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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the data that was colleateidgithe experimental
research. First analysis focuses on the homogepéithe sample; the second
analysis focuses on the validity, reliability, ixddifficulty, and discriminating
power of instruments. And the third analysis repngs the result of pre-test and

post-test that was done both in experimental antralogroup.

A. First Analysis
The first analysis was homogeneity test of the damphat was
previous summative score of students of XI-IPS &xserimental group and
students of XI-IPS 2 as control group. The analysa&s meant to get the
homogeneous class of XI-IPS 1 and XI-IPS 2. Is #tudy, the homogeneity

of the test was measured by comparing the obtanece F,.) WithF,.-
Thus, if the obtained scord-( ,.) was lower than thé_,,. or equal, it could

be said that the Ho was accepted. It means thassed were homogeneous.
The analysis of homogeneity test could be seeahletl.
Table. I. Test of Homogeneity

Variant Sources Experimental G Control G
Sum 3285,00 3230,00
N 43 43
X 76,40 75,12
Variants (s2) 32,53 24,39
Standart deviation (s) 5,70 4,94

By knowing the mean and the variance, the reseamgas able to test
the similarity of the two variants with the homogég test from students’
previous score between XI-IPS 1 and XI-IPS 2. Tévaputation of the test of

homogeneity is as follows:
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_ Biggest Variance

F =
Smallest Variance

= 32,53/24,39
=1.334
On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) = 43 — 1 = 4@ dhdenominator
(nk — 1) =43 -1 = 42, it was foun#_,, = 1.70. Because of_,, <

score —

Fuye/1.334< 1.70, so it could be concluded that both XI IP&t XI IPS-2

had no differences. The result showed that botluggdiad similar variants
(homogenous).
. Second Analysis
The second analysis was meant to get a valid drables instrument
for investigation. Try out tests were conductedXoiPS-3 of MAN Kendal.
Class XI IPS-3 consisted of 43 respondents. They \we&en a try out using
the instrument that will be used in control andesxpent class. The following
is the interpretation of the try out test to fingk ¢he validity and reliability of
the instrument.
1. Validity of Try Out Test
The reading test consists of twenty item numbersmRhe try out
test that was conducted, it was obtained thaeallling item numbers were

valid. For example, the item analysis of relevawes obtainedi( ) 0.54

for a =5 % with N = 43. It would be obtained 0.30081¢& the result of
the instruments validity was higher than the caiticscore, it was
considered that the instruments were valid. Theptetea computation and
the sample of computation are as below.

The Computation of Item Validity Using Jigsaw

T Nyxv(x)ey)
SN S 3D (DR 0D

Criteria:
The item is valid ifr,, > r,,,,

Calculation:

Formula:




Below is the example of the item validity of numlder
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NO CODE X Y X2 Y2 XY
1 T-9 1 20 1 400 20
2 T-20 1 20 1 400 20
3 T-11 1 20 1 400 20
4 T-10 1 20 1 400 20
5 T-2 1 20 1 400 20
6 T-30 1 19 1 361 19
7 T-19 1 19 1 361 19
8 T-25 1 19 1 361 19
9 T-40 1 19 1 361 19
10 T-36 1 19 1 361 19
11 T-1 1 19 1 361 19
12 T-13 1 19 1 361 19
13 T-24 1 19 1 361 19
14 T-4 1 19 1 361 19
15 T-17 1 18 1 324 18
16 T-6 1 18 1 324 18
17 T-3 1 17 1 289 17
18 T-22 1 17 1 289 17
19 T-39 1 16 1 256 16
20 T-26 1 16 1 256 16
21 T-32 1 16 1 256 16
22 T-7 1 16 1 256 16
23 T-18 1 15 1 225 15
24 T-35 1 15 1 225 15
25 T-42 1 15 1 225 15
26 T-41 0 15 0 225 0
27 T-23 0 15 0 225 0
28 T-5 1 13 1 169 13
29 T-43 1 13 1 169 13
30 T-38 1 12 1 144 12
31 T-31 1 12 1 144 12
32 T-27 1 12 1 144 12
33 T-12 1 11 1 121 11
34 T-29 1 11 1 121 11
35 T-33 0 11 0 121 0
36 T-15 1 10 1 100 10
37 T-8 1 9 1 81 9
38 T-37 0 9 0 81 0
39 T-14 0 9 0 81 0

40 T-34 0 8 0 64 0
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41 T-16 0 8 0 64 0

42 T-21 1 6 1 36 6

43 T-28 0 5 0 25 0
Sum 35 639 35 10289 559

Where: N=43 X?=35 X=35 Y2=10289 Y =639 I XY =559

r‘x},_ 43 (559)— (35)(639)
J{43(35)— (35)H43(10289)— (639)%)

=0.54
Because ofr,, > 1, , SO item number 1 is valid.

Reliability of Try Out Test

After validity items had been done, the next analyss to test the
reliability of instrument. It was done to find owhether a test had higher
critical score and gave the stability or consisyeoicthe test scores or not.
From the computation of reliability of the try oudstruments using
Jigsaw, it was obtained 0.83, fax 5 % with N = 43. It was obtained
0.3008. It could be concluded that the instrumemé$ were used in this
research was reliable. The complete analysis aedctmputation as
follow:

The Computation of Reliability Using Jigsaw

Formula:
g,
1= L 1—Z—b
k-1 g,
Criteria;

The try out is reliable if,;>r,,,.

Calculation:
2
ZYZ _@
Utz — N
N
£39-
10289 — ﬁ
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=18.447
B35 _
P=d " a3

S 8
g=2= 202

jA 43
2pq=3,129

Index Reliability

21 3,129
21-1 18,447

=0.83

The result shows that 0.83 is more than 0.3008ieiant that the items of

instrument were valid.

. Discriminating Power of Try Out Test

The discriminating power of the twenty items anaslysf reading
was satisfied. It showed that all speaking items $taong discrimination.
The complete analysis and the sample of computasdollow.

The Computation of Discriminating Power

Formula:

D :ﬁ_&:PA—PB
'JA 'JB

Criteria:

D =0.00-0.20 : Poor
D=0.21-0.40 . Satisfactory
D=0.41-0.70 : Good
D=0.71-1.00 : Excellent

Calculation:
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Below is the example of the computation of diseniating power

on item number 1.

B, =21 Ja=21
B, =14 Js =22
B, 21
Jo 21
By 14
Po= 2= __=064
[= 22

D=P,—P,=1—064=1036

The result obtained D = 0.36
Because of the result is between 0.21 — 0.4@h&dem number 1
is satisfactory.
4. Difficulty Level of Try Out Test
From the computation of difficulty level of the taty items
analysis of reading, it was found that the difftgulevel is easy. So, it
could be concluded that the final total items asiglyor the instruments
were categorized satisfactory. The sample of coatjut is as follow.
The Computation of Difficulty Index

Formula:

p="
JS

Criteria:

0.00=< P <0.30is difficult
0.30< P<0.70 is medium
0.70< P <1.00 is easy
Calculation:

Below is the example of the computation of diffty level on item

number 3.
B =35
JS =43

So:
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The result obtained P = 0.8
Because of the result is between 0.70 — 10(hesitém number 1

IS easy.

C. Third Analysis

The second analysis represents the result of pteatel post-test that
was done both in experimental and control groups Hmalysis will answer
the research question “Jggsaw effective to improve students’ reading skill in
narrative text?”. We can concludegsaw is effective when the result of post
test of the experimental class (usidiggsaw technique) and control class
(using conventional technique) has significantedéhces or the assumption
that those classes is equal is not fulfilled.

Before the researcher tested the hypothesis tlobbé&an mentioned in
the chapter two, the researcher analyzed and tésteothesis prerequisites
which contained of normality test and homogenaast.tSecond analysis dealt
with normality test, homogeneity test, and t-tesst( of difference two
variants) in pre-test and post-test.

1. Analysis of Pre-test
The experimental group (Xl IPS-1) was given a @®-ton
February 8, 2011 and control group (XI IPS-2) waseg a pre-test on
February 7, 2011. They were asked to answer medtpbice test that
were given to them.
a. Test of Normality
Test of normality was used to find out whether dataontrol
and experimental group which had been collecteth ftbe research

come from normal distribution normal or not. Theuk computation

of Chi-quadrate X2 _.) then was compared with table of Chi-quadrate

score
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2
score

(XZ,) by using 5% alpha of significance. K < X2, means
that the data spread of research result distribubechally.

Based on the research result of XI IPS-2 studentlse control
group before they were taught redaing narrativé wathout Jigsaw,
they reached the maximum score 70 and minimum s86reThe
stretches of score were 40. So, there were 7 clasgh length of

classes 6. From the computation of frequency 8istion, it was found
(Zf, x,) = 2051.5, and Ifi_xiz) = 102797. So, the average scob_é)(
was 47.709 and the standard deviation (S) was 40&fer counting
the average score and standard deviation, tableolservation
frequency was needed to measure Chi-quadpéfe, ().

Table IV. 1 Table of the Observation Frequency of
Control Group

2
Class Bk z P(2) Ld g |oi|(O-E)
E

29,5] -1,68| -0,4537

30 - 35 00834 36| 5| 0,5569
355 1,13 -0,3708

36 - 41 0,1534] 66| 9 | 0,8748
41,5 057 -0,2169

42 - 47 0,2092] 9,0]|11| 04471
475 0,04 -0,0077

48 — 53 02114 91| 6 | 1,0499
535] 0,53  0,203]

54 — 59 01583 68| 3 | 2,1297
595] 1,09  0,3620

60 — 65 00879 38| 6 | 1,3052
655 1,64 0,449

66 — 71 0,0362 155462 3 | 1,3438
715 2,20  0,4860

X2 = 7,7074

Based on the Chi-quadrate table 2(X) for 5% alpha of
significance with df 7 — 3 = 4, it was found’X = 9.49. Because of
X2

score

< X2, SO the initial data of control group distributearmally.
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While from the result of XI IPS-2 students in expental
group, before they were taught reading narrativ by using role
play, was found that the maximum score was 75 aminmal score
was 35. The stretches of score were 40. So, there W classes with

length of classes 6. From the computation of fragyedistribution, it

was found Ef, x ) = 2224.5, and If, x ) = 119689. So, the average

score (X) was 51.733 and the standard deviation (S) wad780.
After counting the average score and standard tlenjatable of

observation frequency was needed to measure Cliraiga(XZ2_ ).

Table IV. 2 Table of the Observation Frequency of

Experimental Group

Class Bk Z P(Z) Ld Ei |oi| @ _ )y

345 -1,64 | -0,4500

35 — 40 0,0018] 3,9 8| 4,1574
405 -1,01 -0,3580

41 — 46 0,1669 72 8] 0,0044
465 -050 -0,1918

47 — 52 0,2205 95 6] 1,2776
525 0,07 0,029

53 — 58 0,2117 91 9] 0,0011
585 0,65  0,2400

59 — 64 0,1477 6,3 6| 00193
64,5 1224 0,3885

65 — 70 0,0749 32| 5/ 0,9850
705 1,79  0,4634

71 - 76 0,027¢ 1P 10,0291
76,5 2,36  0,4910

X2 = 65348

Based on the Chi-quadrate table 2(X) for 5% alpha of
significance with df 7 — 3 = 4, it was found’X = 9.49. Because of

X2 .. < XZ., so the initial data of experimental group disitéw
normally.

. Test of Homogeneity

Test of homogeneity was done to know whether samnplee

research come from population that had same vaianaot. In this
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study, the homogeneity of the test was measuredobnyparing the

obtained scoreK_,.) withF_,.. Thus, if the obtained scord={_)

score

was lower than theF_,, or equal, it could be said that the Ho was

accepted. It meant that the variance was homogesné&be analysis of
homogeneity test could be seen in table IV. 3.

Table. IV. 3 Test of Homogeneity (Pre-test)

Variant Sources Experimental G Control G
Sum 2060,00 2055,00
n 43 43
X 47,91 47,79
Variants (s2) 101,4673 102,7409
Standart deviation (s) 10,07 10,14

By knowing the mean and the variance, the writes afle to
test the similarity of the two variants in the pest between
experimental and control group. The computationtld test of
homogeneity as follows:

_ Biggest Variance

F =
Smallest Variance

=102,7409101,4673
=1,013
On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) = 43 — 1 = 42 ai
denominator (nk — 1) =43 — 1 = 42, it was fouRg,, = 1.67. Because

of Fye < Fupes SO it could be concluded that both experimental a

score =
control group had no differences. The result shobetth groups had
similar variants (homogenous).
. Test of difference two variants in pre-test betweeexperiment and
control group

After counting standard deviation and variancecauld be
concluded that both groups have no differencebaenést of similarity
between two variances in pre-test score. So, terdiftiate whether

the students’ results of reading narrative textewperimental and
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control group were significant or not, the writeyed t-test to test the
hypothesis that had been mentioned in the chapterfthe writer used

formula:

Where:

S= (nl _1)812 +(n2 _1)522
n +n,-2

Based on table IV. 3, first the writer had to fiodt S by using
the formula above:

s = (43-1)101,4673 (43-1)102,7409
43+43-2

=10,1047

After S was found, the next step was to measugstt-t
4791- 4779

101047, | L+ L
V43" 43

= 0053

t =

After getting t-test result, then it would be colesd to the

critical score oft,, to check whether the difference is significant or
not. For a = 5% with df 43 + 43 — 2 = 84, it wasifd t ;¢ oges) =

1.99. Because of .. < t_,., SO it could be concluded that there was

no significance of difference between the experit@eand control
group. It means that both experimental and corgroups had same
condition before getting treatments.
. Analysis of Post-test

The experimental group was given post test on Fepras,
2011 and control group was given a post test omugep 12, 2011.
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Post-test was conducted after all treatments weree.digsaw was
used as technique in the teaching of reading maerédxt to students
in experimental group. While for students in cohggmup, they were
given treatments withouligsaw. Post-test was aimed at measuring
students’ ability after they got treatments. Thegrevasked to answer
multiple-choice test that were given to them.
a. Test of Normality
Test of normality was used to find out whether data
control and experimental group, which had beenect#d after
they got treatments, come from normal distributhmmmal or not.

The formula, that was used, was Chi-quadrate. Tmepatation

2
score

result of Chi-quadrate X_,.) then was compared with table of

Chi-quadrate K 2,.) by using 5% alpha of significance. X2, <

score

XZye Meant that the data spread of research resultibditd

normally.

Based on the research result of Xl IPS-2 studentthe
control group after they got usual treatments ie teaching of
reading narrative text, they reached the maximuores®5 and
minimum score 65. The stretches of score were 80tHere were

7 classes with length of classes 5. From the coatipuat of
frequency distribution, it was foundf, x,) = 3286, and &f, x,°) =
253122. So, the average sco%XwaS 76.4186 and the standard
deviation (S) was 6.91869. It meant that there araBnprovement

of students’ score after they got treatments. Afteunting the

average score and standard deviation, table of nedosen

frequency was needed to measure Chi-quaddég, ().
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Table IV. 4 Table of the Observation Frequency of

Control Group

Luas . .| (o -E)

Kelas Bk Z P(2) Daerah Ei Oi (IEi )
64,5 -1,72| -0,457"

65 - 69 0,1162 50 6 0,2018
69,5 -1,00 -0,3418

70 74 0,2321 10 9 0,0964
74,5 -0,28 -0,1092

75 - 79 0,2812 12,1 11 0,0986
79,5 0,45 0,720

80 - 84 0,2066 8,9 140 0,1399
84,5 1,17 0,3786

85 - 89 0,0921 40 5 0,2739
89,5 1,89 0,470

90 - 94 0,0248 1,1 1 0,0044
94,5 2,61 0,495b

95 - 99 0,0041 0, | 3,9063
99,5 3,34| 10,4996

X2 = 4,7212

Based on the Chi-quadrate table’(X) for 5% alpha of

significance with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found )X = 9.49. Because

of X2

score

treatments distributed normally.

< XZye» SO the data of control group after getting

While from the result of Xl IPS-1 students in expental

group, after they were taught by usidigsaw, was found that the

maximum score was 95 and minimal score was 65 sirkeéches of

score were 30. So, there were 7 classes with leoigtilasses 5.

From the computation of frequency distribution,whas found

(=f, x) = 3446, and Ef, x.*) = 278362. So, the average scok)(

was 80.1395 and the standard deviation (S) was93823By
seeing the average score of students in experitgnatap, it could

be concluded that there was an improvement of stadscore

after they got treatments by usinljgsaw. After counting the

average score and standard deviation,

frequency was needed to measure Chi-quadpéfe, ().

table of noditsen
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Table IV. 5 Table of the Observation Frequency of
Experimental Group

Luas . . O -E. )2

Class Bk 7 P(2) Daerah Ei Oi 7( i 3 )
64,5 -2,16 -0,4846

65 69 0,0555 24 5 2,8691
69,5| -1,47 -0,4292

70 74 0,1472 6,3 11 3,4494
74,5| -0,78 -0,2820

75 79 0,2468 10, 10 0,0354
79,5 -0,09 -0,0352

80 84 0,2617 11,3 9 0,4514
84,5 0,60 0,2265

85 89 0,1755 7,9 5 0,8586
89,5 1,29 0,4020

90 94 0,0744 32 2 0,4485
94,5 1,98 0,4764

95 99 0,0199 09 1 0,0244
99,5 2,67 0,4963

X2 = 8,1367

Based on the Chi-quadrate table’(X) for 5% alpha of
significance with df 7 — 3 = 4, it was found®), = 9.49. Because

of X2

2. < X2, so the data of experimental group after getting
treatments distributed normally.
Test of Homogeneity

The writer determined the mean and variance of the
students’ score either in experimental or controbug. By
knowing the mean and variance, the writer was #abléest the
similarity of the two variance in the post-testveen experimental
and control group.

Table. IV. 6 Test of Homogeneity (Post-test)

Varians Sources Experimental G Control G
Sum 3360,0 3200,0
n 43 43
« 78,14 74,42
Variants (S%) 52,41 47,87
Standart deviation (S) 7,24 6,92
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The computation of the test of homogeneity as Vadlo

_ Biggest Variance
Smallest Variance

=52,41/47,87

=1.095

On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) = 43 — 1 = 42 df
denominator (nk — 1) = 43 — 1 = 42, it was founghe = 1.85.

Because ofF,, < F,., SO it could be concluded that both

score
experimental and control groups had no differenddse result

showed both groups had similar variance (homogégnous

. Test of difference two variants in post-test betwaeexperiment
and control group

After counting standard deviation and varianceotild be
concluded that both groups have no differenceshm test of
similarity between two variances in post-test scofo, to
differentiate if the students’ results of readingrrative text in
experimental and control group after getting treaatta were
significant or not, the writer used t-test to tdst hypothesis that
had been mentioned in the chapter two. To see iffierashce
between the experimental and control group, thetewrused

formula:

Where:

S= (nl -1 512 + (nz -1 S22
n+n,-2
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Based on table IV. 6, first the writer had to fiadt S by

using the formula above:

s = (43- J5241+(43- 14787
43+43-2

= 7.08085

After S was found, the next step was to measugstt-t

o 7814-7442
708085 |+ + L
43" 43

= 2437

After getting t-test result, then it would be coltsd to the

critical score oft,,,, to check whether the difference is significant

or not. For a = 5% with df 43 + 43 — 2 = 84, it wiasnd

tape(0o9es) = 1.66. Because ot > t.., SO it could be

score
concluded that there was significance of differebe¢tween the
experimental and control group. It meant that expental group
was better that control group after getting treattse

Since the obtained t-score was higher than thiealriscore
on the table, the difference was statistically gigant. Therefore,
based on the computation there was a significantferehce
students’ achievement among these taught usgsgaw and these
taught without usingligsaw for the eleventh grade students of
MAN Kendal. Teaching reading in narrative text gsidigsaw
technique seemed to be more effective than teadt@ading in
narrative text without usingigsaw. It can be seen from the result
of the test where the students taught reading imatige text by
usingJigsaw got higher scores than the students taught reading

narrative text withoudligsaw.
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D. Discussions
The data were obtained from the students’ achiemérseores of the
test of reading narrative text. They were pre-test post-test scores from the
experimental and control group. The average scoresXperimental group
was 47.91 (pre-test) and 78.14 (post-test). Theageescore for control group
was 47.79 (pre-test) and 74.42 (post-test). THevimhg was the simple tables

of pre and post-test students’ average score.

Table IV. 7 The Pre-test and Post-test Students’ Asrage Scores of the
Experimental and Control Group

No Group The Average The Average
Percentage of Pre-test Percentage of Post-test

1 Experimental 47.91 78.14

2 Control 47.79 74.42

Based on the result on the table above, the datassthat result test in
experiment class is higher than result of test antol group. It can be
concluded that students in experimental class Hageer motivation in
learning reading, thus, their achivement in post-itebetter.

a. Students’ Condition in Control Group

In this study, source of data that become as cogtoaup was class
XI IPS-2. In the control group, there was not a ne@tment in a teaching
learning process. They were given a usual treatmémy were taught
reading narrative text using conventional methog. i@entifying some
parts and tenses of narrative text in the teacldaming process, teacher
had used a contextual teaching learning method dbald not increase
students’ reading skill in narrative text. Studewtzuld not enjoy in
practicing their skill in reading because they oidentify those text
without practice to use it as its function. It wa®ven with the control
group’s average in the post-test (74.42) which W@ser than the
experimental group (78.14).
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b. Students’ Condition in Experimental Group

1)

2)

Analysis Students’ Reading Before Treatment (Pre-t&)

In the pre-test, students’ ability in redaing nave text was
low. Pre-test was conducted before the treatmenimBRhe result of
pre-test, it was known that students faced marficdifies in reading
narrative text. Vocabulary, which were used in tetll strange in
their mind. So students had to open the dictiorergry they got
difficulty. Students’ ability was in low level whehey had to translate
the sentence to be a good meaning to answer trstiqqueThe other
than students also got difficulty about how to a@swhe question
efficiently. To minimize the number of students’ staikes in their
reading, the researcher helped students that foontlle about their
text.

Analysis Students’ Speaking After Treatment (Postést)

Based on the analysis of students’ ability, it vieisnd that
students’ ability after getting treatment was imya®d. In the
treatment, students conductéidgsaw in learning narrative text which
they tried and learned to translate the sentente t& good meaning.
The vocabulary, sentences’ arrangement, and thethay translate
the word were good and relevance to the topic sontkaning were
easy to be understood.

The finding that shows students’ ability is nameiye
increasing of students’ average score. There wédles@me mistakes
that students had made like sentences’ meaninggemaent. But it
was very human. So, it could be concluded thairtifementation of
usingJigsaw as technique in the teaching of reading narraéxewas
effective. It was proven with students’ averagereda experimental
group was higher than control group. By considetiing students’
final score after getting treatment, the teachifigeading narrative

text usingJigsaw as technique was better than withdigisaw.
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Based on t-test analysis that was done, it wasdfdbat the t-
score (2.437) was higher than t-table by using 5Shshea of

significance (1.66). Since_,.> t.., it proved that there was a

score
significant difference between the improvement ofudsnts
achievement that was given a new treatment (udiggaw) and the
improvement of students achievement that was gigerusual
treatment.
c. The Advantages and Disadvantages of Usirlygsaw in the Teaching of
Reading Narrative Text
1) The Advantages of Usingligsaw in the Teaching of Reading
Narrative Text
After conducting the research, there were somerddgas of
usingJigsaw technique in the teaching of reading narrativé: tex

a. Teacher easy to teach and students easy to [Ehey. enjoyed
teaching learning usingigsaw technique.

b. Students were active participants in the learmrgress because
Jigsaw demanded students to communicate one another.

c. Jigsaw was efficient way to learn in the classroom. Iltamiethat
students could learn some materials in the one time

2) The Disadvantages of Usingigsaw in the Teaching of Reading

Narrrative Text

The disadvantages were described below:

a. It spent a lot of time, because the studentdl wias too low, they
can't directly translate the sentences of text.yTheed to open
the dictionary so it made long time.

b. It was not easy enough to manage the class, secammetime the
students will be noisy when they present their ntéo other.
Their voice can disturb another class.
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E. Limitation of Research
The writer realized that there were some barriedoing this research.
The barriers occurred not caused by inability of tesearcher but by the

limitation of the research like time, fund, and igaoent of research.



