading Proficiency Skill was the dependent variable. Medium of instruction (English V/S
Vernacular language) at previous levels anci Subject stream (Science V/S Humanities) were the
independent classifying variables. Cooperative learning -techniques (STAD and Jigsaw-1I) were
treatment variables.

Sample

l The sample was comprised of 133 pre-service teachers enrolled in B.Ed course. Three
intact sections were taken; randomly two sections were selected as Experimental groups (E; and
E») and third section as control group(C).
Design of the Study

Being experimental in nature, the study was designed on the lines of Non-Equivalent Pre
test-Post test control group design.
Procedure _

The procedure was facilitated throtrgh three phases. In phase 1, a pre-test meant for
assessing English language Reading proficiency, was administered ;0 the selected sample. In the
phase 1I, Control group was exposed Jto treatment through conventional method of teaching/
individualistic learning whereas Experimental group E; was exposed to treatment T through
Student Team Achievement Division (STAD) and Experimental group E, was exposed to
treatment T, through Jigsaw II. Three groups were subjected to the treatments for 40 hours each
spread over 40 days. In the phase III, a post-test meant for assessing English Language Reading
proficiency was administered to the three groups.

Tools for the Study: The following tools were used to collect the data:

1. Language Reading Proficiency Test in English (developed by the investigator) was
administered to study the Language Reading proficiency skill of the pre-service
teachers.

2. Language Reading Proficiency Modules in English (developed by the investigator

based on STAD and Jigsaw II techniques) were administered to the experimental

groups.
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Analysis

Effect of treatment, medium of instruction and their interaction on reading
proficiency of students by considering pre-reading proficiency as covariate

There were three levels of Treatment, namely, STAD, Jigsaw II and Traditional Method
for Teaching Reading Proficiency. The students were categorized into two levels of Medium of
Instruction, namely, English Medium Group and Vefnacular Medium Group. Thus, there were
three levels of Treatment and two levels of Medium of Instruction. Therefore, the data were
analysed with the help of 3 x 2 Factorial Design Analysis of Covariance with Treatment and
Medium of Instruction as independent variables & Reading Proficiency as dependent variable.
The results are presented in table 1. 7 .

Table 1 : Summary of 3x2 Factorial Design ANCOVA of Reading Proficiency

Source of Variance SS,x df | MSS,« | Fyx
Treatment (A) i 59 25 1099411045
Medium of Instruction (B) | 25.25 1 2525 | 4.92%
A xB 2505 2 2572 244
Error 646.51 | 126 | 5.13
Total " 12148.39 | 132

. * Significant at 0.05 level %

Effect of Treatment on Reading Proficiency

From the Table 1, it can be seen that adjusted F-Value for Treatment is 0.15, which is not
significant at 0.05 levels with df = 2/126. It indicates that the mean scores of Reading
Proficiency for STAD, Jigsawll and Traditional Method Groups do not differ significantly. It
reflects that there was no significant effect of Treatment on Reading Proficiency of students. In
this context, the null hypothesis, namely, “There is no significant effect of Treatment on Reading
Proficiency of students by considering Pre- Reading Proficiency as covariate”, is not rejected. It
may, therefore, be said that the STAD and Jigsaw II were not found to be superior to Traditional
Method with respect to Reading Proficiency when Pre-Reading Proficiency was taken as
covariate. '
Effect of Medium of Instruction on Reading Proficiency

From the Table 1, it can be seen that adjusted F-Value for Medium of Instruction is 4.92,
which is significant at 0.05 levels with df = 1/126. It indicates that the adjusted mean scores of
Reading Proficiency of students belonging to English Medium and Vernacular Medium Groups
differ significantly when Pre-Reading Proficiency was considered as covariate. In this context,
the null hypothesis, ﬁamely, “There is no significant effect of Medium of Instruction on Reading

Proficiency of students by considering Pre-Reading Proficiency as covariate”, is rejected.
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Further, the unadjusted (adjusted) mean score of Reading Proficiency of English Medium Group
was 17.67 (15.8), which is significantly higher than that of Vernacular Group whose unadjusted
(adjusted) mean score of Reading Proficiency was 13.88(14.76). It reflects that students having
English as Medium of Instruction were found to be significantly superior to the student having
Vernacular as Medium of Instruction in terms of Reading Proficiency when both groups were
matched with respect to Pre-Reading Proficiency. It may, therefore, be said that English Medium
students were found to have significantly better Reading Proficiency than Vernacular Medium
studénts when Pre-Reading Proficiency was taken as covariate. |
Effect of Interaction between Treatment and Medium of Instruction on Reading Proficiency
From the Table 1, it may be observed that the adjusted F-value for Interaction between
Treatment and Medium of Instruction was 2.44, which is not significant at 0.05 levels with
df=2/126. It indicates that there was no significant effect of the resultant of the Interaction
between Treatment and Medium of Instruction on Reading Proficiency when Pre- Reading
Proficiency was taken as covariate. In this context the null hypothesis, namely, “There is no
significant effect of Interaction between Treatment and Medium of Instruction on Reading
Proficiency of students by considering Pré- Reading Proficiency as covariate”, is not rejected. It
can, therefore, be said that Reading Proficiency was found to be 'fhdependent of the Interaction
between Treatment and Medium of Instruction when groups were matched with respect to Pre-
Reading Proficiency.
Effect of treatment, subject stream and their interaction on reading proficiency of students
by considering pre-reading proficiency as covariate
_There were three levels of Treatment, namely, STAD, J igsawll and Traditional Method
for Teaching Reading Proficiency. The students were categorized into two levels of Subjéct
Streams, namely, Science Group and Humanities Group. Thus, there were three levels of
Treatment and two levels of subject stream. Therefore, the data were analysed with the help of 3
* 2 Factorial Design Analysis of Covariance with Treatment and subject stream as independent
variables & Reading Proficiency as dependent variable. The results are presented in table 2.

Table2 : Summary of 3 x 2 Factorial Design ANCOVA of Reading Proficiency

Source of Variance | SS, . df | MSSy | Fyx
Treatment (A) 1.287 2 0.64 0.12
Subject Stream (B) | 8.76 1 8.76 1.69
AXxB , 35.46 2 1773 | 3.44*
Error 63131 "1 267 5. 17

Total 2148.39 | 132

* Significant at 0.05 level
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Effect of Subject Stream on Reading Proficiency
From the Table 2, it can be seen that adjusted F-Value for subject stream is 1.69, which 1s

not significant at 0.05 levels with df = 1/126. It indicates that the adjusted mean scores of
Reading Proficiency of students belonging to Science Group and Humanities Groups do not
differ significantly when Pre-Reading Proficiency was considered as covariate. In this context,
the null hypothesis, namely, “There is no signiﬁcant. effect of Subject Stream on Reading
Proficiency of students by considering Pre-Reading Proficiency as covariate”, is not rejected. It
may, therefore, be concluded that Reading Proficiency was found to be independent of Subject
Stream when groups were matched with respect to Pre-Reading Proficiency. ;

Effect of Interaction between Treatment and Subject Stream on Reéuding Proficiency

From the Table 2, it rhay be observed that the F-value of 3.44 for Interaction between

Treatment and Subject Stream is significant at 0.05 level with df= 2/126 It indicates that the
Interaction between Treatment and Subject Stream produced sigrfificant effect on Reading
Proficiency of students when Pre- Reading Proficiency was taken as covariate. Thus, the null
hypothesis, namely, “There is no si gniﬁcant effect of Interaction between Treatment and Subject
Stream on Reading Proficiency of students by considering Pre-Reading Proficiency as covariate”,
is rejected. Graph 1 has been plotted for knowing the trend of ef?eet of Interaction between
Treatment and Subject Stream on Readmg, Proficiency of students by considering Pre-Reading
Proficiency as covariate. From Graph 1, it can be seen that in STAD Group, Science students had
significantly higher adjusted mean score of Reading Proficiency as compared to the Humanities
students. On the other hand, Jigsaw II and Traditional Methods Group, Humanities students had
significantly higher adjusted mean score of Reading Proficiency as compared to the Science
students. In the light of these observations, it can be concluded that for teaching Reading
Proficiency, STAD can be used with science students while Jigsaw II and Traditional Method

may be more beneficial for Humanities students.

Estimated Marginal Means of posttest.reading

Estimated Marginal Means
.

gesipading 10460 |
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Graph 1:Trend of Effect of interaction between Treatment and Subject Stream on Reading

Findings
1)

Proficiency by considering Pre- Reading Proficiency as covariate

STAD and Jigsaw II were not found to be superior to Traditional Method with respect

to Reading Proficiency.

2)  English Medium students were found to have significantly better Reading Proficiency
than Vernacular Medium students. ‘

3)  Reading Proficiency was found to be independent of the Interaction between Treatment

' and Medium of Instruction. '

4)  Reading Proficiency was found to be independent of Subjéét Stream.

9)ue Eor Reading Proficiency, STAD is more beneficial for science students while Jigsaw II
4nd Traditional Methods are be more beneficial for Humanities students. -

References =i

Aydogan, H. &Akbarov, A. (2014). The Four Basic Language Skills, Whole Language
& Integrated Skill Approach inMainstream University Classrooms in Turkey’,
Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 5 (9): 1-9.

Chan, K.W. (2004). Using 'Jigsaw II' in teacher education programmes. Hong Kong
Teachers' Centre Journal,-391-397.

Garrett, H.E. (1966). Statistics in Psychology and Education. Bombay: Vakils Feffer
and Simons Ltd.

Ghaith, G. & El-Malak, M. A. (2004). Effect of Jigsaw II on Literal and Higher Order
EFL Reading Comprehension. Educational Research and Evaluation, 10 (2),105-115.
Retrieved from the ERIC database. (EJ682516).

Gray, W.S. (1960) The Major Aspects of Reading. In Robeck, M.C. and Wilson, J.A.R.
(1974). Psychology of Reading: Foundations of Instruction. Canada: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc.

Grellet, F. (1981) Developing reading skills: a practical guide to reading

comprehension exercises. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kaul, L. (1984). Methodology of Educational Research. New Delhi, India: Vikas

Publishing House Pvt. Ltd.,
Mauludi, M.Y. (2011). The effectiveness of Jigsaw technique to improve student’s
reading ability in narrative text. Project thesis for the degree of Bachelor of Education

in English Language Education, Walisongo State Institute for Islamic Studies.

PART — 1/ Peer Reviewed Refereed and UGC Listed Journal No. : 40776 16

e T L



