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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter is the introductory one to depict the initial issues of the whole study. 

It covers the background of the study, the research questions – implicitly indicating the 

short term objectives of the study, and the significance or the long term objectives. A 

section of the preview of the chapters in the thesis ends this introductory chapter. 

 

1.1 Background of the Study 
        The classical lock-step teaching – also termed ‘traditional competitive classroom’ 

(Slavin, 1985:6) – refers to the teacher-centered classroom instruction in which students 

are placed in the same instructional pace and content by, among others, being explained a 

grammar point or asked questions. This lock-step instruction has been considered 

disadvantageous. It sets severe constraints on discourse potential (Long et al., 1976) and 

becomes one of the obstacles blocking language acquisition (Long, 1975 in Long et al., 

1976). 

        The argument against lock-step teaching does not, however, mean that it is useless. It 

does not mean that lock-step teaching will be unnecessary as it has its own merit (Harmer, 

1994; Long & Porter, 1985; McDonough & Shaw, 2003; McKeachie et al., 1994). One 

most frequently used argument for the use of this lock-step teaching especially in a 

language class is the advantage for the students to get a good language model from the 

teacher. Put simply, it will not be sufficient to rely merely on this classical teacher-

centered instruction which has been commented on negatively as early as 70’s when 

Barnes (1973) points out the ‘audience effect’, the inhibitions resulting from having to 

speak ‘publicly’ in front of a large group of fellow students. 

        The current trends in teaching have implicitly required modifications of existing 

methods and techniques which have traditionally been employed in language classrooms. 

In other words, with recent innovations in methods, teachers are continually encouraged to 

modify the teaching practice they prevalently put into practice or to reduce their classical 

lock-step teaching. The current alternatives in language instruction mostly take the form of 

classroom techniques in which self-directed learning or more individual-oriented teaching 
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are introduced. A strong statement revealing the positive reactions to modify the teacher-

centered instruction is made by McDonough & Shaw (2003:194): 
Managing classes so that learners ‘work in pairs’ or ‘divide into groups’ is now so much part 
of the everyday practice of large numbers of English language teachers that the instructions 
leading to these activities sometimes seem to be ‘switched on’ automatically, occasionally with 
a frequency difficult to justify. It happens in all kinds of content – dialogue practice, sharing 
opinions, reading aloud, comparing answers to questions, doing grammar drills, formulating 
questions in an information-gap task – the list could be extended considerably.  
 

        The recent instructional classroom techniques which are basically ‘group work’ in 

orientation have been argued both for pedagogical as well as psycholinguistic reasons. The 

pedagogical reasons, pointed out by Long & Porter (1985) and later similarly argued by 

Brown (2001), concern at least the following four potentials of group work: (1) it 

increases the quantity of language practice opportunities, (2) it improves the quality of 

student talk, (3) it maintains individualized instruction, and (4) it creates a positive 

affective climate in the classroom. Another one claimed by Long & Porter (1985) is that 

group work enhances student motivation. Meanwhile, the psycholinguistic reason, Long & 

Porter (1985) further put forward, covers the potentials of group work related to the 

existence of comprehensible input and negotiation work which are considered favorable 

for students’ language learning.  

        What is implied from group work implementation as indicated in the previous 

paragraph is the use of peers as agents in the learning process. Positive implications from 

the use of peers in the learning process have been drawn. Similarly argued, peer influence 

has been identified to be beneficial by developmental and educational psychologists for at 

least two reasons (Rohrbeck et al., 2003). Firstly, the use of peers means providing an 

opportunity for students to be teachers for one another to stimulate cognitive development. 

Secondly, peers contribute to task orientation, persistence, and motivation.  

        In Indonesia, since the implementation of the Competency-Based Curriculum in the 

2004/2005 academic year, cooperative learning as one of the current trends in classroom 

instruction which is characterized by a more carefully structured group work has gained 

increasing acceptance throughout the country. To achieve this, two groups of agents – the 

teachers as well as the students – ought to change. The Indonesian teachers will inevitably 

have to challenge themselves – altering their classroom instruction which is typically 

teacher-fronted. As a consequence, the teachers should inevitably drop their ordinary role 

of ‘Mr. Know-All’ and, instead, adopt the ‘new’ role of fellow learners or co-learners who 
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join with their students in the quest for knowledge. This consequently also forces ‘the 

other agent’ namely the students to challenge themselves – abandoning their old learning 

method – which is, in laymen’s term, characterized as ‘waiting to be spoon-fed’. In other 

words, the increasing acceptance of cooperative learning should be evidenced in the 

paradigm shift in teaching practice from a teacher-centered to a more individualized 

instruction or, using another term, to a more communicative, learner-centered approach.   

        The theory underlying the emergence of the new teaching paradigm briefly described 

in the previous paragraphs is constructivism. Kaplan (2002) points out that constructivism 

is based on the idea that the learning environment should support multiple interpretations 

of reality, knowledge construction as well as context-rich and experience-based activities. 

Teachers who are in favor of the constructivist principles believe that learners ought to be 

engaged in doing something as learning is an active process of which meaning is 

constructed out. Moreover, the teachers, who are in favor of social constructivism, 

maintain the idea that learners learn by interaction with their fellow students, teachers and 

families, or more specifically that learners learn with, referring to Thorne’s (2000) 

argument,  a more competent others’ assistance. 

        What is implied from the principles of constructivist thinking briefly presented above 

is that it is high time that teachers abandoned their whole-class teacher directed technique. 

Teachers are required to transform their traditional class into a ‘constructive’ class. 

Teachers are, in other words, faced with the constructivist thinking of how to involve 

students in relevant tasks so that the students are really engaged in the classroom. 

        In the field of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instruction in Indonesia, students 

are commonly engaged in the classroom discourse which is typically teacher-directed. 

Reading instruction, for instance, is commonly conducted by the teacher’s conventionally 

leading the whole-class discussion. The classroom interaction to discuss the text – its 

factual information, implied meaning and main idea – is then typically teacher-centered. 

The teacher reads the text, and asks a question; the students wanting to respond raise their 

hands; the teacher calls on one student and the student called on tries to state the correct 

answer. Termed as ‘competitive structure of Whole-Class Question-Answer’ (Kagan, 

1999:16), this sort of classroom arrangement establishes negative interdependence among 

students. When the teacher calls on a student, the others lose the opportunity to answer. A 

particular student’s failure to give a correct answer, Kagan (1999) further asserts, 

increases the opportunity for other students to receive attention and praise resulting in 
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poor social relations and peer norms against achievement. This particular classroom 

structure can actually be altered to make the class more interactive or more cooperative. 

        The three-phase model – a teacher’s elicitation (the Initiation move), a student’s 

response (the Response move), and a teacher’s feedback (the Feedback move) thus 

forming the common IRF classroom discourse – indicates that the students do not get 

involved much in class. The main issue is then once again how the teacher can involve 

more students in his or her reading class. The class teacher is challenged to implement the 

sorts of assistance to trigger more student-student interaction which is not easily available 

in the conventional instruction – in the one where “talk between learners in the classroom 

has been discouraged and treated as disruptive and subversive” (Mercer, 1995:85). The 

teacher is, in other words, basically encouraged to provide opportunities for the students to 

learn maximally on their own.  

        Along with the challenge to address more students’ involvement, some ‘dramatic 

developments’ (Nunan, 1999:69) have been available. Innovative teaching approaches, 

methods and techniques have been introduced. One instructional paradigm that has 

received considerable attention in the educational literature has been cooperative learning.  

        Cooperative learning is based on the premise that learning is best achieved 

interactively rather than through a one-way transmission process which has become the 

common practice of lock-step teachers. Cooperation among students rather than 

competitiveness becomes essential, and an individual's learning success or failure is linked 

with the learning success or failure of other group members. A key assumption of 

cooperative learning is that students working in groups will learn from and teach one 

another.  

        One of the most promising cooperative learning techniques widely considered is 

Jigsaw (Aronson, 2005, 2008).  In the Jigsaw technique, each student assigned in small 

groups is expected to be an ‘expert’ on one particular topic by initially working with other 

students from other groups assigned the corresponding expert topic. Returning to their 

base groups, each student in turns shares his or her expertise and eventually the students in 

the group are assessed on all aspects of the topic. To be more specific, in a Jigsaw class, 

students are typically engaged in two teams: expert teams and home teams.  As Jigsaw 

teachers believe that each student owns the capability to be the contributor of knowledge, 

students are encouraged to learn from their fellow students in their expert team and when 

they go back to their home team, they are encouraged to teach one another the material 
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they have worked on or learned in the expert team. This Jigsaw design facilitates students’ 

interaction in the class enabling them to value each other as contributors (Aronson, 2005, 

2008).  

        Numerous issues concerning Jigsaw, which is fundamentally a kind of small scale 

cooperative group work, have been examined in quantitative and qualitative studies (see, 

for instance, the Jigsaw studies which are carried out in non-language classes and 

annotated in a bibliography by Totten et al., 1991, and studies by Sannia, 1998; Kurnia, 

2002, to name but a few, which are carried out in language classes). Nevertheless, there 

are still many issues to investigate when this promising Jigsaw technique is used as a new 

technique in traditional Indonesian classrooms. There are still many unexplored questions 

about how small group work operates and what students actually do when Jigsaw is 

implemented. This qualitatively-driven research is then an attempt to reveal student 

interaction in the implementation of the Jigsaw technique in one EFL classroom in 

Indonesia.  

 

1.2 Research Questions 
        The present study involved university students who worked in small, cooperative 

learning groups in their regular reading class. The students were engaged in a classroom 

setting that implemented not only whole class teacher-directed or traditional approaches 

but also cooperative learning approaches. 

        This study focuses on student interaction in the implementation of the Jigsaw 

technique. Maintaining the class sessions which are dominated by cooperative learning, 

providing special preparation for students towards cooperative behavior, giving them the 

opportunity to set their own types of information to discuss in the group by deleting the 

comprehension questions prevalently appearing below the text discussed,  emphasizing 

high-, middle-, and low-achieving students’ interaction, and assigning roles to each 

student (detailed in Chapter 4), this research provides a unique contribution to foreign 

language teaching (elaborated in the subsequent section). The general research question to 

focus states “Is the Jigsaw technique applicable in Indonesian English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) class instruction?” from which the specific research questions are 

formulated as follows:  
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1. To what extent are students involved in group interaction? 

1.1 To what extent are students involved with regard to the whole group interaction? 

1.2 To what extent are students involved with regard to the common pattern of 

       Initiation-Response-Feedback discourse?   

1.3 To what extent are students with different levels of ability involved in group  

       interaction? 

1.4 To what extent is there impact of assigned roles on students’ involvement? 

2. What types of information do students use in order to understand a text?  

3. How do students help one another in group interaction? 

4. To what extent do students with different levels of ability ask for assistance and get  

    assisted? 

     

1.3 Significance  
        The long-term objective of the study is to provide valuable insights into the 

functioning of peer group work. As this research is a classroom based study, it does not 

have as its main objective immediate generalizability of its findings. There will, however, 

be some points of interest that other classroom teachers may find useful to know about 

peer group interaction that they can apply to their own contexts. As van Lier (1988) points 

out, the relevance of classroom research is the insights it provides to teachers.  

        Moreover, since this study is a research project that is conducted by a teacher, the 

findings are more directly applicable to teachers’ needs than other types of language 

research. It somehow proposes guidelines for EFL teachers who wish to implement 

cooperative learning to enhance their students’ proficiency in English as well as 

motivation toward learning English. This study might also encourage teachers to look 

more closely at students’ working in small group communication particularly in an EFL 

classroom. Such awareness is an essential step towards assisting students to become 

successful learners hence aiming at autonomy in learning. In brief, it is expected that this 

study can, in the long run, add more understanding on the process of cooperative language 

learning which entails major changes for both teachers and learners.  
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1.4 Preview of the Thesis Chapters  
In this chapter the initial issues covering the background, research questions, and 

significance of the study have been presented.  The next chapter provides literature 

review. Chapter 3 is mainly dedicated to discuss the pilot studies of 2007 and 2008. 

Chapter 4 presents the methodological issues characterizing the main study.  Chapter 5 is 

spent on presenting the interaction analysis classification and categories employed to 

analyse the data. Chapter 6 is predominantly devoted to the outcomes of the data analysis 

along with discussions of the findings. The last chapter, Chapter 7, concludes our study.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
  

        The argumentation of the study is generally based on the elaboration of the following 

two concepts:  

1. Interaction with others is an essential part of any learning process, especially language 

    learning. 

2. Peer learning is at the center of foreign language learning. 

        Four theories are reviewed in this chapter: constructivism, social interactionism, 

interaction components in language learning, and classroom discourse. An elaborate 

review is given on cooperative learning. Two separate sections on the Jigsaw technique 

and previous Jigsaw studies are provided. This chapter ends with a summary. 

 

2.1 Constructivism 
        The study under report is fundamentally rooted in the perspective that knowledge is 

essentially constructed by individuals rather than transmitted from one person to another. 

        Constructivism is one of the ‘approaches’ or ‘movements’ in cognitive psychology 

which is concerned with the way in which humans think and learn. Constructivism, 

asserted by Williams & Burden (1997), emphasizes the ways in which individuals try to 

bring a sense of personal meaning to their worlds. For this particular review the dominant 

figure is Jean Piaget, a Swiss psychologist whose theories have been the most influential.  

        There are two types of constructivism: Cognitive and Social constructivism – 

occasionally termed as Piagetian and Vygotskian constructivism respectively. Cognitive 

constructivism is based on the work of developmental psychologist Jean Piaget. Piaget’s 

theory of cognitive development suggests that humans cannot be “given” information 

which they automatically understand and use. They must “construct” their own 

knowledge. They have to build their knowledge through experience (Kaplan, 2002).  

        Social constructivism is the theory developed by Lev Vygotsky (Kaplan, 2002). For 

social constructivists, education is associated with social transformation and value is 

placed on the sociocultural context indicating that constructivism reflects a theory of 

human development that puts the individual within a sociocultural context. Individuals 

develop through social interactions within which cultural meanings are shared by the 
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group and eventually internalized by the individuals. Social constructivists claim that with 

the assistance from teachers, adults or more advanced peers, students can grasp concepts 

and ideas that they cannot understand on their own (this particular notion is discussed 

more in section [2.2]). 

Contrasting constructivism with behaviorism results in a kind of polarization. Unlike 

behaviorists whose view of learning is focused on the transmission of knowledge, 

constructivists view learning as the transformation of knowledge which requires students’ 

active participation, largely in collaborative small groups (Nunan, 1999 referring to 

Kohonen, 1992). Moreover, constructivists, unlike behaviorists, believe that the learning 

process is initiated by the learners themselves. Learners construct knowledge for 

themselves.  Learners individually construct meaning as they learn. Nobody else can 

‘plant’ – using Sumarsono’s (2004:58) term – this knowledge into the learners; they are to 

do it themselves.  

        Learners construct new knowledge based on the existing knowledge already 

possessed by them (Brooks & Brooks, 1995 in Epstein, 2002; Kaplan, 2002). It is not 

possible, constructivists claim, to absorb new knowledge without having some previous 

knowledge to build on. It recognizes the construction of new understanding as a 

combination of prior learning and new information.  

        The previously mentioned notion of knowledge construction is parallel with the 

educational model of experiential learning. Synthesizing the model of experiential 

learning formulated by a general educator, Kolb (1984), Nunan (1999) asserts the 

importance of some immediate experience for knowledge construction to happen in 

language instruction. New knowledge can be obtained through the process of making 

sense of some immediate experience and going beyond the immediate experience through 

a process of transformation. Put simply, language learners move from the known to the 

new knowledge through a process of transformation of knowledge.  

        Another principle of constructivism concerns the role of interaction in the 

construction of knowledge. Learners learn by interaction with others. Learning is claimed 

to be intimately associated with connections with other human beings – teachers, peers, 

family, as well as casual acquaintances. Related to this particular notion, Mercer (1995) 

suggests strongly that knowledge exists as a social entity and not just an individual 

possession.  
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        In the next section, we will deal with this particular notion of interaction as this study 

is focused on student interaction and rooted in the interactionist-driven view which 

recognizes that knowledge constructions always occur within specific contexts, mainly as 

a result of social interactions. 

 

2.2 Social Interactionism 
        The basis of social interactionism is, as implied in [2.1], the work of the Russian 

psychologist Vygotsky. His contributions have been widely reviewed in the literature of 

cooperative learning and interaction (see, for instance, Bunts, 1999; Richard-Amato, 

1988), of sociocultural theory (see, for instance, Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Pavlenko, 1995; 

Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Gass & Selinker, 2008) and of constructivist theory (see 

Williams & Burden, 1997). The most well-known and largely adopted theory of Vygotsky 

is zone of proximal development (henceforth, ZPD). ZPD is, as claimed by Williams & 

Burden (1997), an important concept in social interactionist theories. 

        Vygotsky’s ZPD theory is similar to Piaget’s assumptions about learning and 

development. However, unlike Piaget who stressed biology in universal stages of 

development, Vygotsky places more emphasis on society, the social context of learning 

(Mercer, 1995; Richard-Amato, 1988). ZPD refers to ‘the layer of skill or knowledge 

which is just beyond that with which the learner is currently capable of coping’ (Williams 

& Burden, 1997:40).  Reviewing Vygotsky’s (1978) theory, Lantolf & Pavlenko (1995) 

and Williams & Burden (1997) refer to the two levels of development in ZPD: the actual 

development level and the potential development level. The actual development level 

refers to the individual’s ability to perform certain activities independently of another 

individual. In the potential level the individual can perform the activities when help or 

support is given. The difference between the two levels is the ZPD which Vygotsky 

(1978:86) defines as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined 

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

through problem solving under adult guidance of and in collaboration with more capable 

peers.”  

        Similarly, Lantolf (2000:17) synthesizing Vygotsky’s ZPD theory puts forward that 

ZPD is “the difference between what a person can achieve when acting alone and what the 

same person can accomplish when acting with support from someone else and/or cultural 
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artifacts.” Vygotsky introduced the concept of ZPD within the context of, pointed out by 

Ellis & Barkhuizen (2005:233), ‘the gradual internalization of shared sociocognitive 

activities’ namely that social activities entail cognitive ones. In fact, Vygotsky's work put 

emphasis on the importance of having students work with one another in addition to 

receiving instruction from adults. 

        The ZPD theory consequently results in a fundamental issue in language teaching and 

learning. How can a learner’s potential development level be shifted to his or her actual 

development level? In other words, how to help learners move into and through their zone 

of proximal development is of particular importance. This entails the interactionist-driven 

view of (language) learning. 

        Learners are socially interactive (Ellis, 2009). They are not to be considered as “an 

associative network, a mechanistic processor of information, relatively unembodied, 

unconscious, monologic, unsituated, asocial, uncultured, and untutored” (Ellis, 2009:12). 

This old-fashioned perspective – which Ellis (2009) coins as GOP standing for Good Old-

fashioned Psycholinguistics – is necessary, but not sufficient when discussing language. 

Instead, MAP standing for Modern Augmented Psycholinguistics – another term coined 

by Ellis (2009) – is needed. Unlike the perspectives of GOP, the ones of MAP assume that 

learners are in fact communally interactive (Ellis, 2009). 

        In a social interactionists’ perspective, language is learned by using the language and 

interacting meaningfully with others (Hertz-Lazarowitz,  Kirkus & Miller, 1992; Williams 

& Burden, 1997). To this, Ellis (2009) asserts that language learning is socially scaffolded 

– emerging on the dynamic play of social interaction. Adopting a constructivist stance 

which is seen as operating within an interactional perspective, Ellis (2009), Hertz-

Lazarowitz et al. (1992), and Williams & Burden (1997) all claim that learning is made 

possible as it is carried out within a social context, and through social interactions.  

        Similarly, arguing for the social perspective of learning, Wells (1981) whose idea is 

also quoted by  John-Steiner, Panofsky & Smith (1994) writes that learning requires the 

contribution of both parties – the learner himself or herself and his or her interlocutors as 

the more skilled participant emphasizing mutuality and reciprocity in meanings that are 

constructed and negotiated through talk. Mercer (1995) highlights the essence of talking to 

others. He more particularly argues: “The essence of human knowledge and understanding 

is that it is shared. Every generation in every society builds upon the cultural foundations 
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of previous ones, and every new discovery only really comes into existence when it is 

communicated” (Mercer, 1995: 67). 

        John-Steiner et al. (1994:38) put forward a similar stance: “Because of our individual 

contextedness, situatedness, we can never be the Other, but because of our social 

contextedness, situatedness, we can use the Other(s) to help us negotiate meanings from a 

dialogic stance.” John-Steiner et al. (1994) further assert that an interactionist stance refers 

to the central role of social interaction in the development of language. Any social 

environment existing either in the classroom or outside in which language is used as a tool 

for communication is a potential environment for the acquisition of language (Seliger, 

1983). 

        The arguments above implicitly signify that learning occurs through interaction with 

other people. Another implication is that social interaction is considered central to 

language development or language learning. In the classroom context, there should 

therefore be a consistent attempt for student interaction to occur maximally or an effort to 

assist a learner to reach his or her potentials through interaction. To this essence of 

interaction, Ellis (2009) adds that it is not just social interaction that is needed, other 

perspectives on dynamic interactions at all levels, among others, Dynamic Systems 

Theory (de Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007) which claims similarly that language 

acquisition emerges through interaction with others within a social context, are too. 

        The discussion to date has revealed the underlying theory related to learning in 

general. As this study is language related, the discussion ought to deal with more explicit 

issues related to second language learning. The next section then deals with more issues 

on interaction in the process of second language learning.  

 

2.3 Interaction Components in Language Learning 
        From the interactionist standpoint, a body of research – primarily the one concerned 

with second language conversational interactions – has emerged.  At the centre of this 

research is Krashen’s (1980) Input Hypothesis and Swain’s (1985) Output Hypothesis. 

This section will then focus on input and output which are – pointed out by Swain (2000) 

– the components of interaction. Finally, feedback – also claimed as one of interaction 

components by Tarone (2009) – is also reviewed. 
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Input 

        The concept of input might initially be connected with a behaviorist perspective in 

which the language to which learners are exposed plays a crucial role. To behaviorists, 

learning a language involves imitation – imitating the language exposed (the input) to 

them. Input is therefore an essential issue. Although the importance of input has long been 

acknowledged, it is only recently that it becomes the major focus of study. Gass & 

Selinker (2008) point out the reason of its doom: as behaviorism fell into disfavor, 

research interest in input did too. It started gaining popularity in 1980s when Krashen’s 

(1980) notion of ‘comprehensible input’ depicted in his Input Hypothesis was extensively 

discussed. 

        A distinction between input and intake is initially worth pointing out. Input refers to 

the language which learners hear or read. Intake refers to what is internalized or taken in 

(Corder, 1967). Implicitly intake is input which is taken in; thus not all input can be taken 

in to the learner language system. While input “goes in one ear and out the other” (Gass & 

Selinker, 2008:305), intake, in a way, goes in one ear and stays with the learner. 

        To interactionists, interaction has its role in second language learning by providing 

and modifying input which is defined as “the language that is available to learners; that is, 

exposure” (Gass & Selinker, 2008:518) or ‘ambient speech’ (Gass, 1988:200). This idea 

has its origin in Krashen’s (1980) Input Hypothesis – the assumption that second language 

acquisition can take place because of input that is understood by learners. The emphasis is 

then on the comprehensibility of input. How can input be made comprehensible?  

        In his Input Hypothesis, Krashen (1980) defines comprehensible input in a particular 

way. Comprehensible input is the language that contains elements a bit ahead of learners’ 

current level of competence. In order for language acquisition to take place, input received 

by learners has to be, Krashen (1980) argues, comprehensible at the level of i+1 where i 

refers to learner’s current state of knowledge and i+1 the stage just beyond. Input can then, 

to answer the question previously posed, be made comprehensible by first of all knowing 

the current level of learners and then adding something a bit beyond that current level.  

        Mentioning the study of MacNamara (1972), Krashen (1980) further argues for the 

necessity of understanding meaning – not form – prior  to acquisition. He more 

specifically puts it “… a necessary condition to move from stage i to stage i+1 is that the 

acquirer understand input that contains i+1, where ‘understand’ means that the acquirer is 

focused on the meaning and not the form of the utterance” (Krashen, 1980:170).  
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       It is generally assumed that in the discourse of native-nonnative speakers (NSs-

NNSs), comprehensible input is available when there is modification in speech made by 

NSs when addressing NNSs of the target language. Consequently, another issue worth 

highlighting is ‘foreigner talk’ (introduced by Ferguson) – a simplified speech “which is 

used by speakers of a language to outsiders who are felt to have very limited command of 

the language or no knowledge of it at all” (Ferguson, 1971:143). The notion of simplicity 

is essential as it may be related to language acquisition (Ferguson, 1971). Adapting 

Hatch’s (1983) foreigner talk features, Gass & Selinker (2008) make a summary of 

foreigner talk features some of which are: fewer reduced vowels for clearer articulation (in 

terms of pronunciation), high frequency words (in terms of vocabulary), short and simple 

sentences (in terms of syntax), and tag questions (in terms of discourse). 

        Comprehensible input has also been closely associated with caretaker speech or, 

referring to Ferguson (1971:143), ‘baby talk’ – talk which is used by adults in talking to 

young children.  Caretaker speech is comprehensible in the sense that it is aimed at 

comprehension with among others the ‘here-and-now’ concept and ‘simpler’ speech 

(Krashen, 1985).   

        In addition, comprehensible input is strongly associated with teacher talk. Corder 

(1978) points out that sensitive teachers will normally modify their speech when 

interacting with language learners – hence the term ‘teacher talk’ appears to initially refer 

to ‘the language of classroom management in second language classes’ (Krashen, 1985:8). 

Teacher talk shares common features with foreigner talk since teachers are, Boulima 

(1999) argues, confronted with the problem of conveying information that is accessible to 

the learners. Chaudron (1988), for example, points out important features of teacher talk as 

follows: slower rate of speech, frequent and longer pauses, simplified pronunciation, more 

basic vocabulary, lower degree of subordination, more declaratives and statements 

compared to questions, and more self-repeat. Teacher talk is frequently characterized by 

simplifications and restructuring of the information to attune to the needs of L2 learners.  

        Long (1983) proposes that one way to make input comprehensible is through 

interactional modification. There should be a sort of modification to learner’s input as a 

consequence of the signal of lack of comprehension in interaction. To this, Ellis (1990) 

asserts that it is through interaction that input is made comprehensible. Long (1983) 

further argues that acquisition is enhanced when learners are allowed to negotiate for 

meaning whenever there is communication breakdown or, in other words, when learners 
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need to interrupt the flow of interaction in order to understand. Meanwhile Gass & 

Selinker (2008) argue for modified input instead of comprehensible input. Modified input 

is characterized by restatement, repetition & elaboration. 

        Krashen’s Input Hypothesis is not without its criticisms. One argument against it is 

that simplified input may hinder rather than facilitate acquisition. Referring to White 

(1987), Ellis (1990) exemplifies that learners exposed to simple sentences are deprived of 

crucial input. Another criticism concerns the difficulty to measure the current level of a 

student. Yet, the argument against Input Hypothesis does not indicate the insignificance of 

it for language pedagogy. Ellis (1990:106-7) more specifically puts it, “It provides a 

statement of important principle, namely that for successful classroom acquisition learners 

require access to message-oriented communication that they can understand.” 

        In other words, input provided to L2 learners should be comprehensible – using 

Ellis’s (1990) confirmation, ‘message-oriented’ – so that it can be comprehended for the 

sake of their language learning (thus the term of ‘comprehended input’ introduced by 

Gass, 1988:204). What constitutes optimal input for language learning is then 

characterized as the language data which are modified in such a way that comprehension 

or understanding is facilitated. Although understanding is not a guarantee that learning 

occurs, it does, Gass & Selinker (2008) argue, set the scene for learning to happen.  
 

Output 

        The role of input has been discussed above as a necessity for second language 

development. It is Swain (1985) however who claims that second language development 

depends not merely on comprehensible input, as claimed by Krashen (1985), but also, 

more essentially, on comprehensible output. It is the opportunity given to the learners to 

produce language through interaction that will result in successful language learning. 

Swain (1995) simply refers to the proverb ‘practice makes perfect’ as an initial trigger for 

her hypothesis.  

        Krashen has in fact touched upon the role of output but he deemphasizes as he puts it, 

“[s]peaking … ‘emerges’ on its own as a result of building competence via 

comprehensible input” (Krashen, 1985:2). Meanwhile Gass & Selinker (2008:325-326) 

point out, “Input alone is not sufficient for acquisition, because when one hears language 

one can often interpret the meaning without the use of syntax. … It is not the case with 

language production or output, because one is forced to put the words into some order.” 
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        With output, learners get more encouragement. The following citation shall explain 

the encouragement learners get due to output: “… output pushes learners to process 

language more deeply (with more mental effort) than does input. With output, the learner 

is in control. By focusing on output we may be focusing on ways in which learners can 

play more active, responsible roles in their learning” (Swain, 1995:126). It is then implied 

that when output is emphasized, the students are encouraged to be more responsible for 

their learning. We might then refer to it as the pedagogical function of output.  

        Swain in her Output hypothesis claims that producing language serves second 

language acquisition in some ways. Three functions are consistently presented. First, 

output promotes ‘noticing’. Learners may notice the existence of a linguistic problem or 

gap between what it is that they want to say and what they can say. By noticing a problem, 

learners are pushed to make modification hence forced into a more syntactic processing 

mode (Swain, 1985, 1995, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1995). Rephrasing Swain’s idea, Gass 

& Selinker (2008:326) write, “What is meant by this concept is that learners are “pushed” 

or “stretched” in their production as a necessary part of making themselves understood. In 

so doing they might modify a previous utterance or they might try out forms that they had 

not used before.” 

        The second role of output is related to hypothesis testing – “producing output is one 

way of testing hypothesis about comprehensibility or linguistic well-formedness” (Swain 

1995:126). One way to test a hypothesis or simply to know what works and what does not 

is to say or write something (Swain, 1995, 2000). Referring to the work of Pica et al. 

(1989), Swain & Lapkin (1995) assert that hypothesis testing engages learners in 

internalization of new forms.  

       The third role of output is metalinguistic in nature. It is a particular role which is 

referred to as ‘negotiation about form’ (Swain, 1995:132). The output represents its 

metalinguistic function when it is used to reflect on language form allowing learners to 

control and internalize it. In order that output can reveal this metalinguistic function, it is 

suggested that tasks be structured so that learners are focused on language form while still 

being oriented to meaning.  
 

Feedback  

        Besides input and output, feedback is also essential. Referring to an unpublished 

manuscript of Mackey & Gass (2006), Tarone (2009) puts forward the tenet of the 
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interactionist approach which argues for the link between learning and three major 

components of interaction: exposure (input), production (output), and feedback. Gass & 

Selinker (2008) argue more specifically for the importance of interactional feedback as a 

source of information. It is the role of feedback learners get that provides them with 

information about, Gass & Selinker (2008) reason, the success or, more likely, lack of 

success of their utterances and thus provides more opportunities for the learners to focus 

on production or comprehension.  
 

Input-Output-Feedback  

        To sum up, the exposure students get in terms of the availability of comprehensible 

input in language learning is not sufficient without the chance of their using the language 

or their producing output. Moreover, another significant element, i.e., feedback should be 

present after the production of language for the healthy development of students’ language 

learning.  

        As the notion of Long (1983) – interactional modification in the sense of negotiation 

of meaning – is taken, small group work is of importance as studies (like Pica & Doughty, 

1985 and Porter, 1986) have indicated that learners get more chance to negotiate for 

meaning when they work in small groups than in whole-class teacher directed activities. 

Consequently, the tendency for group work to present modified interaction means that 

input-output-feedback is made available in the group work. 

          The nature of input-output-feedback association is implicitly related to the common 

classroom discourse of Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) which is initially teacher-

controlled classroom discourse – categorized as pedagogic discourse (Ellis, 1990). The 

next section is presented to review IRF as it is the ‘bridge’ to investigate the students’ 

involvement in their group interaction – one particular issue in our research question.  

 

2.4 Initiation-Response-Feedback in Classroom Discourse 
        The common structure in classroom discourse – claimed as ‘the most common 

pattern of classroom discourse at all grade levels’ (Cazden, 1988:29) – consists of 3 moves 

(the term ‘move’ is initially coined by Bellack et al. (1966:4) when they introduced 

‘pedagogical moves’). The structure is widely known as IRF – which stands for Initiation-

Response-Feedback exchange (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), QAR which stands for 

Question-Answer-Reaction pattern (Voeten, 1985), or IRE – following Cazden (1988) and 
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Mehan (1979) – which stands for Initiation-Response-Evaluation. Among the three, ‘IRF’ 

and ‘IRE’ are commonly quoted (in this study, we preferably use ‘IRF’ – avoiding 

especially the word ‘Evaluation’ as students might not want to ‘evaluate’ one another, but 

they would rather provide ‘Feedback’). 

        The three moves in this basic functional structure of teaching exchanges usually 

succeed one another. They have a clear cut function. ‘Initiation’ starts the exchange, 

‘response’ is a reply to the preceding ‘initiation’, and ‘feedback’ evaluates the preceding 

‘response’, and terminates the exchange. For this basic structure of IRF, Boulima (1999) 

uses the term ‘non-negotiated interaction’. In the common discourse, the teacher’s slots 

are in the Initiation and Feedback moves while the students’ slot is in the Response move 

only. Since this study centers on student interaction, the three IRF moves are used to 

reveal the extent the students are involved in interacting with peers without the teacher’s 

presence. 

        The basic structure of IRF has been reviewed – resulting in the extended versions 

termed ‘sequence’ in Boulima (1999:106), ‘improvisation’ in Griffin & Mehan (1981:205), 

or ‘complex exchanges’ in Sinclair & Brazil (1982:87). An extended sequence frequently 

appears as the expected response of initiation does not occur.  Boulima (1999:10, 107) 

provides some examples of a sequence – a discourse unit larger than the basic exchange – 

possessing a ‘complex’ structure. One of them looks like the following: I [R (F)]ⁿ (I) (R) 

(F) (note: the parentheses indicate an optional element; ⁿ indicates that the element could 

be a number of occurrences).  

        IRF is used in various forms accommodated in statements which are simple, repeated 

and/or extended. They can be questions in various types: referential and interaction-

sustaining questions like comprehension checks, confirmation checks and/or clarification 

requests. They can also cover acceptance or correction (the elaboration of this issue is 

postponed until Chapter 5 is presented – when the categories for the data analysis are 

depicted). 

        Implicitly, it is the insights of the above literature, especially constructivism, social 

interactionism, and interaction components in language learning that provide the 

psycholinguistic arguments for cooperative group work. This particular topic is the focus 

of the next section. 
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2.5 Cooperative Learning 
        Some authors like Brown (2001) and Oxford (1997) distinguish between the terms 

cooperative and collaborative. Both of them agree that cooperative learning tends to be 

more structured. It is “dependent on the socially structured exchange of information 

between learners” (Brown, 2001:47).  Meanwhile, Richards and Rodgers (2001) making 

no distinction between the two point out that cooperative learning is merely a part of a 

more general instructional approach known as Collaborative Learning. No distinction will 

be made between the two terms in this study, and “cooperation” will be used 

interchangeably with “collaboration”.  

        Various terms have been coined to refer to cooperative learning. In the literature of 

the 1980s, the terms used are ‘peer involvement’, ‘peer-led activity’, ‘peer-mediated 

activities’ (Gaies, 1985), and ‘peer interaction’ (Webb, 1989). In the 1990s, they are ‘peer 

tutoring’ (Kagan & Kagan, 1994), ‘peer grouping’ (Bobrink, 1996), ‘peer-teaching’, ‘peer-

directed small group learning’, ‘peer-directed learning’, ‘mutual peer tutoring’ (King, 

Staffieri & Adelgais, 1998), simply ‘peer learning’ (Bunts, 1999), ‘small group for 

instructional purposes’ (Johnson & Johnson, 1999), and simply ‘group work’ (Slavin, 

1999). In the last decade, they are ‘peer tutoring’ (Aronson, 2005, 2008), and 

‘collaborative learning’ (Gallardo et al., 2003).  

        Small group work and cooperative tasks have been employed as classroom practice 

since the early part of the twentieth century. In other words, cooperative learning is not a 

new idea (Lazarowitz et al., 1985 citing Sharan et al., 1980 and Slavin, 1983). Similarly 

stated, cooperative learning has been regarded “as a standard part of educational practice, 

not as an innovation” (Slavin, 1999:74). It commences with Deutsch’s (1949) theory about 

cooperation and competition which has become a foundation for research on cooperation 

in education. Some other noted educators like Dewey (1915), Kilpatrick (1918), and Meil 

(1952) have written about cooperative learning (Totten et al., 1991). 

        Since the efforts of individuals who are recognized leaders of cooperative learning 

like Aronson (2005), Johnson & Johnson (1975), Kagan & Kagan (1994), Slavin (1985), 

and Webb (1989), numerous cooperative learning strategies have been developed, field 

tested, and researched. In their annotated bibliography under the rubric of ‘cooperative  

learning’, Totten et al. (1991) list 811 entries related to cooperative  learning materials 

including cooperative learning strategies, articles, research projects, book reviews, films, 
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videos, games published between the late 1960s and the latter half of 1990. This implicitly 

indicates that cooperative learning has in fact been discussed and put into practice a lot. It 

is also in line with what has been stated previously by Lazarowitz et al. (1985) and with 

what is claimed by Cohen (1994) stating that cooperative learning has gained increasing 

acceptance as a strategy – or ‘method’ referring to Johnson, Johnson & Stanne (2000) and 

Sharan (1994), or ‘procedure’ referring to Johnson & Johnson (1999) – for, among others, 

producing learning gains, the development of higher order thinking, social behavior, and 

interracial acceptance. Cooperative learning is, in fact, one of the most completely 

researched instructional strategies (Dörnyei, 1997 citing Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 1995; 

Hertz-Lazarowitz et al., 1992; Johnson et al., 2000; Totten et al., 1991 quoting Slavin 

(1989/1990)).  One reason is that cooperative learning is clearly based on theory. The 

other reasons are that it is validated by research and that it is operationalized into clear 

procedures to employ.  

        Cooperative learning is derived from the principle that students work together to 

induce learning and that each student is responsible for both his or her own learning as 

well as that of his or her classmates’ learning (Johnson, Johnson & Holubec, 1998 in 

Gallardo et al., 2003; Slavin, 1990 in Jacobs, Lee & Ball, 1996; Totten et al., 1991). It is 

an attempt, argued by Newmann & Thomson (1987) in Totten et al. (1991), to find an 

alternative to ‘frontal teaching’ – the teacher teaching the whole class at once, or an 

alternative to the ‘lockstep’, using Gaies’ (1985) and Long et al.’s (1976) term.  

        Highlighting the rights and obligations of students in cooperative learning, Cohen et 

al. (1994) point out that the students have the right to ask other students for assistance and 

that they have the duty to assist other students who ask for help. Referring to Slavin 

(1990), Jacobs et al. (1996) put forward that cooperative learning requires students to 

work together to learn and to be responsible for their fellow students’ learning as well as 

their own. Implicitly, this sort of cooperation requires that students are prepared for the 

new learning paradigm.  

        The learning paradigm depicted above implies that cooperative learning is related to 

learner-centeredness. This is in line with the claim of Nunan (1999) who asserts that 

constructivist view of knowledge is in harmony with learner-centeredness. Coelho (1992) 

equally notes that cooperative learning is an education approach which is based on the 

philosophy that education should be learner centered and learner directed, that learners can 
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be teachers, and that teachers are guides and facilitators rather than the source of all 

knowledge and direction.  

 

2.5.1 Benefits of Cooperative Learning 

        Numerous research reports published over the past three decades also demonstrate the 

benefits of cooperative learning. A complete review of cooperative learning research 

findings is beyond the scope of this particular section. Moreover, those studies are not 

very closely-related to the Jigsaw technique of cooperative learning – the main concern of 

this study. However, representative studies will be pointed out briefly to illustrate the 

benefits revealed in the field.  

        Cooperative learning, pointed out by Kessler (1992) who refers to Olsen’s (1984) 

argument, offers ways to organize group work to enhance learning and increase academic 

achievement. Widely recognized as a teaching strategy, cooperative, small-group learning, 

Cohen (1994) argues, promotes learning and socialization. Further, the implementation of 

cooperative learning assists students to learn various skills. Slavin (1994:1) puts it: 

“Cooperative learning methods are practical classroom techniques teachers can use 

everyday to help students learn any objective, from basic skills to complex problem 

solving.” Similarly, Nurhadi (2004) implicitly points out that learning conditions are 

maximized to attain learning objectives when cooperative learning is implemented.  

        McGroarty (1989) as quoted by Kessler (1992), identifies six major benefits of 

cooperative learning for students acquiring English. First, cooperative learning increases 

frequency and variety of second language practice through different types of interaction. 

Second, there is a possibility for development or use of the first language in ways that 

support cognitive development and increase second language skills. Third, cooperative 

learning gives teachers opportunities to integrate language with content-based instruction. 

Fourth, cooperative learning also gives opportunities to include a greater variety of 

curricular materials to stimulate language as well as concept learning. Next, it provides 

freedom for teachers to master new professional skills, particularly those emphasizing 

communication. The last one is that it gives opportunities for students to act as resources 

for each other, thus assuming a more active role in their learning. 

        The quantitative study of Stevens & Slavin (1995) conducted in elementary schools 

revealed the benefit of cooperative learning in improving students’ achievement. The 

students were significantly better in vocabulary, reading comprehension, language 
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expression, and math computation than their peers in traditional schools were. Besides, 

there were better social relations. Their study also revealed that gifted students in 

heterogeneous cooperative learning classes had significantly higher achievement than their 

peers who studied in a non-cooperative learning class. To this last finding, they argued 

that gifted students seemed to benefit from becoming the students who provided elaborate 

explanations to classmates – an essential process to learning.  

        In their meta-analysis, Johnson et al. (2000) found a consistent result indicating the 

effectiveness of cooperative learning methods in increasing academic achievement. An 

early review (Slavin, 1980)  supported the implementation of cooperative learning 

techniques in general for positive interracial relations, mutual concern among students, 

student self-esteem besides increasing students’ academic achievement. Reporting on their 

previous studies of 1983 and 1989, Johnson and Johnson (1994b) put forward that the use 

of cooperative learning, compared with competitive, individualistic, and traditional 

instruction, promotes considerably better social relations among students. Reviewing the 

studies of Hunt et al. (1994) and Putnam et al. (1996), Gillies (2003) concluded that 

cooperative learning also benefited children with multiple and severe disabilities.  

        The reviewed studies imply that the use of cooperative learning as a teaching strategy 

revealed various positive results – increasing cognitive as well as affective domains of 

learning. In fact, Johnson et al. (2000) claim that there may be no other instructional 

strategy that simultaneously achieves such positive outcomes.  

        This section has highlighted the advantages of cooperative learning as it yields 

positive or ‘good’ results. What about the ‘negative’ or ‘non-significant’ results of 

cooperative learning studies? This issue will be presented in the next section.  

 

2.5.2 Drawbacks of Cooperative Learning 

        The results of some early studies indicated that cooperative learning was simply as 

good as the more traditional forms of instruction and not necessarily superior. Again, only 

a few representative studies will serve as an illustration.  

        Reviewing cooperative learning studies in the field of mathematics, Davidson (1985) 

found significant differences in favor of cooperative versus traditional methods of 

instruction only in a third of the studies; the remaining studies showed no significant 

differences. In another analysis of studies examining the effect of helping behavior in 

group work on the students’ achievement (conducted between 1979 and 1982), Webb 
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(1985) pointed out that research relating student interaction and achievement in small 

groups appears to be inconsistent as some cooperative groups did no better than the 

control groups.  The pilot studies which will be presented in the next chapter found no 

positive effect for the implementation of Jigsaw, one of the cooperative learning 

techniques. 

        Richard-Amato (1988) points out one particular drawback of cooperative learning. If 

it is used extensively at the beginning to intermediate levels, there is a possibility of early 

language fossilization. Low-achieving students do not provide adequate models for each 

other. In fact this becomes one of the concerns for language teachers when assigning 

students to work in groups or pairs – that they may provide each other with incorrect 

advice concerning the target language form; a concern often expressed by students as well. 

A similar idea is pointed out concerning this particular concern – that students will 

‘reinforce’ each other’s errors and that teachers will not get a chance to correct them 

(Brown, 2001).  

        Still another drawback commonly cited is related to the issue of learning style 

(Brown, 2001; McDonough & Shaw, 2003). Cooperative learning is not the right choice as 

some learners prefer to work alone because that is, Brown (2001) writes, the way they 

have operated ever since they began their school. The last drawback to list is that one 

student can do harder work for the whole group taking the "thinking roles" (Slavin, 

1999:74) in group activities while others take merely passive ones.  

        In Indonesia, though cooperative learning has gained increasing acceptance through 

out the country, it is still frequently pointed out that small group learning makes teachers 

unable to control all groups at once. Small group might tend to have more off-task 

interactions which bear no (apparent) relation to the learning material. The respective 

teachers then worry about being seen as less effective by parents, principles, or 

supervisors. Another worry is related to the use of native language instead of target 

language in second language instruction. When used especially in EFL classes, 

cooperative learning – which is basically a group work – is not a good option to pick as 

students will covertly use their native language. The previously illustrated worries pointed 

out by some teachers who are afraid of implementing group work are then often 

considered as the drawbacks of cooperative learning.  

        Simply stated, cooperative learning is not without its weaknesses. Nevertheless, it 

does not mean, Richard-Amato (1988) continues, that peer grouping should be avoided. 
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Brown (2001) strengthens the need of careful planning and management. What in fact 

matters is the lack of additional effort or essential conditions related to the characteristics 

that make cooperative learning different from common group work. This particular issue 

which is actually the effort to obtain more productive group work so that the drawbacks 

previously exposed can be minimized will be the focus of the next section. 

 

2.5.3 Essential Components of Cooperative Learning 

        The review of the cooperative learning literature (Bejarano, 1994; Felder, 2005;  

Johnson & Johnson, 1989, 1994a,b; 1999; Kagan & Kagan, 1994; Male, 1994;  Tinzmann 

et al., 1990; Totten et al., 1991) reveals that five essential components of cooperative 

learning are consistently mentioned. They are not to be ignored when aiming at well-

structured cooperative learning lessons. Among the five, the most widely reviewed 

components are Individual Accountability and Positive Interdependence – claimed as two 

critical components in cooperative learning (Kagan & Kagan, 1994; Tinzmann et al., 1990 

who cite Davidson, 1985 and Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Totten et al., 1991 who refer to 

Newmann & Thomson, 1987, and Slavin, 1989). The other three components include 

Face-to-Face Interaction, Interpersonal & Small-Group Skills or Social Skills, and Group 

Processing (Felder, 2005; Johnson & Johnson, 1989, 1994a,b, 1999).  
 

Individual Accountability 

        Individual Accountability is, Kagan & Kagan (1994) point out, making each student 

in the group accountable for his or her own learning. This individual accountability should 

be enforced to reduce the tendency of some students to ‘hitchhike’. The idea of working 

together in small groups should not lead students to lose sight of each student’s 

responsibility for his or her own learning. This can be achieved, Bejarano (1994) 

exemplifies, by giving an individual test to each student, by a whole-class discussion or 

role play in which students are required to contribute their expertise individually – to show 

they understand what they have previously learned or discussed in the group.  
 

Positive Interdependence 

        Positive Interdependence, claimed by Kagan & Kagan (1994) as the most basic 

principle in cooperative learning, is created whenever an achievement of one group 

member means an achievement of another while a failure of one member means a failure 
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of another. The students realize that they are positively interdependent from one another in 

the learning group – that everyone in the group sinks or swims together (Kagan & Kagan, 

1994), and that  “no one is successful unless everyone is successful” (Male, 1994:270). 

Briefly, every student must see himself or herself as positively dependent one another to 

enable him or her to take a personal responsibility for working to achieve group goals.  

        Male (1994) mentions some types of interdependence. Goal interdependence is 

introduced when the teacher, for instance, says, “You’re not finished until everyone in the 

group can explain how a computer works.” When the teacher says, “Each of you will be 

an expert on a different aspect of the story – one on the setting, one on the characters, and 

one on the plot. Then decide together how to retell the story”, task interdependence is 

employed. In resource interdependence, the teacher gives only one sheet to the group 

rather than one sheet for each student so that they work together to record on that one 

worksheet, for example, the group’s predictions of what questions will be asked on the 

quiz after they read the text. Related to reward interdependence, the typical teacher’s 

encouragement is: “If everyone on the team scores at least x, then you will get y bonus 

points for your own grade.” Using role interdependence, the teacher may say: “Each of 

you will have a job; one of you will be a checker, for example, to make sure that everyone 

can explain how an answer is obtained.”  

        Cohen et al. (1994) argue that roles are assigned to encourage interaction and 

discussion and to help the group function and work together more efficiently and that it is 

not intended to represent a division of labor that permits group members to split off the 

group. Each member in the expert team is assigned a different role to strengthen positive 

interdependence in order that duties are, Sherman (1994) argues, shared in a 

predetermined way.  It is therefore essential to ensure the distribution of responsibilities 

within the group; role assigning is of a vital issue to take care.  

        When students work in group, they need to have a leader so the group can work 

better. Aronson (2005, 2008:31) puts it, “Leaving the groups leaderless creates problems 

….” The leaderless group will have trouble getting organized and accomplishing the task. 

Some other roles that can be assigned vary. Cohen et al. (1994) putting forward some 

widely used roles such as facilitator, materials manager, and recorder/reporter confirm 

that many of these roles are the ones the classroom teacher commonly plays. Discussing 

kinds of roles in pair work and group work under the heading of ‘group procedure’, Kaye 

& Rogers (1968) introduce 2 simple roles: leader and members. 
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        Sherman (1994) suggests the roles of principal investigator, materials manager, 

recorder, and spokesperson to include in science class. The principal investigator who is 

in charge of the group coordinates the activity or experiment. The materials manager 

collects, as its name suggests, the materials the group needs. The student assigned to this 

role may be supplied with a list of materials to gather from a general supply area, or 

collect preassembled materials packets for the activity. The recorder is responsible for 

writing down the group observations. The spokesperson reports the group’s findings to the 

class and ensures that each member understands the material and can explain what has 

been done. The timekeeper keeps the group working within the assigned time period, 

while the gatekeeper tries to have each member participate equally. The checker makes 

sure that each group member understands the task and agrees with how the group arrives 

at its conclusions. The encourager/praiser looks for individual contributions that deserve 

praise and rewards those contributions with positive comments. Jacobs et al. (1996) put 

forward some possible roles – time-keeper, noise monitor, encourager, reporter, 

secretary, and checker – to maintain smooth functioning groups. 

        Cossette & Saba (2000) suggest similar roles like checker, time keeper, encourager, 

recorder and finally, as the idea of integrating information and communication 

technologies into a classroom is introduced, the role of TechExpert. This TechExpert role 

can be assigned to the group member whose job is to operate the technology by working 

on the keyboard, scanning, using the internet etc. 
 

Face-to-Face Interaction 

        Face-to-Face Interaction is actually the result of structuring situations cooperatively. 

It is an essential element where students promote each other's success by helping, assisting 

or sharing resources or knowledge, supporting, encouraging, and praising each other's 

efforts to learn and complete tasks in order to achieve the group goal (Johnson & Johnson, 

1994a,b, 1999). Other cognitive characteristics covered in this interaction are, among 

others, teaching one's knowledge to classmates, connecting present with past learning, 

providing constructive feedback, challenging other members’ reasoning and ideas while 

keeping an open mind, acting in a trustworthy manner, and promoting a feeling of safety 

to reduce anxiety of all members. To obtain meaningful face-to-face interaction, the 

teacher should consider a group size of 2-4 members and discourage the passive students 
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telling them that if they are uninvolved, they are not contributing to the learning of others 

as well as themselves (Johnson & Johnson, 1994a, 1999).  

        Enhancing face-to-face interaction can then be performed by carefully structuring 

students’ activities realized in a group task which has well-planned directions and 

procedures. Coelho (1992:131) argues, “The task must be structured in such a way that it 

would be better done by the group than by any individual; each member of the group 

depends on every other member for some aspect of the task.” Cohen (1994) points out that 

student interaction must be structured to an extent that students engage in high-level 

discourse to enable higher order thinking and learning to take place. King et al. (1998), 

who refer to the studies of Britton et al. (1990), King (1990, 1992, 1994), Pressley et al. 

(1987), and Spires, Donley & Penrose (1990), indicate that if student interaction is left 

unstructured, students tend to interact only at a basic concrete knowledge – retelling level. 

Similarly, Sapon-Shevin et al. (1994) assert that the participation of all group members is 

more likely to occur when teachers carefully structure the group task. However, 

overstructuring can, Cohen (1994) warns, hamper students’ search for understanding and 

problem solutions. As a consequence, a delicate balance is needed. 

        Hertz-Lazarowitz (1989) cited in Cohen (1994) makes the distinction between high- 

and low-cooperation group tasks. In low-cooperation group tasks, students simply share 

materials or information or divide the labor so that each person's contribution can be 

joined together as a final product. In high-cooperation tasks, students must interact as they 

work together to discuss planning, decision making, and division of labor as well as 

substantive content.  

        Cohen (1994) similarly talks about two sorts of task which she coins as “well-

structured” and “ill-structured” tasks. Well-structured tasks refer to those that have a 

correct, fixed answer. With this type of task, interactions tend to be limited to exchanging 

information, providing explanations, or requesting assistance. Meanwhile, when a group 

engages in “ill-structured” tasks which are more open and discovery-based where there are 

no correct answers, group members show high levels of cooperation as they share ideas 

and information and discuss how they will work together as a group.  
 

Interpersonal or Small-Group Skills 

        Interpersonal or small-group skills are required for the success of a cooperative 

effort. These skills include the following social skills: leadership, decision-making, trust-
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building, communication, and conflict-management skills (Felder, 2005; Johnson & 

Johnson, 1994a, 1999). Oxford (1997) mentions the following skills to be included as the 

social skills: asking for clarification, checking for understanding of others, explaining, 

paraphrasing, acknowledging contributions, asking others to contribute, praising others, 

verifying consensus, and mediating conflicts. Placing students in a group and telling them 

to cooperate does not, Johnson & Johnson (1994a, 1999) argue, guarantee that students 

will be able to do so effectively. They must be taught to do so.  
 

Group Processing  

        Group processing exists when students discuss how well they are achieving their 

group goals and maintaining effective working relationships. Groups need to expose 

which actions are helpful and unhelpful or what has been conducive to completing the 

tasks, and make decisions about what behaviors to continue or change. Students need to 

identify changes they will make to function more effectively in the future. “List three 

things your group is doing well today and one thing you could improve” (Johnson & 

Johnson, 1994b:5) is an example to realize this group processing.  

 

        In a classroom instruction – let alone in small group work, there is almost always a 

mixture of on-task interactions which strictly pertain to the subject content and tasks of the 

lesson on the one hand, and off-task interactions which bear no (apparent) relation to the 

learning material on the other hand. To keep more on-task interactions in small group 

work requires additional efforts – making the five elements previously elaborated present 

in cooperative learning instruction so that the expected result is attained. To be more 

specific, Johnson & Johnson (1999:73) put it: “They [the five elements] are a necessity for 

the healthy social and psychological development of individuals who can function 

independently.” 

        The basic elements – individual accountability, positive interdependence, face-to-face 

interaction, appropriate use of interpersonal skills, and periodic group processing – that 

make cooperation work are incorporated in this study (Chapter 4 shall reveal when and 

how each element is incorporated: individual accountability in [4.4.11.1]; positive 

interdependence in [4.4.7], [4.4.9] and [4.4.11.2]; face-to-face interaction in [4.4.5], [4.4.9] 

and [4.4.10]; interpersonal skills in [4.4.10] and [4.4.11.2] and group processing in 

[4.4.10]). 
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2.5.4 Grouping Considerations 

        Cooperative learning researchers like Bejarano (1994), Coelho (1992), Johnson & 

Johnson (1985). Kagan & Kagan (1994), Sapon-Shevin et al. (1994), Tinzmann et al. 

(1990), and Totten et al. (1991) have focused specifically on the issue dealing with the 

effectiveness of heterogeneous versus homogeneous group composition. Most of them 

suggest a heterogeneous group composition. This heterogeneity consideration is meant for 

the social and academic opportunities for peer tutoring and mutual assistance (Bejarano, 

1994), for optimum learning (Coelho, 1992), and for positive peer tutoring and an aid to 

classroom management (Kagan & Kagan, 1994). 

        Some research on cooperative learning concerning group composition reveals the 

importance of heterogeneity. Nijhof & Kommers (1985) report that they found a 

significant effect on employing heterogeneous grouping. Most research findings suggest 

that heterogeneous grouping benefits especially the low achievers. In studies of 

collaborative work, Swing & Peterson (1982) in Cohen (1994), for instance, found that 

students of low achievement benefited from participation when they were put in 

heterogeneously composed groups. They became better on achievement in comparison to 

those put in homogeneously composed groups. Simply put, proponents of cooperative 

learning are consistent in their support of a heterogeneous grouping. 

        However, King et al. (1998) found in their study that same age peers of equal ability 

can learn to scaffold each other’s learning. This implicitly indicates that heterogeneity is 

not a must. 

        A few studies suggest both heterogeneous and homogeneous group compositions to 

be considered. Kagan (2002) argues for heterogeneous teams (mixed sex, ethnicity, and 

ability) since heterogeneous teams maximize the probability of peer tutoring. 

Nevertheless, Kagan (2002) suggests occasional break outs into homogeneous teams and 

random teams for the sake of variety to create interest and enhance learning. Kagan & 

Kagan (1994) likewise point out that teachers need to learn the usefulness of a range of 

team-formation methods and to choose the most appropriate for the objectives at hand. 

        Grouping consideration also covers the issue of group size. Discussing group size, 

Coelho (1992) asserts that groups of four are very flexible, because they can easily be 

regrouped into pairs for some activities. Jaques (2000) mentions that six is a critical 

number. Johnson & Johnson (1975) put forward that six to ten member-groups have been 
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successful for cooperative tasks. McDonell (1992) sharing his experience suggests 

teachers to form groups of three or four as they allow for maximum participation. 

Meanwhile, Olsen & Kagan (1992) state that a group preferably consists of four members. 

        Another thing to consider in grouping students concerns group cohesiveness. A 

method that can be used to measure the emotional structure of a group is sociometric 

analysis or sociometry (Hopkins, 2008).  Sociometric patterns – the subtle relationships of 

friendship and antipathy (Jaques, 2000) – have an important influence on group activities. 

Put simply, the use of sociometric method is expected to result in the following group 

composition: at least one student in the group is a liked one. Each student can be asked to 

list three or four members of the class with whom they would like to work (Stanford & 

Raork, 1974 in Jaques, 2000). With the list obtained, the teacher can then form the groups 

where the students know each other and realize that they are peers. In other words, 

cohesive groups can function better.  
 

2.5.5 Cooperative Learning Techniques 

        Cooperative learning is operationalized using several techniques – which are termed 

differently by cooperative learning advocates. Kagan & Kagan (1994) popularize the 

terms ‘cooperative learning strategies’ and ‘cooperative learning structure’. Lazarowitz et 

al. (1985) make use of the term ‘cooperative learning approach’, meanwhile  Slavin 

(1994) introduces two terms, namely ‘team techniques’ and ‘cooperative learning 

methods’. Implicitly, in the cooperative learning literature five terms are used 

interchangeably to refer to the types of cooperative learning. Listed alphabetically, the 

compatible terms are: approach, method, strategy, structure, and technique (the last term 

‘technique’ is used in this thesis).  

        As stated in section [1.2], two cooperative learning techniques are employed in the 

classroom where the data are collected. They are Learning Together and Jigsaw – which 

are two of the extensively employed cooperative learning techniques in classroom 

instruction.¹)     Although   the  main data   in  this   study    are    taken   from   the 

implementation of  Jigsaw, a discussion on Learning  Together  is  needed  here, though in  

   
_____________________________ 

¹) For a more comprehensive review on cooperative learning techniques, see Felder (2005), Jacobs et al. (1996),   
    Kagan (1999), Lie (2002), and Nurhadi (2004); also visit www.KaganOnline.com where numerous cooperative  
    learning techniques developed by Dr. Spencer Kagan and his associates at Kagan Publishing and Professional 
    Development are introduced.  

 

http://www.kaganonline.com/
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brief. Listed as the first modern method of cooperative learning (Johnson et al., 2000), 

Learning Together, which is initially presented by Johnson & Johnson (1975), is defined 

as an approach to cooperative learning that is characterized by four elements (highlighted 

in Johnson & Johnson, 1994a). The first three are formal cooperative learning, informal 

cooperative learning, and cooperative base groups. The last one is the result of the first 

three elements.  

        In Learning Together formal cooperative learning is employed. Students work 

together for one class period to several weeks. Besides, informal cooperative learning is 

incorporated. Students work  together  temporarily.  Cooperative  base groups  are also  

applied.  They are heterogeneous,  

long-term, stable groups that last for at least a year. They provide a context in which 

students can support one another academically and personally. Eventually, Learning 

Together is also characterized  by   the  five   essential   components  of  cooperative  

learning,  namely:  Individual Accountability, Positive Interdependence, Face-to-face 

Interaction, Interpersonal Skills, and Group Processing (as these components have been 

elaborated in [2.5.3], they will not be discussed further here). The lesson and classroom 

routine which is cooperative becomes another element of Learning Together (Johnson & 

Johnson, 1994a). This last element is the consequence of  the  previous  ones.  Learning 

Together requires the  alteration  of  the organizational structure of schools: the 

competitive/individualistic structure is changed into a cooperative team-based one.  

        When Jigsaw is implemented, groups of 4–5 students (more popularly known as 

home teams) are formed. Each home team is assigned a part of the material to learn and 

then to teach to the other members in the group. Since Jigsaw as the cooperative learning 

technique is at the core of this thesis, it will be discussed further in a separate section 

below. 

 

2.6 Jigsaw 
        In the cooperative learning literature, the word ‘Jigsaw’ sometimes stands alone, but 

it is often paired, or defined, most frequently with or as approach, method or technique. 

Clarke (1994) uses ‘method’, ‘approach’, ’activity’, and ‘process’ interchangeably to pair 

with Jigsaw. Cohen (1994) calls it Jigsaw ‘procedure’. Lazarowitz et al. (1985) define 

Jigsaw as one ‘method’. Meanwhile, Slavin (1985) uses the word ‘techniques’ and 
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‘methods’ interchangeably to refer to Jigsaw. Kagan & Kagan (1994), however, coin the 

word ‘design’ as they categorize Jigsaw as one type of ‘Lesson Design’ – the term which 

is not commonly used to refer to Jigsaw. In this study “Jigsaw” is used interchangeably 

with “the Jigsaw technique”.  

        Jigsaw, initially introduced by Aronson in 1978, is one of the earliest of the 

cooperative learning techniques that are documented (Slavin, 1994).   It is generally  

characterized by students’ 

working  in  two  teams:  home  teams  and  expert teams  (or   ‘home groups’  and  ‘focus 

groups’ respectively – using Clarke’s (1994) terms, or ‘Jigsaw group’ and ‘counterpart 

groups’ respectively – using Lazarowitz et al.’s (1985) terms).  

        A student is put firstly in the expert team with the expectation that at the end of the 

expert team discussion the student becomes, as the name implies, the expert of a particular 

material. The student is then put in the home team to share his or her expertise with the 

home team members. To these characteristics, Clarke (1994) puts forward four generic 

stages in Jigsaw: (1) introduction, (2) focused exploration, (3) reporting and reshaping, 

and (4) integration and evaluation. 

        Jigsaw is therefore based on systematic group work. Groups of 4–5 students are 

formed. Each group member is assigned a sub-part of material to learn and to teach to his 

group members. To assist in the learning, students having the same sub-part of the 

material get together to decide what is important and how to teach it. After learning 

together in these expert teams, the students go to their original groups – the home teams. 

They are expected to teach one another sharing their expertise. Related to this work 

division, Jigsaw is named as ‘division-of-labor structure’ (referring to Oxford, 1997:446). 

        Aronson (2005) lists the benefits of Jigsaw. Students have the opportunity to teach 

themselves, instead of having material presented to them. The technique fosters depth of 

understanding. Students have practice in peer teaching, which requires that they 

understand the material at a deeper level than students typically do when simply asked to 

produce on an exam. Each student has a chance to contribute meaningfully to a discussion, 

something that is difficult to achieve in large-group discussions. Each student develops an 

expertise and has something important to contribute. This implies that students 

themselves – not only teachers – can be contributors of knowledge. Aronson (2005, 

2010:2) puts it: “This “cooperation by design” facilitates interaction among all students in 

the class, leading them to value each other as contributors to their common task.” Aronson 
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(2005, 2008) further claims that Jigsaw is an efficient way of learning. It is even more 

beneficial as the process in the implementation of Jigsaw encourages listening, 

engagement, and empathy.  

        In a reading class where Jigsaw is implemented, all home teams formed can have the 

same reading text to discuss. The reading text is divided into equal sections – usually four 

or five. Each group member gets one different section and therefore is responsible for the 

respective section. The students having the same section of the text then form their expert 

teams. In the expert team students assist one another to become the expert of the 

respective section. The students at last return to their home team. In the home team each 

shares his or her expertise and at the same time each learns the whole text from one 

another (further illustration on the implementation of Jigsaw in a reading class is in 

Chapters 3 and 4). 

 

2.7 Previous Related Studies on Jigsaw 
        Most Jigsaw studies are, as stated in [1.1], not performed in language classes. Special 

attention will be on the review of studies which are carried out in language classes. Prior 

to this special focus, however, two studies conducted in science class will be reviewed to 

provide an example of the non-language Jigsaw-related study. 

        Lazarowitz et al. (1985) performed three experiments in which a Modified Jigsaw 

(MJ) technique was used to teach high-school science. Aronson’s original Jigsaw was 

modified in 4 ways: (1) the Jigsaw technique became the students’ only experience in the 

class for at least two weeks, (2) the students in the expert team learned a large quantity of 

material for three or four entire class sessions, (3) the students learned by using an inquiry 

approach, seeking information and knowledge, and (4) the teachers removed themselves 

almost completely from the student activities. Their experiments involving poorly 

motivated students to study science were conducted to investigate the effects of the MJ 

technique in students’ achievement, interest in science and self-esteem. They found that 

both MJ technique and individualized learning were equally effective. In two of their 

projects, they found significant gains in students’ self-esteem. However, they were 

cautious about this particular finding as they realized they might have captured strong 

feelings about self with their measure of self-esteem rather than permanent changes in 

self-concept. The students who had learned to accept responsibility for their learning 

 



Review of Related Literature 35

performed well in cooperative learning activities, but the students who were accustomed 

to the teacher-centered class did not. They eventually argued that both cooperative and 

competitive techniques were essential for student growth. 

        A study of Carlson & Stuple (1982) reviewed by Lazarowitz et al. (1985) revealed 

the effect of Jigsaw which was implemented in junior high social-studies classes. The 

study indicated the Jigsaw students gain in self-esteem. The students began to understand 

and accept others not previously included in their social group. However, some negative 

effects were revealed. After six weeks of Jigsaw, the junior-high students expressed a less 

favorable attitude toward working with other students on projects, discussions, and class 

presentations, and activities involving teacher-student interactions (the students eventually 

preferred teacher-dominated class). 

        Graves and Graves shortly report a study on Jigsaw concerning retention in learning. 

They write, “In a bilingual school, the use of six questions about a film studied in Jigsaw 

groups was shown to be more effective in students’ retention of interaction than the same 

questions studied individually.” (Graves and Graves, 1985:432). 

        Some Jigsaw studies have been carried out in language classes. Sannia (1998) 

conducted a quasi-experiment study on the effect of cooperative learning using the Jigsaw 

technique in a senior high school in Surabaya, Indonesia. In her study, the idea of Jigsaw 

was taken. Each student was given a small portion of the text to learn but the students 

were not grouped in expert teams. Only home teams were formed. The students were 

given their individual part to learn and teach to the other home team members. It was 

found that there was an improvement in the students’ reading achievement after the 

students were taught to use the Jigsaw-like technique.  

        Another study worth revealing is written by Harlim (1999). In her thesis, she 

presented a technique to teach listening comprehension by taking the idea of Jigsaw since 

she believed that Jigsaw could improve students’ listening comprehension. In brief, she 

provided three models of teaching Listening by using Jigsaw to senior high school 

students. 

        Another study is by Kurnia (2002) who conducted a quasi-experimental study on the 

effect of Jigsaw in a senior high school in Surabaya, Indonesia. She found that there was 

an improvement in the students’ reading achievement after the Jigsaw technique was 

applied in their English class.  
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        Rossiana (2007), in her study on the implementation of Jigsaw in teaching reading to 

senior high school students, found that Jigsaw did not show the beneficial effect expected. 

The students taught using Jigsaw did not have better reading achievement than those 

taught using the Grammar Translation Method. 

         Varied results are obtained from earlier studies of the Jigsaw technique in language 

teaching. As far as achievement outcomes are concerned both positive and negative results 

occur. Some studies find Jigsaw to be more effective than conventional whole-class 

techniques. Some others reveal no effect when the contrast is made between the 

experimental Jigsaw group and the control teacher-centered group. Yet it is indicated that 

the affective domain of students’ behavior is better realized in (more) cooperative learning 

systems of instruction. Some students become consistently more social and have increased 

self-concepts after being involved in cooperative learning. 

 

2.8 Summary 
        In this chapter the literature which forms the base of our study has been presented. 

First, constructivism which stresses, among others, the role of interaction in the 

construction of knowledge is put forward. What follows is the discussion on the notion of 

social interactionism which idealizes social perspective of learning through interaction. 

Then literature on the input-output-feedback issues in language learning is discussed. The 

review on Initiation-Response-Feedback classroom discourse is presented next. These 

classroom discourse moves are reviewed briefly to be the ‘bridge’ before further 

elaboration is presented in Chapter 4 related to data analysis classification and categories. 

Cooperative Learning comes next as the idea of both constructivism and social 

interactionism entails the use of small group discussion in classroom instruction. The last 

set of literature which forms the core of our project – Jigsaw – follows. Eventually, 

another section on previous studies ends the main discussion in this chapter. In the next 

chapter the pilot studies are presented before we go on with the main study itself. 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 3 

PILOT STUDIES 2)

 

3.1 Introduction 
        Indonesia has implemented five national curriculums – the curriculums of 1968, 

1975, 1984, 1994 and 2004 – since it got its independence in 1945. Prior to these 

curriculums, two informal curriculums named Rencana Pelajaran 1947 and 1952 (1947 

and 1952 Lesson Plans) were employed (Sulaeman, 2004).  

        Initially the six-year basic education was introduced; however, starting the 

curriculum of 1994 the nine- instead of six-year basic education was compulsory and local 

content subjects were determined by individual institution (Dharma, 2008). Since the 

decentralization in 2006 or since the educational reform (Madya, 2007), the 2004 

Curriculum has been a bit modified into a competency based school level curriculum 

which gives the opportunity to schools to pay attention to learners’ potential, development 

stage, needs, interest, and local school environment. It is expected that the curriculum is 

implemented by employing various strategies and approaches, sufficient learning and 

technology sources, and by utilizing the immediate environment as a learning source 

(Dharma, 2008). 

        With regard to the curriculum of the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

instruction, the Curriculums of 1968, 1975, 1984, and 1994 are grammar-based. As a 

consequence, the English language instruction was carried out following the structure-

based syllabuses. However, the latest 2004 Curriculum is oriented toward communicative 

language teaching. According to this approach, language instruction is supposed to be 

meaning-oriented. Based on the first three curriculums, EFL teaching in Indonesia starts in 

junior high schools, while based on the latest two curriculums, EFL instruction is 

implemented from the fourth grade of elementary schools.  

        The latest curriculum of 2004 named Kurikulum Berbasis Kompetensi or 

Competency-based Curriculum has been applied  nation  wide starting from the 2004/2005  

 
 _____________________________ 
2) The data and research instruments of the pilot studies appear in Appendix 14. 
   These pilot studies have appeared in different publications: Anggraiani (2006), Santoso (2008),  
   Shendika (2008),  Soeprapto (2008), Susanto (2006), Tamah (2007, 2008), and Widjaja (2006).  
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academic year. This competence-based curriculum officially becomes the substitute of the 

1994 Curriculum which is based on Pendekatan Kebermaknaan [translation: 

meaningfulness approach] and which is behaviorism-oriented (Nurhadi, 2004). The two 

curriculums are therefore, to a certain extent, similar with regard to the period of the 

English language teaching – Indonesian students officially start to learn English when  

they  are  fourth   graders  of  elementary   schools.  The    two curriculums   are,   

however,   different    to   a  certain   extent   with   regard   to  the     instruction    
 

focus.  The  1994 Curriculum  focuses more on form while the 2004 Curriculum focuses 

more on meaning. It is not until the implementation of the Competency-based Curriculum 

of 2004 that the Ministry of National Education enforces the new learning paradigm 

reflecting the current wave of education reform in Indonesia. 

        The whole-class teacher-directed instruction has been challenged since then. Reading 

instruction, for instance, which is commonly conducted by the teacher’s conventionally  

leading   the  whole-class  discussion   by  reading   the  text,  and  asking questions and 

calling on students to answer the questions, has to be modified. The Indonesian teachers 

are encouraged to transform their traditional class into a more interactive class. The 

teachers are, in other words, challenged to involve students in a more interactive, engaging 

classroom. Gradually the language class which is conventionally teacher-fronted has been 

‘coloured’ with the ‘new’ class situation which is student-fronted. The students work more 

in groups. As depicted in Chapter 2, one of the cooperative learning techniques introduced 

is Jigsaw – which provides opportunities for students to learn with their peers.  

        Though a number of Jigsaw studies have been conducted, there are still many issues 

to probe when the Jigsaw technique is implemented. Therefore, the implementation of 

Jigsaw is further explored in the pilot studies reported in the following sections. These 

pilot studies are expected to provide different models of the implementation of Jigsaw. 

The models presented are in essence illustrative. It is expected to be persuasive to 

encourage classroom teachers to create their own student-fronted classrooms. It is also 

expected that the pilot studies will contribute to the belief that learning can be enhanced 

when the paradigm shift occurs – from the teacher-centered to learner-centered classroom 

instruction. 
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3.2 Pilot Study 1 
        In this study which is a group research by Tamah, Anggraiani, Susanto, and Widjaja, 

an investigation was performed to see whether the implementation of Jigsaw at two 

elementary schools labeled ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools provided significant effects on young 

learners’ reading achievement. Besides, two further investigations were carried out to find 

the elementary school students’ perceptions on the implementation of Jigsaw, and to 

investigate more closely how young learners’ interaction could be observed or how 

student group interaction could be examined in a more qualitative way, i.e., to explore the 

three-phase exchange of IRF (Initiation-Response-Feedback) functionally (see [2.4] and 

the subsequent Chapter 5 for further IRF framework). 

 

3.2.1 Research Questions of Pilot Study 1  

        The following research questions are the focus of Pilot Study 1:  

1. Is there a significant difference between the reading achievement of young learners 

taught by using the Jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using the 

traditional technique? 

2. What are the elementary school students’ perceptions on the implementation of the 

Jigsaw technique in their reading class? 

3. How do young learners interact in the expert team of a Jigsaw class? 
 

3.2.2 Research Method for the First Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

3.2.2.1 Research Design 

        A quasi-experiment applying a non-randomized pretest-posttest control group design 

was employed. The choice of this design was based on the consideration that it was not 

just possible to randomly assign subjects to group. Therefore the existing classrooms were 

used. 
 

3.2.2.2 Variables 

        The independent variable referred to the Jigsaw technique used in the experimental 

group, and to the non-Jigsaw technique (the teacher-centered technique) in the control 

group. The dependent variable referred to the students’ reading comprehension which was 

represented in the students’ post-test scores. 
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3.2.2.3 Population and Sample 

        The population of this study were the fifth graders at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools, Surabaya, 

Indonesia in the 2006/2007 school year. The sample of this study consisted of two classes 

at each school. The two classes were randomly selected to be either the experimental or 

control group. At ‘P’ school, there were 84 students (43 and 41 students in the control 

group and the experimental group respectively). At ‘Q’ school, there were 96 students (48 

students from each group). In total there were 180 students. 
 

3.2.2.4 Treatments 

        The treatments taking place at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools were done three times in each of 

the experimental and control groups. Each treatment was carried out within the 40-minute 

time allocation. There was a pretest before the treatments and a posttest administered 

about a week after the treatments for both groups. 
 

Treatment in the Experimental Group 

        First, the teacher performed the 3-minute pre-instructional activities. The teacher 

greeted the students, asked some pre-reading questions based on the pictures prepared on 

the white board and informed the lesson objective.  

        Second, the teacher carried out the next instructional activities allocated for about 34 

minutes. The students were initially divided into three big groups: Apple, Banana and 

Cherry to make it easier for the grouping and to reduce confusion as the class was big. The 

grouping was based on the rows. Then each big group was divided into four small groups 

– forming the home teams. In the 46-student class at ‘Q’ school, for instance, 11 home 

teams were formed: Apple 1, Apple 2, Apple 3, Apple 4, Banana 1, Banana 2, Banana 3, 

Banana 4, Cherry 1, Cherry 2, and Cherry 3. Each home team consisted of 4 or 5 students. 

Then student’s worksheets and cards with numbers 1, 2, 3 and 4 written on each were 

distributed for each home team. Put simply, each student in a home team got one student’s 

worksheet containing a passage to discuss and one card containing a number. Next, the 

teacher asked them to read the whole passage silently. After that, the teacher grouped the 

students into their expert teams. The students who had card number 1 in the Apple group 

formed one group, those who had card number 2 in the Apple group formed one group, 

those having card number 3 in the Apple group formed one group, and those with card 

number 4 in the Apple group formed one group. This grouping resulted in 4 expert teams 

each of which consisted of 4 students. The students in the Banana group were grouped 
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similarly resulting in four 4-member-expert teams. In the Cherry group, 4 expert teams 

were also formed. Three expert teams consisted of 3 members each and 1 expert team had 

5 members. Twelve expert teams were then formed. Afterwards the teacher asked them to 

discuss the passage by referring to some comprehension questions. The teacher floated 

from group to group, observed the discussion and helped the group which had problem. To 

ensure that the students discussed seriously, the teacher told them that there would be a 

quiz in the end of the lesson. After the students discussed in the expert teams, the teacher 

told them to go back to their home teams. In the home team, each student had to share 

what he or she had learned in the expert team. Each was given time to share. The teacher 

then discussed the answers to the comprehension questions as the feedback to their group 

work. 

        The last activity was the 3-minute post-instructional one. The students individually 

did the reading quiz consisting of 6 multiple-choice type items derived from the same 

reading text discussed in the respective sessions. The purpose of giving the quiz was to 

make the students aware of the fact that the group discussion was important. Therefore, it 

was expected that the students would perform the group task well and seriously in every 

Jigsaw class hence ensuring the data could be obtained for analysis related to the research 

questions. Table 3.1 shows the typical Jigsaw class.  

Table 3.1 Treatment in the Experimental Group 
Pre-Instructional Activities (3 minutes) 

Teacher Students 
- Greets the students. 
- Asks the triggering questions. 
- Informs the lesson objective. 

- Respond to the teacher’s greeting. 
- Answer the triggering questions. 
- Have the lesson objective informed. 

Whilst-Instructional Activities (34 minutes) 
- Forms home teams. 
(In home team session) 
- Distributes the student’s worksheets. 
- Asks the students to read the passage silently. 
- Forms expert teams. 
(In expert team session)  
- Asks the students to discuss and share the 

answers. 
- Asks the students to go back to their home teams. 
(In home team session)  
- Asks the students to share the expert teams’ 

discussion. 
- Asks the students to discuss the answers. 

- Form home teams. 
(In home team session) 
- Get the student’s worksheets. 
- Read the passage silently. 
- Form expert teams. 
(In expert team session)  
- Discuss and share the answers. 
- Go back to their home teams. 
 
(In home team session)  
- Share the expert teams’ discussion. 
 
- Discuss the answers. 

Post-Instructional Activities (3 minutes) 
- Asks the students to do the reading quiz. - Do the reading quiz individually. 
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Treatment in the Control Group 

        The students in the control group were taught using the traditional technique. The 

instructional materials for the control group were the same as the ones for the 

experimental group.  

        Like the pre-activities in the experimental group, the ones in the control group were 

greeting the students, asking some pre-reading questions based on the pictures put on the 

white board and informing the lesson objective. 

        The next activities were quite different from the ones in the experimental group. The 

class activities were teacher-fronted. After distributing the passage, the teacher asked the 

students to read it silently. Then she asked some students to read the passage per 

paragraph loudly. Next, she explained the difficult words asked by the students. After 

explaining, she asked the students to find the main idea of each paragraph. Then she asked 

the students to answer the reading comprehension questions. Next, some students were 

called on to answer the questions. At the same time, the teacher discussed the answers 

with the students. 

        The last activity, the post-instruction, was the same as the one in the experimental 

group. The students did the reading quiz individually. The purpose of administering the 

quiz in the control group was the same as the one in the experimental group – to make the 

students engage actively in the teaching-learning process. The summary of the treatment 

in the control group is shown in Table 3.2. 
 

Table 3.2 Treatment in the Control Group 
Pre–Instructional Activities (3 minutes) 

Teacher Students 
- Greets the students. 
- Asks the triggering questions. 
- Informs the lesson objective. 

- Respond to the teacher’s greeting. 
- Answer the triggering questions. 
- Have the lesson objective informed. 

Whilst–Instructional Activities (34 minutes) 
- Distributes the student’s worksheets. 
- Asks the students to read the passage 

silently. 
- Asks some students to read the passage per 

paragraph. 
- Gives the chance to the students to ask 

difficult words, and provides help (if any). 
- Asks the students to do the exercises. 
- Asks the students to discuss the answers. 

- Get the student’s worksheets. 
- Read the passage silently. 
 
- Read the passage per paragraph. 
 
- Ask difficult words (if any). 
 
- Do the exercises. 
- Discuss the answers. 

Post–Instructional Activities (3 minutes) 
- Asks the students to do the reading quiz. - Do the reading quiz individually. 
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3.2.2.5 Research Instrument 

        A reading comprehension test was developed for the pretest and posttest. Two of the 

three reading passages about daily activities were written by adjusting the ones from the 

textbook used in the school and the other was taken from a commercially published 

textbook for the fifth graders. The comprehension questions were then formulated. The 

test was a multiple-choice type having four options for each item with only one correct 

answer. Before it was used in the study, it was tried out in a fifth grade class which was 

not part of the study to know the reliability, the level of difficulty and the discrimination 

power of the test. 
 

Validity of the Test 

        The type of test validity employed was the content validity since the test designed in 

this study was oriented on matching the test content with the reading instructional 

objective. The test content was matched with the objective of a reading class: measuring 

the students’ achievement in answering factual, inference and main idea questions. 
 

Level of Difficulty 

        The level of difficulty of each test item was analyzed by applying the formula of 

index difficulty as suggested by Gronlund (1982) and Heaton (1979). The analysis showed 

that no item was ‘very difficult’, 1 item was ‘difficult’, 22 items were ‘acceptable’, 3 items 

were ‘easy’ and 4 items were ‘very easy’.  
 

Discrimination Power 

        Based on the formula of Discrimination Index as proposed by Harris (1969), the 

result of the test try out showed that 8 items were ‘low’; 11 ‘satisfactory’; 11 ‘excellent’. 

As the eight items that had low discrimination power could not really differentiate 

between the proficient students from the weak students, they were revised and tested on 

the second try out. For the second try out analysis, only the eight items having low 

discrimination index were analysed. The analysis result indicated that 1 item became 

‘excellent’; 3 ‘satisfactory’; 4 still ‘low’. Because of the limited time, those four items 

were deleted.  
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Reliability of the Test 

        For the first try out, the test reliability ensured by using KR Formula 21 (Brown, 

1996; Gronlund, 1982) was .73 and the second, .77 showing that the revised test was 

reliable. 
 

       In summary, the research instrument initially consisted of 30 items but after the try-

outs there were only 26 items: 14 items were ‘satisfactory’; 12 ‘excellent’. With regard to 

the difficulty level, 20 items were ‘acceptable’; 1 ‘difficult’; 2 ‘easy’; 3 ‘very easy’. As 

each correct answer was scored one point, the highest score a student could get was 26. 
 

3.2.2.6 Data Collection Procedure 

        After the permission to take the data was granted by the headmasters of the schools, 

the study started with the preparation of the research instrument and the lesson plans for 

the treatments both in the experimental and control groups. All of the materials in the 

instrument and lesson plans were about daily activities. A short quiz containing six 

multiple-choice questions was also prepared for each lesson plan. One of the lesson plans 

for the experimental group was tried out in the class where the research instrument was 

tried out at ‘P’ school a month prior to the actual treatment. The try out indicated that 

more time had to be allocated for the grouping. After the time allocation was improved, 

the study started with the pretest administration, continued to the three treatments, and 

ended with the posttest administration. The same teacher was involved both in the 

experimental and control groups. The studies at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools all took place in 

September-October 2006.  

        At ‘P’ school, when the pretest and posttest were administered, some students were 

absent. Since the scores for testing the hypotheses should be in pairs (pretest and posttest 

scores of each student), the students having only the pretest scores or only the posttest 

scores were disregarded. There was then data reduction resulting in only 39 and 37 

students’ scores in the experimental and control groups respectively. Similar procedure 

was carried out in the pretest and posttest scores obtained at ‘Q’ school resulting in only 

45 and 47 students’ scores in the experimental and control groups respectively. 

        
3.2.2.7 Data Analysis Procedure 

        Firstly, the pretest scores were analysed using the t-test for significance of the 

difference between two means for independent samples. The first analysis was aimed to 
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determine whether the two groups were of more or less the same ability before the 

treatments were given. The second step was to find whether there was a significant 

difference between the posttest mean score in the experimental group and the one in the 

control group. Two types of statistical formulae were prepared in advance. The first type 

was the t-test for independent samples as used in the first analysis. This t-test was 

employed when the t-test in the pretest analysis showed no significant difference. 

However, when the t-test completed indicated that the two groups employed in this study 

were not equal, covariance analysis, specifically the ANCOVA (Analysis of Covariance) 

formula, was employed (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Tuckman, 1988). 
 

3.2.3 Research Method for the Second Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

        With regard to the second research question, the study was descriptive in nature. It 

took place in a natural setting of the regular language classrooms of young learners. The 

data which were collected in two reading class sessions were intended to reveal the young 

learners’ perceptions on the implementation of Jigsaw. 
 

3.2.3.1 Subjects  

        The students involved were the fifth grade students at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools in the 

school year of 2006/2007. They were those students present on the third treatment in the 

experimental group where they learnt using the Jigsaw technique. As two students were 

absent, there were only 39 instead of 41 subjects at ‘P’ school. Similarly, there were 46 

instead of 48 subjects at ‘Q’ school. Altogether there were 85 students – 39 and 46 from 

‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools respectively – as the subjects of the study.  
 

3.2.3.2 Data 

        The main data to answer the second research question were the subjects’ responses 

from the questionnaire. The supporting data were the students’ answers to the questions in 

the interview and the classroom situation captured by the video-recorder. 
 

3.2.3.3 Research Instruments 

        The main instrument employed was a questionnaire. Supplementary instruments 

consisted of an interview and video recordings. 
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Questionnaire 

        The questionnaire consisted of closed questions that were formulated in such a way 

to make the students reveal their perceptions on the implementation of Jigsaw in their 

classroom. A Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) was 

used in this instrument.  There were ten statements formulated: 6 related to the perceptions 

on expert team activities; 2 on the home team activities; 2 on the overall perceptions on 

Jigsaw. 

        The questionnaire was piloted first to test how long it took the respondents to 

complete them, to check that all statements and instructions were clear, and to enable us to 

remove items which were not suitable (Bell, 1993). 
 

Interview 

        Seventeen students randomly selected were interviewed in order to support, confirm 

and/or clarify the data obtained from the questionnaire. The respondents were asked series 

of statements to reveal their agreement or disagreement about Jigsaw. The data from the 

interview were recorded and used as supporting data. 
 

Video Recordings 

        A cameraman assisted the recordings. The video recordings were used to capture the 

class situation during the implementation of Jigsaw to support the interpretation of the 

findings. 
  

3.2.3.4 Data Collection Procedure 

        The data for the second research question were taken when the treatments in the 

experimental group took place (see [3.2.2.4]). 

        First of all a questionnaire in Indonesian was constructed. The questionnaire was 

tried out when the Jigsaw lesson plan was tried-out to the pilot group. From the try-out, it 

was found that the questionnaire was completely filled out in four minutes. After the try-

out two statements were deleted as they were found to be difficult and confusing for the 

respondents.  

        When the actual experiment was carried out at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools in three meetings 

of the experimental groups, the audio-visual recording took place. The questionnaire – the 

main research instrument – was distributed only on the third meeting. After the lesson, 
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eight and nine respondents from ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools respectively were randomly chosen to 

be interviewed. The interviews were recorded and transcribed.  

        The activities happening in the Jigsaw class were grouped into three: pre-

instructional, whilst-instructional and post-instructional activities (detailed description is 

in [3.2.2.4]). On the third meeting when the main data collection took place, the class 

scenario looked like the one presented in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 Scenario During Data Collection for the Second Research Question 
Stages Students’ Activities 
Pre-Instructional 
Activities 

    Listen to teacher’s explanation about the  questionnaire 
- Respond to the teacher’s greeting. 
- Answer the pre-reading questions. 
- Have to the lesson objective informed. 

Whilst-
Instructional 
Activities 

- Form home teams. 
(In home team session) 
- Get the student’s worksheets and the questionnaire. 
- Read the passage silently. 
- Form expert teams. 
(In expert team session)  
- Discuss and share the answers to the comprehension questions. 
   Fill in the questionnaire (questions 1-6) 
- Go back to their home teams. 
(In home team session)  
- Share the expert teams’ discussion. 
  Fill in the questionnaire (questions 7-10) 
- Discuss the answers to the comprehension questions. 

Post-Instructional 
Activities 

- Do the reading quiz individually. 

 
3.2.3.5 Data Analysis Procedure 

        The subjects’ responses from the questionnaire were tallied and the percentages were 

counted. With regard to ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘disagree’ responses, the negative 

perception was reported. Meanwhile, the positive one was reported with regard to ‘agree’ 

and ‘strongly agree’ responses. The data from the secondary instruments, i.e., the recorded 

interview, and the video recordings, were used to support and to strengthen one another.  
 

3.2.4 Research Method for the Third Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

        The study was descriptive in nature. It presented information concerning the young 

learners’ interaction in the two investigated Jigsaw classes.  
 

3.2.4.1 Subjects  

        As the third research question is similar to the second one with regard to the study 

design, the same subjects were involved. They were the fifth grade students at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ 
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schools in the school year of 2006/2007. They were the students on the third treatment in 

the experimental group where they learnt using the Jigsaw technique (see [3.2.2.3]). In 

each class, one 4-student expert team was chosen. Altogether there were two expert teams 

– one from ‘P’ school; one ‘Q’ school. Altogether there were eight subjects chosen 

randomly for closer investigation. 
 

3.2.4.2 Data 

        The data were student-student interaction in the expert team. As only two expert 

teams were chosen, only two transcripts were available for analysis. 
 

3.2.4.3 Research Instrument 

        An audio recorder was set to record the discussion the students had while they were 

discussing a particular paragraph of a reading text.  
 

3.2.4.4 Data Collection Procedure 

        Similar to the one stated in the procedure to get the data for the second research 

question (see [3.2.3.4]), the data for the third research question were actually taken when 

the treatments concerning the first research question were performed.  

        As a recording try out, the discussion of an expert team on Treatment 1 in the 

experimental groups at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools was recorded. The tape recorder was ensured 

to work well in the class situation. It was found that the expected subjects’ voice was too 

much disturbed by the other noise – from the whole big class who were also performing 

the reading task in their groups. A solution to this problem was found. The recording 

would be performed outside the classroom where the chosen students would do the group 

work not too far away from the classroom door.  

        On Treatment 2 in the experimental group both at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools, when the 

student groups were formed, the teacher told the students apologetically that a group of 

students would be asked to do the group work outside the class. They were told the reason 

of the need of more space to solve the cramped classroom as the result of chair 

arrangement to make the group discussion more effective. Then one randomly chosen 

group was asked to go outside the class and a tape recorder was placed to record the group 

discussion. The result of the recording was found to be good enough – capturing the 

students’ voice well. When Treatment 3 in the experimental groups at ‘P’ and ‘Q’ schools 

was performed, the main data collection took place as planned.  
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3.2.4.5 Data Analysis Procedure 

The audio-recorded data were first of all transcribed (the transcription convention is 

adapted from van Lier, 1988). The transcript was then analysed further. It was analysed to 

initially find the initiation moves. When the initiation moves were found, the analysis was 

continued to describe the ways the students initiated the interaction. The parts showing 

initiation were then reexamined to see the response moves. The response moves were then 

analysed to depict the ways the students responded to initiations. At last the feedback 

moves were analysed to see the ways the students evaluated responses and initiations. As 

it was a preliminary study, no intercoder reliability was ensured. 

 

3.2.5 Findings of Pilot Study 1 

3.2.5.1 Findings Related to the First Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

        Concerning the data obtained at ‘P’ school, the statistical analysis of the pretest 

scores revealed that the mean scores of the experimental and control groups were 

significantly different  (t=-2.57, df=79, p<.05). At ‘Q’ school, the t-test indicated the 

pretest mean scores between the two groups were not significantly different (t=.199; df=92; 

NS). This result showed that the two groups had equal reading ability at the beginning of 

the treatment administration.   

        The ANCOVA calculation for the posttest scores at ‘P’ school yielded an F value of 

44.9 which showed there was no significant difference (df=2,75; p=.111). For the data at 

“Q’ school, the t-test revealed the posttest mean scores between the two groups were not 

significantly different (t=-.125; df=90; NS). The answer to the first research question is 

obvious: no significant difference between the reading comprehension achievement of 

young learners – in this case the fifth grade students of elementary school – who were 

taught using the Jigsaw technique and the one of those taught using the non-Jigsaw 

technique.  

        The finding of this study was contrary to the one of other Jigsaw studies. Kurnia’s 

(2002) and Sannia’s (1998) findings showed that there was improvement in students’ 

reading achievement after the students were taught using Jigsaw. A possible cause is that 

three meetings were not enough for those elementary students to adapt themselves with 

the Jigsaw activities. Although they had experienced group work, they were still not 

accustomed to working in the expert team and the home team. The students might have 
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got used to the traditional teaching and learning technique that was applied by their 

English teachers. Another cause might be related to the seriousness of the students in 

working in their home team and expert team. It was found that some students discussed 

seriously only when the teacher approached them.  
 

3.2.5.2 Findings Related to the Second Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

        In this section, the analysis and findings about the students’ perceptions on the 

implementation of the Jigsaw technique are presented based on the order of the items 

appearing in the questionnaire. First, the students’ perceptions on the expert team activities 

are presented. The students’ perceptions on the home team activities and their general 

perceptions on Jigsaw follow.  
 

Perceptions on Expert Team 

        The first six statements in the questionnaire were used to obtain the students’ 

perceptions on their expert team. It included the perceptions on sharing ideas, listening to 

others and helping behavior. The self-perceptions are revealed to indicate what the 

students thought about their own involvement; the group-perceptions about their group 

mates’ involvement in the expert team discussion.  
 

Self-Perceptions on Sharing Ideas, Listening to Others and Helping Others 

        The data presented in Table 3.4 show that a very small portion of students (1.3%) 

report that they do not share ideas during group discussion. This equally indicates that 

almost 99% students give positive perception on their sharing ideas during the discussion. 

Similarly, as indicated in Table 3.5 the average percentage of positive perception (99%) 

means that most students claim that they listen attentively to their mates during group 

discussion.  Table 3.6 indicates that more than 90% students on average claim their good 

behavior in helping friends understand the text during the discussion.   
 

Table 3.4 Self-perceptions on Sharing Ideas 
I share ideas during 
the discussion 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 2.6% 0% 1.3% 
Disagree 0% 0% 0% 

Negative 
Perception 

2.6% 0% 1.3% 

Agree 20.5% 37.0% 28.7% 
Strongly Agree 76.9% 63.0% 70.0% 

Positive 
Perception 

97.4% 100% 98.7% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
Note: P: At ‘P’ elementary school; Q: At ‘Q’ elementary school; Av.: Average. 
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Table 3.5 Self-perceptions on Listening to Others 
I listen attentively to 
my group mates who 
also share ideas 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
Disagree 0% 2.2% 1.1% 

Negative 
Perception 

0% 
 

2.2% 
 

1.1% 
 

Agree 20. 5% 39.1% 29.8% 
Strongly Agree 79.5% 58.7% 69.1% 

Positive 
Perception 

100% 
 

97.8% 
 

98.9% 
 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.6 Self-perceptions on Helping Others 
I help my group mates 
understand the text 
during the discussion 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0%
Disagree 7.7% 8.7% 8.2%

Negative 
Perception 

7.7% 
 

8.7% 
 

8.2% 

Agree 23.1% 41.3% 32.2%
Strongly Agree 69.2% 50.0% 59.6%

Positive 
Perception 

92.3% 
 

91.3% 
 

91.8% 

Total 100% 100% 100  100% 100% 100% 
 
Group-Perceptions on Sharing Ideas, Listening to Others and Helping Others 

        The next analysis dealt with group mates’ contribution in sharing ideas as well as 

listening and helping others. As previously mentioned the data are associated with the 

extent the students thought about their group mates’ involvement in the expert team 

discussion.  

        The data presented in Tables 3.7 – 3.9 consistently reveal that a small portion of 

students (on average ranging from 0% to 9.1%) report that their friends do not share ideas 

during group discussion and that neither do their friends listen to them nor help them. This 

equally indicates that more than 80% of the students (ranging from 88.4% to 95.5%) have 

positive perception claiming that their friends do share ideas during the discussion in the 

expert team. They also consider their group mates listen to them. They also admit their 

friends’ contribution on helping others. Put simply, the majority is aware of the others’ 

contribution in sharing ideas, listening and providing assistance during the expert team 

discussion. 

Table 3.7 Group-perceptions on Sharing Ideas 
My group mates share 
ideas during the 
discussion 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 2.2% 1.1%
Disagree 2.6% 4.4% 3.5%

Negative 
Perception 

2.6% 
 

6.5% 
 

4.5% 

Agree 28.2% 23.9% 26.1%
Strongly Agree 69.2% 69.6% 69.4%

Positive 
Perception 

97.4% 
 

93.5% 
 

95.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
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Table 3.8 Group-perceptions on Listening to Others 
My group mates listen 
to me attentively 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av%.%  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0%
Disagree 7.7% 2.2% 4.9%

Negative 
Perception 

7.7% 
 

2.2% 
 

4.9% 

Agree 18.0% 39.1% 28.5%
Strongly Agree 74.4% 58.7% 66.5%

Positive 
Perception 

92.3% 
 

97.8% 
 

95.1% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.9 Group-perceptions on Helping Others 
My group mates help me 
understand the text 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 5.1% 0% 2.6
Disagree 5.1% 13.0% 9.1

Negative 
Perception 

10.3% 
 

13.0% 
 

11.7% 

Agree 23.1% 30.4% 26.8
Strongly Agree 66.7% 56.5% 61.6%

Positive 
Perception 

89.8% 
 

87.0% 
 

88.4% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

Perceptions on Home Teams 

        Two sorts of perceptions on home team activities are presented: the students’ self-

perceptions on their share in explaining their parts and the students’ perceptions on others’ 

explanation. About two-thirds of all students positively describe their ability in explaining 

to their friends. On average, almost 93% of the students have positive perception on their 

clear explanation. Likewise, it is consistently high (about 90%) students consider that their 

group mates give clear explanation in the home team discussion.  

Table 3.10 Self-perceptions on Explaining Ability 
I give understandable 
explanation 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 2.6% 0% 1.3%
Disagree 7.7% 4.4% 6.0%

Negative 
Perception 

10.3% 
 

4.4% 
 

7.3% 

Agree 30.8% 50.0% 40.4%
Strongly Agree 59.0% 45.7% 52.3%

Positive 
Perception 

89.7% 
 

95.7% 
 

92.7% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.11 Group-perceptions on Explaining Ability 
My group mates give 
understandable 
explanation 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0.0% 2.2% 1.1%
Disagree 10.3% 8.7% 9.5%

Negative 
Perception 

10.3% 
 

10.9% 
 

10.6% 

Agree 23.1% 52.2% 37.7%
Strongly Agree 66.7% 37.0% 51.9%

Positive 
Perception 

89.8% 
 

89.2% 
 

89.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
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Perceptions on Jigsaw 

        Two general perceptions on Jigsaw are presented: the students’ preference for and 

willingness to be taught by Jigsaw. The results of the analyses to the respective data are 

presented in Tables 3.12 and 3.13. 
 

Table 3.12 Preference for Jigsaw 
I like this technique of 
learning 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 2.2% 1.1
Disagree 5.1% 8.7% 6.9

Negative 
Perception 

5.1% 
 

10.9% 
 

8.0% 

Agree 30.8% 26.1% 28.4
Strongly Agree 64.1% 63.0% 63.6

Positive 
Perception 

94.9% 
 

89.1% 
 

92.0% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.13 Willingness to Be Taught Using Jigsaw 
I want to learn with 
this technique 

P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46)

Av.  P 
(n=39) 

Q 
(n=46) 

Av. 

Strongly Disagree 0% 2.2% 1.1%
Disagree 10.3% 15.2% 12.7%

Negative 
Perception 

10.3% 17.4% 
 

13.8% 

Agree 20.5% 30.4% 25.5%
Strongly Agree 69.2% 52.2% 60.7%

Positive 
Perception 

89.7% 82.6% 
 

86.2% 

Total 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 
 

        As shown in Tables 3.12 and 3.13, with regard to the general perceptions on Jigsaw 

most students have opted ‘Agree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’ to the statements “I like this 

technique of learning” and ”I want to learn with this technique” (the average percentage 

ranging from 25.5% to 63.6%). The positive perception for their preference for Jigsaw and 

their willingness to be taught by using Jigsaw is quite high (both at more than three 

quarters).  
 

Discussion 

        With regard to students’ perceptions on sharing ideas, listening to others, and helping 

others understand the text, the data analysis presented in Tables 3.4 – 3.11 indicates that 

the majority of students believe that they have shared ideas among themselves, listened to 

each other and helped one another understand the text. 

        Among the students interviewed, some belonged to the majority, i.e. those revealing 

positive perceptions; some the minority, i.e., those revealing negative perceptions. Those 

likely to belong to the majority revealed a simple answer ‘Yes’ or ‘Of course’ to the 

questions eliciting their perceptions on the expected group functions. When asked how a 

student helped others, one respondent answered, “I help … they do not know …  so I let 
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them know”, and another replied “I don’t know this part … help me.” – showing the 

helping behavior in the group. Those who did not think the expert team discussion ran as 

expected provided the reasons for the negative perception such as: “Ya … TF and AD … 

they only listen to us”, “I’m the one who gave all the ideas with AI”, “… coz he says in 

Indonesian … then I translate it into English” – revealing the problem in sharing ideas; 

only certain students in the group did share ideas while the others kept silent and did not 

show their participation; “Only those who understand can help me” – showing the 

pessimism of the group members’ understanding the text. There were some respondents 

who were not sure whether their group mates understood their explanation. They said, “I 

don’t know”. Those who had not understood said, “Some I don’t understand” or “Just a 

little”. When asked whether the students understood one’s explanation, one respondent 

replied, “No, because they do not know the answer” – indicating lack of explaining ability 

of group members.  

        The data analysis presented in Tables 3.12 & 3.13 similarly indicates that the 

majority amounting to the average percentage of 92% want to be taught by using Jigsaw, 

and that the majority constituting the average percentage of 86% show willingness to be 

taught by using Jigsaw. This finding is supported by the interviewed respondents some of 

whom answered, “Ya, I like it” to “Do you like this technique of learning?” Then, giving 

the reasons why they liked Jigsaw, one respondent pointed out, “I can work in groups”.  

Another respondent briefly added, “It’s easier to understand the text.” The respondents’ 

willingness is proven when most of the respondents claimed, “Every time there is English 

subject” as the answer to “How often do you want to be taught by using this technique?” 

The information obtained from the students interviewed might reveal the reason why a 

few students (the minority) do not like Jigsaw.  One student said, “They don’t know the 

answers”. This particular student did not like her group mates who did not know their 

answers thus who could not explain the material that had been discussed in their expert 

teams. The minority might be captured by the video recordings revealing that there were 

some students yawning and rubbing their eyes. Their actions can be interpreted as 

tediousness. 

        As the quantitative analysis reveals, the majority of students claim that they have 

listened to their group mates when their group mates share ideas during the discussion. 

The video recordings catch this class condition. When they agree to or understand the 

ideas given, they nod their heads. The students sometimes look at the text when their 
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group mates are sharing ideas. The video recordings show that those students sometimes 

talk with their friends of other groups but then they ‘come back’ listening to their group 

mates. Nevertheless, actually through the video recordings it is not clearly shown whether 

the students have helped one another understand the text.  
 

3.2.5.3 Findings Related to the Third Research Question of Pilot Study 1 

        The transcribed data provide information about the students’ interaction in the expert 

team. It more particularly indicates the ways the students initiate the discussion, respond 

to initiations and evaluate responses and initiations.  
 

Ways to Initiate 

        Our data revealed that the students initiated the discussion by making a request or 

inviting others to start the discussion. One student said ‘Ayo kamu dulu’ [Translation: 

Come on, (could) you start first(?)] (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 line 5). Another similar 

way found in the transcript is that a student asked and offered others to read – inviting 

others’ participation. She said: ‘Who wants to read the text?’ (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 

line 31). Similarly, the student used a question ‘Diartino ta?’ [Translation:  Shall we 

translate it?] (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 line 54) to invite the discussion. Another way is 

asking whether the others understood or simply checking comprehension “Ngerti ta? 

Ngerti kamu? [translation: Understand? Do you understand?] (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 

line 44).   

        We also found in the transcript (see Excerpt 3.1) that to initiate the discussion a 

student (Dd) repeated his friend’s (Jn’s) answer by adding ‘but’ – a conjunction showing 

something contradictory. Reinitiating, Dd intended to indirectly tell his friends that the 

two sentences were contradictory.  
 

Excerpt 3.1: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 1ines 12-15) 
 Jn: What does Didi do in the break time? 
  Didi plays football with his 5 friends. He does not go to the canteen.

→ Dd: He plays football with his 5 friends but he …  but he doesn’t go to the canteen. 
                   Note: Segment underlined indicates the sentence appearing in the passage. 

 
        Reminding is another way to initiate (see Excerpt 3.2). 
 

 

Excerpt 3.2: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 69-70) 
Wd: Kurang satu … ayo sama-sama. /Still one more sentence. Let’s translate it together/ 
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        Reminding as the way to initiate is also shown in the following: ‘Ayo, the question’. 

[Translation: Come on, let’s go on with the question] (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 line 74). 

        It is shown in our transcript that Ko initiated the discussion by volunteering or 

bidding himself to read the paragraph. He said ‘Aku yang baca ya’ [Translation: Let me 

read, OK?] (Appendix 14; Transcript 2 line 1).  

        Realizing that there was a mistake in the translation, a student named Ko tried to 

initiate the discussion by highlighting the main point. He read part of the sentence twice to 

emphasize the negative sentence indicating the wrong translation done by Ss (see Excerpt 

3.3).  
 

Excerpt 3.3: (Appendix 14; Transcript 2 lines 15-16) 
 Ss: [translating ‘He does not go to the canteen’] Dia berlari ke kantin. 

    → Ko: [trying to correct] He does not. He does not …. 
 
Ways to Respond 

        As indicated in Appendix 14; Transcript 1 line 60, one of the students directly 

responded to the initiation by answering the question. This way of responding was also 

revealed in Excerpt 3.4. 
 

Excerpt 3.4: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 54-57) 
 Kn: Diartino ta?  /Shall we translate it?/ 

   → Dd: Pada waktu …  
 
After Kn initiated by saying ‘Diartino ta?’, Dd directly translated the sentence showing 

the response to the initiation.  

        Excerpt 3.5 indicates Wd’s initiation which was responded by Ss performing what 

was expected: translating the sentences. 

Excerpt 3.5: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 69-71) 
 Wd: Kurang satu .. ayo sama-sama. /Still one more sentence. Let’s translate it together/ 

→ Ss: He studies again at 9.30. Dia belajar lagi … jam setengah sepuluh. /half past nine/ 
         
        One particular result is worth revealing. Initiation is not always responded to.  In 

Excerpt 3.6 it is seen that the initiation made by Dd was not responded to as expected. It is 

likely that Dd reinitiated the discussion intending to show his understanding of the text – 

inferring the cause effect relation of the two statements in the text “He doesn’t go the 

canteen. He likes to save his money.” The other students seemed to know nothing about 

the intention of Dd to emphasize ‘but’, or they might just ignore it as they might think it 

was not an essential thing to discuss. 
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Excerpt 3.6: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 14-18) 
Dd: [repeating] He plays football with his 5 friends but he ..   but he doesn’t go to the canteen.
Kn : [repeating] He plays football
Dd: [reading the question and answering it] Does Didi buy some food at school? No, he 

doesn’t. 
           Note: Segments underlined indicate the sentences appearing in the passage. 
 

Ways to Evaluate Responses and Initiations 

        As seen in Excerpt 3.7, Dd initiated the discussion by saying ‘Ayo, kamu dulu’. Jn 

directly answered the question in the material. This particular response was then evaluated 

or acknowledged by Wd. He realized the answer was not ‘Didi’s going to school’ but 

‘Didi’s playing at school’. He evaluated by providing indirect correction.  
 
Excerpt 3.7: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 5-9) 

 Dd: Ayo kamu dulu  /Come on, you start first/ 
 Jn : [reading the question and answering it] What does paragraph 4 tell us?  
  Didi’s going to school. [Silence] 

→ Wd: Didi’s playing at school. Didi’s playing at school. 
         
        As shown in Excerpt 3.8, after Jn initiated by asking ‘Who wants to read the text?’, 

Kn responded by asking for confirmation. Meanwhile Dd wondered why they needed to 

read the text. He asked ‘Do we have to read it?’ This particular initiation-response 

discourse was then evaluated by Wd who implicitly acknowledged the initiation to read 

the text and explicitly told the reason saying ‘So that we can explain later.’ 
 

Excerpt 3.8: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 32-37) 
 Jn: Yes, finished. Who wants to read the text? 
 Kn: Mau dibaca ta? /Shall we read it?/ 
 Wd: Ha? /Pardon?/ 
 Dd: Perlu ta? /Do we have to read it?/ 

→ Wd: Supaya bisa njelasin nanti.  /So that we can explain later./ 
         
        Giving another possible answer is also a way employed by the students to evaluate 

responses and initiation. After Wd initiated, all the students in the team responded by 

doing what was ‘instructed’ – translating the sentence. Since there was another way to 

translate the sentence, Dd continued giving an extended answer (see Excerpt 3.9). 
 

Excerpt 3.9: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 69-72). 
 Wd: Kurang satu ... ayo sama-sama.  /Still one more sentence. Let’s translate it together/ 
 Ss: He studies again at 9.30. Dia belajar lagi … jam setengah sepuluh. /half past nine/ 

→ Dd: Atau … atau ... jam 9 lebih 30 menit. /Or 30 minutes after 9/ 
 
        In Excerpt 3.10 it is found that Ko himself at last evaluated the responses and 

initiations by providing the answer to the question. The word “support’ in the 
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comprehension question below the text became the focus of the discussion. ‘Support your 

answer’ was thought to be ‘encouraging your answer’. Ko at last used another way to 

make the word understood. He then used the word ‘prove’. Eventually he himself 

answered the question. 
 

Excerpt 3.10: (Appendix 14; Transcript 2 lines 55-63) 
 Ko: Emm ‘support your answer’ itu mengapa lho, itu kan? /Emm, ‘support your 

answer’ means that we are asked about ‘why’, right?/ 
 Ke: [translating ‘support your answer’] Menyemangati. Semangati, semangati 

jawabanmu. 
 Ko: Because ... 
 Yu: Eh, maksud’e ’support’ itu ’semangati jawabanmu’? /Does it mean ‘encouraging 

your answer’? 
 → Ko: Apa gini lho, buktikan buktikan jawabanmu. Jadi buktikan apa. /Maybe it means 

‘prove your answer’. So prove/ Because he likes ... He likes to save his money. 
Money money. 

         

        Excerpt 3.11 indicates that evaluating responses and initiations was performed by 

neutralizing the disagreement. The focus of the discussion was ‘does not’ and ‘doesn’t’. 

Ke insisted on the use of ‘doesn’t’, but Ko insisted on the one of ‘does not’. Yu at last 

tried to evaluate the responses and initiations stating that they had to stop the ‘quarrel’ as 

both ‘does not’ and ‘doesn’t’ are OK. 
 

Excerpt 3.11: (Appendix 14; Transcript 2 lines 104-110) 
 Yu&Se: Nomer tiga.  /Number 3/   No, because Didi likes saving ... 
 Ke: No, no, he doesn’t. No, he doesn’t 
 Ko: No, he does not. 
 Ke: Stop. doesn’t ngono lho   /Stop. doesn’t. Keep this answer/ 
 Ko: Does not 
 Ke: Doesn’t ae lho  /Let’s use doesn’t/ 
 Ko: Gampang gampang  /Take it easy/ 

   → Yu: Ga onok bedane, ga onok bedane  /There is no difference/ 
         
        Stated simply, it is found that the students initiated by asking others or volunteering 

themselves to start the discussion, ensuring understanding or reminding others to start. The 

students responded to each other by reading, answering, or providing more explanation. 

The students evaluated responses or initiations by giving correction, giving confirmation, 

or providing other concluding answers. The one evaluating was not always the initiator 

himself or herself.  
 

3.2.6 Summary  

        Pilot Study 1 reveals that there was no significant difference on the reading 

comprehension achievement between the students who were taught using the Jigsaw 
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technique and the ones who were taught using the traditional technique. However, general 

positive perceptions on the Jigsaw implementation were revealed from the questionnaire 

distributed. 

        The finding that the implementation of Jigsaw is positively perceived encourages the 

continuation of the main study. Moreover, the first pilot study provides other useful 

insights with regard to IRF moves. It is implicitly indicated that the transcript is analysed 

by initially finding its initiation moves and then by describing the functions. The next step 

is to find the response moves and to describe their functions, and eventually the feedback 

moves and the functions. Since the focus is on the lines showing IRF moves, the analysis 

is found to be incomplete. Some lines are analysed partially. Excerpt 3.12 shall clarify this 

issue. 
 

Excerpt 3.12: (Appendix 14; Transcript 2 lines 1-6) 
Ko: Aku yang baca ya. /Let me read, OK?/  

[translating the first sentence of the paragraph] Waktu waktu istirahat adalah jam sembilan 
lima belas. 

Se: Sek ta ngene ae lho, lapo dibaca?  /Wait! Why should we read or translate it?/ 
Ke: --Yo wis. Eh istirahat jam piro?   /OK. Btw, what time is the break?/ 

         
        As exemplified in Excerpt 3.12, after finding the Feedback move in Ke’s line and 

after examining its function namely accepting the idea of ‘no need to translate the text’, 

we unexpectedly analysed only the utterance of Ke ‘Yo wis.’ leaving the other utterance 

unanalyzed. ‘Eh istirahat jam piro?’ [translation: Btw, what time is the break?] is indeed 

another initiation functioning as a question – which is performed by the same person Ke.  

        Similarly, another insight is found from reexamining Excerpt 3.13. 
 

Excerpt 3.13: (Appendix 14; Transcript 1 lines 59-60) 
Jn: [counting] 1, 2, 3, 4. Siapa dulu? Ada berapa kalimat? /Who’s first? How many sentences? 
Dd: 5 kalimat  /5 sentences./ 

 
It is obvious that the initiation of Jn is responded by Dd who answers the question posed 

by Jn. However, when further investigation is performed, two types of interaction are 

found. One initiation done by Jn is responded but the other one is not. Thus two initiation 

moves are made by Jn. Dd in fact responds to the second initiation of Jn. 

        Since the pilot study does not take into account the frequency of IRF, it leaves no 

substantial influence to the result of the pilot data analysis. This insight acts as a reminder 

for the data analysis of the main study later that in one line there can be two or more 

moves. In other words, accurate analysis of IRF with regard to frequency is required to 
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reveal the interaction of high-, middle- and low-achieving students – the focus of the main 

study. Moreover, as the study under report is going to look more at students’ interaction, 

another analysis procedure should precede the IRF analysis to segment the big transcript 

into its on-task and off-task episodes before further analysis (this issue can be found in the 

subsequent Chapters 4 and 5). In conclusion, Pilot Study 1 has provided more insights for 

us to improve our IRF analysis technique. 

        Another thing found from the first pilot study – crosschecked also with the audio-

visual recordings – is that the class session of 40 minutes is hard for the implementation of 

the Jigsaw technique where home teams as well as expert teams are formed. In fact the 

getting together to the teams is quite time-consuming although the class has been 

sectioned into its Apple, Banana, Cherry groups to reduce chaos. An idea then comes up to 

try it in a 2x40 minute-class session. As this particular class session is available more in 

high schools than in elementary schools, the second pilot study is conducted at high 

schools.  

        Ultimately, it appears that no student seems to have the courage to start the 

discussion (see Appendix 14; Transcript 1). On the other hand, all students seem to have 

the desire to take the floor (Appendix 14; Transcript 2). Attempting to see if role assigning 

might solve the problem or help the group function better, the second pilot study focuses 

on role assigning. 

 

3.3 Pilot Study 2 
        In this group research by Tamah, Santoso, Shendika, and Soeprapto, when an 

investigation was performed to see whether the implementation of Jigsaw at two junior 

high schools labeled ‘X’ and ‘Y’ schools provided significant effects on students’ listening 

achievement, two further investigations were carried out to illustrate the actual Jigsaw 

implementation in the listening class, and to see the students’ perceptions on role 

assigning. 
 

3.3.1 Research Questions of Pilot Study 2 
        The following research questions are addressed in Pilot Study 2:  

1. Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement of the learners taught by  

      using the Jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using the non-Jigsaw group work 

      technique? 
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2. How is the Jigsaw technique implemented in the Listening class? 

3. What are the students’ perceptions on role assigning? 
 

3.3.2 Research Method for the First Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

3.3.2.1 Research Design  

        Like the research design of the first research question of Pilot Study 1, the one 

employed here was a quasi-experiment applying a non-randomized pretest-posttest control 

group design. The choice of this design was based on the consideration that it was not just 

possible to randomly assign subjects to group. Therefore the existing classrooms were 

used. 
 

3.3.2.2 Variables 

        Two variables determined were (1) the independent variables which referred to the 

Jigsaw technique used in the experimental group and to the non-Jigsaw group work 

technique in the control group, and (2) the dependent variables which referred to the 

students’ listening comprehension represented in the students’ post-test scores. 
 

3.3.2.3 Population and Sample 

        The population of this study was the eighth grade students belonging to the 

2007/2008 school year at two high schools labeled ‘X’ and ‘Y’ schools, Surabaya, 

Indonesia.  At ‘X’ school the samples of this study were the students from two classes – 

one was randomly chosen to be the experimental group; the other the control group.  Each 

class consisted of 36 students. Similarly, at ‘Y’ school, the samples were the students from 

two classes randomly chosen to be the experimental and control group. Each class 

consisted of 48 students.  
 

3.3.2.4 Treatments 

        The treatment taking place at ‘X’ and ‘Y’ schools was done three times in each of the 

experimental and control groups. Each treatment was done with the time allocation of 

2x40 minutes. There was a pretest before the treatments and a posttest after the treatments 

for both groups. 
 

Treatment in the Experimental Group 

        The students in the experimental group were taught by using Jigsaw. After the 

greetings, the teacher reviewed the previous material and informed the lesson objective. 
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The pre-instructional activities were then followed by the whilst-instructional activities. 

The pre-listening questions were initially given. Then it was time for the home team 

forming.  

        The students were divided into two big groups – Apple and Banana – to make it 

easier for the grouping and to reduce confusion as the class was big. In both Apple and 

Banana groups, the students were asked to make groups consisting of 4 students – forming 

their home teams. The students in each home team were asked to count off one through 

four as this was related to the learning material which was divided into four parts – the 

text was divided into 4 paragraphs each of which was labeled Materials 1, 2, 3 and 4. In 

the Apple group, the students with the same number – thus the same material – form their 

expert teams. The students in the Banana group were grouped similarly.  

        When the expert teams were formed (in every treatment, 8 expert teams were 

formed), each student was assigned a role.  The roles of captain, secretary, time keeper 

and common member were introduced. The students themselves were asked to assign the 

roles among the members. As the number of the students present on every implementation 

varied, the number of the students in the expert team varied – 4 or 5 students at ‘X’ school 

and 4, 5 or 6 students at ‘Y’ school. It was then determined that each expert team would 

have only 1 captain,  only 1 secretary, only 1 time keeper and 1-3 common members. 

When the number of an expert team was 5, for instance, this particular expert team then 

consisted of 1 captain, 1 secretary, 1 time keeper and 2 common members.  

        After the role assigning was settled, the students were provided with a recorder and a 

cassette on which one paragraph of the listening material was recorded. To be more 

specific, Expert Team 1 got a cassette on which paragraph 1 was recorded; Expert Teams 

2, 3 and 4, paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 respectively. The students listened to the recorded 

material and discussed it based on the listening comprehension questions provided.  

        Having finished with the expert team discussion, the students went back to their 

home team. Each home team member then shared what they had learnt in their expert team. 

At the same time each student was expected to learn the whole listening material from the 

other students. After the group work, the students were given a quiz to make them realize 

the group discussion was important. The students listened to the recorded passage once 

and did the quiz individually. The treatment ended after the post instructional activities 

were carried out. The teacher and the students were primarily involved in the summary 

section.  
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Treatment in the Control Group 

        The students in the control group were taught using the non-Jigsaw group work 

technique. The pre-instructional activities in the control group included the teacher’s 

greeting the students, asking some reviewing questions and informing the lesson objective.  

        In the next phase of the instructional activities, the teacher started with the pre-

listening questions. Then she asked the students to form 4-student groups. Each group was 

given a recorder and a cassette on which the listening material (the whole text) was 

recorded. The students discussed the material together. The students did the work in 

groups; neither expert teams nor home teams were formed. Simply, no division of the 

material occurred. 

        After the group work, the students were given a quiz. The purpose of giving the quiz 

in the control group was the same as the one in the experimental group – to indirectly let 

them realize the group discussion was important. The students listened to the recorded 

passage once and did the quiz individually. The treatment ended with the post instructional 

activities – similar ones in the experimental group: wrap-up, homework assigning and 

partings.   
 

3.3.2.5 Research Instrument 

        A listening comprehension test allocated for 40 minutes was developed for this study. 

Four listening texts taken from commercially published books were used for the test. From 

the texts, multiple-choice questions each of which had four options were constructed. The 

listening test was used for the pretest and posttest for both the experimental and control 

groups.  

        Before the instrument was used in the treatments, it was tried out to know the 

reliability, the level of difficulty and the discrimination power of the test. The statistical 

formulae used were the same as the ones employed in Pilot Study 1. KR Formula 21 was 

used for checking the test reliability, the Discrimination Power formula for the 

discrimination power of the test, and FV formula for the level of difficulty (Brown, 1996; 

Gronlund, 1982; Harris, 1969; Heaton, 1979).  
 

Validity of the Test 

        The type of test validity employed was content validity as the test designed in this 

study was oriented on matching the test content with the reading instructional objective. 
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There were 15 factual questions, 14 inference questions, and 8 main idea questions related 

to the four listening texts prepared. 
 

Reliability of the Test 

        The result of the calculation for the test reliability was .95 – indicating that the test 

was reliable. 
 

Discrimination Power 

        The result of the try out showed that 1 item was ‘excellent’; 36 ‘satisfactory’ and 17 

‘poor’. The poor items were dropped from the actual research instrument.  
 

Level of Difficulty 

        The analysis of the difficulty level of each test item showed that 11 items were ‘very 

easy’; 15 ‘easy’; 10 ‘moderate’, and 1 ‘difficult’. There was no ‘very difficult’ item in the 

test. 
 

       In summary, the research instrument initially consisted of 54 items but after the try-

out there were only 37 items: 36 items were ‘satisfactory’; 1 ‘excellent’. With regard to 

the difficulty level, 11 items were ‘very easy’; 15 ‘easy’; 10 ‘moderate’, and 1 ‘difficult’. 

Since the total score was 100 as the highest score a student could achieve, one correct 

answer was scored 2.7.  
 

3.3.2.6 Data Collection Procedure 

        After the permission to take the data was granted by the headmasters of the schools, 

the research instrument and three lesson plans for the treatments both in the experimental 

and control groups were prepared. Three passages taken from different sources were 

modified a little bit to suit the students’ grammar mastery and to make them sound like 

oral discourse as the original passages were actually intended for written discourse. All of 

the passages were descriptive: an outer space, a man and a house. Some listening 

comprehension questions for group discussion and for the quiz were formulated for each 

lesson plan. After the materials were in hand, they were audio-recorded.  

        One lesson plan for the experimental group was tried out in a classroom that was not 

part of the study in order to improve the lesson plan (if any). At the same time the research 

instrument was tried out. It was then found that the time allocation was not proper with the 

real implementation. The difficulty in grouping the students – like the one found in Pilot 
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Study 1 – appeared since it was the first time for the students to have the Jigsaw technique 

implemented. The time allocation in the lesson plan was then revised. The study then 

started with the pretest administration, continued to the three treatments, and ended with 

the posttest administration. The same teacher was involved both in the experimental and 

control groups. The studies at ‘X’ and ‘Y’ schools all took place in November 2007.  

        At ‘X’ school, when the pre- and post-tests were administered, some students were 

absent. Since the scores for testing the hypotheses should be in pairs (pre- and post-test 

scores of each student), the students having only the pretest scores or only the posttest 

scores were disregarded. There was then data reduction resulting in 32 and 29 students’ 

scores in the experimental and control groups respectively. Similar procedure was carried 

out in the pretest and posttest scores obtained at ‘Y’ school resulting in only 44 and 47 

students’ scores in the experimental and control groups respectively. 
 

3.3.2.7 Data Analysis Procedure 

        The data analysis procedure applied was the same as the one presented in the research 

method for the first research question of Pilot Study 1 (see [3.2.2.7]). 

 

3.3.3 Research Method for the Second Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

        The study was descriptive in nature. It presented the information concerning the 

Jigsaw implementation in Listening classes.  
 

3.3.3.1 Subjects  

        The subjects were a teacher and her eighth grade students in a regular English class 

where the listening material was discussed by using the Jigsaw technique. They were the 

teacher and the students present on the second and third treatments in the experimental 

group where they learnt using Jigsaw at ‘X’ school in the academic year of 2007/2008 (see 

[3.3.2.3]) 
 

3.3.3.2 Data 

        The data in this study were the teacher-student activities depicting the 

implementation of Jigsaw in the three Listening classes investigated.  
 

3.3.3.3 Research Instruments 

        Two sorts of recording were employed: audio recording and audio-visual recordings. 

The audio recorder was used to record the teacher interaction with the students (the 
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teacher talk and students’ responses). The audio-visual recording was used to make us 

know about the real class situation when Jigsaw was implemented. 
 

3.3.3.4 Data Collection Procedure 

        The data for the second research question, as implied, were taken when the 

treatments concerning the first research question took place (see the discussion in 

[3.3.2.3]). A cameraman assisted with the audio-visual recordings to capture the Jigsaw 

class situation. 
 

3.3.3.5 Data Analysis Procedure 

        The audio recordings were reviewed continuously to get a picture of the teacher-

student interaction and the student-student interaction while the teacher was implementing 

Jigsaw in the listening class. The data from the video recording were also reviewed to 

describe the class situation more.  

 

3.3.4 Research Method for the Third Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

        The study was descriptive in nature. It was carried out in a natural setting of the 

regular language classrooms in high schools. The data collected in 4 listening class 

sessions using a questionnaire as the main instrument were intended to reveal the students’ 

perceptions on role assigning in the implementation of Jigsaw. 
 

3.3.4.1 Subjects  

        The subjects involved were the students of Junior High Schools. They were the 

students present on the second and third treatments in the experimental groups where 

Jigsaw was implemented at ‘X’ and ‘Y’ schools in the 2007/2008 academic year (see 

[3.3.2.3]). At ‘X’ school, when the data were taken, there were 34 and 35 students present 

on the second and third Jigsaw classes respectively. Meanwhile at ‘Y’ school, there were 

48 students on each class. 

        The roles assigned to the students in each expert team were captain, secretary, time 

keeper, and common member. The task of the captain was coordinating the group work, 

making certain every one contributed and keeping the group on task. The secretary’s task 

was keeping notes on important information appearing in the discussion. The time 

keeper’s task was keeping track of time and reminding the group how much time there 
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was. The common member was not assigned a special task, but was asked to contribute to 

the discussion. The tasks were confirmed every time prior to their team work.   

        As eight expert teams were formed in each class, there were then 8 captains, 8 time 

keepers, 8 secretaries in each class. For the role of common member, the number varied 

depending on the number of students present on the days when the data were collected. 

For each Jigsaw class, the roles were not predetermined; the students were free to assign 

the roles among the members in the group. The students were however encouraged to 

apply roles rotating or to take different roles – taking another role every time the group 

work was performed. It was not detected which and how many students had taken 

different roles. The informal checking by the class teacher indicated that the majority 

applied rotated roles in their group. At ‘X’ school, 10 and 11 students became common 

members on the second and third Jigsaw implementation respectively. At ‘Y’ school, 24 

and 19 students became common members on the second and third Jigsaw implementation 

respectively. A total of 32 students having the role of captain, 32 secretary, 32 time keeper 

and 69 common member were available.  
  

3.3.4.2 Data 

        The data were the students’ answers found in the questionnaire. Their answers 

revealed their perceptions concerning the roles assigned to them in their expert team.  
 

3.3.4.3 Research Instrument 

        A questionnaire was formulated to obtain the data. It consisted of five statements 

which were divided in three categories. The first statement was the only one asking the 

opinion of the students concerning their own role. The second and fourth statements were 

of similar sort. They were formulated to reveal the students’ perceptions concerning their 

own role related to the other roles assigned in their expert team. The third and fifth 

statements were similarly formulated to indicate the overall perceptions on all roles 

assigned. A Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) was used 

to reveal the students’ perceptions on the roles assigned to them. 

        The questionnaire which was written in Indonesian was tried out first to test how long 

it took the respondents to complete and to ensure that all the statements and instructions 

were clear. The try-out was done when one regular English class session was used as the 

try out of one Lesson Plan (see [3.3.2.6]). 
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        As secondary research instruments, an observation sheet and an audio recorder to 

record the interview with some students were used to obtain additional data as a cross 

check. The observation sheet was prepared for the observers, i.e., the English teachers of 

the respective schools and one of our students. The completed observation sheet would 

reveal whether the observers thought role assigning was helpful.  
 

3.3.4.4 Data Collection Procedure 

        The data for the third research question were actually taken when the three treatments 

concerning the first research question were performed in the experimental groups. On the 

first implementation no questionnaire was distributed. On the second and third 

implementations the research instrument was administered to collect the data. The 

observers were in the class completing the observation sheet. They observed the students 

working in their group.  

        On each meeting, Jigsaw was carried out based on the Lesson Plan prepared. The 80-

minute regular class was divided into three main parts: Pre-instructional Activities, 

Whilst-instructional Activities, and Post-instructional Activities (see [3.3.2.4] for the 

detailed illustration of a typical Jigsaw class). The observation and the questionnaire 

distribution took place in the Whilst-Instructional Activities. When the students were 

discussing the material in their expert team, the observers completed the observation sheet. 

Right after the students finished the discussion in their expert team, the questionnaire was 

distributed. After the Post-instructional Activities, some randomly chosen students were 

interviewed. The interview was recorded. 
 

3.3.4.5 Data Analysis Procedure 

        The data analysis was done by tallying the students’ responses in the questionnaire. 

The percentages were counted. The obtained data were then interpreted and crosschecked 

with the data from the secondary instruments.  

 

3.3.5 Findings of Pilot Study 2 

3.3.5.1 Findings Related to the First Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

        The statistical calculation of the pretest scores obtained at ‘X’ school revealed that 

the mean scores of the experimental and control groups were not significantly different 

(t=.579, df=62, NS).  The two groups had more or less the same achievement before the 

treatment was conducted. Similarly, the calculation of the ones obtained at ‘Y’ school 
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showed that the experimental group mean score and the control group mean score were 

not significantly different either (t=1.21, df=94, NS).  

        Further t-test calculation for the posttest scores obtained at ‘X’ school revealed that 

the posttest mean scores of the experimental group and the control group were not 

significantly different (t=-.973; df=66; NS). The posttest mean scores between the two 

groups at ‘Y’ school were not either (t=-.591; df=89; NS). 

        The findings indicated that the alternative hypothesis which says “There is a 

significant difference in the listening achievement between the second grade junior high 

school students who are taught using the Jigsaw technique and those who are taught using 

the non-Jigsaw group work” is rejected. A possible cause is that Jigsaw was a new 

technique for the students. They might need more time to adapt to this technique since 

there were only three treatments. Although they had known how to work in groups, they 

still did not get used to working in the expert teams and home teams.  

        The condition of the experimental group at ‘X’ was not so good when the posttest 

was conducted. At that time, the class next to the respective experimental group was noisy 

because they had a music class. It was so disturbing that the students could not hear the 

recordings well. The number of the students is also one of the possible causes. At ‘Y’ 

there were 48 students in one class. It was quite difficult for one teacher to monitor a big 

class, especially using the Jigsaw technique. 
 

3.3.5.2 Findings Related to the Second Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

The First Implementation of Jigsaw     

        In the pre-instruction, the teacher greeted the students who responded her greetings. 

What followed primarily includes the teacher’s forming home teams and expert teams, 

distributing the materials and the students’ doing the task in their expert teams and home 

teams. 

        At first the teacher explained what they would do concerning the Jigsaw technique. 

Then the teacher asked the students to form groups of 4 students. Most of the students 

however asked to have groups of 5. The teacher refused and strictly asked them to count 

off 1 through 4. The students with number 1 were in one group with the other students 

numbered 1. The students were still confused and complained to the teacher. They wanted 

to be in one group with their best friends. Ignoring the request, the teacher moved some 

students and helped them find their group because they still did not understand what they 
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were supposed to do. After they formed the groups, the teacher divided the class into two 

big groups. The teacher named them Apple and Banana, but they were changed into 

Strawberry and Blueberry because of the students’ request. The teacher then informed 

that the groups were called ‘home teams’. The students did not know what a home team 

was, and the teacher explained it. The students listened to the teacher’s explanation. 

        The teacher then asked each group to count off 1 through 4 again. To make it clearer, 

the teacher gave an example, by saying “Rexi no. 1, Widodo no. 2, Cahyo no. 3, and Reni 

no. 4” (all names are pseudonyms). The students who got number 1 gathered with the 

other students numbered 1. When the teacher asked this, the students were confused. They 

did not do anything, they just sat and listened to the teacher, so the teacher helped them 

again to form the groups. When the teacher asked their number, some of the students were 

still confused with their number. Then the teacher helped them count again. The students 

in the Strawberry group were asked to form their expert teams. The students in the 

Blueberry group were too.  After the teacher helped them, most of the students understood 

well, but there was still a student who did not understand. 

        After they formed their expert teams, the teacher asked the students to take the 

materials in front of the class. Almost all of the students left their desks. The class started 

to be noisy. Seeing there were so many students in front of the class, the teacher asked 

only one person from each group to stay. The others were asked to go back to their seats. 

The teacher then distributed the cassette and audio recorder for each group and asked one 

student to be responsible for the equipments. Some students who had already got the 

recorders and cassettes tried to turn them on and played with them.  

        The teacher asked the students to listen to the recorded material and discuss it with 

their friends based on the questions given. In some groups, each student listened to the 

material in turns because the sound was so low that they needed to stick the recorder to 

their ears. Some groups equipped with the big recorders turned them on loudly. The 

groups that were disturbed complained to the teacher. There were other problems: some 

students could not operate the small recorders well and there was a student who pressed 

the record button. The class became uncontrolled and crowded. The teacher repeatedly 

warned them not to push the record button.  

        The teacher went from one group to another group to help them. They were reminded 

not to discuss other things before they really finished the task. They were also reminded to 

get as much information as possible so that they could share it in their home teams. Some 
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groups did the discussion seriously; some were not as they started the discussion only 

when the teacher came to them. Some students summoned the teacher when they needed 

some help or when they did not understand, for example, the meaning of ‘miles’. When 

the time for the expert team discussion was over, the teacher asked them to return the 

listening equipments.  

        The teacher asked the students to go back to their own home teams and discuss what 

they had already got in their expert teams. The students were still busy with their own 

business and did not listen to the teacher, so the teacher repeated the instructions. The 

students then performed the sharing task in their home teams. Meanwhile the teacher went 

to help when necessary. 

        In the post-instruction, the teacher administered a quiz. The students started to keep 

silent and did the quiz. The teacher asked them not to write anything in the test sheets. A 

student gave a comment by saying “Loh terus dikerjakan di mana?” [translation: ‘So 

where should we do the test?’]. Then the teacher distributed the answer sheets. To make 

the students do the quiz seriously, the teacher reminded them that the quiz scores would be 

considered as their ordinary test scores. After they were quiet, the teacher switched on the 

recorder. The students listened to the recordings only once. When the quiz was over, the 

students asked the teacher to let them listen again because it was not clear enough for 

them. Their request was not granted. Some students tried to cheat by asking the answers to 

their friends. They were stopped by the teacher.  
 

The Second Implementation of Jigsaw     

        The teacher greeted the students who then responded. The teacher asked the students 

whether they still remembered what they had learnt in the previous meeting. Most of the 

students answered ‘Yes, outer space’.  

        The teacher then asked the students to form their home teams as they did in the 

previous meeting. The students directly did so, but there were some students who forgot 

his or her home team members. One student was absent, so the teacher reformed some 

group members. 

        After the home teams were formed, the teacher asked “What is the next step?” Some 

of the students said “Go to expert team”. When the teacher asked them to do it, the 

students directly went to their expert teams and arranged the chairs for group discussion. 

   



CHAPTER 3 72 

The teacher checked again whether they were in their correct groups or not. Some students 

were ‘lost’, so the teacher assisted them. 

        The teacher assigned roles for each group member and the students listened to the 

teacher’s explanation. The teacher said “The captain’s job is leading the discussion. The 

secretary has a job to help the captain. If the captain does not have any ideas, help. She 

also takes a note. The time keeper watches the time for the discussion. The ordinary 

member has a job to be active in the discussion” While the teacher was explaining, the 

students tried to memorize the roles. After her explanation, the teacher asked the students 

to decide among themselves who would be the captain, secretary, time keeper and 

ordinary member in the groups.  

        Afterwards, the teacher asked a student from each group to take the materials. Some 

of the students ‘competed’ to get the recorders. A group that was provided with a big 

recorder turned it on loudly; therefore, some students directly complained.  

        This time the students did the task better. The students directly discussed the text 

after being reminded to do well in their groups. While discussing the materials, some of 

the students had an initiative to ask the teacher or their fellow friends about, for example, 

the meaning of ‘chasing’. There was still a student who pressed the record button, so the 

teacher warned him to be careful with the record button. The students discussed seriously. 

They listened to the cassettes for several times and took a note. Sometimes, when they did 

not know the answer, they asked the teacher what the answer was. They knew what they 

were supposed do in the group discussion. The teacher went from one to another group 

checking to ensure the discussion ran well. 

        Afterwards, the students were given a questionnaire. The teacher asked them to fill in 

the questionnaire which was in fact the research instrument to get the data for the third 

research question. A student asked the meaning of ‘memonopoli’ – a word appearing the 

questionnaire. The teacher then explained it to the students. Some of the students 

completed the questionnaire seriously. 

        The teacher asked the students to go back to their home team. As they moved slowly, 

the teacher told them to hurry. The teacher reminded them to share the information with 

their home team members. The students did their home team task. 

        In the post-instruction, the teacher administered the quiz. The students listened to the 

recordings once. Some students answered the questions while listening; some just waited 

until the whole passage was listened to.  
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The Third Implementation of Jigsaw     

        After the greetings section, the teacher asked the students what they remembered 

from the previous meeting. The students answered, ‘A strange man’. They could mention 

that the man was an Arabian and that the man had black, short, wavy and lousy hair.  

        When it was time to form the home teams, the teacher asked whether the students still 

remembered their home team or not, and – without waiting for the students’ response – 

said “Ok, Now go to your home team”. All the students directly moved and formed their 

home team. Before the teacher asked “What is the role of each member?”, the students had 

already distributed the roles of captain, secretary, time keeper and ordinary member 

among themselves. 

        In the section of materials distribution, this time the teacher called one student from 

each group in turns. Each group waited to be provided with the material. The class was 

quiet enough and under controlled. 

        The students then discussed the material quietly. All groups performed the group 

task. They helped each other in solving the problems. The students asked the teacher every 

time they had difficulties – mostly about the difficult words. After they finished the 

discussion, the teacher asked them to return the cassettes and recorders and put them on 

the teacher’s desk. Afterwards, the teacher asked the students to fill in the questionnaire. 

After the teacher distributed the questionnaire, some students commented that they had 

done the same thing in the previous meeting. The teacher apparently did not hear it. Some 

students answered the questionnaire directly. Some did it after the teacher reminded them. 

Having completed the questionnaire, the students were asked to go back to their home 

team and do the home team task. The students directly responded so.  

        Eventually the quiz was administered. When the teacher distributed the test and 

answer sheets, the students directly kept silence. They listened to the recordings once. The 

students did the quiz in less than 5 minutes, less time than in the previous meetings.  
 

Discussion  

        In the first implementation, the teacher introduced the Jigsaw technique to the 

students. The teacher had difficulties in forming both the home and expert teams. The 

students were confused and did not understand the teacher’s instruction. This was quite 

understandable as it was the first time for the students to learn using Jigsaw. During the 

materials distribution, quite a lot of students came to the teacher’s desk in front of the 
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class. This made the class chaotic. In the expert team discussion, the students still did not 

know what they had to do. Problems occurred when the students could not operate the 

recorders well. These technical issues disturbed the process of the discussion. 

        The second implementation was better than the first one. The teacher was able to 

overcome the class management problem. The students did the teacher’s instruction 

quietly and seriously. The time was spent more effectively. The students directly formed 

the home and expert teams when instructed. The group discussion ran well both in the 

home and expert teams.  

        The third implementation was satisfactory. Fewer and fewer problems occurred. In 

forming the expert and home teams, the students were not confused any more. They did it 

quickly. They also had already known the role assigning for each member and performed 

their roles. They did the group task better than in the previous Jigsaw implementation.  
 

3.3.5.3 Findings Related to the Third Research Question of Pilot Study 2 

Students’ Perceptions Concerning Their Own Role 

        Item 1 in the questionnaire which says “The role I get enables me to discuss well” is 

related to the students’ perceptions on the role they got in the expert team.  The result of 

the analysis is summarized in Table 3.14. 

Table 3.14 Perceptions on One’s Own Role                             
The role I get enables 

me to discuss well  
Captain 
(n=32) 

Secretary 
(n=32) 

Time-keeper 
(n=32) 

Common member 
(n=69) 

Strongly Disagree 0% 3.1% 3.1% 1.5% 
Disagree 9.4% 9.4% 12.5% 8.7% 
Agree 75.0% 78.1% 68.8% 78.3% 
Strongly Agree 15.6% 9.4% 15.6% 11.6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
         
        With regard to the percentages of ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ (90.6% of the captains, 

87.5% of secretaries, 84.4% of the time keepers, and 89.9% of common members), the 

average opinion of 88.1% was obtained (Table 3.14). The students believed that the roles 

they got enabled them to discuss well. The captains, secretaries, time keepers, and 

common members held consistent positive perceptions on how useful the role assigned to 

them was for their discussion.  

        This finding is in line with the ones obtained from the interview. From the interview 

transcript, it is found that among 11 students interviewed, 9 students answered YES to the 

interviewer’s question ‘Given the specific role, can you discuss well?’  One said ‘NO’; 
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one ‘QUITE SO’. These findings are also supported by the ones from the observation 

form completed by the observers. The majority of the observers admitted that the students 

discussed well. 
 

Students’ Perceptions Concerning Their Role Related to the Other Roles 

        Items 2 ‘I cannot discuss well because my friend does not play their role as expected’ 

and 4 ‘My friends monopolize the discussion’ in the questionnaire concerned about the 

students’ perceptions on the role they got related to the other roles. The summary of the 

questionnaire analyses for these items is presented in Tables 3.15 and 3.16. 
 

Table 3.15 Perceptions on One’s Own Role Related to the Other Roles (1)                 
I cannot discuss well because 
my friends do not play their 

role as expected  

Captain 
(n=32) 

Secretary 
(n=32) 

Time-
keeper 
(n=32) 

Common 
member 
(n=69) 

Strongly Disagree 25.0% 28.1% 40.6% 24.6% 
Disagree 53.1% 50.0% 40.6% 56.5% 
Agree 12.5% 12.5% 18.8% 18.9% 
Strongly Agree 9.4% 9.4% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.16 Perceptions on One’s Own Role Related to the Other Roles (2)                    
My friends monopolize  

the discussion  
Captain 
(n=32) 

Secretary 
(n=32) 

Time-keeper 
(n=32) 

Common member 
(n=69) 

Strongly Disagree 34.4% 46.9% 53.1% 39.1% 
Disagree 46.9% 43.7% 34.4% 47.8% 
Agree 9.4% 6.3% 3.1% 13.1% 
Strongly Agree 9.4% 3.1% 9.4% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

        A further observation on the data indicates that with regard to the percentages of 

‘strongly disagree’ and ‘disagree’ as the response to ‘I cannot discuss well because my 

friends do not play their role as expected’ (78.1% of the captains, 78.1% of secretaries, 

81.2% of the time keepers, and 81.1% of common members), the average opinion of 

79.7% was obtained (Table 3.15). The students therefore admitted that their friends carried 

out their roles as expected. With regard to the percentages of ‘strongly disagree’ and 

‘disagree’ as the response to ‘My friends monopolize the discussion’ (81.3% of the 

captains, 90.6% of secretaries, 87.5% of the time keepers, and 86.9% of common 

members), the average opinion of 86.6% was revealed (Table 3.16). The students 

implicitly claimed that there was no monopoly in the group discussion. The captains, 

secretaries, time keepers, and common members held consistent positive perceptions on 
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how useful the other roles assigned to their friends were. In brief the majority agreed to 

say that their own role was positively influenced by the other roles in the group. 

        This particular finding is confirmed by the ones obtained from the interview. From 

the interview transcript, it is found that among 11 students interviewed, 8 students did not 

think their friends monopolize the discussion and thought they could discuss well as their 

friends played their role as expected. The three others had the opposite opinion. These 

findings are also supported by the ones from the observation form completed by the 

observers. Two-thirds of the observers disagreed to ‘Some students monopolize in the 

discussion’ and to ‘Some students do not participate in the discussion’.  
 

Students’ Perceptions Concerning All Roles Assigned 

        Table 3.17 is presented to show the result of the analysis of the students’ responses to 

the statement: “I like role assigning for each student in group discussion”. Meanwhile 

Table 3.18 indicates the one to “Group discussion becomes better because of the role 

assigned to each student”. 
 

Table 3.17 Preference for Role Assigning 
I like role assigning for each 
student in group discussion  

Captain 
(n=32) 

Secretary 
(n=32) 

Time-keeper 
(n=32) 

Common member 
(n=69) 

Strongly Disagree 3.1% 0.0% 3.1% 1.5% 
Disagree 3.1% 3.1% 9.4% 7.3% 
Agree 53.1% 65.6% 46.9% 62.3% 
Strongly Agree 40.6% 31.3% 40.6% 29.0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 3.18 Perceptions on Role Assigning for Better Discussion 
Group discussion becomes better  
because of the role assigned to 

each student 

Captain 
(n=32) 

Secretary 
(n=32) 

Time-
keeper 
(n=32) 

Common member 
(n=69) 

Strongly Disagree 0.0 % 0.0 % 6.3% 2.9% 
Disagree 3.1 % 9.4% 3.1% 8.7% 
Agree 56.3 % 53.1% 46.9% 60.9% 
Strongly Agree 40.6 % 37.5% 43.7% 27.5% 

Total 100 % 100% 100 100% 
        
        The data in Table 3.17 show that the majority of captains, secretaries, time keepers, 

and common members have positive perceptions on role assigning. When the percentages 

of ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ as the response to ‘I like role assigning for each student  in 

group discussion’ are considered, it is found that the average percentage revealing the 

preference for role assigning is about 92%. The students did like role assigning. The 
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reasons the interviewed students provided – that the discussion ran more smoothly because 

of the role assigning – then support this particular finding.   

        Based on the data presented in Table 3.18, it is found that when the percentages of 

‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ are computed, the captain’s positive perceptions constituted 

96.9%; the secretary’s 90.6%; the time-keeper’s 90.6%; the common member’s 88.4%. 

The average percentage of positive perceptions on this role assigning for better group 

discussion is 91.6%. Slightly above two-thirds of all the students consider their discussion 

gets better because of role assigning.  

        This finding is supported by the observers whose opinion is reflected in the 

observation form. All of the observers agreed to “The role assigned to each student is 

helpful to make the discussion go on smoothly” and “The students like the role assigning”. 

All of the students interviewed similarly revealed positive perceptions on role assigning. 

This finding might be related to the teacher’s role – reminding the students regularly about 

their roles before they started the discussion. Role assigning as a sort of positive 

interdependence is not without its value to maintain smoothly functioning groups.  

 

3.3.6 Summary 

Pilot Study 2 finds that there is no significant difference in the listening achievement 

between the second grade junior high school students who are taught using the Jigsaw 

technique and those who are taught using the non-Jigsaw group work. The three 

implementations of Jigsaw in the listening class reveal a distinctive situation among them. 

The chaos in the class gradually becomes lessened from one to the next implementation. 

With regard to the students’ perceptions on role assigning, the questionnaires indicate that 

role assigning in the implementation of the Jigsaw technique is positively perceived by the 

students. 

Like Pilot Study 1, Pilot Study 2 provides other useful insights for our main study. 

As role assigning is positively perceived for its usefulness, we are firmly encouraged to 

maintain it and to continue with our investigation on to what extent role assigning 

influences the interaction of high-, middle- and low-achieving students. However, when 

the formulation of tasks is reexamined (see [3.3.4.1]), it is realized that the tasks of 

captain, secretary and time-keeper have been clearly formulated while common member is 

not yet given a specific functional task. Therefore, the common member role will be 

reconsidered later in the main study.  
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3.4 The Main Study under Report 
        The two pilot studies presented in the previous sections are not the same as the main 

study under report. The differences are as follows:  

(1) Unlike Pilot Study 1 which examines student interaction that is triggered by the 

comprehension questions appearing below the text read, the main study analyzes student 

interaction which is triggered by the students themselves. Facilitated by Ogle’s (1986) K-

W-L teaching model which is modified (the details are available in [4.4.9]), the students 

discuss the text based on what they want to know from the text or on what they want to 

check with their team mates to ensure whether their understanding is correct or not. 

Therefore, the student interaction is triggered by the students’ own goal or interest.  

(2) The positive interdependence in Pilot Study 2 concerns role interdependence. In the 

main study, besides role interdependence, reward interdependence is also employed.  

(3) In both pilot studies, the students are simply put into groups of 4-5 students based on 

the vicinity consideration. In the main study, the student grouping is more systematic. The 

students are grouped by employing the sociometric method, and by forming heterogeneous 

groups each of which consists of high-, middle-, and low-achievers (this grouping issue is 

elaborated in [4.4.5] and [4.4.6]). 

(4) The design in the main study is improved to obtain ‘more structured’ interaction – to 

enforce face-to-face interaction – one of the essential components of cooperative learning 

which was not enforced in both pilot studies. The task directions and procedures were 

implicitly provided to the students in the worksheets (more discussion on the task 

preparation is in [4.4.9]). 

(5) In both pilot studies, the students are not given any special preparation for cooperative 

behavior. The students are simply instructed to work together in the short period of the 

Jigsaw implementation – indicating that interpersonal skills as one essential component of 

cooperative learning are not yet enforced. In the main study, four classroom sessions are 

spent on providing a model of group discussion (introduction to cooperation). Moreover, 

the teacher points out to the students the reasons for cooperation with peers. These 

preparation sessions of which the goal is to indirectly teach interpersonal skills are set 

aside following the arguments put forward by Blatchford et al. (2003), Dörnyei (1997), 

Galton & Williamson (1992) in Mercer (2000), Graves (1994), Jaques (2000), Mercer 

(2000), Tinzmann et al. (1990), and Wohl & Klein-Wohl (1994). They similarly argue for 
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the necessity of special preparation for cooperative behavior stating that students need to 

be given models and explanations telling them how to learn cooperatively (more 

discussion on the model of group work is in [4.4.10]). 

(6) In Pilot Study 1 the recordings of the chosen group discussion were done outside the 

classroom thus the data collection in this pilot study is not done naturally. The audio 

recordings in the main study are done more naturally (elaborated in [4.4.11]) 

(7) In both pilot studies the Jigsaw implementation is a short treatment of cooperative 

learning. The intervention is performed in merely three out of the whole school year 

sessions which are predominantly teacher-centered. To be more specific, Jigsaw is 

implemented where teacher-centered instruction is used over a school year. As there is 

also a need for more studies of cooperative learning in naturalistic settings rather than in 

short-term experimental manipulations, the main study is performed differently. In the 

main study cooperative learning dominates the class sessions over a semester. It is then 

more of a cooperative learning class. The 28-session semester program is designed 

specifically for six sorts of class sessions: (1) one introductory session at the very 

beginning of the semester program, (2) one feedback and review session in the middle of 

the semester, (3) one feedback and closing session at the end of the semester, (4) model 

group work allocated for 4 sessions in which the students are given a model of group 

work, (5) teacher-centered instruction allocated for 7 sessions, and (6) cooperative 

learning or student-centered instruction scheduled for 14 sessions. It is then obvious that 

the time allocated for group activities exceeds that for teacher-fronted activities (this 

cooperative learning-dominated class is indicated in the course outline elaborated also in 

[4.4.11]). 

        Considering especially the improvements made as described in (3) - (8) above, the 

main study then obviates some of the pitfalls of the pilot studies hence making the main 

study worth-conducting. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHOD 
 

 In this chapter the nature of the study is presented.  Ethical considerations follow. 

The design of the study comes afterward. An elaborate section concerning data collection 

is presented following the study design section. The data analysis procedure section ends 

the main body of this chapter. A summary section completes the whole chapter.   
 

4.1 Nature of the Study 
        Qualitative methodology is one that is most generally employed to produce 

descriptive data about people’s world and their observable behavior (Freebody, 2003 

quoting Taylor & Bogdan, 1984). Furthermore, one significant tradition or variant of the 

qualitative methodology is symbolic interactionism (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007). 

Symbolic interactionism sees meaning as social products which are formed through 

activities of interacting people (Blumer, 1985 in Berg, 2004). Symbolic interactionists 

emphasize the nature of interaction, the dynamic activities taking place between or among 

people. Symbolic interaction, pointed out further by Cohen et al. (2007) focuses on 

individuals as constructors of their own actions, the process of negotiation and the social 

context. Our study therefore belongs to symbolic interactionism of a qualitative research 

tradition.  
 

4.2 Ethical Considerations 
        Most authors discussing qualitative research address the significance of ethical 

considerations (see Cohen et al., 2007; Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Parsons 

& Brown, 2002). Principally the researcher has an obligation to respect the rights of 

privacy, freedom, needs, and values of the informants. The following safeguards are 

employed to protect our informants’ rights: (1) the research objectives, contents and 

procedures were revealed, (2) the informants were informed of the data collection devices 

and activities (3) a consent seeking the approval to proceed with the study was obtained 

from the informants, (4) the informants were given the chance to remain anonymous, (5) 

the transcribed data and reports were made available to the key informants, and (6) all data 
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were kept confidential. All the safeguards were revealed to the students on the very first 

meeting of the semester program especially when the course outline was verbally clarified. 
 

4.3 Research Design 
        The overall design of the study is aimed at answering the research questions 

mentioned in Chapter 1. No intervention or special treatment is provided in the intact class 

used (further discussion on this investigated class is in [4.4.11.1]); the main point is not to 

intervene in the language process but to obtain detailed information on what actually 

occurs in student interaction. The use of an intact, on-going language class has its 

significance –  so that it is applicable later for classroom teachers (to this, Brown & 

Rodgers, 2002 point out the use of regular classrooms as something in fashion and 

relevancy to improving education for the foreseeable future). 

        Put simply, in this qualitatively driven-study, there is no manipulation. We do not 

create a special setting of the investigated class for the research, what the teacher will 

teach, and how the teacher will teach as this is the characteristic of experimental research 

design which is not the concern of the present study. 
 

4.4 Data Collection 
        This section is sequenced to constitute two phases of data collection. The first phase 

covers the theoretical data collection issues on the natural setting, the subject and key 

informants selection, and the research instruments. The second deals with practically more 

technical preparation for the cooperative learning instruction. The second phase is 

primarily intended to reveal issues which make this study different and which remedy our 

pilot studies. Besides, it is also intended to ascertain that the data elicitation method or 

technique, Gass & Mackey (2007) argue,  yields the targeted interaction.  
 

4.4.1 Setting  

        Classroom processes, as claimed by Delamont (1976), can only be understood if their 

context is understood by studying the stage setting. This section is therefore provided to 

describe the classroom setting before presenting the subjects of the study. 

        The natural setting was, as implied in [4.3], determined to be a regular class – more 

specifically, it was a regular one at the English Department of Teacher Training Faculty of 

a university in Surabaya, Indonesia where English is taught as a foreign language. The 
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study was carried out in a classroom which was physically the ordinary one with a chair 

and a table for the teacher and about 30 chairs easily moved to enable the students to form 

small groups. 
 

4.4.2 Subjects and Key Informants 

        The subjects involved were the students registered in one of the three parallel Reading 

2 classes. They were, more specifically, semester 3 university students taking Reading 2 

course – a 4-credit-bearing subject – as one of the skill subjects offered in the odd 

semester of 2008/2009 academic year lasting about 5 months. They officially started the 

semester program on August 11, 2008 and ended it on December 20, 2008. The subjects 

participated voluntarily in this study.  

        The subjects consisted of 3 male and 18 female students. One of them was a student 

from another department, i.e., physics department. She was in fact a senior physics teacher 

who joined the class to learn the English language. Being a student who could not be put 

in a group of similar learners, she was excluded from the key informant group.  

        Of the 21 subjects who agreed to participate in the study, 5 were selected as the key 

informants. These 5 students who were engaged in small group discussion were selected 

for closer analysis. They were selected by implementing ‘purposive sampling’ – which is 

frequently used in a qualitative research (Cohen et al., 2007; Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2006). The key informants were chosen on purpose to ensure that the sample was 

uniquely suited to the intent of the study. They belonged to a heterogeneous group of 

male-female students possessing high-, middle- and low-achievement.  To be more 

specific, one key informant identified as KI1 (standing for Key Informant 1) was a male 

student who was a high-achiever. The other four were female. Among these four key 

informants, one identified as KI2 was a high-achiever, two of them identified as KI3 and 

KI4 were middle-achievers, and one identified as KI5 was a low-achiever (see [4.4.6] for 

more discussion). This special key informant group was chosen also by considering the 

sociometric method (also see [4.4.6]).    

        The key informants were primarily involved in four main data collection sessions 

when they were discussing in their expert team in four successive regular class sessions of 

Jigsaw which is, as previously reviewed in [2.6], characterized by its expert teams and 

home teams. They became the focus of investigation to answer our research questions. 

Nevertheless, the key informants were not told that they became the ones until they were 
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shown the rough transcripts of their discussion. Naturalistic data were consequently 

ensured; the results of this study could be interpreted as reflecting peer discussion which 

may have been the key informants’ typical performance in everyday classroom work. 

Moreover,  at the same time one particular research bias at the stage of data gathering – 

the Hawthorne effect (Cohen et al., 2007; Gass & Mackey, 2007) – was eliminated as the 

study did not change the behavior of the key informants due to their feelings of pleasure 

about being included in the study. When the key informants were involved in the rough 

transcription checking (elaborated later in [4.5]), they were reassured that pseudonyms 

would be used in place of their names in the transcripts. 
 

4.4.3 Research Instruments 

         Based on the research questions or to capture the data on student interaction, 

observation – claimed by Gass & Mackey (2007) as one of the most commonly employed 

instruments in classroom research – was used.   

        Based on observation types classified by Cohen et al. (2007) who refer to Cooper & 

Schindler (2001), the observation in this study was overt as we told the students our being 

a teacher doing a research in the respective class. The observation was also an indirect one 

for it required recording devices. Eventually, it was also a non-participant observation as 

we excluded ourselves completely during the recording of the student group work in the 

main data collection sessions (see [4.4.11] for further description).  

        The audio recordings were more specifically employed to obtain the students’ verbal 

interaction in the group work. All group works through out the semester program were 

recorded; nevertheless, as stated previously in [4.4.2], merely the ones of the key 

informants were taken as the main data. The students were not told which recording was 

chosen for the research data. The purpose of the early recordings was to make the students 

get used to the presence of audio recorders – an attempt to eventually get more naturalistic 

data. In fact, indicated in the students’ responses to the question posed at the end of the 

semester – if the recorder negatively influenced them – was that the students, as time went 

by, forgot that they were being taped; none really cared much about the matter to begin 

with. Technically, one student in each group discussion was instructed to start recording as 

soon as the group began to do the group task, and to continue recording without stopping 

until they completely finished the task. 
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Secondary Instruments         

        Other data collection method included interview, stimulated recall, and the students’ 

worksheets. The various observational instruments employed were intended to yield the 

expected data to answer the research questions and more particularly to provide 

opportunities for cross-checking – implicitly indicating an attempt to increase the 

reliability of this research. 

       In this study, a semi-structured interview was used. The interview with the key 

informants on a one-to-one basis was intended to reveal something which could be related 

to student interaction. It was sufficiently open-ended to enable some contents to be 

reordered, expansions made, and further probing undertaken. The interview was 

performed outside the classroom sessions after the rough transcripts were produced. It was 

about a month after the main data collection took place. A-month-after interview was 

meant to allow enough time for us to prepare the rough transcripts and questions for 

clarification of certain parts of the transcribed data and at the same time it was intended 

not to be so long that the informants forgot the essential points. The interviews were 

audio-taped to obtain a more permanent record of the data to be kept. The data obtained 

from the interview were not the main data to analyse; they were, again as previously 

mentioned, intended to provide supplementary data as a cross-check, or for comparison 

and contrast in the data analysis and/or discussion of the findings.  

        Stimulated recall defined by Freeman (1998:94) as “use of previously recorded or 

transcribed data to prompt responses from participants on actions, feelings, thoughts, 

attitudes, beliefs, following events or activities being researched” was similarly used to get 

supplement data. The rough transcripts were similarly provided to the respective key 

informants about a month after the main data collection and they were requested to hand 

in a small note revealing how they thought they helped and got assisted by their friends in 

the group discussion.  

        The individual students’ worksheets (elaborated later in [4.4.9]) were collected after 

the students finished with the assigned task in the group work. They were more 

particularly expected to, as previously mentioned, provide opportunities for cross-

checking. When analyzing Data 2, Turn 22, as an illustration, we firstly thought that the 

utterance in that turn could be coded as a simple assertion and also an extended 

explanation. However, when the individual worksheet was referred to, we could then 

coded more convincingly that it was not an extended explanation because the respective 
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student was just reading what was written in the worksheet. More reliable data were then 

obtained. 

        Gaies (1985) reasons that peer involvement program in language learning must be 

thoughtfully planned and carefully structured to yield a success. Similarly claimed by 

Long (1990) is that it is not sufficient merely to physically place students in small groups 

but that care needs to be taken concerning the size, manner of formation, structure and 

composition of the groups used, and over the activities performed in them.  
 

4.4.4 Cooperative Learning Techniques Implemented 

        As mentioned in Chapter 2, the cooperative learning techniques implemented in the 

classroom where the data of this study are collected include Learning Together and 

Jigsaw. 

        The four elements of Learning Together (see [2.5.5]) were partially implemented. 

One of the groupings – cooperative base group – was not adopted since a base group 

which would last a year was not needed for this study which lasted for a semester. 

However, the heterogeneous grouping was maintained (more discussion on the grouping is 

in [4.4.6]). The term ‘Learning Together’ did not appear in the course outline distributed 

to the students. Instead, the term ‘non-Jigsaw’ was used for practicality reasons so that the 

students were not confused – Jigsaw is also ‘a sort of learning together’ to laymen.   

        With regard to the implementation of Jigsaw, the students in the investigated Reading 

class were put in small groups. They worked in 2 teams: home teams and expert teams. 

They were asked to study in the expert team with the aim to master the sub-material 

provided by the teacher. They were then required to share their ‘expertise’ or to teach what 

they had learned in the expert team to the other members in their home team. Moreover 

they were also required to learn the other sub-materials from their peers. More details on 

the implementation of Jigsaw in this study – among others, how many students there were 

in each team, how each team was composed, what materials the students studied – are 

found in the subsequent sections. 
 

4.4.5 Group Size  

        In this study, groups of primarily 4-5 students were formed to facilitate group 

discussion and to create opportunities for a larger number of interactions compared with 

smaller groups. The groups were as small as possible, but still large enough to form a 
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satisfactory basis for the group task namely comprehending a text. This group size 

consideration was also meant to ascertain maximal interaction to obtain the data.  

        This group size was maintained primarily on cooperative learning sessions where 

students were put into groups to carry out the group task. Five cooperative learning groups 

were formed in the class investigated. Four groups consisted of 4 students per group; only 

one group consisted of 5 students. This group size was then related to the preparation of 

four equal sub-parts of a whole text – matching the characteristics of Jigsaw. 

        As the research question centers on the interaction among high-, middle- and low-

achievers, another methodological preparation will have to be ensuring the availability of 

high-, middle- and low-achievers in the group. This then leads us to the next section of 

data collection: group composition.  
 

4.4.6 Group Composition  

        This study took into consideration the sociometric method (suggested by Stanford & 

Raork, 1974 in Jaques, 2000) as the basis for group composition in order to make groups 

cohesive – the students knew at least one student in the group and realized that they were 

peers.   

        Each student was given a piece of paper to write his or her name in the upper left-

hand corner. Then as a response to “Write 3 names of your classmates whom you would 

like to work with in group”, each listed three names (one student was absent; as the result, 

her name was not even mentioned by any students). The paper of which the content was 

promised to be kept ‘confidential’ was then handed in. The information on the paper was 

used to assign students into groups containing at least one fellow student for whom they 

expressed preference. 

        Another consideration taken in composing the student groups is heterogeneity with 

respect to ability. The scores of the students’ Integrated Course in semester 1 were used as 

the basis to form the groups. Their Integrated Course score was considered to be the most 

representative as it constituted the ones of the four language skills and language 

components evaluation. It was ‘only-a-year-ago’ score thus it was still valid to be 

considered. Combining the sociometric method and heterogeneity consideration, the 

groups formed were, as far as possible, composed in accordance with the students’ own 

choices – at least one peer was a liked one – and keeping high-, middle-, low-achieving 
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student composition (the example of how a cohesive and heterogeneous group is formed 

appears in Appendix 13).  

        Eventually, three group formations as the result of the sociometric as well as 

heterogeneity consideration were obtained to be used for the whole semester. The first 

group formation was used for the non-Jigsaw sessions on the first half of the semester. The 

second one was used for the Jigsaw sessions. The third one was for the non-Jigsaw 

sessions on the second half of the semester (merely the second group formation is revealed 

in Appendix 9 as this one is essential for this study – indicating the grouping used in the 

main data collection). Further discussion on the second group composition for the main 

data collection follows. 

        The second group formation which was used for the Jigsaw sessions was the ‘home 

team’ formation. Totally, there were five home teams formed: four home teams had 4 

members per team; one had 5 members. When the expert teams were formed, a different 

group size occurred (this is the consequence of having 21 students in the class which 

cannot be formed into ‘nice’ 4-member groups for both the home teams and expert teams). 

Three expert teams had 5 members per team and one expert team had 6 members. Since 

this last expert team was considered to be quite big, two parallel expert teams were formed 

hence resulting in two 3-member expert teams. There were then five expert teams formed. 

        Implicitly, all home teams were formed based on both sociometric and heterogeneity 

considerations. As it was hard to reconsider the sociometric method which had been 

employed to get the three group formations, the expert teams were initially formed based 

on heterogeneity consideration only.  To check the cohesiveness of the expert teams 

formed, we made use of a simple questionnaire requesting the students to express their 

preference in working with the other expert team members assigned. Each student got a 

form to fill out and wrote the answer to the question saying “How do you like working 

with …?” They referred to the table of expert teams (Appendix 9) to find their group 

mates’ names. Their preference was indicated by their choice of 1, 2, 3, or 4 to mean ‘not 

at all’, ‘a little’, ‘some’, and ‘very much’ respectively. They were ensured that their 

answers would be kept confidential (the preference form is attached in Appendix 11). 

        By simple calculation, it was found that the cohesiveness score for Expert Team 1 

was 2.95, Expert Team 2 was 3.1, Expert Team 3 was 3.2, and Expert Teams 4 and 5 were 

2.3 each. As the highest score showing the highest cohesiveness went to Expert Team 3, 
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this expert team was then opted as the key informant team – hence the purposive sampling 

was employed. 

        As one of the research question aims to investigate how the interaction is influenced 

by the students’ roles, the issue of role assigning needs discussing – thus the focus of the 

next section.  
 

4.4.7 Role Assigning 

        In this study, the assigned roles were captain, secretary, time keeper, and speaker. 

The reason of choosing these four roles was firstly to match the number of the students in 

the groups formed. The second reason was to provide familiar terms for the students to 

keep their roles. Eventually, it was to adapt to the nature of a language class – leaving the 

role of, e.g., material manager, a typical role in a science class, not a language class. 

        When assigned as a captain, the respective student coordinated the group work, made 

certain every one contributed and kept the group on task. As a secretary, the student kept 

notes on important information appearing in the discussion. The job of a time keeper was 

to keep track of time and to remind the group how much time was left. The speaker was 

assigned to report what the group had discussed, and the speaker might report without any 

note or with the note that had been written by the secretary. For the groups having 5 

members, one additional role assigned was encourager. The encourager’s share was to 

look for individual contributions that deserved praise and to reward those contributions 

with positive comments. Implied is that the three roles kept from our pilot studies included 

captain, secretary, and time keeper. The new ones were speaker and encourager. 

        The role assigning in this study was facilitated by a set of role tags prepared for each 

group. In every group work, each student had a role tag on which a brief description of the 

role was written. When the non-Jigsaw sessions took place, the students were free to 

determine their own role among the members in the group. Nevertheless, when they 

attended Jigsaw sessions, their roles were predetermined (see Appendix 9). 

        Revealed in Table 4.1 is the rotated role for each key informant (except Key 

Informant 4). As only four sessions were determined to be used for the main data 

collection, only 4 roles could be rotated equally to 4 students. This left no chance for one 

student to get all rotated roles. The non-rotated role was determined to be encourager. As 

there was only one low achiever (Key Informant 5) in the key informant group, this 
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encourager role was not given to her. It was randomly given to Key Informant 4, one of 

the middle achievers.   
 

Table 4.1 Predetermined Roles for Key Informants 
 Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 
Key Informant  1 Secretary Captain Speaker Time keeper 
Key Informant  2 Captain Speaker Time keeper Secretary 
Key Informant  3 Time keeper Secretary Captain Speaker 
Key Informant  4 Encourager Encourager Encourager Encourager 
Key Informant  5 Speaker Time keeper Secretary Captain 

 
        When the data were collected, the above plan was executed only during the collection 

of Data 2 and 4. When Data 1 were collected, Key Informants 1 and 3 were absent. The 

roles were taken by the other 2 students ‘automatically’ (the students themselves decided 

so without the teacher’s interference). Key Informant 4 was the encourager (the assigned 

role) and time keeper (the ‘additional’ role); Key informant 5 was the speaker (the 

assigned role) and secretary (the ‘additional’ role). When Data 3 were collected, Key 

Informant 4 was absent. Her role was ‘automatically’ taken by Key Informant 4 who 

became the encourager (the assigned role) and secretary (the ‘additional’ role). Table 4.1 

has then been modified into a ‘new’ one which appears in Table 4.2:  
Table 4.2  Roles Executed by Key Informants 

 Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 
Key Informant  1 - (absent) captain speaker time keeper 
Key Informant  2 captain speaker time keeper secretary 
Key Informant  3 - (absent) secretary captain speaker 

Key Informant  4 
encourager  
& time keeper encourager 

encourager  
& secretary encourager 

Key Informant  5 
speaker  
& secretary time keeper - (absent) captain 

 
Four technical issues related to data collection have been presented. The other five 

issues to cover consist of reading materials discussed in the class, task structure, model of 

group work, and procedure of data collection.  
 

4.4.8 Materials 

        Aronson (2008) reminds teachers that the materials for Jigsaw have their special 

characteristics – they must be divided into equal segments for the students to share; some 

have to be created from various resources; others can, on the other hand, simply be 

reproduced from existing texts. In this particular section, we will then deal with the 
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materials preparation – obtaining and developing the appropriate instructional materials 

especially for the Jigsaw sessions. 

        Before the semester program started, the instructional materials were prepared.  

Initially, the course book used for the regular reading instruction was examined. It was 

actually a ‘book’ of compiled expository reading materials – called Reading 2 Compiled 

Materials – which were used for the second time at the department where the data were 

collected. Some reading texts that could be used for Jigsaw were selected. The chosen 

texts were adapted to suit the particular characteristics of Jigsaw, i.e., to have equal 

segments for each expert team to discuss. Some sentences were therefore added, dropped, 

shortened, or rephrased.  Some other reading materials from other sources were also taken 

and modified to similarly fulfill the characteristics of Jigsaw. After all reading texts 

prepared for the Jigsaw sessions were selected, each text was then divided into four equal 

parts. The first part labeled Part A was the material for Expert Team 1. The second, third 

and fourth labeled Part B, Part C and Part D were the materials for Expert Teams 2, 3, and 

4 respectively. 

        The next thing done was ‘tidying’ the compiled materials. The other texts in the 

compiled materials – the ones not chosen for the Jigsaw sessions – were rearranged and 

classified into 3 sorts: (1) the ones for the model group work, (2) the ones for the non-

Jigsaw or Learning Together sessions, and (3) the ones for the teacher-directed sessions 

(of all the materials, merely the materials used for the main data collection are attached in 

Appendix 10). 

        Another issue quite related to materials preparation is the student task to yield the 

expected data to answer the research question with regard to the types of information the 

students use to understand a text. As this will be quite an extensive discussion, it deserves 

another separate section.  
 

4.4.9 Task Structure 

        A major concern in designing approaches to cooperative learning is the degree to 

which student interaction is structured. It is important that the procedures to follow during 

group work are well-prepared to promote student interaction to include mutual exchange 

of ideas, explanations, inferences, conclusions, and/or other high-level discourse – simply 

stated, to ensure students’ face-to-face interaction, one of the essential components of 

cooperative learning. 
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        Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model (henceforth, Ogle’s K-W-L) which is modified 

is used to accommodate both high- and low-cooperation group tasks or “well-structured” 

and “ill-structured” tasks – using Cohen’s (1994) terms. The classroom use of Ogle’s K-

W-L (Appendix 1) requires a teacher to activate the students' prior knowledge by asking 

them what they already know (the ‘K’ part). Then the students set goals specifying what 

they want to learn (the ‘W’ part) before they start reading the text. Having read the text, 

the students discuss what they have learned (the ‘L’ part). The text is therefore discussed 

based on the students’ own goal setting.  

        Ogle’s K-W-L is modified in various forms exemplified in the students’ worksheets 

(Appendices 2-5 and 7-8). Primarily the modified K-W-L worksheets are of two types: 

individual and group worksheets. The individual worksheet, as its name suggests, is for 

each student to fill before the group discussion. The group worksheet is intended for the 

student who gets the ‘secretary’ role to fill with the help of all group members. This group 

worksheet can then be used by the student who gets the ‘speaker’ role to report the end 

result of group discussion (this group worksheet or reporter form is in fact prepared to take 

into consideration what Cohen (1994) argues as a result of his classroom observations 

namely that there is a greater incidence of student interaction when they use the reporter 

form than when the groups do not use it).  

        In this study, the ‘K’ part in Ogle’s K-W-L appears in the individual worksheets 

(Appendices 2 and 7) and is modified by asking the students to write what they know (K) 

or what they think they know (K). Besides, the students are also asked to write what they 

think they will know after reading the text. They refer only to the title of the text to deal 

with the ‘K’ part. This is done before the whole text is read. This initial phase of pre-

reading is carried out to activate the students’ background knowledge. At the same time it 

is also intended to stimulate and generate curiosity about the topic to be covered. The aim 

is not to lead the students to certain topics for the study; rather, it is to enhance their 

involvement in the topic by uncovering and stimulating curiosity. 

        In this study, the ‘W’ part in Ogle’s K-W-L is also modified (see again Appendices 2 

and 7). The students are asked to write what they want to know or want to check (W) 

later in the group discussion. In order that the discussion does not come up with only well-

structured tasks or only low cooperation task, the students are asked to cover not only the 

issues related to factual information, but also the ones related to main idea(s) and the ones 

related to inferences (implied information) – the discussion is then expected to come up 
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with high cooperation tasks. A special section “I don’t understand the following parts” is 

added to give the students a chance to list the parts they want to ask or discuss in the 

discussion section.  After individual completion of the ‘W’ part, the students go on with 

the group discussion. In this particular discussion section, the students are expected to 

assist and get assisted.  

        The ‘L’ part is modified into another worksheet. The idea is actually the same as the 

original ‘L’ in Ogle’s K-W-L. It is modified to match the characteristics of Jigsaw – what 

each knows and what is to be shared to others. It is represented in the other worksheet 

named S-E worksheet (Appendix 3). As a group, the students are to complete the 

worksheet intended to reveal the end result of the expert team discussion. The students are 

asked to determine what they will share (S) to the other students in the home team and 

they are also asked to put the evidence (E) to assist them in explaining more or 

elaborating the to-be-shared information. The last part to complete in the S-E worksheet is 

question making. The students are required to prepare some comprehension questions to 

be used later in the home team to check if their team members have understood the main 

points of their presentation.  

        With regard to the task for home team discussion, the students are guided with an 

individual worksheet, the K worksheet (Appendix 4). The students individually take notes 

on the main ideas, inferences and factual information of the other parts of the text from 

their home team members’ sharing. Following this individual work, the students were 

assisted with a group worksheet, another K worksheet (Appendix 5) to decide what they as 

a team will keep for the quiz or for the report to the teacher. The last part to complete is 

question making – the task similar to the one in the S-E worksheet previously elaborated. 

Specifically, the home team is required to prepare comprehension questions that they 

predict will appear on the quiz. 

        To help familiarize the students with the task structure elaborated above, more 

particularly with how they are expected to proceed with the task which also includes how 

to work in a group using the modified K-W-L worksheets, special sessions are allocated 

for models of group work.  
 

4.4.10 Models of Group Work 

        Most educators (like Blatchford et al., 2003; Dörnyei, 1997; Graves, 1994; Jaques, 

2000;  Mercer, 1995/2000; Tinzmann et al., 1990; Wohl & Klein-Wohl, 1994) talking 
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about group work similarly point to the need to provide models of group work when 

teachers expect the students to work well in their group. In this study one of the reasons to 

allocate some sessions for models of group work is then that merely placing students in a 

learning group and expecting them to cooperate effectively may not lead to effective 

group work. There are two other reasons. The task which is specially structured in the 

various worksheets to work on (as elaborated in [4.4.9]) requires that the students are 

familiarized with the designed task before the data are collected. The third reason is that it 

is expected, as mentioned in [4.4], to remedy the problem of our pilot studies. 

        Four out of 28 regular sessions of the semester course (Appendix 6) were then 

allocated for models of group work. They were regular class sessions 5-7 of the first half 

of the semester. Another session, i.e., session 2 on the second half of the semester was also 

allocated for model group work of Jigsaw. Prior to the main section of model group work, 

some time of session 5 was spent on team building activity intended for the establishment 

of the ‘will’ to cooperate (teambuilding activities are team-based activities that help 

teammates get acquainted, develop mutual support and build a team identity). 

        In the model section, the students were modeled with the specific steps in the 

cooperative learning processes, with specific emphasis on how to discuss responses, to 

give feedback to one another and to ensure that one got the correct understanding of the 

text being learned. The model group work was then obviously headed for the management 

of peer-group learning or the practice of interpersonal social skills – ensuring one 

particular essential component of cooperative learning. “Read lines 2-5. Finished? OK, 

from those lines I conclude ‘The house style “Queen Anne” does not have any relation 

with Queen Anne’. Am I correct?” was one typical example revealed in one of the model 

discussion.  

        A group work technique – the fishbowl (Jaques, 2000) – was applied for the purpose 

of modeling group work on sessions 5-7. Principally, one model group was put in the 

middle of the class, while the other students assigned to be the observers sat surrounding 

the group. Each member in the model group was assigned a different role: captain, 

secretary, time keeper, and speaker. Each was given a K-W-L worksheet (Appendix 7) 

and a text to discuss. They were given only 1 group worksheet, the K-E worksheet 

(Appendix 8). Put simply, the model group was provided with 4 individual worksheets 

and, to ensure resource interdependence, only 1 group worksheet. The reading task 

directions and procedures (as indicated in the worksheets) were in fact intended to ensure 
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face-to-face interaction – another essential component of cooperative learning (see 

[2.5.3]). Meanwhile, the observers were divided into 2 groups. Half of them – the first 

observer group – monitored the model group discussion for the use of the expressions and 

the language in general, the social or team work skills and jotted down any breakdown in 

the flow of the discussion and its causes. The other half – the second observer group – 

paid attention to how the model students did their tasks based on the roles assigned to 

them. Both observer groups were provided with a note consisting of guiding questions for 

observation (the notes for the observer groups are attached in Appendix 11). The two 

notes implicitly indicate that another essential component – group processing was 

introduced. Besides the notes, the observers were also provided with the text discussed in 

the model group to assist them in their observation. The model session began when the 

model group discussed a text while the observers did their task by referring to the 

observing notes. The teacher-led feed back section was then performed. The observing 

groups reported their findings. The teacher eventually summed up by drawing the 

students’ attention to the essentials of group discussion.  

        As mentioned in the previous paragraph, sessions 5-7 were allocated for modeling 

group work. On session 5, the teacher joined the model group becoming one of the group 

members. She took the role of captain – intending to give a model of group work while 

she was also a model member – a sort of encouragement before the students really worked 

on their own. On sessions 6 and 7, the teacher joined the observers with the expectation 

that the model group could really get the chance to perform the group task on their own.  

        The model group work previously described was for the non-Jigsaw technique. As 

this study was related to the Jigsaw implementation, further model group work was 

allocated for Jigsaw. After the first session of the second half of the semester in which an 

introduction to Jigsaw was provided to the students, the students got a model of a Jigsaw 

class on the following session – to be exact on the second session of the second half of the 

semester, or 2 sessions prior to the main data collection (see Appendix 6). The students 

were placed in their expert teams and they again discussed the respective text they had 

read in session 12 of the first half of the semester. As this was only a review section and 

the expert team discussion was in fact similar to the group discussion when Learning 

Together was implemented, it was done briefly. The students were then asked to form 

their home teams. To show how home team discussion was conducted or how the 
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‘expertise’ was expected to be shared, only one home team was chosen. The other four 

home teams became the observers. The ‘fishbowl’ technique was used again. 

        It is therefore obvious from the above description about modeling group work that it 

was in sessions 5-7 on the first half of the semester and session 2 on the second half of the 

semester when the three essential components of cooperative learning – face-to-face 

interaction, interpersonal skills and group processing – were introduced and informally 

taught. 
 

4.4.11 Procedure of Data Collection 

        With the preparation elaborated above especially in [4.4.3] - [4.4.10], we now focus 

on the data collection. Firstly, related to the overall procedure of data collection in the 

semester program, the course outline of the investigated class is elaborated. Secondly, the 

procedure to collect the main data is presented. 
 

4.4.11.1 Reading Course Access 

        After the permission to take the data was granted by the Head of the Department 

where the data were determined to be collected, the coordinator of the Reading 2 course 

was contacted to get another permission to use one of the three parallel classes for the data 

collection. The next step taken was to select the class. Eventually the chosen Reading 2 

course which was scheduled Wednesdays and Fridays was taught by implementing the 

specifically designed course outline (Appendix 6).  

        The course outline was designed to implement not only a whole class teacher-

directed or traditional approach but also two sorts of cooperative learning techniques: 

Learning Together and Jigsaw. As a consequence, the instructional technique and method 

of assessment in this investigated class were different from the ones employed in the other 

two parallel classes. However, the course objectives and materials were maintained. 

Briefly stated, the chosen class did not use the course outline prepared by the team 

teaching of Reading 2 course.  

        Based on the academic calendar of the odd semester of 2008/2009, there were totally 

28 sessions in this class. Below is the description to reveal the overall procedure of data 

collection.  

        On the very first session, the students were initially informed that they would be 

learning in a teacher-centered mode as well as student-centered mode of instruction – that 

they would learn as a whole big group and also in small groups. Afterwards, a 
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questionnaire was administered to see the students’ entry behavior. The sociometric 

method for group composition was also carried out (see [4.4.6] for the details). Permission 

to conduct a study was then asked. They were informed that their group work would be 

recorded. The permission was granted. The other planned activities for the first session 

were then carried out more convincingly. The course outline was shared. At the time the 

course outline was shared, Positive Interdependence and Individual Accountability were 

introduced since the method of assessment in the course outline was also informed to the 

students. The New Learning Paradigm was revealed. 

        On sessions 2-3 the class had a reading class which was teacher-directed. After they 

had the triggering questions, the students were asked to read the text silently. The text 

discussion was conventionally teacher-fronted. On session 4, the K-W-L reading 

technique was introduced and directly employed. To be more specific, each student on 

session 4 was provided with the K-W-L material (Appendix 1) which was read and 

discussed. Then a reading text was discussed by referring to the modified worksheet 

(Appendix 7). The session was intended to familiarize the students with the reading task 

employing the modified worksheet. 

        Sessions 5-7 were primarily for modeling group work (as the details have been 

presented in [4.4.10], they are not elaborated here). 

        On sessions 8-12 the students worked in cooperative learning groups implementing 

Learning Together. When they were in their cooperative learning groups, their group work 

was all recorded, but they were not informed that the recordings were not included for the 

research. As mentioned in [4.4.3], this was done to make the students get used to the 

presence of audio recorders for the sake of the main data collection on the second half of 

the semester later. On session 10, the student group work was scheduled to be scored. The 

individual quiz was administered. On session 11, one essential component of cooperative 

learning, i.e., group processing was incorporated. The students were asked to reflect on 

how the group discussion went on – identifying three things the group was doing well and 

one thing that needed improving.  

        On all sessions 8-12 (the Learning Together sessions or the non-Jigsaw sessions), 

when the students discussed the reading material in small groups, they were provided with 

the worksheets (Appendices 7 and 8). They were reminded of the model group work 

conducted in the previous sessions 5-7. Each group was also facilitated with the guidance 

to perform the reading task (Appendix 11). 
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        The reading task started with the completion of the ‘K’ part to activate the students' 

prior knowledge before they discussed the text in the group. As an example, in a session 

when the reading text entitled “Indoor Pollution” was discussed, they were asked “What 

comes to your mind when you hear INDOOR POLLUTION?” (the title was written on the 

white board). When similarly asked “What do you know or what do you think you know 

about indoor pollution?”, the students then wrote their answer on the space provided 

below “WHAT I (THINK) I KNOW (K)” in the worksheet. Besides, they also wrote what 

they thought they would know after reading the text later. Some randomly selected 

students’ answers were discussed and feedback provided. The students then continued 

working in their own cooperative learning groups. 

        Initially the students read the text individually twice. The first reading was done 

without stopping. The second reading was done to complete the ‘W’ part. They wrote 

what they wanted to know or wanted to check (W) later in the group discussion. They 

wrote the main idea and the implied information they found, and they also noted down 

some factual information they thought was important to keep. They also took notes on 

something they would ask to and discuss with their friends. They wrote them in the 

worksheet on the section “I don’t understand the following parts”. After individual 

completion of the ‘W’ part, the students continued with the group discussion (it is in this 

particular discussion section that the idea of cooperative learning was highlighted). The 

students learned from one another – assisting and getting assisted. They then completed 

the ‘L’ part writing what they had learnt after the group discussion. They went on with the 

Group Worksheet completion which was intended to reveal the result of the group 

discussion. Completing the Group Worksheet also meant finishing the task of making 

comprehension questions that might appear on the quiz or that were important to keep as a 

group work report (each group was asked to collect their group worksheet to the teacher; 

this was done to ensure they really worked on the reading task assigned).  

        As previously mentioned, sessions 8-12 were allocated for the students to work in 

cooperative learning groups where Learning Together was employed. However, session 12 

was a bit different. This ‘special’ session was designed for the sake of the later session for 

the model Jigsaw. The students were put in their home teams by referring to the grouping 

table (Appendix 9), but they were not yet introduced to the term ‘home team’.  On this 

session, the preference form was distributed to the students to check the cohesiveness of 

the expert teams formed (see [4.4.6]). Afterwards, teambuilding activities to establish the 
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‘will’ to cooperate were carried out. After the teambuilding activities, the actual reading 

class began. The students started working in groups. The materials for each team were not 

the same; four different sets of materials were used in this one session. 

        On sessions 13-14 the class had a reading class which was teacher-directed. Similar 

to sessions 2-3, the sessions started with the pre-reading activities. Some triggering 

questions were posed and some answers were discussed. Silent reading followed. The text 

discussion which was conventionally teacher-fronted was then performed. 

        On the first session of the second half of the semester, the students’ mid-semester test 

result was given feedback. Subsequently, the introduction to the Jigsaw technique of 

learning was given. The students were also reminded of the five essential components of 

cooperative learning. 

        Session 2 was primarily for modeling a Jigsaw class (see [4.4.10]). On session 3 the 

Jigsaw class was implemented fully (no model Jigsaw was provided). Both sessions 2 and 

3 were allocated to familiarize the students with the procedure as well as to introduce the 

nature of Jigsaw. The subsequent sessions 4-7 were the Jigsaw sessions for the main data 

collection (the detailed description is available in the next section [4.4.11.2]).  

        On sessions 8-9 the class again had a conventional reading class which was teacher-

directed. The class activities were similar to the ones on sessions 2-3 and 13-14 of the first 

half of the semester. 

        On sessions 10-13, the students worked in small groups using Learning Together. As 

the new group formation was implemented, team building activities were again carried out 

to establish the ‘will’ to cooperate. The regular class activities were similar to the ones on 

sessions 8-12 of the first half of the semester.  

        On the last session (session 14 of the second half of the semester) which was actually 

allocated for a Learning Together session, there was no reading activity. The class time 

was primarily spent on feedback. The students were asked about the class they joined. 

Some students were asked to orally reveal how they felt being in the investigated Reading 

2 class. Another written feedback was obtained by asking the students to complete an end-

of-semester-questionnaire – the analysis of which was not reported in this thesis. The 

students were given a note of thanks for their participation. 

        When the students were engaged in their group work – on sessions 8-12 (excluding 

session 10) of the first half of the semester, and on sessions 7 and 10-13 of the second half 

of the semester – the class teacher (the researcher herself) came to the groups making sure 
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they did the task and sometimes asked higher-order questions, and extended the students’ 

thinking on the task. She avoided hovering over the groups and giving them detailed 

directions and extensive information while they were at work. In short, the teacher 

reduced the role as transmitter of information – interrupting only when necessary giving 

opportunities for groups to work maximally based on their capability. On session 10 of the 

first half of the semester, the teacher however withdrew completely from the student group 

discussion as an individual quiz was scheduled to be administered. The students were 

expected to work more seriously for the quiz. Similarly, on sessions 4-7 of the second half 

of the semester, the teacher withdrew completely from the student group discussion. The 

primary reason was that it was the time for the main data collection of this research which 

was aimed to investigate student interaction without the teacher. 
 

4.4.11.2 Main Data Collection Procedure 

        As implied in [4.4.11.1], 6 sessions were allocated for the implementation of Jigsaw. 

The first two sessions were ‘spared’, as mentioned previously, to familiarize the students 

with Jigsaw so that the time could be used more efficiently when the main data collection 

took place. Students knew which home team and expert team they belonged to and how 

they were supposed to move from one to the other group. Similar to the other group work 

sessions, all group work on these two sessions was recorded in order that the students were 

accustomed to having a recorder nearby – to get more naturalistic data. The remaining 

four Jigsaw class sessions were used for the main data collection. The group discussion on 

these particular sessions was carried out by the students without the teacher’s presence 

(only the key informants’ discussion in their expert team was taken as the data to answer 

the research questions).  

        The typical 100 minute-session when the main data collection occurred was 

sequenced as follows: preparation, brief teacher-directed section, student group work and 

quiz. The preparation section was allocated for about 10 minutes. After class attendance 

taking, the students were reminded of the principles underlying cooperative learning. A 

typical encouraging reminder was “Well, each student has his or her contribution in the 

group work. When you ask questions, it means you help others explain thus indirectly help 

your friends learn more.” Moreover, the students were reminded about the positive 

interdependence – helping one another so that at last the group members could do well on 

the quiz. They were also reminded about the individual accountability; the scoring system 
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or the method of assessment was informed again. The brief teacher-directed section was 

performed for the completion of the ‘K’ part of the individual worksheet (Appendix 2). 

The title of the text was written on the white board, and a typical question ‘What comes to 

your mind when you hear the word(s) …?’ was asked to the students. The students were 

then involved in the group work allocated for about 75 minutes. In the last 10-15 minute-

section, the students did the quiz individually. 

        As the main data collection should not fail, the students were, as usual, reminded to 

start recording as soon as they began performing the group task and to continue recording 

until they totally finished. To be more specific, the recording started right after the ‘K’ 

part completion or the section of the brief whole-class teacher-directed and ended with the 

quiz administration. 

        In their group work, the students were engaged in the home team and expert team 

discussion – the characteristics of Jigsaw.  In the 40-minute expert team section, they first 

discussed the small portion of the reading text. Expert Team 1 discussed Part A of the 

whole text; Expert Team 2 Part B; Expert Team 3 Part C; Expert Team 4 Part D. Then in 

the 30-minute home team section, they learned the whole text from one another.  

        In the expert team discussion, the students initially performed the silent reading 

intended to make the students more prepared for the group discussion or to avoid the 

group discussion from falling flat as a result of inadequate preparation by the students. 

Each then completed the ‘W’ part in the individual worksheet. The expert team discussion 

started afterwards. The last section of the expert team discussion was spent on completing 

the group worksheet and also preparing the questions to be taken to the home team 

(Appendix 3). Implicitly, the beginning section of a Jigsaw class was similar to the one of 

a Learning Together class (detailed previously in [4.4.11.1]). When there was still time, 

the individual rehearsal was done to provide the opportunities to the students to rehearse 

verbally what they were going to share to the home team members later. As assistance in 

the expert team discussion, each group is provided with the guidance which looks like the 

following: 
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GUIDE FOR EXPERT TEAM DISCUSSION 
Step 1: the ‘K’ part completion 
Step 2: about 30 minutes for the ‘W’ part 

   about 5 minutes for Individual reading  
   about 5 minutes for Individual completion of  

WHAT I WANT TO KNOW OR CHECK (W) related to (a) main idea(s)/ 
purpose(s) of the text, (b) inferences (implied information), and (c) factual 
information 

   about 20 minutes for expert team discussion 
Step 3: about 10 minutes for Group Worksheet completion (including question formulating) 
Step 4: individual rehearsal (when time permits) 
Total: + 40 minutes 

 
        In the home team discussion, the students shared their expertise in turns. Each was 

assigned to share in about 7 minutes what he or she had obtained in the expert team. 

Expert 1 (the expert of Part A) started sharing his or her expertise. Meanwhile, the other 

home team members – those who were not the expert of Part A or those who became the 

experts of the other parts of the text, namely Experts 2, 3, and 4 – completed their 

individual worksheet (Appendix 4). Expert 1 then questioned the other home team 

members to check comprehension to ensure the other members followed him or her. Then 

it was time for Expert 2 (the expert of Part B) to share his or her expertise. The same 

procedure was repeated until Expert 4 got his or her turn. Eventually, the home team 

members completed another group worksheet (Appendix 5). The two tasks to complete 

included (1) the group decision on what to keep for the quiz or for the report to the 

teacher, and (2) the question formulation – predicting what would appear on the quiz. As 

an aid for the students in their discussion, each group is provided with the guidance to 

perform the group task in their home team (Appendix 11). 
 

4.5 Data Analysis Procedure 
        Since the aim of this study is related to the investigation of student interaction and 

since the data generated by the research methods employed in this study are in the form of 

student verbal interaction, one particular data analysis procedure used in this study is the 

one proposed by ten Have (1999) whose idea is also revealed in Freebody (2003) as 

follows:  

1. Create mechanical recordings of some kind.  

2. Create a transcript and check the transcript for accuracy against the recording.  

3. Select episodes or exchanges (or ‘unit of analysis’ – the term used by other 

methodologists like Berg, 2004; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Peck, 1988, or ‘features of 
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analysis’ as used by Gass, Mackey & Ross-Feldman, 2005).  

4. Make sense of the episodes.  

5. Use the details of talk in interaction and the researcher’s members knowledge to  

    provide explanation of the episodes.  

6. Elaborate the hearings or investigation and look for what follows in subsequent  

    apparent hearings.  

7. Compare the explanations with the ones of other phenomena in the setting or from other 

    setting. 

 
        The student interaction was audio-recorded. After the data were obtained, they were 

transcribed – resulting in the rough transcripts of student interaction. Provided with the 

rough transcripts produced, the key informants were requested to listen to the tapes while 

following along on the transcripts and identified the speakers for all sequences. This was 

intended to ensure that the verbal utterances were attributed to the appropriate key 

informants. The audio-taped data were replayed numerous times until accurate written 

transcripts were produced. The next essential thing carried out was focused on the 

polished data – labeled Data 1, Data 2, Data 3, and Data 4 (Appendix 12), namely the four 

transcripts of student verbal interaction while the reading task in the expert team was 

performed.  

        With regard to the process of analyzing the polished data, in this study a set of codes 

was defined before the actual analysis begins (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Guided by a set 

of predefined, expected themes or ‘concepts’ defined as “experiences, ideas, attitudes or 

feelings identified in the data” (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005:266), we continue to investigate 

keeping in mind that changes may, Ellis & Barkhuizen (2005) further claim, be made once 

the analysis gets underway.  

        To be more particular, the transcribed data were initially macro-coded to deal with 

the selection of episodes by using three predefined concepts. These predefined concepts 

include (1) content (Sinclair & Brazil’s (1982) subject matter, Ellis’s (1997) core goals, or 

Hogan, Nastasi & Pressley’s (1999) knowledge construction), (2) organization (Sinclair & 

Brazil’s (1982) organization aspect of lessons, Ellis’s (1997) framework goals, Hogan et 

al.’s (1999) logistical mode of group discussion, or  Blatchford et al.’s (2006) metagroup 

talk), and (3) social or off-task (Sinclair & Brazil’s (1982) disciplinary element, or Ellis’s 

(1997) social goals) (see Chapter 5 for further details of this classification). 
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        Following the macro analysis is the micro analysis. It is performed to further analyse 

the episodes found. The first micro interaction analysis that this present study employs 

basically takes into consideration the common three-part sequence of classroom discourse. 

In short, the analysis was performed to investigate the IRF (Initiation-Response-Feedback) 

moves guided by the first micro analysis categories (elaborated in Chapter 5). 

        Following the IRF analysis in the transcribed data was the second micro analysis for 

further analysis so that the data could be explained more. The sequence of the second 

micro-analysis was not pre-determined (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) 

but it rather came out through interaction with the data. Furthermore, as argued by Ellis & 

Barkhuizen (2005) referring to Miles & Huberman (1994) that researchers do not start 

their analysis with absolutely no idea of what to look for, the second micro analysis was 

commenced by adapting a set of codes from earlier studies as a start list since these would 

probably be revised as the analysis progressed. 

        Insightful ideas which become the start list for the second micro analysis in this study 

is primarily obtained from Lim’s (2000) or Lim & Jacob (2001) whose scaffolding 

categories are student-centered (see Chapter 5 for further details of these categories).  

        The details found in the transcripts and the researcher’s knowledge were used to 

provide the explanation for further discussion. The supplementary data obtained from the 

interview, stimulated recall, and modified K-W-L student worksheets were used, as 

previously mentioned in [4.4.3], in order to provide opportunities for cross-checking the 

findings. 

        Three coders were involved in this study. The first coder was the researcher; the 

second and third coders were two colleagues. The first and second coders were involved in 

the macro coding and the first micro coding. The first and third coders were involved in 

the second micro coding. The related theories and the guiding interaction analysis 

classification and categories were provided to the second and third coders. The 

expectation is that all coders had similar theoretical background and perception for the 

data analysis.  At this point, inter-coder reliability was ensured by using a simple 

percentage agreement. Where there was disagreement in the coding, discussion was held 

to arrive at unanimous decisions. 
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4.6 Summary 
        The chapter has presented five major issues related to the research method of this 

study. The first three issues cover the nature of the study, the ethical considerations taken, 

and the design of the study. The last two issues include the data collection and data 

analysis procedure. As for the data collection, the chapter has presented the setting, the 

subjects and key informants of the study, and the research instruments used to collect the 

data. It has also presented more technical issues for the data collection covering the 

cooperative learning techniques implemented, group size, group composition, role 

assigning, materials, task structure, models of group work, and the procedure of data 

collection. These parts somehow reveal that this present study benefits from some of the 

problems found in the pilot studies. Finally the chapter has displayed the procedure taken 

in analyzing the data – from the macro to micro analyses so that the transcribed data 

become more manageable to analyse. In the next chapter, the interaction analysis 

classification and categories which are used to code the data, structurally and functionally, 

are presented with the illustrations from the data. 
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CHAPTER 5 

INTERACTION ANALYSIS CLASSIFICATION AND 

CATEGORIES 
 

        In this chapter the different types of interaction analysis are presented. The first 

includes a macro analysis based on the types of episodes. The next includes a micro 

analysis in which IRF moves are analysed using a more detailed categories. 
 

5.1 Macro Interaction Analysis Classification  
        The initial analysis carried out to the transcribed data aims at segmenting them into 

units of analysis which are turns distributed over episodes. An episode in this study is 

defined as “ … ‘candidate phenomena’ such as classroom discussions, or 'virtuoso 

moments' in which some particular interactional or, more broadly, educational 

accomplishment is evident in the talk” (Freebody, 2003: 98). Three types of episode 

adapted from Bales (1951), Blatchford et al. (2006), Ellis (1997), Hogan et al. (1999), 

Jacques (2000), and Sinclair & Brazil (1982) are characterized.  

        Content episode indicates that the on-task interaction centers on the substantive topic 

in finding the meanings of words, implied information or main idea(s) of a passage. This 

also includes the discussion on formulating comprehension questions. Content episode in 

this study then covers four sorts of episodes: (1) Main Idea-oriented episode which centers 

on the interaction related to the main idea discussion, (2) Inference-oriented episode which 

centers on the interaction related to the discussion on the implied information found in the 

text, (3) factual-oriented episode which centers on the interaction related to the factual 

information found in the text and (4) question-making episode which indicates the 

interaction when the students are in the process of formulating comprehension questions to 

be taken to the home team to ensure the home team members understand peer sharing.  

        Organization episode refers to the on-task interaction centering on the planning and 

organizing of the reading task in the group discussion rather than addressing specific 

issues in understanding the text. This includes talk about the reading task procedures; for 

example, describing what the group members should do related to a certain task, assessing 
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or evaluating the group’s degree of progress or understanding and communicating the 

nature and goals of the reading task according to what the group should achieve.  

        Off-task episode is typically social interaction which is linked to the use of language 

for socializing purposes. The interaction has nothing to do with the reading task assigned. 

It indicates talking about issues or topics unrelated to the content of the passage. In this 

study off-task episode such as humming by a student (found in Data 2; Turns 183, 185 and 

186) is disregarded as it belongs to non-verbal behavior which is excluded in this study 

(non-verbal behavior is excluded as it might be hard to code it and it is beyond the scope 

of this study).   

        Table 5.1 is presented as a summary to the descriptive paragraphs above revealing the 

classification employed for the macro analysis in this study. 
 

Table 5.1 Interaction Analysis Classification 
Content 
Episode 

It centers on the substantive interaction in finding the important ideas in the text. 
(1) Main Idea-oriented episode centering on the interaction related to the main 
idea discussion. 
(2) Inference-oriented episode centering on the interaction related to the 
discussion on implied information found in the text. 
(3) Factual-oriented episode centering on the interaction related to the factual 
information found in the text. 
(4) Question-making episode indicating interaction when the students are in the 
process of formulating comprehension questions to be taken to the home team.  

Organization 
Episode 

It centers on interaction in planning and organizing or managing the reading task 
rather than addressing specific issues in understanding the text. It includes talk 
about reading task procedures, the nature and goals of the reading task, 
assessment of the group’s degree of progress. 

Off-task 
Episode 

It is non-task interaction linked to the use of language for socializing purposes. It 
has nothing to do with the reading task assigned. It indicates talking about issues 
unrelated to the content of the text.  

 
        The three types of episodes in Table 5.1 become the macrocodes for the transcript 

analysis. The units for the macrocodes are conversational turns. A turn begins when a 

person takes the floor in the interaction and ends when another person takes the floor 

(Hogan et al., 1999). In this study one turn can belong to two different episodes (the 

example is provided later in [5.3.1]). Each sort of episodes may be interrupted and 

continued later in the course of the interaction (the example is provided also later in 

[5.3.1]). 
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5.2 Micro Interaction Analysis Categories 
        Interaction analysis is based on the idea that everything that a group says or does may 

be coded (Jacques, 2000). The micro interaction analysis in this study is carried out by 

adopting the idea proposed by Schiffrin (1994) in Ellis & Barkhuizen (2005), namely that 

it entails the analysis of utterances – defined as “… continuous part of speech uttered by a 

single which starts with an interruption of the other speaker and finishes by being 

interrupted by the other speaker” (Brenner & Hjelmquist, 1974:4). This interaction 

analysis incorporates both approaches to discourse analysis in that it addresses the 

semantic and pragmatic aspects of discourse (i.e., what individual utterances mean in their 

contexts of use) and the sequential organization of utterances in the transcript (i.e., how 

utterances combine to form continuous discourse). 
  

5.2.1 First Micro Interaction Analysis Categories 

        In the first micro analysis the utterances in each interaction turn are, as mentioned in 

Chapter 4,  coded for the three-phase exchange namely IRF (Initiation-Response-

Feedback) moves. The three moves adapted from Cazden (1988), Mehan (1979) and 

Sinclair & Coulthard (1975) are characterized as follows: 

        The Initiation move includes (1) elicitation or questioning, (2) directing or regulating, 

and (3) informing. Included in questioning is asking for confirmation, requesting 

clarification, and checking comprehension. 

        The Response move covers a reply to an elicitation, and a reaction or a non-verbal 

reply which is an action to Initiation. A non-verbal reaction to initiation is not explicitly 

pointed out in the transcript as non-verbal interaction is excluded in this study. The 

Response move also includes acknowledgement. Acknowledgement is performed when a 

student replies to a question confirming that the student is listening and thus displaying the 

understanding or knowledge to the issues discussed. The Response move is also 

performed when a student simply shows that he or she is following what is being 

discussed. Moreover, it includes completion of an unfinished assertion thus showing also 

that a student is following what is being discussed, and it also comprises repetition of what 

has been said by peers. 

        The Feedback move principally evaluates the preceding Response move and 

commonly terminates the exchange. In the present data, it includes accepting peers’ 

responses or giving explicit agreement to peers’ responses and/or initial information. It 
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also comprises providing comments by adding more information or explanation to peers’ 

previous response, and providing repair defined as “an attempt by a speaker to alter or 

rectify a previous utterance which was in some way lacking in clarity or correctness 

(either self- or other-directed)” (Chaudron, 1988:45). 

        Table 5.2 sums up the descriptive paragraphs above illuminating the categories 

utilized for the first micro analysis in this study. 
 

Table 5.2 Micro Interaction Analysis Categories 
Initiation (I) Questioning, directing, informing. 
Response (R) Replying a question, acknowledging previous initial information, making 

completion of an unfinished assertion and repetition of what has been 
spoken by peers. 

Feedback (F) Accepting, commenting, providing repair.  
 
        The three categories of move appearing in Table 5.2 become the first microcodes for 

the transcript analysis. The units for the first microcodes are statement units. In this study 

a statement unit is defined as – adapting Hogan et al.’s (1999) idea – the meaningful 

codable unit of speech within a turn (the example follows in [5.3.2]). 
 

5.2.2 Second Micro Interaction Analysis Categories 

        The second micro analysis involves coding the transcribed data for the interaction 

variables termed ‘scaffolding categories’ to facilitate further understanding of student 

interaction. In this study we modified Lim’s (2000) categories (another modified version 

of Lim’s appears in Brown & Rodgers, 2002).  

        Two categories labeled RI ‘Recruitment of Interest’ and Q2 ‘Questioning’ in Lim’s 

are combined as their definitions are similar in nature – resulting in Clar.R ‘Clarification 

request’ in our analysis categories. Two others labeled M ‘Modeling’ and F ‘Feedback’ 

are also combined as they are similar in nature with regard to correcting peers – resulting 

in Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’ in our analysis categories. Additional new categories 

which are not found in Lim’s but which emerge from the data of the present study include 

Ref.Q ‘Simple referential question’, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, Di.Cor ‘Direct correction’, 

and Un.As ‘Unidentified assertion’. Rewording of some categories of Lim also occurs for 

the sake of familiar labeling. Lim’s A ‘Assertions without explanations’, for example, is 

relabeled Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’. Lim’s GM ‘Group Maintenance’ is extended in our 

categories resulting in GrM+ ‘Possitive Group Maintenance’ and GrM- ‘Negative Group 

Maintenance’ where Lim’s FC ‘Lack of frustration control’ is embedded. As our study 



Interaction Analysis Classification and Categories 111

focuses on student interaction in understanding a text – which is different from Lim’s 

study that focuses on text reconstruction, our categories are then adapted to the nature of 

text understanding. 

        The last categories in this study appear in the modified version explicated in Table 

5.3. It is used to analyse the episodes of content. The episodes of organization and off-task 

are excluded in the second micro interaction analysis. The reason for excluding 

organization episodes is that they concern procedural tasks, not the actual reading tasks. 

Besides it is found that the students’ involvement in the procedural tasks constitutes not 

more than a quarter of the whole data set on average (see Figure 6.2 in the subsequent 

chapter). Meanwhile the students’ involvement concerning off-task amounts to the 

average of 1.6% – which is much less than 24.7%, the one of the procedural tasks (Figure 

6.2). This then becomes the reason for excluding off-task episodes in the second micro 

analysis. The second reason is that off-task episodes are simply not relevant enough to 

analyse when the analysis is actually focused on investigating student interaction during 

the discussion of a reading text.  
 

Table 5.3 Scaffolding Interaction Analysis Categories 
Dir.M Direction maintenance: keeping each other in pursuit of the task and working towards its 

completion, directing action on the task, or initiating a point of discussion. 
Ref.Q Simple referential question: a simple appeal for information; request of verbal response as a 

sort of checking the prepared answer after individual work or checking the result of the 
individual work. 

Cla.R Clarification request: a probing question asking for help for the purpose of clarification; asking 
for re-explanation or, following Chaudron (1988), requesting further information from peers 
about a previous utterance. This then indicates that a request is made for an issue being 
discussed and not to a new issue.  

Conf.Ch  Confirmation check: a question asking for confirmation, for focusing, for evaluating, or for 
inquiring whether peers agree with a proposition conveyed. Confirmation checks are ‘‘any 
expressions . . . immediately following an utterance by the interlocutor which are designed to 
elicit confirmation that the utterance has been correctly heard or understood by the speaker’’ 
(Long, 1983:137).  

Com. 
Ch 

Comprehension check: an attempt to check if peers have understood the previous issue 
discussed, or it is an attempt, adopting Long (1983:136), “to anticipate and prevent a 
breakdown in communication”.  

Sim.As Simple assertion: an initial assertion without explanation as a start of new issue discussion. It 
functions to state an opinion or to provide a relevant answer about something or about an issue 
discussed for the first time. 

Fur.As Further assertion: an assertion or answer to issues that show the on-going discussion of a 
particular issue and not to new problems (self or from peers’). More primarily it is the answer to 
a clarification request or confirmation check. Included here is then a response to a question or 
request that shows the progress of making sure the point of discussion. Included also as Fur.As 
is (1) a simple repetition of the issue discussed, of complete or incomplete utterances 
previously stated (self- or other-repetition) as a sign of participation during discussion, and (2) a 
simple completion to an unfinished response or answer (self or from peers’).  
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Fb.As Feedback assertion: an evaluation of the previous response as the answer of or an opinion 
about something the group is discussing. It is characterized by the typical accepting 
expressions like ‘Yes’, ‘OK’, ‘Yeah’. Utterances coded Fb.As also include those commenting the 
previous response as the answer of or an opinion about an issue by adding another statement 
or remark. 

Oth.As Other assertion: a statement or response that does not provide an answer expected from the 
previous request. Coded also as Oth.As is (1) ‘Bidding’ utterances revealing a permission to 
answer or nominating oneself to speak, (2) an excuse for not participating or answering, and (3) 
an introductory response before the ‘real’ response.  

Ext.Exp. Extended explanation: an assertion that provides detailed help. This function is typified by 
modification or rephrasing; it may also contribute new ideas or provide a segment of information 
or details by referring to the text to help peers self-restructure what is being discussed. It might 
display the ability to read between the lines. Included as Ext.Exp is a clue assumed to 
contribute to a solution, answer or understanding of an issue discussed by referring to the parts 
of the reading text – by mentioning either the exact sentence or the place (the line or paragraph 
number) where the issue being discussed is found in the text.  

Ind.Cor Indirect correction: a more target-like reformulation of peers’ previous utterances. Both partial 
and complete reformulations are included.  

Di.Cor Direct correction: explicit corrections with or without a metalinguistic explanation; a prompt 
intended to elicit an exact imitation or to serve as an exemplary response to an elicitation. A 
learner explicitly states that a peers’ utterance is incorrect. Chaudron (1988) and van Lier 
(1988) respectively use the terms ‘model’ and ‘repair’ to mean the same as direct correction in 
this study.  

Mo.Op Modified output: a reformulation of a previous utterance or a response to feedback (self or from 
peers’) resulting in a more accurate or complex form. This is an additional code following 
Fur.As or Fb.As. Mo.Op is also identified by a more accurate response to peers’ clarification 
requests as well as confirmation checks. 

Nom Nomination: an additional code accompanying a question mentioning the names of peers as an 
invitation to participate or speak. Nom is realized by items like peers’ names, ‘you’, or ‘your’.  

Gr.M+ 
 

Positive Group Maintenance: an additional code accompanying a question or an assertion likely 
to maintain harmony in the group and lower affective barriers in interaction. Utterances that 
encourage peers (e.g. praise) and, thus, provide affective support and the ones that make 
explicit indication to peers’ contribution are coded Gr.M+. This Gr.M+ is also coded for 
utterances revealing there is an invitation to participate (a group member invites peers’ 
participation).  

Gr.M- Negative Group Maintenance: an additional code accompanying a question or an assertion that 
might lower group cohesiveness or decrease harmony maintenance. Utterances coded Gr.M- 
cover those showing lack of confidence, readiness, and frustration control. 

Err.Exp Erroneous explanation: another additional code to an assertion that gives misleading or 
inaccurate information. 

Un.As Unidentified assertion: an attempt to participate but not executed resulting in an utterance with 
no clear function or with meaning hard to understand thus hard to code. 

Note: Cla.R ‘Clarification request’ and Conf.Ch ‘Confirmation check’ allow a student to correctly 
interpret reactions by his friends; Cla.R are much more open ended and Conf.Ch presuppose  
a positive answer (Chaudron, 1988:131). 

 
        Two major categories are then implied in our approach to further analyse the data: the 

independent codes covering Dir.M, Ref.Q, Cla.R, Conf.Ch, Com.Ch, Sim.As, Fur.As, 

Fb.As, Oth.As, Ext.Exp, Ind.Cor, Di.Cor, and Un.As, and the additional ones covering 

Mo.Op, Nom, Gr.M+, Gr.M-, and ErrE. The independent codes refer to the scaffolding 

categories showing how the students actually assist one another in group interaction, but 
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the additional codes do not as they are those added to the independent codes when 

applicable. Both become the second microcodes for content episode analysis. Like the first 

microcodes, the units for the second microcodes are statement units defined as – adapting 

Hogan et al.’s (1999) idea – the meaningful codable unit of speech or utterance within a 

turn (discrete as well as  more integrated examples follow in [5.3.3]). 

 

5.3 Interaction Analysis Exemplified 
        This section presents exemplifications – both discrete and integrated ones – of how 

the categorization is applied in analyzing the data. The sequence of exemplifying will 

similarly follow the above organization of presenting the classification and categories – 

firstly the macro then secondly the micro analyses. 
 

5.3.1 Macro Interaction Analysis Exemplified 

        Based on Table 5.1, two episodes are identified from the transcribed data presented in 

Excerpt 5.1: 

Excerpt 5.1: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
1 KI2 : Er OK friends, let’s skip the ‘K’ part and now let’s er … silent reading … do 

the silent reading. 
2 KI4 : Yes, er we have er … 10 minutes for silent reading and individual 

completion. 

E1 

3 KI2 : OK, thank you. ((laughter))  
4 KI2 : ((About 8 minutes later after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of the 

worksheet)) Er, OK then (let’s do) the discussion. Er OK, have you all … 
finished with your reading? 

5 KI4  : I haven’t find the main idea. ((spoken softly)) 
6 KI2 : Er … er ... I find one main idea … maybe, er but I don’t know if … if it is right 

or wrong ((laughter)) … I think the main idea is the example story of 
endangered language. 

7 KI4  : Sorry? 
8 KI2  : The example of story, eh /oh no/ the example story of endangered 

language. 
9 KI4  : Where is it?  
10 KI2  : Er … the first line … famous cases which can be done to give new life to 

languages that are seriously endangered 
11 KI5 : Er ((laughter)) I have the same idea … with you. 
12 KI4  : The example …  
13 KI2 : The example  
14 KI4 :       --the example the example what? 
15 KI2 : Story. The example story… of the endangered language. Something like 

this. (Maybe, but) I don’t know (if it’s correct). What do you think? 
16 KI4 : I have no idea. I can’t concentrate, I don’t know. … How about you, KI5? 
17 KI5 : I have the same main idea with her. ((long silence)) so …  
18 KI4 : ((laughter))  
19 KI5 : What do you think? 

E2 

20 KI4 : OK, OK ... because I have no idea ((laughter)) so (I’ll just follow) ((laughter)) 
      Note: E1: Episode 1; E2: Episode 2; segments underlined indicate the sentence(s) appearing in  
      the text. 
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        On the whole Excerpt 5.1 can be labeled as an on-task episode type. The first 

identified episode covers Turns (henceforth T.) 1-3. It is an organization episode type. The 

second identified episode covers T.4-20. It is a content episode type which reveals a main 

idea-oriented episode.  

        Excerpt 5.1 shows that two episodes are obtained from a stretch of turns. Another 

example is worth presenting to show that interaction classification is a bit more complex 

as one episode may be interrupted and continued later in the course of the interaction.  
 

Excerpt 5.2: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
199 KI1 : After this we have a quiz again. 
200 KI2 : Er?  
201 KI1 : We have a quiz again.  
202 KI4 : This is the last. 

E1 

203 KI1 : Today is the last quiz. ((long silence; writing)) 
204 KI3 : I need factual information, friends. 
205 KI4 : Factual information?  
206 KI3 : I need to write our factual information. 
207 KI4 : OK mine mine is  
208 KI2 :                --Er … I don’t get yours. I haven’t write yours. 
209 KI4 : My factual? 

E2 

210 KI2 : Ya. 
E3 211 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie … they became best friends while working for a 

Manhattan executive-search film. From line 1, 2, 3, 4. 4 
E4 212 KI1 :                                                                         --35 minutes 

213 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie they became best friends while working for a 
Manhattan executive-search firm’ 

214 KI2 : ‘became best friends … 
215 KI4 : ‘while working for a Manhattan executive-search film’. 
216 KI1 : And what are your facts, KI2? 

E3 cont. 

217 KI2 : ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, and he is a senior vice 
president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’.  ((long 
silence; writing))  

  OK. So we just have … 2 questions? E5 
218 KI5 : (No) I have one question (more).          

        As shown in Excerpt 5.2, the first two episodes are identified from T.199-210. They 

are off-task and organization episode types which are found in T.199-203 and T.204-210 

respectively. The off-task episode type is then exemplified in Excerpt 5.3. 

Excerpt 5.3: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
199 KI1 : After this we have a quiz again. 
200 KI2 : Er?  
201 KI1 : We have a quiz again.  
202 KI4 : This is the last. 
203 KI1 : Today is the last quiz. 

 

The organization episode type is exemplified in Excerpt 5.4:  
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Excerpt 5.4: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
204 KI3 : I need factual information, friends. 
205 KI4 : Factual information?  
206 KI3 : I need to write our factual information. 
207 KI4 : OK mine mine is  
208 KI2 :                --Er … I don’t get yours. I haven’t write yours. 
209 KI4 : My factual? 
210 KI2 : Ya. 

         

        The next episodes are identified in the remaining T.211-218. More complex 

classification, however, takes place as the next three episodes are not indentified as easily 

as the first two episodes. A one-turn organization episode type is identified in T.212 (see 

Excerpt 5.5): 
 

Excerpt 5.5: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
212 KI1 :                                                                 --35 minutes 

 
        One content episode type revealing a factual-oriented episode is started from T.211, 

continued to T.213 till T.217. The last episode – another organization episode type – is 

spotted in T.217-18. T.217 is then an example of one turn which can belong to two 

different episodes. The beginning of T.217 – “Mary  McCarthy is forty two years old, and 

he is a senior vice president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills” – belongs to 

the previous episode which is a content episode type. Meanwhile the ending part – “OK. 

So we just have … 2 questions?” – belongs to the organization episode type.  

        The content episode type which is factual-oriented looks like the one in Excerpt 5.6a:  
 

Excerpt 5.6a: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
211 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie … they became best friends while working for a 

Manhattan executive-search film. From line 1, 2, 3, 4. 4 
    
213 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie they became best friends while working for a 

Manhattan executive-search firm’ 
214 KI2 : ‘became best friends … 
215 KI4 : ‘while working for a Manhattan executive-search film’. 
216 KI1 : And what are your facts, KI2? 
217 KI2 : ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, and he is a senior vice 

president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’.  
((long silence; writing))  
OK. So we just have … 2 questions? 

 
The part in italics in Excerpt 5.6a (T.217) OK. So we just have … 2 questions? shows that 

it does not belong to the factual-oriented content episode type. Note also that T.212 has 

been deleted in the excerpt since it is an episode of its own as previously explained. In the 

data analysis later, the episode to analyse further eventually looks like the one in Excerpt 

5.6b: 
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Excerpt 5.6b: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
211 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie … they became best friends while working for a 

Manhattan executive-search film. From line 1, 2, 3, 4. 4 
213 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie they became best friends while working for a 

Manhattan executive-search firm’ 
214 KI2 : ‘became best friends … 
215 KI4 : ‘while working for a Manhattan executive-search film’. 
216 KI1 : And what are your facts, KI2? 
217 KI2 : ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, and he is a senior vice president 

at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’.  
 
        Meanwhile another episode type, i.e., organization episode is exemplified in Excerpt 
5.7a: 
 

Excerpt 5.7a: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
217 KI2 : ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, and he is a senior vice president 

at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’.  
((long silence; writing))  
OK. So we just have … 2 questions? 

218 KI5 : (No) I have one question (more). 
  
Similarly, the part in italics in Excerpt 5.7 (T.217) ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, 

and he is a senior vice president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’ indicates 

that it does not belong to the organization episode type. The identified episode is then 

reformed as follows:  
 

Excerpt 5.7b: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
217 KI2 : OK. So we just have … 2 questions? 
218 KI5 : (No) I have one question (more). 

 
 

5.3.2 First Micro Interaction Analysis Exemplified 

        Four sections will be covered. The first three sections are meant to provide discrete 

examples of the Initiation, Response and Feedback moves respectively. The last section is 

presented for the purpose of exemplifying a more integrated application of the first micro 

interaction analysis categories to a stretch of continuous discourse produced in the student 

group work. 
 

5.3.2.1 Initiation Exemplification 

        The examples of Initiation coded (I) are:  

1) “What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … what do 

you think?” (Data 1, T.39) which is eliciting or questioning others,  

2) “OK so … er how about the the main the main ideas.” (Data 4, T.54) which is directing 

members for the group task, and  
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3) “And … my … er … my … my main idea is ‘The story is about Roosevelt family …” 

(Data 3, T.16) which is informing peers about one’s opinion. 
 

5.3.2.2 Response Exemplification 

        One utterance coded (R) is indicated in the reply of KI5  “O ya, it’s OK.” after the 

initiation of KI3 “May I … er … say my … inferences first?” (see Data 4, T.18-19). 

        Another Response move is a non-verbal reply. Though non-verbal reaction to 

initiation was, as mentioned in [5.1], not analysed, an example is presented in Excerpt 5.8:  
 

Excerpt 5.8: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
 1 KI1 : Ok, friends, er today we will read about the passage Noah Webster. I 

think we should do … the silent reading … Now, start. 
→  

 
2 

 
 

KI1 

 
 
: 

((About 9 minutes later after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of 
the worksheet))  
OK everybody done? xx  I think we should start with the discussion. 
OK, I think we should start with the discussion. Er ehm related to main 
ideas main discussion or purpose of the text. KI3, what you got? 

 
The response which belongs to a reaction can be found implicitly in Excerpt 5.8 between 

T.1 and T.2 – to  be exact, after “Now, start” (the end of T.1). 

        Another Response move is a repetition of what has been said by peers. Excerpt 5.9 

may clarify this point:  
 

Excerpt 5.9: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
 186 KI2 : What women should do ((writing))   
→ 187 KI5 : What women should do  ((writing)) 
→ 188 KI1 : What women should do ((writing)) 

 
In Excerpt 5.9, T.187 and T.188 of KI5 and KI1 respectively are both coded (R). 

        Also coded (R) is a completion of an unfinished assertion thus showing also that a 

student is following what is being discussed. Excerpt 5.10 reveals that a Response move is 

indicated in T.140 when KI1 completes the unfinished sentence of KI2 in the previous 

turn (T.139). 
 

Excerpt 5.10: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
 137 KI2 : How about you? 
 138 KI1 : M2? Different from all of you. 
 139 KI2 : I think er … KI4 and KI3 …  
→ 140 KI1 : have the same idea. 

 
        The last sort of utterances coded as a Response move are acknowledgments. When 

asked “It’s the name of country?”, a student responds, “Yeah, it’s a name of country and 

… it’s a name of a language.” indicating that it is a response which is an 

acknowledgement to the previous question (see Data 1, T.50-51). 
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        Acknowledgement is also performed when a student simply shows that he or she is 

following what is being discussed. A Response move showing a student is following what 

is being discussed is indicated in T.129 when KI2 utters “Emm” as a response to KI4 

“Yah ... so we can share or xx or save something about the language.” (Data 1, T.128-29).  

        In our data, a Response move may also take place after a Feedback move as shown in 

Excerpt 5.12:  
 

Excerpt 5.12: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
 110 KI2 : Yeah. ((laughter)) so I think it’s not ‘the example story of 

endangered language’ … because it’s not ... it it talk not only about 
the language, but but also the action. 

    → 111 KI4 : Ya. 
    → 112 KI5 : --Ya. 

 
As indicated in Excerpt 5.12, both KI4 and KI5 (T.111 and T.112) respond “Ya” to 

acknowledge KI2’s utterance after KI2 provides feedback to the previous discussion on 

the main idea (Feedback examples are presented in the next section).  
 

5.3.2.3 Feedback Exemplification    

As revealed in Table 5.2, Feedback covers accepting, commenting, and/or 

providing repair. Excerpt 5.13 presents a Feedback move identified in T.79: 
 

Excerpt 5.13: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
 76 KI2 : It was spoken in very … in five very different dialect.  … So … what is 

Romansch? It’s the name of place or (language?) 
 77 KI5 :                                        --I think it’s the name of language language. 
 78 KI2 :                                                                                          --Language.    
→ 79 KI5 : Yeah, yeah it’s the language, because in here the xx passage ... it was 

spoken in five dialect. 
                  
 
Excerpt 5.13 shows that in giving feedback to the previous discussion (T.76-78), KI5 

(T.79) makes an acceptance by saying “Yeah, yeah it’s the language”. Furthermore, KI5 

also comments by adding more information or explanation “because in here the xx 

passage ... it was spoken in five dialect.” 

        Excerpt 5.14 is another brief excerpt to accommodate the example showing the repair 

function in a Feedback move. 
 

Excerpt 5.14: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
 172 KI2 : Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 
  → 173 KI1 : Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book.  

 
        As shown in Excerpt 5.14, KI1 gives feedback by providing a repair or a correction 

(as in the use of “was”) to the previous utterance of KI2.  
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5.3.2.4 IRF Exemplification 

        In this section, a more integrated example of the application of the first micro 

analysis categories to a stretch of continuous discourse is presented to provide a clearer 

picture. We will center on one particular content episode type revealing factual-oriented 

group discussion. 
 

Excerpt 5.15: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
28 KI3 : (I) And factual information? 
29 KI5 : (R) Er … Oh, ya. I have the factual information in line in er … line er … 9 9 

up to 10 … er … may be a tendency for women  to be more jealous of 
one another than men are of their colleagues, says Niles Newton, a 
scientist at Northwestern Medical School. 

30 KI3 : (I) How about you, KI4?  
31 KI4 : (R) 

(I) 
Yes,  
for factual information or the inferences? 

32 KI3 : (R) Factual information.  
33 KI4 : (R) Well, er factual information, my factual information er … Lawyers Renee 

… Renee Berliner Rush, and then Julie Anne Banon, they became best 
friends while working for a Manhattan executive-search firm. 

34 KI5 : (I) What about you, KI2? 
35 KI2 : (R) Er … Mary McCarthy is 42 years old and she is a senior vice president 

at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly … Hills. Paragraph 5 line 3 … 
up to … 

36 KI3 : (R) Paragraph 5. 
37 KI5 : (I) How about your factual information, (KI3)? 
38 KI3 : (R) My factual information is in line 15 to 16 e … Women have to 

understand that being competitive with someone doesn’t mean you don’t 
like them. And Men … can be competitive and still be friends 

39 KI5 : (I) So we have different factual information. 
40 KI3 : (F) Ya, I think it’s OK for factual information even though it’s different, right? 

          Note: Segments underlined indicate the phrases or sentences appearing in the text. 
 

        T.28 in Excerpt 5.15 shows KI3’s initiating a discussion by questioning – thus the 

utterance is coded (I). T.29 shows KI5’s response to the previous initiation; as it is a reply 

to a question, it is then coded (R). T.30 indicates a new attempt of KI3’s asking another 

student in the group – thus the utterance is also coded (I). T.31 obviously indicates a turn 

which possesses more than one code – a reminder from the result of Pilot Study 1. Firstly, 

the utterance “Yes” is coded (R) although it is only a ‘partial’ response – as it is not yet 

the expected response to the question posed in T.30. Secondly, the following utterance 

“for factual information or the inferences?” is coded a new (I) as KI4 reinitiates by asking 

back. Clearly seen in T.32 is a reply to the initiation in the previous turn. It is then coded 

(R). As it is obvious for KI4 what is asked by KI3 (T.30), KI4 (T.33) makes a reply which 

is thus coded (R). T.34 consists of KI5’s question directed to KI2. The utterance is then 

coded (I). The reply of KI2 to KI5’s previous initiation is clearly seen in T.35 thus (R) is 

coded for it. The utterance “Paragraph 5” (T.36) is coded as (R) since it is the response of 
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KI3 as the repetition of the ending part of KI2’s previous utterance. T.37 which is 

evidently similar to T.34 is coded (I) as KI5 makes a similar question to another student. 

T.38 is coded (R) as it is unmistakably the reply to the previous question. The utterance in 

T.39 is a new initiation made by KI5 since she is informing something after listening to 

the previous utterance. T.40 is coded (F) because KI3 clearly closes the episode by making 

an acceptance “Ya” to the conclusion made by the previous student in T.39. KI3 also 

closes the episode by adding a comment “I think it’s OK for factual information even 

though it’s different, right?” 
 

5.3.3 Second Micro Interaction Analysis Exemplified 

        The aim of this section is to exemplify how the second micro interaction analysis is 

carried out. Prior to the example of integrated analysis to a stretch of continuous discourse, 

specific examples for each scaffolding category are presented. 
 

5.3.3.1 Discrete Exemplification 

        All examples indicate issues related to substantive interaction when the content of the 

text is discussed. 
 
Dir.M Direction maintenance. 

An example found in the data is: “OK, now … er we make comprehension question.” 
(Data 3, T.153). 

Ref.Q Simple referential question. 
A typical Ref.Q found in this study is: “Excuse me, could I ask something? You know, 
what does it mean er … Isaac is one of the company name?”(Data 3, T.129).  

Cla.R Clarification request. 
The following shall exemplify an utterance coded Cla.R: “Er … ya, what is it, again?” 
(Data 2, T.82). 

Conf.Ch  Confirmation check. 
Here is an example of Conf.Ch found in the data: “The last line, right?” (Data 3, T.52). 

Com.Ch. Comprehension check.  
An example of utterance coded Com.Ch found in Data 2, T.152 states: “He … so he 
must be a teacher, right?” The last word “right?” equals ‘You get it?’.  
Another example is revealed in Data 3, T. 53 which states: “Yeah ... er do you want to 
ask something? Er do you still confuse … about something?” 

Sim.As Simple assertion. 
In the following Excerpt 5.16, the example of Sim.As appears in T.82 following the 
question which appears in T.81. 
 
Excerpt 5.16: (Appendix 12; Data 3) 

 

 81 KI4 : What is your inferences, (KI2)? 
→ 82 KI2 : My inference is ‘Most of the Roosevelt families become 

president of the US’.  
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Fur.As Further assertion. 
The answer “2nd line” to the question “Which … line?” (Data 1, T.42-43) is an example 
of Fur.As category.  
Excerpt 5.17 provides an example of repetition which belongs to Fur.As. It is indicated 
in T.169 – the repetition made by KI4 as a sign of participation after KI1 states his 
answer.  
 
Excerpt 5.17: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 

 168 KI4 : Mine is ‘Lawyer Renee Berliner Rush and Julie Anne 
became best friends while working for a Manhattan 
executive-search firm’. And then … the second … ‘Mary 
McCarthy became a senior vice president at MGM/UA 
Communications’ 

→ 
 

169 KI1 : ‘Lawyer Renee Berliner Rush and Julie Anne became best 
friends while working (for a Manhattan executive-search 
film)’  

 
An example of Fur.As indicating a simple completion to an unfinished response or 
answer is presented in Excerpt 5.18.  
 
Excerpt 5.18: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 

 14 I29 K  : Oh language is spoken from generation to the … 
→ LL  150 : to the next generation.  

Fb.As Feedback assertion. 
Here is an example taken from Data 1, T.139:  “OK. … So ... all of us agree that the 
main idea is ‘the action to revive language’.” 

Oth.As Other assertion.  
“I haven’t got (any inferences)” which is obtained from Data 3, T.21 is coded Oth.As as 
it is not yet an expected response to the previous implicit request “What’s the inferential 
information you found in the text?” 
An example of Oth.As which is of ‘bidding’ type is “May I … er … say my … 
inferences first?” (Data 4, T.18) – a student’s request to give an answer. 
The examples of (1) an excuse for not participating or answering and (2) an introductory 
response before the ‘real’ response are respectively exemplified in the followings:  
“Hmm, wait ...” (Data 4, T. 198) and “Er, I get one factual information but I don’t know 
if … true or false” (Data 1, T.32). 

Ext.Exp Extended explanation. 
An example of utterance coded Ext.Exp is “… so I think it’s not ‘the example story of 
endangered language’ … because it’s not ... it it talk not only about the language, but but 
also the action.” (Data 1, T.110) which is the assertion of KI2 providing detailed 
assistance when the group is discussing the main idea of the text. 

Ind.Cor Indirect correction. 
KI1’s “inadequate” [ɪnædɪkwɪt] (in Data 2, T.156) which is pronounced correctly is an 
example of indirect correction to his friend’s mispronouncing the word.  
The coding of Ind.Cor also occurs when a learner implicitly states that her interlocutor’s 
utterance is incorrect. KI3’s “What are what are” is an example of indirect correction to 
KI5’s “What is” (Data 2, T.211-12).   

Di.Cor Direct correction.  
After realizing the ungrammatical sentence of KI3 “To succeed women must helping 
each other”, KI1 responds “Women must help each other not helping each other.” – 
which is coded Di.Cor (see Data 4, T. 131-33 for further illustration).  

Mo.Op Modified output. 
“Come to New York… eh /sorry/, came … came to New York… from Holland …” 
found in Data 3, T.150 shall exemplify Mo.Op.  
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Nom Nomination. 
An example coded Nom is “What do you think?” (Data 1, T.15) as it is clear from the 
context that KI2 is asking KI4.  

Gr.M+ 
 

Positive Group Maintenance. 
“Hmm … good.” (Data 2, T.27) is an example showing Gr.M+ is coded for it. This 
Gr.M+ is also coded for utterances revealing there is an invitation to participate as found 
in “What about you, KI1? Your inferences.” (Data 3, T.26). The utterance of a member 
who makes explicit reference to peers’ contribution, also coded Gr.M+, appears in Data 
4, T.150 “No. (We should also consider) KI5’s inference.”  

Gr.M- Negative Group Maintenance. 
An assertion coded Gr.M- indicating lack of confidence is: “Ya, he wants to demonstrate 
… Maybe.” (Data 2, T.120). Another is “Er … er ... I find one main idea … maybe, er 
but I don’t know if … if it is right or wrong” (Data 1, T.6). Lack of readiness or making 
an excuse not to answer is shown in “I haven’t find the main idea.”, and  “Oh … wait ... 
wait.” (Data 1, T.5, Data 2, T.145 respectively).  Lack of frustration control is 
exemplified in “I have no idea. I can’t concentrate, I don’t know.” (Data 1, T.16). 

Err.Exp Erroneous explanation. 
When a sentence in the paragraph is discussed by the group members, one example 
coded ErrE is the utterance of a member saying “I think the language is only Welsh, 
Faroese and Romansch. Ya ... Maori is a name of of an organization … so it is not a 
language.” It shows a misunderstanding of ‘Maori’ which is in fact a language not an 
organization (for the complete discourse, see Data 1, T.63-97).  

Un.As Unidentified assertion.  
T.117 in Excerpt 5.19 shall illustrate the coding of Un.As as it shows that KI1 is trying 
to participate in the discussion on the implied meaning found in the text; however, it is 
not executed.  

 
Excerpt 5.19: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
 114 KI3 :    --Paragraph?  
 115 KI2 : From paragraph 2 … line 13 up to 15 
 116 KI4  : Er … here xx different, right? He wants to demonstrate that that 

American language is developing. Er … Here … that American 
English is already developing but he wants to demonstrate it. 

→ 117 KI1 : Er …  
 118 KI2 : So (KI4,) you mean that Webster wants to show that American 

English … is developing?  
 
5.3.3.2 Integrated Exemplification 

        As an integrated exemplification is likely to help us see more clearly how the second 

micro interaction analysis is carried out, this section is presented with this particular 

purpose.  

        Excerpt 5.20 is one content episode showing student interaction which is main-idea 

oriented. This episode is coded using the scaffolding categories described in Table 5.3. It 

is to be noted that some utterances served at least two categories, and are therefore coded 

more than once (the first shows the independent code; the second or the next the additional 

one). 
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Excerpt 5.20: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
4 KI2 : Dir.M 

Ref.Q 
Nom 

Gr.M+ 

Er, OK then (let’s do) the discussion.  
Er OK, have you all … finished with your reading?  

5 KI4  : Oth.As 
Gr.M- 

I haven’t find the main idea. ((spoken softly))  

6 KI2 : Oth.As 
Gr.M- 

Sim.As 

Er … er ... I find one main idea … maybe, er but I don’t know if … if it is 
right or wrong. ((laughter)) …  
I think the main idea is the example story of endangered language. 

7 KI4  : Cla.R Sorry? 
8 KI2  : Fur.As The example of story, eh /oh no/ the example story of endangered 

language. 
9 KI4 : Cla.R Where is it?  
10 KI2  : Ext.Exp Er … the first line … famous cases which can be done to give new life 

to languages that are seriously endangered 
11 KI5 : Sim.As Er ((laughter)) I have the same idea … with you.   
12 KI4 : Fur.As The example …  
13 KI2 : Fur.As The example   
14 KI4 : Cla.R       --the example the example what? 
15 KI2 : Fur.As 

Gr.M- 
Cla.R 
Nom 

Gr.M+ 

Story. The example story… of the endangered language. Something 
like this. (Maybe, but) I don’t know (if it’s correct).  
What do you think? 

16 KI4 : Oth.As 
Gr.M- 
Ref.Q 
Nom 

Gr.M+ 

I have no idea. I can’t concentrate, I don’t know. …  
 
How about you, KI5?   

17 KI5 : Sim.As 
Conf.Ch

I have the same main idea with her.  ((long silence))  
So?   

18 KI4 :  ((laughter)) 
19 KI5 : Cla.R 

Nom 
Gr.M+ 

What do you think, (KI4)? 

20 KI4 : Oth.As 
Gr.M+ 

OK, OK ... because I have no idea ((laughter)) so (I’ll just follow) 
((laughter)) 

        
        Excerpt 5.20 reveals student interaction in the three-key informant group. The three 

key informants were KI2 (a high achiever who became the captain), KI4 (a middle 

achiever who became the encourager and time keeper) and KI5 (a low achiever who 

became the secretary and speaker). They were discussing paragraphs 6-8 of the reading 

material entitled ‘Saving Language’ in their expert team.  

        KI2 initiated by directing the members on the task saying “Er, OK then (let’s do) the 

discussion.” (T.4). The very first coding Dir.M is then performed in this student 

interaction. KI2 continued with another initiation asking “Er OK, have you all … finished 

with your reading?” which is coded Ref.Q as it is a simple referential question meant to 

check the members’ answers after individual work. Two additional codes follow Ref.Q. 
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First it is Nom as it is clear that KI2 nominates the other group members addressing them 

with ‘you’; second it is Gr.M+ as there is an invitation to participate.  

         The utterance of KI4 “I haven’t find the main idea” (T.5) is coded Oth.As as it is a 

response that does not provide an answer expected from the previous question. Gr.M- 

‘Negative group maintenance’, an additional code, is identified for this utterance because 

it shows lack of readiness. Realizing a member’s lack of readiness, KI2 initiates to share 

her answer.  

        Prior to her assertion  “I think the main idea is the example story of endangered 

language.” (T.6) which is coded Sim.As – a simple assertion to an issue discussed for the 

first time, KI2 provides an introductory assertion before her actual answer. “Er … er ... I 

find one main idea … maybe, er but I don’t know if … if it is right or wrong.” is then 

coded as Oth.As. This particular assertion shows lack of confidence from KI2 so the 

additional code Gr.M- is put right after Oth.As. 

        KI4’s question “Sorry?” (T.7) is coded Cla.R as she obviously poses a question 

asking for clarification. She does not get what KI2 thinks is the main idea.  

        Responding to the clarification request, KI2 then repeats what she thinks is the main 

idea. “The example of story, eh /oh no/ the example story of endangered language.” (T.8) 

is then coded Fur.As – a further assertion to the clarification request. 

        KI4 then requests further information from KI2 about what she thinks is the main 

idea of the paragraph being discussed. “Where is it?” (T.9) is then coded Cla.R – a 

probing question asking for clarification. 

        In the next turn, KI2 provides detailed help. She refers to the part in the reading 

material. This particular KI2’s response “Er … the first line … famous cases which can be 

done to give new life to languages that are seriously endangered” (T.10) is then coded 

Ext.Exp – an extended explanation. 

        In T.11 it is the first time for KI5 to be involved in this particular episode (even the 

first time so far in the group discussion). She simply states “Er ((laughter)) I have the 

same idea … with you.” – the utterance coded Sim.As – a simple assertion. 

        Trying to understand the idea mentioned by KI2, KI4 repeats. This repetition “The 

example …” (T.12) is coded Fur.As. KI2 also tries to repeat what she has said. The 

repetition “The example” (T.13) is also coded Fur.As although it is not completed as it is 

interrupted.  
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        In the next turn, it is apparent that KI4 still needs help for clarification. Her utterance 

“the example the example what?” (T.14) is then coded Cla.R. Similar to KI2’s assertion in 

T.8, KI2’s assertion “Story. The example story… of the endangered language. Something 

like this. (Maybe, but) I don’t know (if it’s correct).” (T.15) is coded Fur.As; however, as 

the utterance “Something like this. (Maybe, but) I don’t know (if it’s correct)” indicates 

lack of confidence, an additional code Gr.M- is also noted. KI2’s lack of confidence leads 

her to initiate a question asking others’ opinion. “What do you think?” is then coded Cla.R 

– a request for help to the issue being discussed. Additional codes Nom and Gr.M+ follow 

Cla.R as KI2 nominates her interlocutors and invites participation which shows positive 

group maintenance.  

        “I have no idea. I can’t concentrate, I don’t know. …”– the utterance of KI4 (T.16) – 

is coded Oth.As as it is not yet the expected response to the previous question. An 

additional code Gr.M- follows as it indicates lack of frustration control. Checking to see if 

the answer of KI5 is the same or different as the one of KI2, KI4 asks a referential 

question “How about you, KI5?” which equals “What do you have as the main idea, KI5?” 

– the one coded Ref.Q; also Nom and Gr.M+ as KI5 is nominated and invited to 

participate.  

        The simple assertion of KI5 “I have the same main idea with her.” (T.17) is coded 

Sim.As. As the group keeps silent, KI5 initiates by asking a confirmation “So?” – the one 

coded Conf.Ch. A laughter of KI4 in T.18 is left uncoded as non-verbal interaction is not 

analysed. Eager to know if KI4 has got her idea or answer about the main idea, KI5 is 

brave enough to initiate – asking “What do you think, (KI4)?” (T.19). Her ‘last’ hope goes 

to KI4 to get further clarification or re-explanation indicating a request to the issue being 

discussed and not to a new issue. This particular utterance is coded Cla.R, Nom and 

Gr.M+. The last two codes are the additional ones revealing the presence of nomination 

and an invitation made by KI5 for KI4 to participate.  

        The content episode which is main-idea oriented is terminated in T.20 with the 

response of KI4 “OK, OK ... because I have no idea ((laughter)) so (I’ll just follow).” It is 

coded Oth.As as it is not yet the real expected answer from the previous question; it is also 

coded Gr.M+, an additional code accompanying an assertion likely to lower affective 

barriers in interaction. 
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5.4 Summary 
        This chapter primarily addresses three basic issues on coding the data. First the macro 

interaction analysis classification designed to segment the data into episodes is presented. 

The two micro interaction analysis categories set up to further analyse the research data 

follow. Eventually this chapter exemplifies how the classification and categories are 

employed to analyse the data. Both discrete and integrated exemplifications are presented. 

The result of the data analysis can be found in the next chapter. 

 
 



CHAPTER 6 

DATA ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 

        This chapter is devoted to primarily present the data analysis, and to reveal the main 

findings related to the research questions on the students’ involvement in group 

interaction, the types of information used by the students in their attempts to understand a 

text and the way the students ask for as well as get assistance from peers. It also elaborates 

the findings by discussing them further with regard to the theoretical perspectives of 

related literature.  
 

6.1 Obtained Data 
        As mentioned in [4.4.11.2], the data in this study are obtained from 4 out of 6 Jigsaw 

sessions or on sessions 4-7 of the second half of the semester when the Jigsaw technique is 

implemented. The obtained data for analysis are then those four transcripts labeled Data 1, 

Data 2, Data 3, and Data 4 (Appendix 12)  demonstrating the student interaction in their 

expert team in the four Jigsaw sessions. 

        In the data analysis, both quantitative and qualitative measures are taken although 

this study is primarily a qualitative study. Therefore, the data analysis presented in the 

next sections will cover both quantitative and qualitative measures.  
 

6.2 Students’ Involvement in Group Interaction 
        This section is presented to deal with the first research question “To what extent are 

students involved in group interaction?” It will first point out the results of data analysis 

and present the findings and discussions on the findings. 
 

6.2.1 Data Analysis 

        The transcribed data, as stated in Chapters 4 and 5, were initially classified into their 

types of episodes. One of the four transcribed data sets was randomly chosen to be coded 

for episode classification. The first coder collaboratively coded the first half of the 

transcript with the second coder. The rest of the script and the other transcribed data were 

coded independently, and the codings were compared to determine the level of inter-rater 

agreement. 
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        Inter-rater reliability ranged from 90% to 100% across the occurrence of episode 

types (i.e., content, 90.0%; organization, 91.3%; off-task, 100%). The average level of 

agreement was then 93.8% for the classification of the four transcribed data sets. Where 

there was disagreement in the coding, discussion was, as stated in Chapter 4, held to arrive 

at unanimous decisions. Data about which there were ‘tough’ disagreements were not 

included in the analysis. It occurred only in Data 3 for Turns (henceforth, T.) 286-292 

which amounted to less than 5% of the whole data set. 
 

Transcript classification 

        In Data 1, 2, 3 and 4 there were 20, 22, 31 and 32 episodes respectively. In Data 1, 

the 20 episodes were distributed in 11 episodes of content, 8 organization and 1 off-task.  

In Data 2, the 22 episodes were distributed in 10 episodes of content, 10 organization and 

2 off-task. In Data 3, the 31 episodes were distributed in 16 episodes of content, 12 

organization and 3 off-task. Meanwhile in Data 4, there were 13, 16 and 3 episodes of 

content, organization and off-task respectively. Figure 6.1 presents the result of the very 

first interaction analysis – termed ‘macro analysis’ in Chapters 4 and 5 – in percentages:  
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                   Figure 6.1 Data Classification (in percentages) 
         
        It is clear from the data presented in Figure 6.1 that content and organization episodes 

formed the majority.  Off-task episodes constituted the lowest percentage over the data. 

Put simply, the on-task episodes consisting of content and organization episodes were 

consistently maintained at a much higher percentage than the off-task ones over the data. 
 

General IRF moves analysis 

        As the data classification resulted in the appearance of content, organization and off-

task episodes, further analysis was carried out to find the students’ involvement with 
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regard to the common pattern of IRF discourse (this is essential as the length of episodes – 

not the number of episodes – will more accurately determine the actual involvement of 

students in group interaction). The first and second coders collaboratively coded some 

episodes identified in Data 1 to see the IRF moves appearing in each episode. The rest of 

the episodes were coded independently, and the codings were compared to determine the 

level of inter-rater agreement. Where there was disagreement in the coding, discussion 

was held to arrive at unanimous decisions. Inter-rater reliability ranged from 86.8% to 

92.0% across the occurrence of moves, i.e., Initiation, 90.2%; Response, 92.0%; Feedback, 

86.8%. The average inter-rater agreement with regard to the occurrence of moves in this 

study was 89.7%.  

        In Data 1, there were 249 content on-task moves, 32 organization on-task moves and 

1 off-task move compared with 282 moves overall. In Data 2, there were 163 content on-

task moves and 91 organization on-task moves and 4 off-task moves. In Data 3, content 

on-task moves, organization on-task moves and off-task moves amounted to 241, 72 and 5 

respectively. In Data 4 content on-task moves decrease to 191 but the organization on-task 

moves and off-task moves increased to 84 and 8 respectively. Figure 6.2 presents the data 

on students’ interaction with regard to the IRF moves in percentages. 
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                     Figure 6.2 Students’ Moves in Group Interaction 
 
       The data in Figure 6.2 indicate that the content moves had a range from 63.2% to 

88.3% (with the average percentage of 73.7%). The organization moves comprised the 

percentage range from 11.4% to 35.3% (with the average percentage of 24.7%). 

Meanwhile the off-task moves ranged from 0.4% to 2.8% resulting in the average 

percentage of 1.6%  – the smallest of all. Overall, the data predominantly indicated that 
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on-task moves (consisting of content and organization moves) surpassed the off-task 

moves.  

         The result of further analysis of the identified episodes with regard to its IRF moves 

is shown in Table 6.1: 
          

Table 6.1 IRF Moves in Group Interaction 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Initiation 145 51.4% 120 46.5% 148 46.5% 139 49.1% 552 48.4% 
Response 118 41.8% 114 44.2% 130 40.9% 113 39.9% 475 41.6% 
Feedback  19 6.7% 24 9.3% 40 12.6% 31 11% 114 10% 

Total  282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 
 
        In descending order of frequency, Initiation was, as seen in Table 6.1, the most 

frequent move, followed by Response and Feedback (at 51.4%, 41.8%, 6.7%) in Data 1. 

Similar pattern is found in Data 2-4. The most frequent move was Initiation followed by 

Response and Feedback. The most frequent move was Initiation (reaching almost 50%) 

and the least one was Feedback (at 10%).  It is then evident that in student interaction 

Initiation (with the range of 46.5%–51.4%) and Response (with the range of 39.9%–

44.2%) remained consistently high over Data 1-4 while Feedback remained consistently 

low (with the range of 6.7%–12.6%).  
 

Each Student’s IRF Moves Analysis  

        The analysis on each student’s IRF moves in group interaction is summarized in 

Table 6.2. 
 

Table 6.2 Students’ Involvement 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
KI1 (HA1)  -- -- 112 43.4% 78 24.5% 53 18.7% 243 21.3% 
KI2 (HA2) 127 45.0% 56 21.7% 59 18.6% 42 14.8% 284 24.9% 
KI3 (MA1) -- -- 41 15.9% 112 35.2% 48 17.0% 201 17.6% 
KI4 (MA2) 99 35.1% 28 10.9% 69 21.7% 86 30.4% 282 24.7% 
KI5 (LA) 56 19.9% 21 8.1% -- -- 54 19.1% 131 11.5% 
 282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 

   Note: ‘--’ does not mean that the respective student does not participate in the discussion; it shows  
   that the respective student is absent; KI = Key Informant; HA: High-achiever; MA: Middle-achiever; 
   LA: Low-achiever. 
 
KI1’s moves decreased steadily from 43.4% in Data 2 to 24.5% and 18.7% in Data 3 and 4 

respectively resulting in the average of 21.3%. Instances of moves made by KI2 decreased 

from 45.0% in Data 1 to 21.7%, 18.6%, and 14.8% in Data 2, 3, 4 respectively resulting in 

the average of 24.9%. KI3’s moves increased from 15.9% in Data 2 to 35.2% in Data 3 
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but dropped to 17.0% in Data 4 resulting in the average of 17.6%. Instances of moves 

made by KI4 decreased quite sharply from 35.1% in Data 1 to 10.9% in Data 2 but then 

increased steadily to 21.7% and 30.4% in Data 3 and 4 respectively resulting in the 

average of 24.7%. Meanwhile KI5’s moves were the fewest. They dropped from 19.9% in 

Data 1 to 8.1% in Data 2 but in Data 4 KI5 gained back her percentage of moves (19.1%) 

– slightly the same as the one in Data 1 – constituting the average of 11.5% which was the 

lowest among all the students’ moves.  
 

Table 6.3 Students’ Involvement With Regard to Different Ability Levels 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
HA 127 45.0% 168 65.1% 137 43.1% 95 33.6% 527 46.2% 
MA 99 35.1% 69 26.7% 181 56.9% 134 47.4% 483 42.3% 
LA  56 19.9% 21 8.1% -- -- 54 19.1% 131 11.5% 
Total 282 100% 258 100% 318 100% 283 100% 1141 100% 

        Note: ‘--’ does not mean that the respective student does not participate in the discussion; it shows  
        that  the respective student is absent; HA: High-achiever (n=2); MA: Middle-achiever (n=2); LA:  
        Low-achiever (n=1). In the discussion, HA, MA, and LA are considered as a single group each. 
 
        Derived from the average column in Table 6.3 it became clear that HA and MA made 

more or less equal (46.2% and 42.3%) moves compared to LA who reached less than 12%. 

A closer look at the result of data analysis presented in the table also shows that HA’s 

moves rose from 45.0% in Data 1 to 65.1% in Data 2 but then dropped again to 43.1% in 

Data 3. HA’s moves reached its lowest percentage (33.6%) in Data 4. Indicated in the 

same table is that MA’s moves decreased a bit from 35.1% in Data 1 to 26.7% in Data 2. 

MA made the most moves reaching almost 57% in Data 3 and fewer moves amounted to 

47.4% in Data 4. LA’s moves in all data (except in Data 3 as there was no LA in the group 

discussion) were less than 20%. To be exact they amounted to 19.9%, 8.1% and 19.1% in 

Data 1, Data 2 and Data 4 respectively. LA’s involvement was steadily the lowest among 

all – as shown in Table 6.3, LA’s moves was only about one tenth of the whole percentage 

on average. 
 

Each student’s IRF moves analysis related to the roles assigned 

        Referring to Table 6.2 (excluding the ‘average’ column) and also Table 4.2 (in 

[4.4.7]) highlighting the roles executed by the key informants, we can get another insight 

for student participation in group interaction which is role-oriented. It is indicated in 

Figures 6.3–6.6:  
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        Figure 6.3 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 1) 
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Figure 6.4 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 2) 
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            Figure 6.5 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 3) 
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Figure 6.6 Group Interaction by Roles (Data 4) 
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        From a global perspective, two different patterns of interaction seemed to have 

emerged in the group. For example, Data 1, 2 and 3 showed that the captain was the most 

active, while Data 4 did reveal a different pattern of interaction. The captain was not the 

most active but the second most active in group interaction. Put in another way, the non-

captain roles (speaker, secretary, time keeper and encourager) constituted consistently the 

second most active in Data 1, 2 and 3 but not in Data 4.  

         When further analysis is performed, a different picture emerges. Figures 6.3–6.6 

reveal to what extent role assigning influences the interaction pattern. As the roles are not 

equally distributed to each student, different data should be referred to to know the extent 

each role influences the group interaction. 

        To see to which extent a captain role influences the interaction pattern, we can refer 

to all data. In Data 1 and Data 2 (see Figures 6.3 and 6.4) the captain was a high-achiever. 

In Data 3 (Figure 6.5), the captain was a middle-achiever. In Data 4 (Figure 6.5), the 

captain was a low-achiever. She did not make the most moves. When HA and MA got a 

captain role, they contributed the highest percentage of moves in the group interaction.  It 

is also seen that LA had the lowest involvement in all group interaction. Nevertheless 

when the LA was a captain, she could get the second highest percentage as seen in Data 4. 

        Only Data 2, 3 and 4 are used to see to which extent the role of time keeper 

influences the interaction pattern. In Data 2, the time keeper was a low-achiever. In Data 

3, the timer was a high-achiever. Both time keepers made the fewest moves.  In Data 4, 

the time keeper was also a high-achiever, but unlike in the previous data, he did not make 

the fewest moves.  

        Only half of the data (Data 2 and 4) can be used to describe to which extent the roles 

of secretary, speaker and encourager influence the interaction pattern. In Data 2, the 

secretary was a middle-achiever and she was ‘in the middle’ contributing about 15% of the 

total moves. In Data 4, the secretary was a high-achiever contributing at about 15% – 

putting her in the last position in the rank. In Data 2, the speaker was a high-achiever and 

she occupied the second position (the second highest). In Data 4, the speaker was a 

middle-achiever occupying the second position from the lowest. In Data 2, the encourager 

was a middle-achiever and she got the second lowest percentage of moves. In Data 4, the 

encourager was a middle-achiever. She contributed the highest percentage of moves, the 

first position taking over the floor of the captain – a role which consistently occupied the 

first over Data 1–3. 



CHAPTER 6 134 

6.2.2 Findings and Discussions 

        In this section, the sequence of presenting the findings and discussions will similarly 

follow the organization of the formulated sub-questions of the first research question – 

firstly, the global involvement; secondly, the involvement with regard to IRF moves; 

thirdly, the one with regard to the ability levels, and lastly, the one with regard to the roles 

assigned to the students. 
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the whole group interaction 

        As depicted in Figure 6.1 the average of off-task episodes amounts to less than 10% 

of the whole episodes. There is more student interaction that is task-related, and less of the 

interaction is off-task, either actively (e.g., in terms of fooling around as seen in Data 3, 

T.253) or passively (e.g., in terms of being distracted as found in Data 4, T.199-203). 

Likewise, further analysis as presented in Figure 6.2 shows that the average off-task 

amounts to even less than 2% of the whole moves. The data give evidence that the 

students perform the expected task, in this study, the reading task assigned to a large 

extent. Put simply, this result suggests that peer interaction is found to be very much on-

task oriented.  

        With regard to the on-task interaction itself, it is found that the content-oriented 

interaction is almost three times the percentage of the total organization-oriented 

interaction (see Figure 6.2 showing the average percentage of content moves reaching 

almost 74% compared to 24.7% for  organization one). This indicates that the students are 

indeed involved in the discussion of the content of the text. The minimized procedural 

discussions are most likely to be due to the clear task structure which appears in the 

worksheets provided. The students in general know the way in planning and organizing 

the reading task. They therefore attend to the substantive issues more.  
 

Students’ involvement with regard to IRF moves 

        With regard to the common pattern of IRF classroom discourse, a pattern of moves is 

consistent in the data (see Table 6.1). The students are constantly involved much more in 

initiating and responding than in providing feedback to one another. Excerpt 6.1 

exemplifies this finding qualitatively:  
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Excerpt 6.1: (Appendix 12; Data 3) 
186 KI4  : (I) 

(I) 
What other question? ((KI1’s humming)) 
‘When New York became bigger?’ ((laughter)) 

187 KI3  (I) Is that OK?   
188 KI4 : (R) No, you can find the another question.  
189 KI1 : (I) Er …   
190 KI3 : (I) ‘What is … the story about?’ ((laughter)) 
191 KI1 : (F) Ya ya ya. 
192 KI2 : (I) Er what? /Er pardon?/ 
193 KI3 : (R) ‘What is the story about?’    
194 KI1 : (I) I think it should be the first question  
195 KI4 : (R) ‘What is the story about?’ …. ((completing the worksheet))  

         
        Excerpt 6.1 starts with KI4’s initiating a discussion for the ‘question making’ section 

– the expert team’s task to make questions to take to the home team later. In T.186 she 

makes two initiations. First she initiates by asking “What other question?”, but before she 

gets a response from her friends, she makes another initiation by a simple assertion 

informing others about the question she finds “When New York became bigger?”. KI3 

reinitiates – another type of Initiation which is different from the one of KI4. KI3’s 

initiation is not a simple question but a confirmation check as she might wonder if it is a 

good idea to keep such a trivial question. The first response move is made by KI4 who 

answers, “No, you can find another question” indicating that KI4 offers the chance for KI3 

to have her own question – the one that might be better. In T.189 KI1 starts an initiation 

but it is not completed. As only “Er …” appears, KI3 takes the initiation to present her 

question “What is the story about?”. KI1 then as seen in T.191 provides feedback by 

accepting it. To this point, it is shown that the basic IRF structure has been extended to I-I-

I-R-I-I-F (T.186-91). What follows immediately is the I-R-I-R pattern. In T.192 KI2 

makes an initiation by asking for clarification – a simple ‘Pardon?’ as she does not quite 

follow what has been formulated as a question to keep. KI3 then makes a response by 

repeating the question she has made. KI1’s further initiation in T.194 shows he initiates by 

informing others that ‘What is the story about?’ should become the first question to keep 

for the home team. In fact he is contributing an important idea for the group. The episode 

ends with KI4’s response in repeating the question to write in the group worksheet as she 

is the one responsible for keeping notes in the group. As witnessed in Excerpt 6.1, the 

students are indeed initiating and responding in group interaction but they do not provide 

feedback much to each other.  

        Excerpt 6.1 indicates that peer interaction results in an extended version of IRF which 

is, in many ways, comparable to what Boulima (1999) refers to as negotiated interaction. 
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The common IRF classroom discourse has been extended resulting in negotiated 

interaction because of: (1) no answer to the very first initiation (as seen in T.186), (2) a 

comprehension check (T.187), (3) another member’s attempt to participate, though not 

completed (T.189), (4) a request for clarification (T.192), and (5) an additional 

explanation to the issue being discussed (T.194). 

Otherwise, the excerpt would have looked like the following:  
 

Excerpt 6.2: 
KI4  : (I) What other question?  
KI3 : (R) ‘What is … the story about?’  
KI1 : (F) Ya ya ya. 

 
revealing to some degree the traditional routinized pattern of IRF classroom discourse. 

Overall, it appears that the learning structure in group interaction is far more complex than 

the basic IRF teaching structure. 
 

       The infrequent use of Feedback moves – at a much lower percentage, i.e., only one 

tenth compared to the frequent use of Initiation and Response moves – might indicate that 

students do not have the courage to evaluate or provide feedback to one another. Another 

possible explanation is that when students initiate by asking questions, their questions are 

in fact not display questions, as often identified in typical teaching discourse where 

teachers pose questions of which they know the answers and at the same time of which 

they want to provide feedback. The discourse in Excerpt 6.3 is a typical one showing a 

display question by the teacher who already has the answer:  
 

Excerpt 6.3: (White, 2003:4) 
1    Teacher  :   We have the fisherman. What is he saying to himself? 
2    Student   :   He is saying…“I got it.” 
3   Teacher   :   Okay. Sure. He is saying, “I got it.” 

 
        As demonstrated in Excerpt 6.3, the initiation of the teacher (T.1) is responded by the 

student (T.2) who immediately gets feedback from the teacher (T.3).  The teacher is 

predominantly asking a question for which he or she knows the answer beforehand. The 

teacher is quite obviously checking the students’ comprehension and in a sense posing a 

question designed to get the student to produce language.  

        On the other hand, in group interaction students ask a different sort of questions – 

information-seeking type, commonly referred to as referential questions as opposed to 

display questions. The students ask questions for which responses are not predetermined 
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by the interaction content as depicted in the previous Excerpt 6.1 and also in the following 

Excerpt 6.4:  

Excerpt 6.4: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
56 KI2 : (I) (What’s the meaning of) Distinct?  
57 KI1 : (R) Distinct (means) different 
58 KI3 : (R)                            --different.  
59 KI1 : (F) ‘Distinct’ is the synonym … of ‘difference’. 
60 KI2 : (R) Ya, thank you.  

       
        Excerpt 6.4 largely shows that KI2 is seeking information from her friends. She does 

not understand the meaning of ‘distinct’. When she eventually gets it, she does not give 

feedback but a response by an acknowledgement ‘Ya’ and a ‘thank you’ ending. 

Otherwise, the excerpt will end with KI2’s feedback saying ”OK, good. That’s correct.”  

instead of “Ya, thank you”. This is confirmed by the supplementary data – the semi-

structured interview. When asked whether she was checking her friends’ knowledge about 

the word, KI2 denied it stating she was genuinely asking for help as she did not know the 

meaning. In conclusion, students’ initiations and responses come naturally from trying to 

interact not to provide feedback – resulting in a rare occurrence of the Feedback move. 
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the ability levels 

        As for students’ involvement with regard to the ability levels, the data as shown in 

Tables 6.2 and 6.3 indicate that more proficient students tend to be involved more than the 

less proficient ones in group interaction. This finding seems to support another study by 

Doughty & Pica (1986). Their study shows that, in group work, more proficient students 

tend to dominate the interaction and structure the discourse. Our study somewhat 

substantiates the finding in that HA is involved the most and that MA is involved more 

than LA. Both HA and MA outperform LA to a large extent in being involved in group 

interaction. One possible explanation for this is that higher proficiency students have more 

to share and are more willing to share. The lower proficiency students might have felt 

pressured to work with the more proficient learners who act as the expert, substituting the 

teacher’s role. It should be kept in mind that individual differences like being introverts-

extroverts might be another influential factor.  
 

Students’ involvement with regard to the roles assigned  

        The data as shown in Figures 6.3–6.6 eventually suggest that when HA and MA 

become a captain, they show the tendency to be involved the most in group interaction.  
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We can also see the minimum involvement of LA in group interaction. The trend found is 

that the low achiever in this study becomes the member showing the least participation 

when the roles assigned to her are non-captain roles. Nevertheless when she is a captain, it 

is surprisingly found that she can occupy the second position placing all the other HA 

below her as seen in Figure 6.6.  

        As mentioned in Chapter 4, the predetermined roles for the key informants were not 

executed as expected because each key informant was not consistently present when the 

data were collected. Due to this circumstance, it might be hard to conclude the influence 

of each role confidently especially the role of encourager as this is the only role, as 

mentioned in Chapter 4, that is not distributed equally to the key informants. Nevertheless, 

we can quite convincingly say as the result of our findings that when high achievers get 

the time keeper role, their involvement is decreased greatly as they occupy either the 

lowest or the middle position in the rank. It is also found that the secretary, speaker, and 

time keeper roles can prevent HA from dominating the interaction. As for the captain role, 

we can also argue that it is powerful in increasing the participation of low achievers.  

        It can then be concluded that high-achievers’ dominating the interaction can be 

lessened by the non-captain roles and that the low-achievers’ minimum involvement can 

be increased by the captain role assigned to them. Therefore, rotating roles is helpful in 

increasing low-achievers’ involvement. It is also helpful in balancing the involvement of 

high-achievers and middle-achievers. It is yet important to note that this particular finding 

is based on very limited data as the data are obtained from merely 4 sessions of student 

interaction where one student executes a certain role only on one session. 
 

6.3 Types of Information Used to Understand a Text 
        As mentioned in [3.4], the students’ discussion was not triggered by the 

comprehension questions commonly following a text. To know what types of information 

the students use in order to understand a text, we focus on the content episodes and 

analyse them by referring again to Table 5.1 (Chapter 5). 
 

6.3.1 Data Analysis 

        In the whole data set revealing content episodes, four types of episodes are obtained: 

main idea-oriented, inference-oriented, fact-oriented and question making episodes. Inter-

rater reliability ranged from 86.7% to 100% across the occurrence of the episodes, i.e., 
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Main Idea, 100%; Inference, 86.7%; Fact, 87.5% and Question making, 100%. The 

average inter-rater agreement with regard to the occurrence of  these episodes was 93.5%. 

When each episode is analysed with regard to its overall IRF moves, the result is as 

follows:  
 

Table 6.4 Types of Information in Text Understanding Interaction 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average  

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
Main 
Idea 56 23.0% 39 23.9% 31 12.8% 62 32.3% 189 22.3%
Inference 68 27.9% 60 36.8% 98 40.5% 51 26.6% 278 32.9%
Fact  83 34.0% 36 22.1% 52 21.5% 29 15.1% 201 23.8%
Question-
making  37 15.2% 28 17.2% 61 25.2% 50 26.0% 177 20.9%
       Total  244 100% 163 100% 242 100% 192 100% 844 100%

         
        The data in the last row of Table 6.4 show that the most frequent interaction by far 

(32.9%) was inference-oriented interaction. The next most frequent (23.8%), on average, 

fell into fact-oriented interaction. This was followed by main idea-oriented interaction at 

slightly the same percentage as fact-oriented interaction. The least frequent, on average at 

20.9%, was question-making oriented interaction.  
 

6.3.2 Findings and Discussions 

        With regard to the opportunity given to the students to set their own types of 

information to use in order to understand a text, it is found that the students are primarily 

dealing with main ideas, inferences, facts and question-making. This might to a large 

extent be due to the task structure which assigns students to find the main idea, implied 

information, and facts and to make questions (see [4.4.9]).  

        It is revealed that the average percentage of inference-oriented discussion is the 

highest among all the issues discussed (see Table 6.1). This implies that the students are 

concerned more with the issues implied in the text than with the main idea, facts or 

question making. However, as the students in this study are given texts with implied main 

ideas – hence the task to find the main idea is actually the one to find implied information, 

we can even argue that the majority of the student interaction (see Table 6.4 the average 

column; 22.3%+32.9% which amounts to more than half of the total) is actually inference-

oriented discussion. The task to find implied information in a text triggers more student 

interaction than the one to find factual information. This finding supports the argument 
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pointed out by Gass et al. (2005). The data they collected suggest few differences in 

interactional patterns between the interaction observed in classroom and laboratory 

settings. Instead, they find there are differences depending on the type of task that the 

learners carried out. Therefore their soft claim “ … interaction may be more task-

dependent …” (Gass et al., 2005:601) can be changed into a stronger one saying 

“interaction is task-dependent”.  

        With regard to the opportunity given to the students to set their own issues to discuss 

in the group, the lowest average percentage falls into question-making oriented episodes 

as this might be again due to the task structure – the students are individually asked to 

prepare issues to discuss while the task to formulate questions is the task for the students 

as a group – a later task completed after the main group discussion. Though the percentage 

of question making is the lowest (see Table 6.4), it is not very different from the ones of 

the main idea and factual discussion (ranging from 20.9% to 23.8%). This likely indicates 

that the students also think that making questions is as important as the other tasks of 

finding main ideas, implied and factual information because the questions formulated will 

assist them in ensuring the home team member’s understanding later. 
 

A case revealed from the secondary data 

        When the secondary instrument, i.e., the individual students’ worksheet is observed, 

it is found that in fact more factual issues are jotted down by the majority of the students. 

However the transcribed data show that there is a shift. It is found that the inference-

oriented interaction tends to be longer than the others as the average percentage of 

inference discussion is the highest among all (see Table 6.4). One example is worth 

depicting here. In her worksheet (the supplementary data), KI2 jots down the followings:  

“Webster wants the American language improved” (par. 2 line 13-15)  
“Webster is a teacher”  
“Webster American spelling book is a good book”  

 
        The transcribed Data 2 show that after the first two inference issues jotted down by 

KI2 are discussed, the respective student does not want to miss the opportunity to discuss 

more – taking the last inference issue noted down in her worksheet to start a discussion 

which eventually becomes a complete discourse as seen in Excerpt 6.5:  
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Excerpt 6.5: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
164 KI2 : (I) Er ... can I add an inferences ... inference ...? 
165 KI1 : (R)                                                   --Ya, ya, of course. 
166 KI2 : (I) Er … I think I found one inference from paragraph 2 line 10 up to … er … 12  

when we consider that his American Spelling book (was used in thousands 
of schools over a great many years) Er I think we can er we can say that 
Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 

167 KI1 : (R) Oh ya ya. [[showing that KI1 is following what KI2 says previously]] 
168 KI2  : (I )      --Because it is used by (thousands of schools).  
169 KI1 : (R)                        --it is used by … yaaaaa thousands of schools.  
170 KI2 : (I ) Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book.  
171 KI1 : (R) Webster … 
172 KI2 : (R) Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 
173 KI1 : (F) Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book.  ((long silence)) 
174 KI5 : (I) ‘Was’ a good book or ‘is’ a good book? 
175 KI1 : (R) ‘Is’ a good book … Because they still use it up to now, I think. ‘Is’ a good 

book. Xx  
   Note: Segments underlined indicate the sentence(s) appearing in the text. 
 
        Excerpt 6.5 initially indicates KI2’s intention to highlight what she has written in her 

worksheet. When her question “Er ... can I add an inferences ... inference ...?” (T.164) is 

responded with an enthusiastic “Ya, ya, of course.” (T.165), she directly takes the chance. 

She does not however just read it. She even explains in details what she has found as her 

understanding of the text (as shown in T.166 which is continued in T.168). The discussion 

then changes into a language item discussion on ‘was’ and  ‘is’ – making it a much longer 

interaction.  
 

 Form-focused interaction found 

        Excerpt 6.5 somehow exemplifies how the inference discussion gets the first rank. It 

furthermore shows another interesting trend. As seen in the last section of the excerpt 

(T.172-175), the discussion on ‘was’ and  ‘is’ appears as the result of the feedback given 

by KI1 (T.173) who indirectly corrects KI2’s previous sentence. This triggers KI5 to 

initiate by checking confirmation: “‘Was’ a good book or ‘is’ a good book?” (T.174). This 

confirmation check then results in a modified output by KI1 who initially produces 

“Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book” (T.173). He eventually knows a 

better one “Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book” (as implied in T.175) and 

even provides further explanation why it is ‘is’.  

        Implied in the ending part of Excerpt 6.5 is that the students are constructively 

involved in talking about the language they produce. It appears spontaneously when the 

message-centered discussion takes place. This particular form-focused interaction also 

appears quite consistently when the students formulate questions as shown in Excerpt 6.6:   
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Excerpt 6.6: (Appendix 12; Data 3) 
153 KI3 : OK, now … er we make comprehension question. 
154 KI4 : ‘When the first … the first Roosevelt came to New York?’  
155 KI1 : Yeah, yeah. 
156 KI3 : ‘When was?’ Iya? /Is it ‘When was’?/ 
157 KI4 :                    --Ya, ‘When was …’ ((long silence; writing)) 
158 KI3 : Eh /sorry/ ‘When was’ apa ‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When was’ or ‘When did’?/ 

‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When did’?/   
159 KI1 : ‘When … the first’ …   
160 KI3 : ‘When did’ …   
161 KI1 : Yeah, ‘When did’ … 
162 KI3 : (there is) ‘come’ here. ‘When did … the first Roosevelt come to New York?’ 

 
        Excerpt 6.6 reveals the episode of making questions to be taken to the home team. 

The students appear to understand that the factual information related to the time the first 

Roosevelt came to New York contributes to the main idea of the text. They take it as a 

question to keep for the home team. The question of KI3 “(Is it) ‘When was’?” (T.156) 

and  “(Is it) ‘When was’ or ‘When did’?” (T.158) have then led them to focus on the 

language they produce. The first ungrammatical question ‘When the first Roosevelt came 

to New York’ initially becomes another ungrammatical one ‘When was the first Roosevelt 

came to New York’. The grammatically correct question ‘When did the first Roosevelt 

come to New York’ is eventually produced. Both Excerpts 6.5 and 6.6 exemplified above 

seem to support Williams’ (1999) study that finds learners working together in meaning-

centered class spontaneously attend to form. In all, our data somehow reveal a type of 

interaction where one student’s simple appeal provides the occasion for others to be 

involved and, more remarkably, the interaction unexpectedly yields an instance of 

negotiation which may be essential to, as argued by Long (1981), the promotion of 

language acquisition.  
 

Concluding remarks 

        The substantive student interaction occurring in our data might be related to the 

positive interdependence and individual accountability which are enforced in the class. 

The task which is structured to promote student interaction and the group composition 

which is quite cohesive (i.e. 3.2 of 4 in this key informant group) might also contribute to 

the high degree of students’ involvement.  

        This particular finding is in line with what Rulon & McCreary (1986) find. Without 

assistance from the teacher, students in a small group can cover as much content as are 

students working in a large one which is teacher-fronted.  
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6.4 Helping Behavior in Group Interaction 
        To address the third research question “How do students help one another in group 

interaction?” we focus on the students’ content discussion. To be more explicit, the 

statement units in each of the identified content episodes are examined more closely for its 

scaffolding categories.  
 

6.4.1 Data Analysis 

        The first coder initially coded the content episodes identified in Data 1 and 2 to find 

the scaffolding categories. The coding scheme was gradually refined through interaction 

with the identified episodes as well as by referring to the earlier interaction analysis 

categories established. When the scaffolding categories could sufficiently describe the 

data, all the transcripts were recoded using the final modified scheme as presented in 

Table 5.3. The coding of all content episodes was then carried out by the first and third 

coders independently. 

        Inter-rater reliability in this last coding process ranged from 80.8% to 100%  detailed 

as follows: ‘Direction maintenance’, 85.0%; ‘Simple referential question’, 89.7%; 

‘Clarification request’, 89.6%; ‘Confirmation check’, 90.9%; ‘Comprehension check’, 

100%; ‘Simple assertion’, 84.9%; ‘Further assertion’, 86.3%; ‘Feedback assertion’, 80.8%; 

‘Other assertion’, 87.0%; ‘Extended explanation’, 91.2%; ‘Indirect correction’, 93.8%; 

‘Direct correction’, 100%; ‘Modified output’, 100%; ‘Nomination’, 90.8%; ‘Positive 

Group Maintenance’, 88.8%; ‘Negative Group Maintenance’, 90.9%;  ‘Erroneous 

explanation’, 100%; and  ’Assertion with no clear function’, 100% – constituting the 

percentage of 91.6% for average inter-rater agreement. 

        Of 1108 utterances coded in all Data 1-4, only 3 were detected as ‘Unidentified 

assertions’. Since they were assertions having vague function and since they amounted 

to .3% of the whole data set, they were disregarded. Further analysis was performed to 

recalculate the percentage of the occurrence of the scaffolding categories. The result is 

presented in Table 6.5. 

        Immediately apparent in Table 6.5 is that an average of 28.5% (the highest) of 

scaffolding categories fell into Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, and 10.8% (the second highest) 

Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’. The remaining categories each of which accounted for 6%-8% 

on average were Ref.Q ‘Simple referential question’, Cla.R ‘Clarification request’, 

Conf.Ch ‘Confirmation check’, Fb.As ‘Feedback assertion’, Ext.Exp  ‘Extended 
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explanation’, Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group Maintenance’, while the ones 

constituting less than 3% were DM Direction maintenance’, Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension 

check’, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’, Dir.Cor ‘Direct 

correction’, Mo.Op ‘Modified output’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group Maintenance’ and Err.Exp 

‘Erroneous explanation’.  

Table 6.5 Scaffolding Categories 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count % 
1 Dir.M 5 1.6% 3 1.3% 10 3.4% 2 0,.7% 20 1.8%
2 Ref.Q 17 5.3% 17 7.6% 26 8.8% 18 6.7% 78 7.1%
3 Cla.R 21 6.6% 19 8.5% 12 4.1% 15 5.6% 67 6.1%
4 Conf.Ch 31 9.7% 8 3.6% 23 7.8% 15 5.6% 77 7.0%
5 Com.Ch 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 4 0.4%
6 Sim.As 13 4.1% 28 12.6% 39 13.2% 39 14.6% 119 10.8%
7 Fur.As 109 34.2% 56 25.1% 89 30.1% 61 22.8% 315 28.5%
8 Fb.As 17 5.3% 11 4.9% 27 9.1% 23 8.6% 78 7.1%
9 Oth.As 9 2.8% 5 2.2% 2 0.7% 7 2.6% 23 2.1%

10 Ext.Exp 33 10.3% 26 11.7% 16 5.4% 16 6.0% 91 8.2%
11 Ind.Cor 2 0.6% 3 1.4% 5 1.7% 6 2.2% 16 1.4%
12 Dir.Cor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 1 0.4% 2 0.2%
13 Mo.Op 1 0.3% 2 0.9% 6 2.0% 4 1.5% 13 1.2%
14 Nom 16 5.0% 20 9.0% 18 6.1% 22 8.2% 76 6.9%
15 Gr.M+ 18 5.6% 21 9.4% 18 6.1% 23 8.6% 80 7.2%
16 Gr.M- 12 3.8% 3 1.4% 2 0.7% 5 1.9% 22 2.0%
17 ErrExp 14 4.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 9 3.4% 24 2.2%

 Total  319 100% 223 100% 296 100% 267 100% 1105 100%
    
 Note:  

Dir.M Direction maintenance. Ext.Exp Extended explanation. 
Ref.Q Simple referential question. Ind.Cor Indirect correction. 
Cla.R Clarification request. Dir.Cor Direct correction.  
Conf.Ch Confirmation check. Mo.Op Modified output. 
Com.Ch Comprehension check.  Nom Nomination. 
Sim.As Simple assertion. Gr.M+ Positive Group Maintenance. 
Fur.As Further assertion. Gr.M- Negative Group Maintenance. 
Fb.As Feedback assertion. ErrE Erroneous explanation. 
Oth.As Other assertion.   

                  

        To investigate how students actually helped one another in group interaction, we 

disregarded the additional codes (see Table 6.4 rows 13-17) Mo.Op ‘Modified output’, 

Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group Maintenance’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group 

Maintenance’ and Err.Exp. ‘Erroneous explanation’ – which accounted for 1.2%, 6.9%, 

7.2%, 2.0%, 2.2% respectively constituting on average the total percentage of slightly 

below 20%. Mo.Op ‘Modified output’ was excluded as it was not related much to this 

study; it indicated a result of interaction. Nom ‘Nomination’, Gr.M+ ‘Positive Group 
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Maintenance’, Gr.M- ‘Negative Group Maintenance’ were excluded as they were related 

more to the affective aspect of interaction – also not the concern of this study. Err.Exp. 

‘Erroneous explanation’ accounting for only 2.2% of the whole data set was also excluded 

(these data are actually worth analyzing; they are not analysed further in this study 

because of time restrictions).  

        The main scaffolding categories which remained were grouped into 2 parts. The first 

included Ref.Q ‘Simple referential question’, Cla.R ‘Clarification request’, and Conf.Ch 

‘Confirmation check’. They were grouped together as those scaffolding categories 

naturally accounted for the need of assistance in interaction. The second covered more 

scaffolding categories: Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’, Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, Fb.As 

‘Feedback assertion’, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, Ext.Exp ‘Extended explanation’, Ind.Cor 

‘Indirect correction’, and Dir.Cor ‘Direct correction’. The second group of scaffolding 

categories were those accounting for assistance support (this implies that Dir.M ‘Direction 

maintenance’ constituting to 1.8% is excluded; it could not be put into any of the groups 

as it actually showed a sort of procedural matters within a content discussion).  The 

analysis based on the new categorizing appears in Tables 6.6 and 6.7. 
 

Table 6.6 Scaffolding Categories Revealing Need of Assistance 
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count %
Ref.Q 17 24.6% 17 38.6% 26 42.6% 18 37.5% 78 35.1%
Cla.R 21 30.4% 19 43.2% 12 19.7% 15 31.3% 67 30.2%
Conf.Ch 31 44.9% 8 18.2% 23 37.7% 15 31.3% 77 34.7%
 69 100% 44 100% 61 100% 48 100% 222 100%

     Note: Ref.Q: Simple referential question; Cla.R: Clarification request; Conf.Ch: Confirmation check. 
 

Table 6.7 Scaffolding Categories Revealing Support of Assistance  
Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Average 

 count % count % count % count % count %
Com.Ch 1 0.5% 1 0.8% 1 0.6% 1 0.6% 4 0.6%
Sim.As 13 7.1% 28 21.5% 39 21.7% 39 25.3% 119 18.4%
Fur.As 109 59.2% 56 43.1% 89 49.4% 61 39.6% 315 48.6%
Fb.As 17 9.2% 11 8.5% 27 15.0% 23 14.9% 78 12.0%
Oth.As 9 4.9% 5 3.8% 2 1.1% 7 4.5% 23 3.5%
Ext.Exp 33 17.9% 26 20.0% 16 8.9% 16 10.4% 91 14.0%
Ind.Cor 2 1.1% 3 2.3% 5 2.8% 6 3.9% 16 2.5%
Dir.Cor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.6% 2 0.3%
 184 100% 130 100% 180 100% 154 100% 648 100% 

   Note: Com.Ch: Comprehension check; Sim.As: Simple assertion; Fur.As: Further assertion;  
   Fb.As: Feedback assertion; Oth.As: Other assertion; Ext.Exp: Extended explanation;   
   Ind.Cor: Indirect correction; Dir.Cor: Direct correction. 
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        It is obvious from Table 6.6 that the three types of questions were used almost 

equally at about one third each. It is seen  from the average column in Table 6.7 that the 

four most frequently used scaffolding categories to provide assistance were Sim.As 

‘Simple assertion’; Fur.As ‘Further assertion’, Fb.As ‘Feedback assertion’, and Ext.Exp 

‘Extended explanation’. Those categories contributed to over three quarters of the 

scaffolding categories with regard to support of assistance. The other categories 

comprising less than 4% each were, in descending order, Oth.As ‘Other assertion’, 

Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’, Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension check’ and Dir.Cor ‘Direct 

correction’.  
 

6.4.2 Findings and Discussions 

        From the analysis presented in section [6.4.1] it is found that the students help one 

another by showing the need of assistance and by providing support to the need of each 

other. With regard to the need of assistance, the students make use of ‘Simple referential 

question’, ‘Clarification request’, and ‘Confirmation check’ more or less equally about 

one third each (Table 6.6, average column). With regard to assisting behavior, the students 

use various types of assertions: simple as well as extended explanation. They also help one 

another by, though only to a very limited extent, checking comprehension and giving 

corrections. 

        A closer examination of the data presented in Table 6.6 reveals that the students use 

clarification requests, and confirmation checks constituting almost 65% of all the 

questions posed. Implied is that student interaction in our study yields quite frequent use 

of meaning negotiation – a finding which does not support Foster’s study. Foster (1998) 

finds that negotiation takes place rarely in L2 classroom. 

        The frequent occurrence of these features of meaning negotiation in this study is 

likely due to the task given to the students. In this home team (as the characteristic of 

Jigsaw) the students are asked to be the ‘expert’ of a small part of a material; they are then 

responsible for sharing their expertise to their home team members later. Another possible 

explanation is that individual accountability and positive interdependence is enforced in 

this study – the teacher persistently reminds the students to help one another and to learn 

from friends. The students are also reminded of the quiz to be administered at the end of 

the class session and that individual quiz scores will be used along with the group scores 

to be included in the final assessment. This can be the reason why our finding is different 
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from Foster’s (1998) which did not enforce the essential components of cooperative 

learning.  

        With regard to the frequent use of negotiation features, our finding is akin to the one 

by Lim (2000) who reports that clarification requests appear the most in her data. 

However, with regard to corrections, this study contradicts Lim’s study where making 

corrections occurs the second most frequently in student interaction. In Lim’s study, the 

students are involved in the interaction where they are required to reconstruct a text – a 

task which compels students to engage in meta-talk, a form-oriented task, while in this 

study the task given is more meaning-oriented. This is the possible explanation why the 

findings are different.   
 

Extensive peer assistance in group interaction 

        On average, a total of 222 questions, and 648 scaffolding categories indicating the 

responses of the questions asking for assistance have been found in the data (see Tables 

6.6 and 6.7). It implies that one request for assistance leads to about three scaffolding 

categories revealing support of assistance. The one third proportion between the two 

suggests the extensive assistance appearing in group interaction. The students help one 

another by responding substantially to the questions posed.  

        Excerpt 6.7 is presented to somewhat qualitatively describe the above striking 

finding.  
 

Excerpt 6.7: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
38 KI2 : Ref.Q Another one, (what is your fact) KI4? ((long silence)) 
39 KI4 : Ref.Q What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language 

or … what do you think?  
40 KI2 : Cla.R Welsh? 
41 KI4 : Fur.As Welsh ... Welsh … 
42 KI5 : Cla.R Which … line? 
43 KI4 : Fur.As 2nd line. 
44 KI5 : Cla.R 2nd line from the? 
45 KI4 : Fur.As From the top. ((long silence)) 
46 KI2 : Fur.As Er … maybe Welsh is … the kind of the example of the Celtic … 

languages    
47 KI4 : Fur.As So Welsh is a language.  
48 KI2  : Fur.As 

Cla.R
Er ... I think Welsh is a language. …   
What about you, KI5? … ((intended to be: What do you think? Is 
Welsch a language?)) 

49 KI5 : Fur.As Welsh … I think … 
50 KI2 : Conf.Ch It’s the name of country?  
51 KI5  : Fur.As                            --Yeah, it’s a name of country and … it’s a name of a 

language. 
52  KI2 : Fur.As  --a language. …  
53 KI4 : Fur.As The name of the language.  
54 KI5 : Fur.As The name of country.   
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55 KI4 : Conf.Ch The name of the country?  
56 KI2 : Fur.As I think it’s the name of a language, but KI5 said that it is the name of a 

country. ((laughter))      
57 KI5  : Ext.Exp Because er … protect the status of Welsh now. So Welsh have the law. 
58 KI4 : Ext.Exp 

 
I think Welsh is a kind of ancient language, something like that, so and 
… there is seldom people speak … well … and then … I don’t know. 

59 KI2 : Ext.Exp I think Welsh is the language, but their country is Wales itu  
w-a-l-e-s (the one written as W-a-l-e-s is the county)  

60 KI4 : Fur.As      --Wales ((pronounced [wəls]))  
61 KI2 : Ext.Exp 

Fur.As
Er ... paragraph 6 the last part.  
So Welsh is the language. 

62 KI5 : Fb.As I agree.  
         
        As we can see in Excerpt 6.7, the part showing the need of assistance is indicated in 

the students’ request by using simple referential questions at the beginning of the episode 

as seen in T.38-39 (i.e., “Another one, (what is your fact) KI4?” and “What what do you 

think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … what do you think?” 

respectively). The need of assistance is also shown in the students’ asking for clarification 

as seen in T.40, T.42, T.44, and T.48 (i.e., “Welsh?”, “Which … line?”, “2nd line from 

the?”, and “What about you, KI5?” respectively). Checking confirmation as seen in T.50 

and T.55 (“It’s the name of country?”, and “The name of the country?” respectively) also 

indicate there is a need of assistance. Obviously, 7 questions are asked.  

        Meanwhile the support to the need of assistance is indicated in the scaffolding 

categories of further assertion as seen in T.41, T.43, T.45-49, T.51-54, T.56, T.60, and 

T61. Other support is seen in the form of feedback assertion, i.e., “I agree.” (T.62) and 

extended explanation as seen in T.57, T.58, T.59, and T.61. Totally there are 18 instances 

of scaffolding categories. Compared to the need of assistance, the support is relatively 

great as it constitutes almost 3 times the instances of need of assistance.  

        Excerpt 6.8 shows another instance that even a single need of assistance, i.e., a single 

request for confirmation is responded by various types of assistance, i.e., ‘Further 

assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, ‘Comprehension check’, and ‘Extended explanation’.   
 

Excerpt 6.8: (Appendix 12; Data 2) 
147 KI4 : Sim.As  

Conf.Ch
Webster is a teacher.  
It is factual, right? 

148 KI1 : Fur.As No. 
149 KI2 : Fb.As (No, it’s not) We can infer that (we make an inference, so it’s not a 

fact) 
150 KI1 : Ext.Exp                                   --When he turned to teaching 
151 KI2 : Ext.Exp When he turned to teaching
152 KI1 : Com.Ch 

Ext.Exp 
He … so he must be a teacher, right?  
‘When he turned to teaching’ so he must be teacher. He turned to 
teaching (so) actually (it can be concluded that he is) a teacher. 

153 KI2 : Fb.As Ya. 
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        Excerpt 6.8 starts with KI4’s initiating a discussion. She makes a simple assertion 

followed directly with a request for confirmation to what she has found from the text “It is 

factual, right?” – the only question asking for assistance in this particular interaction. The 

remaining instances are all the support she gets from her friends. It varies from ‘Further 

assertion’ as seen in T.148 (a simple “No”), ‘Feedback assertion’ as revealed in T.149 and 

T.153 “((No, it’s not) We can infer that (we make an inference, so it’s not a fact)” and 

“Ya.” respectively). The other support is in the form of a comprehension check “He … so 

he must be a teacher, right?” and of an extended explanation from her friends as revealed 

in T.150-52. The sentence from the text, i.e., “When he turned to teaching” is repeated 

again and again to give more explanation confirming that “He must be a teacher” is 

implied from the text. 
 

Knowledge construction revealed 

        Besides revealing the answer to the third research question, both Excerpts 6.7 and 6.8 

appear to imply that peer discussion certainly has its merit in providing the opportunity for 

students to scaffold one another. As shown especially in Excerpt 6.7, knowledge 

construction occurs in the discussion on Welsh. The initial question posed by KI4 (T.39) 

“What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … what do you 

think?” becomes the trigger leading to a substantive interaction where students are 

encouraged to verbalize their thoughts and ideas. ‘Welsh’ which is firstly confusing for the 

students can eventually be understood more forcefully.  The students can jointly solve the 

problem – whether Welsh is a language or a country – as the result of interaction which is 

triggered by the comprehension checks “It’s the name of country?” (T.50) and “The name 

of the country?” (T.55). The data somehow give evidence that the construction of 

knowledge does exist as a social entity, as has been argued by, among others, Ellis (2009), 

Hertz-Lazarowitz et al. (1992), Mercer (1995), Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Pavlenko (1995); 

Gass & Selinker (2008) and Williams & Burden (1997).  
 

A case revealed from the secondary data 

       Supplementary data obtained from the stimulated recall is worth presenting as they 

reveal more insights about students’ scaffolding (codes are added for the sake of 

discussion: {A} refers to one high-achiever’s note; {B} middle achiever’s; {C} low-

achiever’s) 

        KI2, one of the high-achievers involved in this study writes in her note as follows:  
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{A.1} - I was helping my friends in line 99, by explaining the vocabulary to KI4 with my 

own word. 

{A.2} - I also helped KI4 in line 45 when she didn’t understand about Welsh. I proved 

some sentences that belonged to the passage. 

{A.3} - In line 76 KI5 helped me when I and KI4 confused about the Romansch. 

{A.4} Sometimes I was helped by my friend and sometimes their answers made me 

satisfied. More or less, I got the explanation from them.  

        Meanwhile KI4, one of the middle-achievers notes down:  

{B.1} On the script of "saving language" in line 95-100 I got difficulty in understanding 

the word "reviving", then I asked to my friends. and KI2 tried to help me but after I had 

read repeatedly I guessed that I got the answer of it. [I also tried to guess and I got the 

answer] 

{B.2} On the Webster script in line 1-12, when KI1 asked the main idea of the text to KI3 

and that time I think KI3 hadn't got the answer yet, so KI2 and I tried to help her by given 

[giving] our opinion. 

{B.3} On the script of saving language, especially in line 1 - 10, first I  reminded my 

friends about the time that we had. but when I got difficulty on finding the main idea I was 

helped by KI2. That time KI1 and KI3 were absent. 

        And KI5, the low achiever writes: 

{C.1} Saving language: Lines 41-3 I think KI4 helped me. I don’t know which line tell 

about language and she told me where is the line. 71-4 I think at the first time I still 

confused about what is Romansch (language or name of place). KI4 told me that she think 

Romansch is a name of language and after I read again the text I know that Romansch is a 

language. 

{C.2} Webster: 153-55 I think KI1 helped me. He tried to explain about the right 

grammar between ‘was’ and ‘is’ and in the and he said that the right one ‘is’ because they 

still use it until now. 

        Having been examined, the supplementary data imply that the students use assertions 

in the form of providing opinions as seen in {B.2} “… when KI1 asked the main idea of 

the text to KI3 …, so KI2 and I tried to help her by given [giving] our opinion”. They also 

make use of extended explanation to help one another. They rephrase and show the clue 

taken from the text to clarify further, as seen in {A1} “… by explaining the vocabulary to 

KI4 with my own word.”; {A.2} “… I proved some sentences that belonged to the passage 
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[I make use of the sentences in the text to explain].”; {C.1} “I don’t know which line tell 

about language and she told me where is the line.”  

        Similarly, the supplementary data obtained from the structured interview indicate that 

the students help one another by correcting, as reported by one key informant: “I correct 

my friends’ pronunciation. I just repeat and my friends follow.”, and by rephrasing, “I use 

my own words to explain”. 

       The supplementary data from the stimulated recall as presented above unexpectedly 

show that both KI2 and KI4 realize they contribute in the discussion by providing 

assistance, as shown in the phrase “I was helping …”I also help …” “…I tried to help…” 

in {A.1}, {A.2}, and {B.2} respectively. Meanwhile they also indicate that they get 

assisted in the discussion as seen in the phrase “Sometimes I was helped” “… I was 

helped” in {A.4} and {B.3} respectively. Yet, interestingly, KI5, the low achiever, only 

highlights the assistance she gets from her friends as observed in her note (see {C.1} and 

{C.2}). She does not say anything about her share in providing assistance which is limited 

– the one without her realizing it.  

        As seen in the data (see Excerpt 6.7), KI5, the low-achiever, makes two further 

assertions showing she is participating in the on-going discussion (in T.49 “Welsh … I 

think …”) and another assertion as the completion of her previous assertion (in T.54 “The 

name of a country). With her limited share, she unconsciously prompts more interaction 

eliciting her peers (as seen in T.58 of KI4 and T.59 of KI2 respectively) to provide an 

extended explanation – the one showing the opportunity to ‘teach’. She does not realize 

that though her share is very limited, the result surpasses it – the solution of the problem 

discussed.  

        Similarly, the supplementary data obtained from the structured interview indicate that 

the majority of students like group work. One of the high-achievers said, “I like the idea of 

group work. More relax[ing] … working with friends. I can’t study in a formal way. 

Sometimes summing up is difficult. My friends have their [own] point of view. I can [at 

last] summarize better.” Meanwhile, one of the middle achievers said, “Group work is 

helpful. I can get help, study and share together. I get more vocabulary. I also help. … 

During discussion I didn’t realize I help or get help but after I reflect it I know I help and I 

get help.” The preference for group work is also revealed by the other students, the non-

key informants (as mentioned in Chapter 4, the last session of the semester program was 

partly spent on getting some students to reveal their opinion on the class they joined). This 
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finding is then similar to what is revealed in our pilot studies. This indirectly implies that 

the new teaching paradigm which, as argued in Chapter 1, requires the students to abandon 

their old learning method, i.e., ‘waiting to be spoon-fed’ has been responded to positively. 

On this basis it is shown that Indonesian students are open to change. The new learning 

paradigm is welcome. 
 

6.5 Scaffolding Categories Related to Different Ability Levels 
        To address the research question to see to what extent students with different ability 

levels scaffold one another, we further analyse the previous data revealed in Tables 6.6 

and 6.7 and we also refer to the transcribed data again to see who contributes to the 

scaffolding categories.   
 

6.5.1 Data Analysis 

        The results of further analysis to examine how students ask for assistance and provide 

assistance to one another are shown in Tables 6.8 and 6.9: 
 

Table 6.8 Students’ Scaffolding Categories Revealing Requests for Assistance 
HA MA LA Total 

 count % count % count % count % 
Ref.Q 28 35.4% 39 34.8% 11 35.5% 78 35.1% 
Cla.R 33 41.8% 27 24.1% 7 22.6% 67 30.2% 
Conf.Ch 18 22.8% 46 41.1% 13 41.9% 77 34.7% 

Total 79 100% 112 100% 31 100% 222 100% 
              Note: HA: High-achiever (n=2); MA: Middle-achiever (n=2);LA: Low-achiever (n=1);       
              Ref.Q: Simple referential question; Cla.R: Clarification request; Conf.Ch: Confirmation check. 
 
 

Table 6.9 Students’ Scaffolding Categories Revealing Assistance Providing 
HA MA LA Total  

 count % count % count % count % 
Com.Ch. 3 1.0% 1 0.4% 0 0.0% 4 0.6% 
Sim.As 47 15.1% 57 22.4% 15 18.1% 119 18.4% 
Fur.As 144 46.3% 124 48.8% 47 56.6% 315 48.6% 
Fb.As 42 13.5% 28 11.0% 8 9.6% 78 12.0% 
Oth.As 8 2.6% 14 5.5% 1 1.2% 23 3.5% 
Ext.Exp 52 16.7% 27 10.6% 12 14.5% 91 14.0% 
Ind.Cor 13 4.2% 3 1.2% 0 0.0% 16 2.5% 
Dir.Cor 2 0.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 

Total  311 100% 254 100% 83 100% 648 100% 
               Note: Conf.Ch; Confirmation check; Com.Ch: Comprehension check; Sim.As: Simple  
               assertion; Fur.As: Further assertion; Fb.As: Feedback assertion; Oth.As: Other assertion;  
               Ext.Exp: Extended explanation; Ind.Cor: Indirect correction; Dir.Cor: Direct correction. 
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        As seen in Table 6.8, all HA, MA and LA asked for assistance by using more or less 

the same number of Ref.Q ‘Simple referential questions’ (consistently at about 35% for 

each). HA had the most Cla.R ‘Clarification requests’ (41.8%) compared to the other 

questions they produced. MA asked for Conf.Ch ‘Confirmation check’ at 41.1% – the 

most questions compared to the other questions they posed. Similar to MA, LA did so at 

41.9%.  

        Table 6.9 shows that all HA, MA, LA consistently used Fur.As ‘Further assertion’ 

the most frequently (at 46.3%, 48.8% and 56.6% respectively) to provide assistance. HA 

used Ext.Exp ‘Extended explanation’ (at 16.7%) the next frequently followed by Sim.As 

‘Simple assertion’ and Fur.As ‘Further assertion’ (at 15.1% and 13.5% respectively). 

Meanwhile, MA and LA used Sim.As ‘Simple assertion’ (at 22.4% and 18.1% 

respectively) the next frequently. Com.Ch. ‘Comprehension check’ was used by HA and 

MA but not by LA. Similarly, Ind.Cor ‘Indirect correction’ was used by HA and MA but 

not by LA. Dir.Cor ‘Direct correction’ was used only by HA; neither MA nor LA used it. 

        Referring to the last row of Table 6.8, it is seen that from the total scaffolding 

categories indicating requests for help (222 questions), the number of questions asked by 

HA, MA and LA amounted to 79, 112 and 31 respectively. Meanwhile from the last row 

of Table 6.9 it is seen that from the total scaffolding categories (648 instances) indicating 

the behavior of providing assistance, the shares made by HA, MA and LA amounted to 

311, 254 and 83 respectively. Further analysis to these data (in percentages) appears in 

Figure 6.7:  
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                          Figure 6.7 Students in Need and Support of Assistance 
 
        It is seen on the left part of Figure 6.7 that in student interaction where students of 

different ability levels were involved, 35.6%, 50.5% and 14% were the amount of 

assistance needed by HA, MA and LA respectively. Meanwhile the other part of  Figure 
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6.7 illustrates that 48%, 39.2% and 12.8% were the amount of assistance provided by HA, 

MA and LA respectively. 

HA
44.8%

MA
42.1%

LA
13.1%

 
Figure 6.8 Students in Their Overall Need and Support of Assistance 

 
        When combined, the data presented in Figure 6.7 result in the one showing the 

overall need and support of assistance of students with different ability levels, as revealed 

in Figure 6.8. On average the percentages of the overall need and support of assistance are 

44.8%, 42.1%, and 13.1% for HA, MA, and LA respectively.  
 

6.5.2 Findings and Discussions 

        It is found that students with different levels of ability solicit assistance to more or 

less the same extent with regard to the scaffolding categories used. HA, MA and LA use 

simple referential questions, clarification requests, confirmation checks at about one third 

each. As implied in the analysis presented in [6.5.1], two patterns of interaction seem to 

emerge (see Table 6.8). First is that simple referential questions are used consistently the 

same way by all HA, MA and LA – the simple referential questions are the second 

strategy used to ask for assistance. Second is that in asking for further help or negotiating 

meaning, MA, HA and LA are different in their negotiation. HA uses more requests for 

clarification than confirmation checks.  Meanwhile both MA and LA use more 

confirmation checks than clarification requests.  

        An explanation for the phenomena is that HA might be persistent in getting 

clarification as they are more oriented to message comprehensibility. Once they get the 

message, they seem to disregard the need of making confirmation (as seen in Table 6.8 the 

percentage of HA’s questions drops quite sharply from 41.8% for ‘Clarification request’ to 

22.8% for ‘Confirmation check’). Meanwhile, MA and LA need clarification to get help, 

but when the clarification is given they still ask to get further assistance – confirmation 

from peers to ensure understanding (as seen in the same Table 6.8, the percentage of MA’s 

questions increases quite considerably from 24.1% for ‘Clarification request’ to 41.1% for 
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‘Confirmation check’; the one of LA is quite similar – from 22.6% for ‘Clarification 

request’ to 41.9% for ‘Confirmation check’).   

        Some examples found in the data exemplifying the persistent use of confirmation 

checks by MA are found in Data 1, T.107 and T.119; Data 2, T.68, and T.93; Data 3, T. 

25, T.28, T.39, T.52, T.70 and T.93; and Data 4, T.81. Some exemplifying the persistent 

use by LA are found in Data 1, T.17, T.83, T.87, T.191 and T.204; Data 2, T.174 and 

T.203; and Data 4, T.58, T.119, and T.192.  

        It is found that students with different levels of ability give assistance to quite a 

different extent with regard to the scaffolding categories used. As implied in the analysis 

presented in [6.5.1], two patterns of interaction are also noticed (see Table 6.9). First, HA 

and MA are similar in providing assistance, using the same scaffolding categories, i.e., 

‘Comprehension check’, ‘Simple assertion’, ‘Further assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, 

‘Other assertion’, ‘Extended Explanation’ and correcting peers (HA uses both indirect and 

direct corrections; MA uses only indirect correction). Second, LA uses fewer scaffolding 

categories. She does not use ‘Comprehension check’. She uses neither ‘Indirect 

correction’ nor ‘Direct Correction’.  

        It appears that LA does not have the courage to ask the more proficient fellow 

students whether or not they understand the assertion provided. As for the scaffolding 

categories revealing students’ correcting, our study somehow supports Williams (1999)’s 

finding that less proficient students do not frequently attend to form. LA does not 

therefore have corrections to make. A logical explanation seems to be their linguistic 

deficiency. As for the type of correcting strategy employed, it is found that MA does not 

make direct correction. Having less proficiency, MA might not be as brave as HA to give 

direct corrections.  

        Overall, as seen in Figure 6.8 HA on average asks for and provides assistance the 

most (at about 45%). MA does so a bit less (at about 42%) and LA does so the least (at 

about 13%). This finding somewhat expands Lim’s (2000) study which does not 

investigate student interaction with regard to ability levels; this particular finding also 

substantiates the previous finding presented in [6.2.2] regarding the involvement of 

students in group interaction. Higher proficiency students tend to perform more 

scaffolding categories than their lower proficiency peers as they appear to possess more 

knowledge and proficiency and make use of the opportunity to carry out more scaffolding 

categories in group interaction.  
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A case of students’ attentiveness on the on-going discussion of a particular issue 

        Furthermore, it is remarkable that all MA, HA and LA are consistent in providing 

further answers during the on-going discussion of a particular issue. They make use of 

‘Further assertion’ the most frequently in helping one another to understand a text. This 

finding is likely to account for the great involvement of group members in the on-going 

discussion of a particular issue – showing how intense a particular issue is discussed 

among them hence revealing students’ attentiveness in group discussion. 
 

A case of interaction patterns related to different ability levels 

        As found in Figure 6.8, with regard to the need of assistance, MA shows the most 

(accounting for approximately half of the overall percentage); HA approximately one 

third; LA the least (at 14%). With regard to the support of assistance, HA helps the most 

(almost half of all support available); MA helps the second most (a bit less than HA’s, at 

about 40%); LA helps the least (at about 13%). Implied is that both HA and MA 

consistently express their need more and consistently provide more assistance at a much 

higher level than LA. Meanwhile, LA does not express much need and constantly provides 

less assistance. Put in a different perspective with regard to helping behavior, the 

following patterns are found: (1) HA scaffolds as much as MA does in group interaction, 

(2) HA and MA scaffold much more than LA does in group interaction, and (3) LA 

scaffolds the least in group interaction. This finding in some way substantiates the 

previous finding presented in Table 6.3; this particular finding is more elaborate with 

regard to scaffolding categories appearing in student interaction. 

        Excerpt 6.9 illustrates the insight with regard to the first interaction pattern. 
 

Excerpt 6.9: (Appendix 12; Data 1) 
100 HA2 : Dir.M And (let’s do this part) ‘What you don’t understand about this 

text’ … OK. ‘What I don’t understand’ ... ((reading task 2.d 
mentioned in the worksheet)) 

101 MA2 : Ref.Q Er ... reviving ((pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... reviving ((again 
pronounced [rɪˈvɪvŋ])) ... What does the meaning? 

102 HA2 : Ind.Cor Reviving [rɪˈvaɪvɪŋ] 
103 MA2 : Ref.Q    --Reviving  [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ] the language ((long silence)) 
104 HA2 : Fur.As Er … er … ‘revive’ [rɪˈvaɪv] means …   
105 MA2 : Conf.Ch ‘refresh’, right?   
106 HA2 : Fur.As  

Fb.As 
Ext.Exp

like like ‘refresh’.  
Ya, so ‘reviving’ is ‘refreshing’ ...  
So ... we try to ... make it new.  
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        Excerpt 6.9 shows a typical episode where HA and MA work together on the reading 

task to deal with “I don’t understand the following parts:” guided in the worksheet (note 

that only 3 key informants are present: KI2 (HA2), KI4 (MA2) and KI5 (LA) as it is taken 

from Data 1). Directing action on the task, HA2 initiates “And (let’s do this part) ‘What 

you don’t understand about this text’ … OK. ‘What I don’t understand’ ...” (T.100). MA2 

then initiates a vocabulary issue. She asks a simple referential question “Er ... reviving 

((pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... reviving ((again pronounced [rɪˈvɪvɪŋ])) ... What does the 

meaning?” (T.101). HA2’s “reviving” which is pronounced [rɪˈvaɪvɪŋ] on the next turn 

indicates she provides feedback on the form of indirect correction before she answers 

MA2’s question. MA2 does not seem to realize the indirect correction provided; she keeps 

repeating the question with the same wrong pronunciation as she is occupied with getting 

help from peers for the meaning of it. HA2’s incomplete further assertion “Er … er … 

‘revive’[rɪˈvaɪv] means …” might indicate she is in the process of searching the clue that 

can help her find the meaning. Meanwhile MA2 herself also attempts to do so.  Before 

HA2 gets the answer, she pops out with an answer to her own question “‘refresh’, right?” 

(T.105). This incidentally helps HA2 to agree hesitantly as she says “like like ‘refresh’.” 

(T.106), but then she makes a feedback assertion more confidently: “Ya, so ‘reviving’ is 

‘refreshing’” HA2 finalizes the interaction by an extended explanation: a reformulation 

“So ... we try to ... make it new.” The excerpt is likely to show that HA and MA can 

somehow construct knowledge leading to resolutions that seem acceptable to both of 

them. 

        The supplementary data coded {B1} presented in [6.4.2] and the structured interview 

data “First I don’t understand, so I ask all my friends but when I read and read again 

during it I also think” apparently  explain how such an interaction pattern emerges. 

Willingness to offer assistance and to engage with each other’s ideas is perhaps indicative 

of the reason for such an accommodating student interaction.  

        Excerpt 6.10 is presented to illustrate the overall patterns found:  
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Excerpt 6.10: (Appendix 12; Data 4) 
75 HA1 : Ref.Q OK, what is your (main idea, MA2)? 
76 MA2 : Sim.As Er mine er my main idea (is) ‘Many women have different 

experience during the competition … competition’. 
77 HA1 : Cla.R During competition in what?  
78 MA2 : Cla.R Er? /pardon?/ During competition? 
79 HA1 : Fur.As Any competition not work competition.  
80 MA2 : Fb.As Ya, any competition. Competition can be (anywhere). 
81 MA1 : Conf.Ch No. I think … in this passage … work competition, right? 
82 HA1 : Ext.Exp --work competition. In this part it’s explained There may be a 

tendency for women … 
83 LA : Fb.As Ya, in this part … especially  
84 HA1 : Ext.Exp                      --Oh I think it’s wilder than than this one I think it is 

wilder in this world. There maybe a tendency for women to be 
more jealous of one another than men are of their colleagues.

85 MA2 : Fur.As 
Ext.Exp

                                                                    --colleagues. At the 
paragraph 5 it is it is at work and then  

86 HA1 : Fb.As 
Ext.Exp

              --‘colleagues’ I think I mean ‘friend at work’ ya berarti 
/that means/ ‘friend at work’ ((confirming that the competition is 
limited to work field)) ya berarti /that means/ at work.  

87 MA2 : Sim.As and then  
88 HA1 : Fb.As     --Ya ya ya (it’s work competition)  
89 MA1 : Sim.As Er … ‘Competition among women’ 
90 HA1 : Fur.As The the the the main idea (is) 
91 LA : Sim.As 

Fur.As
I think (it’s) friendship and competition.  
Ya ya ya.  

92 HA1 : Sim.As OK I think I think if we share in ou r home team xx er I think it’s 
… women … women  

93 MA2 : Cla.R Sorry? xxx 
94 HA1 : Fur.As Women …  
95 MA2 : Cla.R What you want to say, (HA1)? 
96 HA1 : Fur.As I think it explains about women ... 
97 MA1 : Conf.Ch Behavior?   
98 HA1 : Fur.As Behavior naaaa /yes! That’s the word!/ ((laughter)) Women 

behavior.  
99 MA1 : Fb.As Women behavior …  er … in … work …   
100 HA1 : Fur.As Women behavior …  
101 MA1 : Fur.As In in work competition  
102 HA2 : Fur.As     --In work competition  
103 HA1 : Fb.As                --in work competition xx Women behavior … while 

competing at work with another women. Oh ‘while competing at 
work with another woman’. Ya, OK. 

104 MA2 : Fur.As So women … behavior 
105 HA2 : Fur.As --So women … behavior 
106 HA1 : Fur.As                     --Women behavior … when bukan /not/ while. when 

competing other women … at work   
107 MA1 : Conf.Ch                  --‘when competing with other women’? 
108 HA1 : Fur.As Ya ya … at work. 

 
        In Excerpt 6.10, we can initially observe that LA does very little scaffolding – 

providing a feedback assertion “Ya, in this part … especially” (T.83),  a simple assertion 

“I think (it’s) friendship and competition” and a further assertion “Ya ya ya” (T.91). 

Quantitative observation shows that LA contributes only those 3 scaffolding categories 

compared to 35 scaffolding categories which are the contribution of HA and MA 
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altogether – an obvious unequal contribution between them. Meanwhile the contributions 

of HA and MA are quite the same comprising 19 and 15 scaffolding categories for HA and 

MA respectively.  

        Qualitatively analysed, Excerpt 6.10 somehow indicates that triggered by all 

members’ (except LA’s) clarification requests and confirmation checks, the initial main 

idea “Many women have different experience during the competition” (implied in T.76) 

has become a better one “Women behavior when competing with other women at work” 

(implied in the end of the excerpt) showing more understanding of the students as the 

result of critical engagement by all students.  

        Put in another way, a simple question “OK, what is your (main idea, MA2)?” results 

in a constructive discussion. The simple assertion of MA2 “Er mine er my main idea (is) 

‘Many women have different experience during the competition … competition’” shows 

that the initial main idea found is “Many women have different experience during the 

competition”. The requests for clarification  made by HA1 “During competition in what?” 

(T.77) and by MA2 “Er? /pardon?/ During competition?” (T.78) result in further assertion 

“Any competition not work competition” (T.79). This actually indicates that HA1 thinks 

the main idea should be “Many women have different experience in any competition”. In 

the next turn, MA2 provides a feedback assertion making a confirmation check “Ya, any 

competition. Competition can be (anywhere)” which prompts MA1 to check her different 

comprehension – it is not in any competition but in the work field. The interference of 

MA1 “No. I think … in this passage … work competition, right?” (T.83) causes the 

interaction to develop further. The next part of the excerpt shows that HA1 has changed 

his mind. He realizes that the main idea is ‘Women have different experience in work 

competition’. He takes the sentence from the text “There may be a tendency for women to 

be more jealous of one another than men are of their colleagues …” to reason that the idea 

of the text is ‘competition at work’, not ‘competition at any fields’ and, furthermore, to 

argue against MA2 who still keeps ‘any kinds of competition’. He even verbalizes his 

opinion that the competition among women is wilder than the one among men (T.84). The 

persistent engagement of HA1 (T.84, T.86 and T.86) in providing further assertion, feed 

back assertion and extended explanation triggers another opinion found by MA1 (T.89) 

that the main idea of the text is simply “Competition among women”.  Surprisingly, this is 

not accepted bluntly by LA who makes a challenge “I think (it’s) friendship and 

competition”. The next part shows that HA1 does not want to accept it either. HA1 seems 
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to struggle with his summary to come up with another main idea. Through the assistance 

of MA1 and MA2 who use clarification requests, a comprehension check and some 

repetitions, HA1 eventually comes up with “Women behavior” which becomes “Women 

behavior in work competition”. As the discussion goes on with the appearance of further 

repetitions of MA2 and HA2, the main idea in due course turns to be “Women behavior 

when competing with other women at work”. 

        Excerpt 6.10 shows that students negotiate for message comprehensibility. It also 

suggests that focus on form appears spontaneously in message-oriented interaction (see 

T.106) – a similar finding as shown in Excerpts 6.5 and 6.6 discussed already in [6.3.2]. In 

all, students with different levels of ability work together on all parts of the task and are 

willing to offer support and engage with each other’s ideas. Furthermore, they engage 

critically but constructively with one another’s suggestions.  
 

Concluding remarks 

        In summary, the data in our study appear to show to a certain extent that student 

interaction in the classroom can be rich, incorporating negotiation – the one likely to 

account for learning to happen, as argued by Long & Porter (1985). Furthermore, the data 

in our study prove to a certain extent that students can in fact construct knowledge 

themselves. When one student signals with questions or comments that the other’s 

preceding message has not been successfully conveyed, the others then respond by 

repeating or modifying the message. It shows that students, as also argued by Kessler 

(1992) and Pica et al. (1996), are frequently and increasingly one another’s resource for 

language learning.  

 

6.6 Summary 
        This chapter has presented the results of the analysis of the transcribed data. The 

analysis results have then been used to provide the answers to the formulated research 

questions. The findings are discussed with the supplementary data found and with the 

theoretical perspectives reviewed in Chapter 2. In the next chapter, the concluding chapter, 

we will summarize the whole findings and provide some implications of the findings and 

some recommendations for further research. 

 
 
 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

        This concluding chapter summarizes the main findings of the study which 

investigates student interaction in a Jigsaw class in Indonesia. It then puts forward the 

theoretical and pedagogical implications of the findings. After pointing out the study 

limitations, the chapter offers some recommendations for further research to help extend 

our knowledge in the area of peer learning and our insights on the implementation of 

Jigsaw in Indonesia. 
 

7.1 Summary  
        In Indonesia the encouragement to change the classroom setting – leaving some space 

of the teacher’s stage in the classroom to the students – has been triggered by the 

implementation of the Competency-based Curriculum which is student-oriented. This 

encouragement entails a paradigm shift in education in general and in foreign language 

education in particular. The paradigm shift – “a move away from the tenets of behaviorist 

psychology and structural linguistics and toward cognitive, and later, socio-cognitive 

psychology and more contextualized, meaning-based views of language.” (Jacobs & 

Farrell, 2001:3; 2003:8) – has been accompanied by innovative teaching learning 

approaches one of which is cooperative learning, an instructional paradigm receiving 

considerable attention in the educational literature.  

        The seating arrangement to cluster students in cooperative learning groups is then an 

option. Unlike in a teacher directed class where the discourse involves a three-phase 

model: a teacher’s elicitation (the Initiation move), a student’s response (the Response 

move), and a teacher’s feedback (the Feedback move) thus forming the common IRF 

classroom discourse, in a cooperative learning group, the students are implicitly expected 

to be involved much more. In the common discourse, the teacher’s slots are in the 

Initiation and Feedback moves while the students’ slot is in the Response move only. 

When small groups are formed, the students are involved more in group interaction where 

they can get more moves.  

        To attain the maximum result of group interaction requires the maintenance of the 

essential components of cooperative learning (Bejarano, 1994; Felder, 2005;  Johnson & 
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Johnson, 1989, 1994a,b; 1999; Kagan & Kagan, 1994; Male, 1994;  Tinzmann et al., 

1990; Totten et al., 1991). They include Individual Accountability – to prevent students 

from ‘hitchhiking’, Positive Interdependence – to make students realize they are positively 

interdependent from one another, Face-to-Face Interaction – to make students promote 

each other's success by helping, assisting or sharing resources or knowledge in order to 

achieve the group goal, Interpersonal Skills – to make students develop important team 

work skills that help them function in a group setting, and Group Processing – to enable 

students to identify actions or behavior to continue or change.  

        Maintaining the components of cooperative learning implies among others that 

student interaction should be well-structured and that grouping should be well-designed so 

that the students are really involved in the expected manner. Assigning roles to students is 

one way to help the group function and work together more efficiently (Cohen et al., 

1994); it is also one way to ensure Positive Interdependence (Male, 1994). Preparing 

group task to promote student interaction in trying to understand a text is needed so that 

the students interact not only at a basic factual knowledge but also in high-level discourse 

in order for higher order thinking and learning to take place (Cohen et al., 1994; King et 

al., 1998; Sapon-Shevin et al., 1994). Putting students with different levels of ability in a 

cooperative group is greatly recommended (Bejarano, 1994; Coelho, 1992; Johnson & 

Johnson, 1985; Kagan & Kagan, 1994; Sapon-Shevin et al., 1994; Tinzmann et al., 1990; 

and Totten et al., 1991) to allow students to help or learn from one another or, in other 

words, to scaffold one another.  

        One of the most promising cooperative learning techniques is Jigsaw (Aronson, 2005, 

2008). In a Jigsaw class, students are put in two small groups known as expert teams and 

home teams. They interact among themselves in the expert team to study a sub-part of the 

material – to obtain their expertise; they can also prepare some questions to take to their 

home team later as a tool to check home team members’ understanding of their sharing. 

They then interact in the home team to ‘teach’ their expertise. Numerous Jigsaw studies 

have been carried out in non-language classes and some in language classes. However, 

little attention has been given to the investigation of the group work after the students are 

provided models of group work for cooperative behavior as most studies are short-term 

implementations of Jigsaw. Furthermore, more investigation on student interaction in the 

implementation of Jigsaw which is used as the application of a new technique in 

traditional Indonesian classrooms is needed. This study then focuses on student interaction 
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in the implementation of the Jigsaw technique in one EFL classroom in Indonesia. The 

following specific questions have structured our study: 

1. To what extent are students involved in group interaction? 

1.1 To what extent are students involved with regard to the whole group interaction? 

1.2 To what extent are students involved with regard to the common pattern of 

       Initiation-Response-Feedback discourse?  

1.3 To what extent are students with different levels of ability involved in group 

       interaction? 

1.4 To what extent is the impact of assigned roles on students’ involvement? 

2. What types of information do students use in order to understand a text?  

3. How do students help one another in group interaction? 

4. To what extent do students with different levels of ability ask for assistance and get  

    assisted? 

            The students in the investigated language class are involved in a reading 

comprehension instruction where a ‘no one best method’ perspective is maintained. The 

students are involved in a teacher-centered instruction. Moreover, they are put in small 

groups including in expert teams and home teams to give them opportunities to interact 

among themselves or to help one another to understand a text. The key informants’ verbal 

interaction in their expert team is the center of investigation. More specifically, four 

transcripts from four successive class sessions when the key informants work in their 

expert team are used to address the research questions.  

        With regard to the first question associated with the students’ involvement in group 

interaction, it is initially found that the students are involved much in discussing the 

substantive topic in finding the meanings of words, implied information or main idea(s) of 

a text. They also address the reading task procedures such as describing what the group 

members should do related to a certain task. In other words, they are engaged much more 

in the on-task oriented discussion which is strictly relevant to the subject content than in 

the off-task one where they talk about issues which bear no (apparent) relation to the 

content of the text. The dominance of on-task discussion suggests that peer learning is 

found to be very much on-task oriented. The off-task interaction found – though a very 

limited occurrence – indicates that student interaction is likely to enhance affective 

relation as they work repeatedly from one session to the other sessions.  
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         The considerable on-task oriented involvement further suggests that student 

interaction in a reading class may have potential for students’ understanding the text 

discussed. It may be a means for promoting language learning in general and reading 

comprehension in particular.  

        As for the students’ involvement with regard to the pattern of classroom discourse, 

the investigated data give evidence that students’ involvement in small group interaction 

possesses or demonstrates the interaction pattern which is far more complex than the 

common Initiation-Response-Feedback classroom teaching structure. The extended 

version of IRF found in our data suggests that genuine student-student interaction has 

occurred. The students are involved in initiating and responding one another as they are 

really seeking for information resulting in the infrequent occurrence of students’ providing 

feedback to one another. 

        With regard to different levels of ability, this study reveals that student-student 

interaction is akin to the one in teacher-student whole-class instruction. In teacher-student 

whole-class instruction, the teacher, who can be characterized as a high achiever, 

dominates the classroom interaction. Meanwhile, in student-student interaction, high 

achieving students similarly tend to dominate the interaction leaving little space for low 

achieving students to be involved.  

        Addressing the issue of students’ involvement with regard to the roles assigned, our 

study indicates that the role of captain assigned to low achievers can increase their 

involvement in student interaction despite the fact of or in contrast to their overall low 

involvement. The roles of non-captain, i.e., secretary, time keeper, and speaker, can also, 

to a certain extent, prevent high achievers from dominating the interaction. It appears that 

the types of role do not affect the participation of middle achievers. They can be the most 

involved though assigned non-captain roles. 

        The investigated student interaction in this study shows that when given the 

opportunity to set their own types of information to discuss a reading text, the students 

account for more implied information than factual information found in the text. Briefly, 

their interaction is more inference-oriented or in high-level discourse, which is likely to 

indicate a deeper level of understanding, and which further suggests students’ autonomy in 

developing an appreciation for the knowledge to be gained via reading. 

        Concerning the helping behavior in student interaction, the results of the investigation 

indicate that the students assist one another by showing the need of assistance as well as 
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providing assistance. The students make use of not only simple referential questions but 

also clarification requests and confirmation checks to get assisted. The students make use 

of both simple assertions and other types of assertions including further clarifications, 

feedback assertions and extended explanation to provide assistance to one another. They 

correct one another and they even help peers by checking comprehension – though 

infrequent use of these scaffolding categories is detected.  

        The findings that the students use scaffolding categories in their interaction and that 

the students are involved in genuine interaction (the answer to the first research question) 

seem to suggest that the students learn cooperative skills – the ones that will serve them 

well in their future academic careers and in other life aspects. This leads to the insights of 

learning as a life long process rather than something done to prepare for an exam. This 

also suggests that peer interaction is beneficial with respect to language acquisition 

opportunity. 

        With regard to the last research question, the study finds that there are three patterns 

emerging when students of different levels of ability ask for assistance and get assisted. 

High achievers scaffold as much as middle achievers do. High achievers and middle 

achievers scaffold much more than low achievers do. Low achievers scaffold the least in 

group interaction – an indication that they are much involved in one of three stages of 

language acquisition process, namely the pre-production stage (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). 

Though it is clearly indicated that low achievers scaffold the least, it is still a good idea to 

put these students with their more proficient peers in one group. Students will come to 

appreciate the value of working with people of varied abilities – indirectly leading them to 

build their insights about learning resources, i.e., receiving assistance from peers not just 

from the teacher. Diversity with regard to ability level among students working in groups 

should not be seen as an obstacle but as a strength in a learning environment.  

         As elaborated in Chapter 6, the findings of our study are in some respects similar and 

in some dissimilar to others. Our finding is congruent with Rulon & McCreary’s (1986), 

Lim’s (2000) and Liang’s (2002) with regard to students’ involvement in group interaction. 

Without the teacher’s assistance, students in a small group can cover as much content as 

are students working in a large one which is teacher-fronted. Our finding substantiates the 

finding in that the student interaction in understanding a small part of a text tends to be 

inference-oriented. Implied meaning becomes the core in the interaction. This study 

finding is also similar to Doughty & Pica’s (1986) in that there is a tendency for more 
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proficient students to be involved more than the less proficient ones. Our finding also 

substantiates this particular finding in that the captain role can increase low achievers’ 

involvement and that the non-captain roles can decrease high achievers’ involvement. Our 

study finds that learners working together in meaning-centered interaction spontaneously 

attend to form – a similar finding as Williams’ (1999). Our findings also correspond to a 

major theme in constructivism stating that the construction of knowledge does exist as a 

social entity, as has been argued by Ellis (2009), Hertz-Lazarowitz et al. (1992), Mercer 

(1995), Lantolf (2000), Lantolf & Pavlenko (1995), Gass & Selinker (2008), and Williams 

& Burden (1997). Our study yields quite frequent use of meaning negotiation – a finding 

which does not support Foster’s (1998) study that found a low occurrence of negotiation in 

L2 classroom. 

        The answers to all minor research questions above then ultimately bring us to the 

answer to our major research question: The Jigsaw technique is applicable in the reading 

instruction in particular and in the Indonesian EFL class instruction in general. 
 

7.2 Theoretical Implications  
        A theoretical implication of this study is associated with the benefits of cooperative 

learning in general and Jigsaw in particular. The data in this study show that student-

student interaction in an attempt to get, for instance, the main idea of a text, provides the 

opportunity for the students to come up with a better formulated main idea. As Johnson 

and Johnson (1999:72) put it, “Cooperative learning, furthermore, results in process gain 

(i.e., more higher-level reasoning, more frequent generation of new ideas and solutions) … 

.” Our data also indicate that students are actively involved in asking for assistance, and 

providing assistance by, among others, supplying further explanations, making repetitions 

of confirmed ideas; students are involved in such interaction referred to as collaborative 

dialogue, “a dialogue in which speakers are engaged in problem solving and knowledge 

building.” (Swain, 2000:102) or ‘exploratory talk’ (Mercer, 2004:146) in which students 

engage critically but constructively with each other's ideas. The findings, though based on 

a very small sample, show how language learning is advantaged in cooperative learning as 

there is a students’ potential that can be developed as a source of knowledge for their peers 

and themselves – a similar claim pointed out earlier by Pica et al. (1996). 
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        In accordance with the theory stating that it is through interaction that input is made 

comprehensible (Ellis, 1990), the appearance of the frequent use of scaffolding categories 

of ‘Clarification request’ and ‘Confirmation check’ found in this study suggests that 

student interaction in a small group has its significance in providing students with 

comprehensible input which is,  Ellis (1990) further claims, required for successful 

language acquisition – a similar proposition argued earlier by Long (1981). The frequent 

use of clarification requests and confirmation checks also suggests that student interaction 

in the classroom can be rich, incorporating negotiation – the one likely to account for 

learning to happen, as spelt out previously by Long & Porter (1985). 

       The data in this study indicate that the task structure which is designed to make the 

students prepare questions in the expert team provides the opportunity for the students to 

focus on form. As illustrated in Excerpt 6.6 in Chapter 6, the students are indirectly 

pushed to focus on form while dealing with the task of making comprehension questions. 

The value of this study is then in revealing how student interaction structured by the task 

to prepare questions provides students with the opportunity to produce form-focused 

output that is, Swain (1995) claims, beneficial for successful language learning. In turn, 

this implies that the implementation of Jigsaw along with the task procedures exemplified 

in our students’ worksheets (Appendices 2-5) can indirectly engage students in meaningful 

interaction believed to promote opportunities for language learning. 

        As it is argued that language acquisition emerges through interaction with other 

human beings within a social context (de Bot, Lowie & Verspoor, 2007), and that any 

social environment in which language is used as a tool for communication is a potential 

environment for the acquisition of language (Seliger, 1983), our study – although not 

related to language development – somehow reflects the opportunity for language 

acquisition to take place in assigning students to work with peers through meaning 

negotiation in student interaction.  
 

7.3 Pedagogical Implications 
        The students whose interaction transcripts are analysed in this study seem to have 

been able to help one another to achieve the group goal or, to be more theoretical, to 

provide some scaffolding to one another as scaffolding categories are obviously perceived 

in their interaction. The students are able to ask for assistance by using the three types of 
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questions, i.e., simple referential questions, clarification requests, and confirmation checks 

more or less equally. Nevertheless when it is time to provide assistance to one another, 

they do not use the scaffolding categories consistently. They can discuss a particular issue 

intensively since ‘Further assertion’ appears frequently – even the most among the 

scaffolding categories used. They however do not constantly use the other functions. As 

found in the data, they do not use as many comprehension checks and corrections as the 

other functions. Their scaffolding is not yet maximal. As seen in Excerpt 6.8 when a 

student asked the meaning of ‘reviving’, the scaffolding  “Where is it?” and/or “Let’s go 

back to the text and see if we can guess the meaning from the context there” – the one 

which is used by a teacher or a real expert in scaffolding – does not appear there.  

        The lack of finely tuned scaffolding categories in student-student interaction 

exemplified in the previous paragraph can somehow be used to argue for keeping the 

classroom setting which is designed in this study. Initially, the model group work sessions 

can be maintained as it is the time when the students are explicitly taught how to work in 

groups – a special preparation for cooperative behavior before the students work on their 

own. Secondly, the various teaching techniques implemented – both teacher-fronted and 

student-fronted – can also be sustained. It is then the sessions of teacher-fronted 

instruction that can be supportive. The teacher can indirectly provide models of somewhat 

more advanced scaffolding. Another possibility is to assign students to reflect on a 

teacher-centered session they join to see how their teacher assists in the whole group 

interaction.  

        Our study shows a positive impact of role assigning on the students’ involvement. It 

is essential though to note that our interpretation is based on a very small sample and that 

a longitudinal study is needed to make such a claim.  

        As found in our data the low achiever in this study only highlights the assistance she 

gets from her peers. She does not say anything about her share in providing assistance. It 

is then likely that students can benefit from examining samples of typical interaction such 

as the one illustrated in Excerpt 6.6. The teacher can underscore the strengths and 

weaknesses of group interaction to come up with important discourse processes such as 

elaborating ideas, posing questions, and evaluating progress. At the same time the teacher 

can – as an encouragement for low achievers to be involved in the interaction – accentuate 

that a piece of contribution, however rudimentary, can assist the discussion to ‘grow’ 

resulting in a better solution of a problem. 
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        As interpreted in Chapter 6, positive interdependence and individual accountability 

are likely to be the important factors contributing to the accommodating interaction found. 

Providing students with an incentive (see “Special reward …” in Appendix 6) increases 

the likelihood that group members interact cooperatively. It is then not pointless to 

maintain the way to enforce the two essential components in cooperative learning to 

encourage students to put forth maximum efforts in group work. As group composition 

and well-organized task structure appear to be the other reasons for the finding of 

cooperative interaction, the study then implies the need to maintain the use of the 

sociometric method in group forming and the use of well-organized task procedures. 
 

7.4 Limitations of the Study 
        The obvious limitation of this study is its lack of generalizability due to the small 

sample size. The transcribed data come from only one group of five key informants. We 

are able to analyse student interaction obtained only four times of the same key informant 

group, while more repeated observation would have certainly enabled us to draw more 

comprehensive insights of actual student interaction. Though this study reveals students’ 

involvement in their content-oriented discussion and students’ scaffolding categories, 

there is no measurement of their impact on learning achievement thus indicating that this 

study is not aimed at measuring effectiveness. Because of time restrictions, this study 

limits its qualitative analysis leaving some valuable insights still concealed in the data.  

        Although this study involves a small sample size, it has reflected natural peer 

discussion as the study design has been set in such a way that the student interaction which 

is investigated may have been the students’ typical performance in everyday classroom 

work (see [4.4.11]). To the best of our knowledge, it is the first study of this type 

conducted in Indonesia, and we hope that more studies will follow, which may contribute 

to a better understanding of EFL instruction in Indonesia. To conclude, this study has 

attempted to provide some insights into the complex nature of student interaction in 

language classrooms, and it does provide some.  
 

7.5 Recommendations for Further Research  
        Our investigated data, to some extent, reveal that low achievers get the most input 

from peers (in this study it is shown that the low achiever produces about 13% output and 
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this implies that at the same time she receives about 77% input from the middle achievers 

and high achievers together). On the basis of this consideration, further studies can 

therefore focus more on how students with different levels of ability interact in addressing 

the input, output, and feedback needs. To be more specific further studies can attempt to 

investigate more the scaffolding categories of ‘Further assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, 

and ‘Extended explanation’. Doing so might give more insights on, for instance, the extent 

low achievers get input which is modified to enhance comprehensibility from their more 

proficient peers since the low achievers are seemingly the ones deserving more attention.  

        This study has left some obtained data uninvestigated. As mentioned before, the 

additional scaffolding categories covering ‘Nomination’, ‘Positive Group Maintenance’, 

‘Negative Group Maintenance’ are not analysed more. When these data are analysed 

further, they might reveal more insights with regard to the affective aspect of interaction. 

As for ‘Erroneous explanation’, the data could have given more insights toward how 

erroneous the explanation is in the students’ attempt to understand a text and whether it is 

solved or not in the discussion, who does it and why it occurs. As for ‘Direction 

Maintenance’ which is also disregarded, it might, if analysed further, reveal who keeps 

members on task and if the roles assigned to the students also account for that function. 

Further analyses on students’ scaffolding categories can also be carried out to see, for 

example, if ‘Further assertion’, ‘Feedback assertion’, ‘Other assertion’, and ‘Extended 

explanation’ appear as the solicited assistance (help given when it is requested) or 

unsolicited one. Further studies are evidently worthwhile in order to get more insights on 

scaffolding categories used in student-student interaction. 

        Regarding the task designed to enforce face-to-face interaction, our study has 

produced an unexpected result. The students were somehow misled in their discussion 

concerning the task to find important factual information to take to their home team (as an 

illustration, see Data 4, T. 152-61). When replication studies are conducted, it is then 

important to keep this as a reminder. The teacher needs to ensure that the task to find 

different types of information in the text is not to be interpreted as finding ‘which is 

which’ but that it should lead the students to come to ‘what is important’ to share in the 

home team. This then entails another recommendation that the task structure represented 

in our students’ worksheets (Appendices 2-4, 7-8) can be modified further. 

        This study has focused on student interaction only in the expert team due to time 

limitations. With such a title ‘Student Interaction in the Implementation of the Jigsaw 
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Technique’, this present thesis should have covered the analyses of the interaction in both 

expert and home teams. Further studies are obviously advisable in order to be more 

conclusive with regard to the interaction occurring in the home team. More comprehensive 

insights regarding Jigsaw implementation will then be revealed. 

        As stated in Chapter 6, Indonesian students seem to be open to change regarding the 

new learning paradigm. What about the teachers? Larger scale implementation in 

Indonesian educational system is worth considering to determine the teachers’ perceptions 

on the intended curriculum hence on the paradigm shift and to uncover the factors 

affecting their implementation activities in the classroom hence revealing how the 

language curriculum is interpreted at the grass-roots level.  

        When it is found that the teachers are not yet ready to change as they are not 

sufficiently equipped with the resources for implementation, considerable challenge is 

now posed by the need of in-service training program to assist the teachers to obtain 

professional competence of cooperative learning. This in turn necessitates the 

sustainability of the program by having, for example, non-evaluative classroom 

observation in which peer coach and expert coach are available to make the teachers’ 

learning more effective. As the teachers have opportunities to observe each other, they can 

provide essential support to ensure that they continue to develop new strategies tailored to 

their own situations – an encouragement for further studies on teachers’ professional 

development over time. Eventually, meeting the challenge of paradigm shift suggests 

another need of a large scale study on the effectiveness of the implementation of 

classroom peer learning thus the need of collaboration among teachers and methodologists 

for the vitality of TEFL in Indonesia. 
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Appendix 1: K-W-L 
 

K-W-L 
 

K-W-L instructional technique created by Ogle (1986) is going to be used in this reading 
class. The idea behind it is that your teacher activates your prior knowledge by asking you 
what you already know about the topic to be discussed. Then you set goals specifying what 
you want to learn. After reading, you discuss what you have learned.  
Ogle’s (1986) original K-W-L is a bit modified to suit the nature of the group work 
designed in this class.  
 
As the name suggests, K-W-L is composed of three stages. 
K stands for Know.  
List what you know or what you think you know about the topic. This advanced organizer 
provides you with a background to the new material, building a scaffold to support it. Think 
of it as a pre-reading inventory. 
• Brainstorm before looking at the text. 
• Record these in the K section of your K-W-L worksheet until you cannot think of more.  
 
W stands for Want  
The second stage is to list a series of questions or thoughts of what you want to know more 
of the subject. 
• After individual silent reading of the text, list the important ideas that you find. Prepare 

what you want to check or to discuss with your friends. 
• List them by importance (related to Main idea(s), Inferences and Facts). List the things 

you’re hopeless for so that you can ask your friends later in the discussion time. 
• Engage your group in a discussion about what you write. Learn more from your friends. 

Check if your understanding of the text is correct. You can also clear up 
misperceptions about the topic which might have shown up in the K section. 

 
L stands for Learned 
The Learned (L) component helps your self-assessment on what has been learned in order to 
consolidate the new learned knowledge through explicit articulation. 
The final stage is to list what important information you have learned. This is the stage of 
metacognition: checking to see if you get the correct understanding after your group 
discussion. It will be helpful to make three or four comprehension questions. These 
questions will be used later to check if team members have understood the main points or as 
anticipation of what might be on the quiz. 
 
In the classroom, you will be provided with modified K-W-L worksheets which are 
intended to assist you in your group work. It can guide you in reading and understanding a 
text.  
 

     Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 
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Appendix 2: Individual Worksheet 1 (for Expert Team) 
 

INDIVIDUAL WORKSHEET 1  
(for Expert Team) 

K-W WORKSHEET 
 
Reading text title: __________________ 
 
Expert team: 1 / 2 / 3 / 4A / 4B 

Student name: ________________ 
 
Role: Captain/ Secretary/ Time Keeper/ 
          Speaker/ Encourager 
           

 
1) WHAT I (THINK) I KNOW (K) 
      _________________________________________________________________ 
      _________________________________________________________________ 
 
      WHAT I (THINK) I WILL KNOW (K) AFTER READING THE TEXT    
      _________________________________________________________________ 
      _________________________________________________________________ 
 
2) WHAT I WANT TO KNOW OR CHECK (W) 
      (Write also for instance line 3 and/or parts of the sentences) 
 
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to INFERENCES (IMPLIED INFORMATION) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Related to FACTUAL INFORMATION 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
d. I don’t understand the following parts:  
    (Write, for instance, Line 6 “… the ones she gave me.” to show that you want to get  
    assisted with the meaning of “the ones she gave me” 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 

     Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 
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Appendix 3: Group Worksheet (for Expert Team) 
 

GROUP WORKSHEET  
(for Expert team) 

 
S-E WORKSHEET  
 

Reading text title: ________________ 
 
Expert team: 1 / 2 / 3 / 4 / 5  
 

Student names: _____________  
                         ______________ 
                         ______________. 

 
 
1) WHAT WE WILL SHARE IN THE HOME TEAM (S) 
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE  TEXT 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to INFERENCES (IMPLIED INFORMATION) 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Related to FACTUAL INFORMATION 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
2) WHAT EVIDENCE (E) 
Go back to part 1 and make sure you have written, for instance, line 3 and/or parts of 
the sentences. 
 
3) 3-4 comprehension questions (to be used later in the home team to check if your 
team members have understood the main points of your sharing or expert 
presentation):  
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 

         Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 
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Appendix 4: Individual Worksheet for Home Team 
 

INDIVIDUAL WORKSHEET  
(for Home Team) 

K WORKSHEET 
  
Reading text title: ______________ 
Home team name: ______________ 
 

Student name: _________________ 
Role: Captain / Secretary / Time Keeper/ 
          Speaker        

 
WHAT I KNOW AFTER MY TEAM MEMBERS’ SHARING (K)
(One part will be empty as it is your own part) 
Part A:  
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 

 
b. Related to other parts (INFERENCES and FACTS) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Part B:  
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 

 
b. Related to other parts (INFERENCES and FACTS) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Part C:  
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 

 
b. Related to other parts (INFERENCES and FACTS) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Part D:  
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 

 
b. Related to other parts (INFERENCES and FACTS) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
     
or the whole parts:     
    _________________________________________________________________   
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________  
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 

         Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 
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Appendix 5: Group Worksheet for Home Team 
 

GROUP WORKSHEET  
(for Home Team) 

 
K WORKSHEET  
 
Reading text title: ______________ 
 
Home team name: ______________ 
 

    Student names: _____________ 
                              _____________ 
                              _____________. 

 
 
1) WHAT WE WILL KEEP FOR THE QUIZ OR REPORT (K) 
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to INFERENCES  
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to FACTS 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
2) Comprehension questions that might appear on the quiz: 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 

             Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 



Appendices 190 

Appendix 6: Course Outline 
 

READING 2 Course Outline 
Odd Semester of 2008/2009 Academic Year 

[for the students] 
 

Session Date Topic Description  
1 13 Aug. 

2008  
Introduction Questionnaire administering to see entry behavior. 

‘A special request’ for this class. 
Course outline sharing. 
Encouragement: “New Learning Paradigm”. 
Announcement of Positive Interdependence & 
Individual Accountability. 

2-3 15 & 20 
Aug. 

Conventional  
reading class 

Whole class teacher-directed session. 

4 22 Aug. 
 

A  model of K-W-L Whole class instruction employing K-W-L 
strategy. 

5 27 Aug. A model of group 
work 

Model Group A discusses a text using modified K-
W-L worksheets; each student has his role: 
captain, secretary, time keeper, speaker. Other 
students become observers. 

6 29 Aug. 
 

A model of group 
work 

[similar to session 5; Model Group B’s turn] 

7 3 Sep. 
2008 

A model of group 
work 

[similar to session 5; Model Group C’s turn] 

8-10 5, 10, 12 
Sep. 

Cooperative 
learning (non-
Jigsaw)  

Students work in small groups. Group formation 1 
is applied.  
Students work with modified K-W-L and role 
rotating is not applied (students do not rotate roles 
in these sessions) 

11 17 Sep. Cooperative 
learning (non-
Jigsaw) 

Students work in small groups. Group formation 1 
is still applied. 
Students work with modified K-W-L and role 
rotating is applied to give chance to students to 
become proficient in each task. 

12 19 Sep. Cooperative 
learning  
(non-Jigsaw) 

Similar to session 11, but 4 texts are discussed 
(each group discusses a different text; this 
‘expertise’ of each group will be used for the intro 
to Jigsaw on session 2 of the second half of the 
semester) 

13-14 24 & 
26 Sep. 
2008 

Conventional  
reading class 

Whole class teacher-directed session. 
Questionnaire administering (feedback for the first 
half semester course). 

Mid-semester test weeks 
1  22 Oct. 

2008 
Cooperative 
learning  
(non-Jigsaw) 

Mid-semester test feedback. 
Questionnaire results revealed. 
Review of role assigning. 
Review of modified K-W-L teaching model. 
Introduction to Jigsaw. 
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2-7 24, 
29, 
31 Oct.; 
5, 7, 
12 Nov  

Jigsaw class Students work in small groups using Jigsaw 
technique. Group formation 2 is applied. Roles are 
rotated in both teams resulting in the majority of 
the students to have different roles in expert team 
and home team. Roles are rotated in all sessions  
(Session 2 is related to session 12 of the first half 
of the semester). 

8-9 14 & 19 
Nov. 

Conventional class Whole class teacher-directed session. 
 

10-13 21, 26, 
28 Nov.;  
3 Dec.  

Cooperative 
learning  
(non-Jigsaw) 

Students work in small groups. New groups are 
formed (Group formation 3 is applied) 
Students work with modified K-W-L (rotating 
roles). 

14 5 Dec. 
2008 

Cooperative 
learning  
(non-Jigsaw) and  
Closing 

Students work in small groups 
Questionnaire administering (as whole semester 
feedback). 

Final-semester test weeks 
  
How are you assessed?  Here’s an illustration: 

Scored Group Work 1 Scored Group Work 2 NAME 
Individual 
score 

Group 
score 

Individual 
score 

Group 
score 

Coop. 
learning 
score 

MSTS 
 

MSS FSTS  FS 

AA 70 65 75 78 72 70 71 [(72+70):2] 80 76 (B+) 
BB 60 65 80 78 71 70 71 75 73 
CC 60 65 75 78  60  65  
DD 70 65 80 78  80  80  

 
What happens if student AA is absent when the group work is scored?  

Scored Group Work 1 Scored Group Work 2 NAME 
Individual 
score 

Group 
score 

Individual 
score 

Group 
score 

Coop. learning 
score 

MSTS 
 

MSS 
 

FSTS  FS 

AA 70 65 - - 45 
[(70+65):3] 

70 58 
[(45+70):2] 

80 71 
(B) 

BB 60 65 80 78 71 70 71 75 73 
CC 60 65 75 78  60  65  
DD 70 65 80 78  80  80  

 
Scored group work indicates that not every group work is scored. When you are absent on the 
dates when the group work is scored (meeting 10 of the first half of the semester and meetings 4-7 
of the second half of the semester), you miss the cooperative learning score. That will 
automatically affect your MSS and FS.  
Individual score is the individual quiz score. 
Group score is the average score of individual scores in the group. 
Cooperative learning score is the average score of individual score and group score. 
MSTS = mid semester test score. 
MSS = mid semester score (average score of Cooperative learning score and MSTS). 
FSTS = final semester test score. 
FS = final score (taken from 40% MSS + 60 % FSTS). 
Special reward: Each of you will be given 3 bonus points toward the cooperative learning score if 
the recorded student interaction indicates that you help one another (promote each other’s success 
by sharing resources and helping, supporting, encouraging and applauding each other’s success) or 
when the teacher’s observation to your group work shows that the group cooperates well.  
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READING 2 Course Outline 
Odd Semester of 2008/2009 Academic Year 

[for the teacher] 
 

Session Date Topic Note 
1 13 

Aug. 
2008  

Introduction Administering a questionnaire to see entry behavior. 
Administering sociometric method for group 
composition “Write 3 names of your classmate who you 
would like to work with in group.”  
Asking students’ permission to carry out the research in 
the class. *)  
Sharing the Course Outline. 
Telling the New Learning Paradigm. 
Telling the Positive Interdependence – what’s the pay 
offs? (explaining the method of assessment to 
‘create’/obtain goal interdependence and reward 
interdependence) **) 

2-3 15 & 
20 
Aug. 

Conventional 
reading class 

Whole class teacher-directed session. 

4 22 
Aug. 

Conventional 
reading class  

A  model of K-W-L reading strategy (Familiarizing the 
students with K-W-L strategy). 

5 27 
Aug. 

A model of 
group work 
^) 

Students are formed into 3 groups.  
Establishing the ‘will’ to cooperate: teambuilding 
activity. ^^)  
‘Fishbowl’ technique is applied to model group work.  
(Group A) discusses a text using modified K-W-L 
worksheet; each student has his role: captain, secretary, 
time keeper, speaker, (encourager). The session is 
expected to model team work skills & familiarize the 
students with modified K-W-L reading strategy and at 
the same time with role assigning). 
The teacher is ‘in’ Group A becoming one of the 
members; Groups B & C are observers. 

6 29 Sep. A model of 
group work  

(Group B) …Groups A & C are observers. 

7 3 Sep.  A model of 
group work 

(Group C) ... Groups A & C are observers. 

8-10 5, 10, 
12 Sep. 

Cooperative 
learning 
(non-Jigsaw) 

Students work in small groups. Group formation 1 (the 
result of sociomeric method and heterogeneity 
grouping) is applied. ^^^) 
Students work with modified K-W-L and role rotating is 
not applied (students do not rotate roles for 3 sessions). 
(To make the students get used to the existence of audio 
recorders, their group work is recorded. They are not 
informed that the recording is not included for the 
research) 

11 17 Sep. Cooperative 
learning 
(non-Jigsaw) 

Students work in small groups. Group formation 1 is 
still applied. 
Students work with modified K-W-L and role rotating is 
applied to give chance to students to become proficient 
in each task. 
(The group work is recorded; the students are not 
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informed that the recording is not included for the 
research)  

12 19 Sep. Cooperative 
learning 
(non-Jigsaw) 

Similar to session 11, but 4 texts are discussed. Each 
group discusses a different text; this ‘expertise’ of each 
group will be used for the intro to Jigsaw on the second 
half of the semester. 
(The group work is recorded; the students are not 
informed that the recording is not included for the 
research) 

13-14 24 & 
26 
Sept. 

Conventional 
reading class 

Whole class teacher-directed session  
Administering a questionnaire (only on session 14) to 
get feedback for the first half semester course - to find 
out e.g., if the model of group discussion is useful, if 4 
models is enough 

Mid-semester test weeks 
1  22 Oct. 

2008 
Feedback and 
review 

Mid-semester test feedback. 
Review of role assigning hence reminding students of 
role interdependence.  
Review modified K-W-L reading strategy hence 
reminding students of goal interdependence. 
Introduction to Jigsaw technique of learning. 

2-3  24, 
29 Oct. 

Jigsaw class Intro to Jigsaw continued.  
Students work in small groups using Jigsaw technique.  
Session 2 is related to session 12 of the first half of the 
semester. The ‘expertise’ is shared (only 1 group is 
chosen as a model of home team discussion – ‘fishbowl’ 
technique is used again). 
Group formation 2 is applied.  
In these 2 sessions prior to the data collection, Jigsaw is 
implemented to familiarize the students with the 
procedure as well as to introduce the nature of Jigsaw so 
that when it is the ‘real show’ (in sessions 4-7) the time 
is used more efficiently. Students know which home 
team and expert team they belong to and how they are 
supposed to move from one to the other group (The 
group work is recorded; the students are not informed 
that the recording is not included for the research). 

4-7 31 
Oct.; 
5,7, 
12 Nov 

Jigsaw class (DATA COLLECTION FOR THE RESEARCH) 
Each student works in expert team then home team. 
Roles are rotated in both teams (resulting in the majority 
of the students to have different roles in expert team and 
home team). Roles are rotated in all four sessions.  

8-9 14 &19 
Nov. 

Conventional 
class 

Whole class teacher-directed session. 

10-13 21, 26, 
28 
Nov.;  
3 Dec. 

Cooperative 
learning 
(non-Jigsaw) 

Students work in small groups.  
New groups are formed (Group formation 3 is applied). 
Students work with modified K-W-L (rotating roles). 

14 5 Dec. 
2008 

Feedback and 
Closing 

Students work in small groups. 
Thanking the students for their participation. 

Final-semester test weeks 
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Note:  
*) Telling the class that the recording is going to be done to reveal how students learn from one 
another in small groups. All group works will be recorded, but they are not told which recording is 
chosen for the research data. The reason is obvious: to get more naturalistic data. Students might 
reject but they will be persuaded to assist the researcher (they are encouraged to participate). If it 
turns out to be ‘tough’, the previous plan – finding volunteers – is employed. 
 
**)  
Goal interdependence: each group will have to learn the assigned material, complete K-W-L 
worksheets with a final product expected (K-E or S-E worksheet completion) and/or take the quiz 
of which the score will be used as a basis to get a team score). 
Reward interdependence: Students are told that the teams will be awarded on the basis of a team 
score made up of the individual members’ scores. Each student will be given 3 bonus points 
toward the cooperative learning score if the recorded student interaction indicates that students 
helped one another (promoted each other’s success by sharing resources and helping, supporting, 
encouraging and applauding each other’s success) or when the teacher’s observation to their group 
work shows that the group members cooperate well. The method of assessment is to be revealed to 
the students. 
 
^) The teacher models discussion process (model how to get a successful group discussion). The 
teacher describes to the students how to discuss answers and give feedback to help one another 
learn. As the instruction progresses, the teacher periodically reviews cooperative learning 
processes and helps students reflect on their success (or lack of success) in relation to how well 
they help their team members. In this way, the teacher reinforces the idea that students should 
collaborate with one another rather than simply give one another the answers.  
 
^^) The teacher introduces the concept of cooperative learning to the students by describing the 
importance and benefits of helping one another. Students are assigned to heterogeneous learning 
teams. Establishment of the ‘will’ to cooperate: use teambuilding activities – fun, team-based 
activities that help teammates get acquainted, develop mutual support and build a team identity.  
 
^^^) Group formation 1 is used for 4 sessions (sessions 8-11 of the first half of the semester). 
Group formation 2 is used for 7 sessions (session 12 of the first half of the semester and also 
sessions 2-7 of the second half of the semester). Group formation 3 is used for 5 sessions (sessions 
10-14 of the second half of the semester). Whenever the new group formation is applied, the 
teacher establishes the ‘will’ to cooperate (performing teambuilding activities). 
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Appendix 7: Individual Worksheet (Non-Jigsaw) 
 

INDIVIDUAL WORKSHEET 
 
K-W-L WORKSHEET  
 
Reading title/text: _____________ 
Group name: _________________ 

Student name: 
_______________________ 
Role: Captain / Secretary / Time Keeper /  
          Speaker 

 
1)  WHAT I (THINK) I KNOW (K) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
    WHAT I (THINK) I WILL KNOW (K) AFTER READING THE TEXT     
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
2) WHAT I WANT TO KNOW OR CHECK (W) 
    (write, for instance, line 3 and/or parts of the sentences) 
    a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to INFERENCES (IMPLIED INFORMATION) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Related to FACTUAL INFORMATION 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
3)  WHAT I HAVE LEARNED (L) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 

       Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model 



Appendices 196 

Appendix 8: Group Worksheet (Non-Jigsaw) 
 

GROUP WORKSHEET 
 
K-E WORKSHEET  
 
Reading title/text: ______________ 
 
Group name: ______________ 

Student names: _______________ 
                          _______________ 
                          _______________ 

 
 
1) WHAT WE WILL KEEP FOR THE QUIZ OR REPORT (K) 
a. Related to MAIN IDEA(S) / MAIN DISCUSSION / PURPOSE OF THE TEXT 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Related to INFERENCES (IMPLIED INFORMATION) 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Related to FACTUAL INFORMATION 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
2) WHAT EVIDENCE (E) 
    Go back to part 1 and make sure you have written, for instance, line 3, lines 7-9  
    and/or parts of the sentences. 
 
 
3) Comprehension questions that might appear on the quiz: 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
    _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

       Adapted from Ogle’s (1986) K-W-L teaching model. 
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Appendix 9: Table of Grouping and Roles 
 

Table of Grouping (Group Formation 2) and Roles 
 

  
Student’s 
Name  

24 Oct. 
2008 

29 Oct. 
2008 

31 Oct. 
2008 

5 Nov.   
2008 

7 Nov.   
2008 

12 Nov. 
2008 

Mm T. captain speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 
Yy R. time k. sec. time k. sec. captain speaker 
KI4 speaker time k.  speaker time k. sec. captain 

Home  
Team 1 
  
  Pp R. sec. captain sec. captain speaker time k. 
                

Dd sec. captain sec. captain speaker time k. 
Vv K. captain speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 
KI5 speaker time k. speaker time k. sec. captain 

Home 
Team 2 
  
  Yy R. time k. sec. time k. sec. captain speaker 
                

Ff P. time k. sec. time k. sec. captain speaker 
Hh L speaker time k. speaker time k. sec. captain 
KI2 captain speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 

Home 
Team 3 
  
  Ee K. sec. captain sec. captain speaker time k. 
                

Oo  speaker time k. speaker time k. sec. captain 
Rr time k. speaker time k. speaker captain sec. 
KI1 sec. captain sec. captain speaker time k. 

Home 
Team 4 
  
  Ii captain sec. captain sec. time k. speaker 
                

Ss speaker captain speaker captain time k. sec. 
Mm H sec. time k. sec. time k. speaker captain 
KI3 time k. sec. time k. sec. captain speaker 
Dd N.  encour. time k. encour. time k. encour. time k. 
Bb S. captain encour. captain encour. sec. encour. 
       

Home 
Team 5 
  
  
  
         

 Note:  
1) “time k.” is “time keeper” 
2) “sec.” is “secretary” 
4) “encour.” is “encourager” 
3) The data collection was carried out on the four out of six Jigsaw sessions, i.e., 31 Oct. 2008,  
    5 Nov. 2008, 7 Nov. 2008, and 12 Nov. 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendices 198 

 
  Student’s Name 24 Oct. 29 Oct. 31 Oct. 5 Nov. 7 Nov. 12 Nov.

Mm T. encour. speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 
Dd   captain encour. sec. captain speaker time k. 
Ff P. sec. captain time k. sec. captain speaker 
Oo  time k. sec. speaker time k. sec. captain 

Expert Team 1 
  
  
  
  Ss  speaker time k. encour. encour. encour.  encour. 
                

Vv K. encour. speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 
Rr  captain encour. sec. captain speaker time k. 
Yy R. sec. captain time k. sec. captain speaker 
Hh L time k. sec. speaker time k. sec. captain 

Expert Team 2 
  
  
  
  Mm H speaker time k. encour. encour. encour.  encour. 
                

KI1 captain encour. sec. captain speaker time k. 
KI2 Encour. speaker captain speaker time k. sec. 
KI3 sec. captain time k. sec. captain speaker 
KI4 speaker time k. encour. encour. encour. encour. 

Expert Team 3 
  
  
  
  KI5 time k. sec. speaker time k. sec. captain 
        

Ii captain time k. captain time k. sec. captain 
Ee K. sec. captain sec. captain time k. sec. Expert Team 

4 A Dd N. time k. sec. time k. sec. captain time k. 
        

Bb S. captain time k. captain time k. sec. captain 
Pp R. sec. captain sec. captain time k. sec. Expert Team  

4 B Yy R. time k. sec. time k. sec. captain time k. 
Note:  
1) “time k.” is “time keeper” 
2) “sec.” is “secretary” 
4) “encour.” is “encourager” 
3) The data collection was carried out on the four out of six Jigsaw sessions, i.e. 31 Oct. 2008,  
     5 Nov. 2008, 7 Nov. 2008, and 12 Nov. 2008. 



Appendices 199

Appendix 10: Reading Materials  
 
1) In the session of Data 1 collection 

 
SAVING LANGUAGE 

SAVING LANGUAGE (Part A) 
 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 

For the first time, linguists have put a price on language. To save a language from 
extinction isn’t cheap – but more and more people are arguing that the alternate is the death 
of communities. 
1) There is nothing unusual about a single language dying. Communities have come and 
gone throughout history, and with them their language. But what is happening today is 
extraordinary, judged by the standards of the past. It is language extinction on a massive 
scale. According to the best estimates, there are some 6,000 languages in the world. Of 
these, about half are going to die out in 1,200 months. On average, there is a language 
dying out somewhere in the world every two weeks or so.  
2) How do we know? In the course of the past two or three decades, linguists all over the 
world have been gathering comparative data. If they find a language with just a few 
speakers left, and nobody is bothering to pass the language on to the children, they 
conclude that language is bound to die out soon. And we have to draw the same conclusion 
if a language has less than 100 speakers. It is not likely to last very long. A 1999 survey 
shows that 97 per cent of the world’s languages are spoken by just four per cent of the 
people.  

 
SAVING LANGUAGE (Part B) 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 

3) It is too late to do anything to help many languages, where the speakers are too few or 
too old, and where the community is too busy just trying to survive to care about their 
language. But many languages are not in such a serious position. Often, where languages 
are seriously endangered, there are things that can be done to give new life to them. It is 
called revitalisation.  
4) Once a community realizes that its language is in danger, it can start to introduce 
measures which can genuinely revitalize. The community itself must want to save its 
language. The culture must need to have a respect for minority languages. There needs to 
be funding, to support courses, materials, and teachers. And there need to be linguists, to 
get on with the basic task of putting the language down on a paper. That’s the bottom line: 
getting the language documented – recorded, analysed, written down. People must be able 
to read and write if they and their language are to have a future in an increasingly 
computer-literate civilization.  
5) But can we save a few thousand languages, just like that? Yes, if the will and funding 
were available. It is not cheap, getting linguists into the field, training local analysts, 
supporting the community with language resources and teachers, compiling grammar and 
dictionaries, writing materials for use in schools. It takes lots of time to revitalize an 
endangered language.  

 
SAVING LANGUAGE (Part C) – the one discussed in the key informants group 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

6) There are some famous cases which can be done to give new life to languages that are 
seriously endangered. Welsh, alone among the Celtic languages, is not only stopping its 
steady decline towards extinction but showing signs of real growth. Two Language Acts 
protect the status of Welsh now, and its presence is increasingly evident in Wales.  
7) Maori in New Zealand has been maintained by a system of so-called ‘language nests’. 
These are organizations which provide children under five with a domestic setting where 
they are intensively exposed to the language. The staff are all Maori speakers from the 
local community. The children will hopefully keep their Maori skills alive after leaving the 
nests. As the children grow older, they will hopefully become role models to a new 
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10 
 
 
 
 

15 
 
 

generation of young children. And when the reviving language is associated with political 
autonomy, the growth can be especially striking, as shown by Faroese, spoken in the Faroe 
Islands, after the islanders received a measure of autonomy from Denmark. 
8) In Switzerland, Romansch was facing a difficult situation. It was spoken in five very 
different dialects, with small and diminishing numbers because young people left their 
community for work in the German-speaking cities. The solution was a unified written 
language for all these dialects. Romansch Grischun, as it is now called, has official status 
in Switzerland, and is being increasingly used in spoken form on radio and television.  

 
   SAVING LANGUAGE (Part D) 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 
 

9) A language can be brought back from extinction. The Ainu language of Japan, after 
years of neglect and repression, had reached a stage where there were only eight fluent 
speakers left, all elderly. However, new government policies brought fresh attitudes and a 
positive interest in survival. Several ‘semi-speakers’ – people who had become unwilling 
to speak Ainu – were prompted to become active speakers again. There is fresh interest 
now and the language is more publicly available than has been for years.  
10) If good descriptions and materials are available, even extinct languages can be saved. 
Kaurna, from South Australia, is an example. This language had been extinct for about a 
century, but had been quite well documented. So, when a strong movement grew its 
revival, it was possible to reconstruct it. The revised language is not the same as the 
original, of course. It lacks the range that the original had, and much of the old vocabulary. 
But it can act as a badge of present-day identity for its people. And as long as people 
continue to value it as a true marker of their identity, and are prepared to keep using it, it 
will develop new functions and new vocabulary, as any other living language would do.  
11) It is not too soon to predict the future of these revived languages, but in some parts of 
the world they are attracting positive attitudes and support which are the preconditions for 
language survival. 

 
2) In the session of Data 2 collection 

 
NOAH WEBSTER 

NOAH WEBSTER (Part A - introduction) 
 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 

Noah Webster was born near Hartford, Connecticut. He received his education at 
Yale College and later began to practice law. But business in this profession was slow, and 
he was forced to turn to teaching. He soon discovered that the English schoolbooks in use 
were unsatisfactory. Webster therefore began to work on three simple books on English: a 
spelling book, a grammar and a reader, and these were the first books to be published in 
this country. In 1806 he produced a small Dictionary, and this was followed by his greatest 
work, An American Dictionary of the English Language. With his writings he had one 
purpose: to show that the English language in his country was truly American thing, 
developing in its own special way and deserving to be considered from an independent, 
American point of view. As he himself wrote, “It is not only important, but in a degree 
necessary, that the people of this country should have an American Dictionary of the 
English Language; for, although the body of the language is the same as in England … 
some differences exist. … No person in this country will be satisfied with the English 
definitions of the words congress, senate, assembly, court, [and so forth] for although these 
words are used in England, yet they are applied in this country to express ideas which they 
do not express in that country.” 

 
NOAH WEBSTER (Part B) 

 
 
 

Noah Webster’s influence on American spelling 
The success of his The American Spelling Book was surprisingly great. About 80 

million copies were sold. From a profit of less than one cent a copy, Webster got most of 
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5 

 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 

his income for the rest of his life. Not only did the little book have great influence on many 
generations of school children but it also had the effect of turning its author’s attention to 
questions of language. 

It is a matter of common observation that American spelling is different, in small 
ways, from that which is usual in England. For example, Americans write words like honor 
and color without the u of English honour and colour; they write er instead of re in a 
number of words like center and theater; and they prefer an s to a c in words like defense 
and offense. He is also responsible for advancing simplified spelling forms such as develop 
instead of develope. The differences often pass unnoticed, partly because a number of 
English spellings are still current in America, partly because some of the American 
changes are now common in England, and partly because in many cases both an English 
and an American spelling of a word are common in both countries. Although some of the 
differences have arisen since Webster’s day, most of the peculiar American spellings are 
due to their occurrence in his dictionary.  

 
NOAH WEBSTER (Part C) – the one discussed in the key informants group 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 

Noah Webster’s influence on American pronunciation 
Few men have influenced the development of American English to the extent that 

Noah Webster did. When he turned to teaching, Webster discovered how inadequate the 
available schoolbooks were for American children.  

Though the influence is more difficult to prove, there can be no doubt that Webster is 
responsible for some of the characteristic features of American pronunciation. It is related 
especially to its uniformity and the way it tends to give fuller value to the unaccented 
syllables. Webster recommended that when pupils were learning to spell, they should 
pronounce each syllable of a word separately. They should also give proper attention to every 
letter in every syllable. When we consider that his American Spelling Book was used in 
thousands of schools over a great many years, it seems certain that considerable influence on 
American pronunciation is to be traced back to the little blue-covered spelling book. 
Webster’s objective in most his writings is obvious. He wants to demonstrate that the 
American language is developing, besides distinct meanings and spellings, distinct 
pronunciation from those of the British English.  

 
NOAH WEBSTER (Part D) 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 
 

Noah Webster’s influence on later dictionary 
Two years after Webster brought out his dictionary of 1828, his lifelong rival Joseph 

Worcester published a smaller, cheap dictionary in which he borrowed freely from Webster. 
The Worcester dictionary, which soon became far more popular than those which Webster 
had produced, included many additional words, brief, clear definitions, full indication of 
pronunciation, the use of special marks to divide syllables, and lists of synonyms. In 1840 
Webster brought out a second edition of his dictionary which included 70,000 entries instead 
of the original 38,000. This edition has served as the basis for the many revisions produced 
under the Webster name. 

In 1847, a few years after Webster’s death, his son-in-law Chauncey Goodrich 
published a new dictionary under Webster name. The years that followed saw a constant 
battle between the Webster and Worcester dictionaries, the battle finally being won by the 
Webster dictionary of 1864, from which most of the characteristics of Noah Webster were 
absent. The Webster dictionaries won the victory partly because the American Spelling Book 
had made the Webster name familiar all over America and partly because of the death of 
Worcester in 1865.  
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3) In the session of Data 3 collection 
 
Part A: JOHN DEWEY 

 
 
 
 

  5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 

 

      The ideas of John Dewey, philosopher and educator, have influenced American thought 
for over one hundred years. Dewey was born in Vermont in 1859, and throughout his life 
he kept the respect for experience, individuality, and fair play that shaped the character of 
the nineteenth-century Vermonter. He viewed his own life as a continuously reconstructive 
process – with experience and knowledge building on each other.  
      By the 1930s, Dewey had simplified his theory of experience to its essence. As the 
intellectual leader of the progressive schools, he asserted that there was danger in rejecting 
the old unless the new was rooted in a correct idea of experience. He held that experience 
is an interaction between what a person already knows and the situation at hand. Previous 
knowledge interacting with the present environment influences future experience.  
      Dewey believes that experience could not be equated with education because all 
experiences are not necessarily educative. Experience is educative only when it contributes 
to the growth of individual, but it can be miseducative if it distorts the growth of further 
experience. It is the quality of experience that matters.  

 
Part B: BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 

 
 
 
 

  5 
 
 
 
 

10 
 
 
 
 

15 
 

        Benjamin Franklin said many things we still say today, did many things we still talk 
about today, and created many things called forth new American words: postmaster, 
rocking chair, lightning rod, bifocals. This practical, tinkering, mobile American who had 
so many interests, was born in 1706, the fifteenth child of a Boston soap and candle maker. 
Apprenticed to a brother, a printer, Benjamin ran away to Philadelphia at seventeen, owned 
his own printing shop at twenty-four, and retired at forty six to devote himself to science, 
philosophy, and politics. 
         Franklin was a problem solver. His passion was to make the large scientific theories 
of his day practical, to improve the daily lives of common people. He helped establish the 
first American hospital in Philadelphia in 1751, and that same year was widely talked 
about for his famous “kite-key experiment,” which demonstrated that lightning is 
electricity. At a time when electricity was nothing more than a parlor trick, he used it to 
roast turkeys. He invented the bifocals that he himself wore. For his own home, he 
invented the lightning rod and that marvel of efficiency, the Franklin stove.  
         His Pennsylvania Gazette was the most valuable newspaper in the American 
colonies, and his Poor Richard’s Almanac was the most widely read and quoted almanac. 

 
Part C: ROOSEVELT – the one discussed in the key informants group 

 
 
 
 

5 
 
 
 
 

10 
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      The first American Roosevelt, Claes Martenszen van Rosenvelt, arrived from Holland in 
the 1640s, when New York was a tiny settlement of 800 people living in eighty houses on 
Manhattan Island. By the middle of the eighteenth century, when New York had become a 
bustling port of 25,000, there were fifty Roosevelt families, and Claes’s descendants were 
already showing a talent for associating themselves with the forces of boom and expansion in 
American economic life. 
      In the third generation of Roosevelts, two of the brothers, Johannes and Jacobus, took the 
family into real estate with the purchase of the Beekman Swamp, a venture that was to have a 
lasting effect on the city and on their own fortunes.  
      The first Roosevelt to achieve distinction was Isaac, a trader who ended his business 
career as president of New York’s first bank. Isaac’s cousin James, after service with the 
Revolutionary army, founded Roosevelt & Son, a hardware business that swiftly expanded 
into building supplies. When James’s grandson, Cornelius Roosevelt, was head of the firm, it 
imported most of the plate glass for homes being built in the processing nation. Cornelius’s 
chief distinction was his wealth – one of the richest men in New York. Two Roosevelts – 
Theodore and Franklin Delano – became president of the United States. 



Appendices 203

Part D: ZORA N. HURSTON 
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        Zora Neale Hurston was born in 1901 in Florida. When Hurston was nine, her 
mother’s death and her father’s speedy remarriage ended her childhood and left her in 
charge of her own life. Her passion for education took her to Howard University in 
Washington in 1918. While at Howard, Hurston began to write and to make contact with 
some of the leading figures of the Harlem Renaissance, a flowering of black literature and 
art in the New York of the 1920s. She eventually moved to New York, where she worked 
as a secretary to the popular romantic writer and continued her studies at Barnard College.  
         A student of anthropology, Hurston devoted the five years following her graduation 
to the collection of rural black folklore in Haiti, the West Indies, and the American South. 
Her ear for the rhythms of speech and her daring in seeking initiation into many voodoo 
cults resulted in ethnographic studies such as Mules and Men, which conveyed the 
dynamism of rural black culture.  
      Their Eyes Were Watching God (1937), her novel about a black woman finding 
happiness in simple farm life, is now very famous, although for thirty years after 
publication, it was largely unread, and dismissed by the male literary establishment.  

 
4) In the session of data collection 4 

WHEN WOMEN VIE WITH WOMEN 
WHEN WOMEN VIE WITH WOMEN (Part A)  
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1) Laurie Bernstein well remembers starting at a small Southern law firm and getting 
distinctly icy treatment from the only other woman lawyer on the staff. When Bernstein 
was given one of her female colleague’s cases to handle, she discovered that she was not 
getting the court documents, letters and other important papers she needed to handle the 
case. Late one evening, she and a senior partner found the missing material hidden in the 
woman’s mailbox. Ms. Sabotage was severely reprimanded. “I felt terrible,” recalls 
Bernstein, 30. “I had expected a camaraderie to emerge between the two of us as the only 
female lawyers at the firm. But quite the opposite occurred.” 
2) Now, hold on a minute. This is not the way it was supposed to be. All of that 
demonstrating and pamphleteering in the early ‘70s was supposed to have helped women 
move into professional and managerial jobs without resorting to destructive behavior. But 
as more women rise in the corporate power structure, they are discovering, much to their 
dismay, that they are not always sisters under the skin after all. In fact, many of them are 
acting suspiciously like … well … men. “Now women are encouraged to be as aggressive 
as men on the job,” write Psychotherapists Luise Eichenbaum and Susie Orbach, co-
authors of the just published book Between Women: Love, Envy, and Competition in 
Women’s Friendships. 

 
Pamphleteering: distributing pamphlets or small booklets of information about a particular topic. 
Supporters of a cause often use pamphleteering to publicize their message. 
Sister: another woman (not one’s real sister). Feminists often refer to other women as sisters in order to 
create a feeling of unity. 
 
WHEN WOMEN VIE WITH WOMEN (Part B)  
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3) Like many feminists, the authors have spent many years trying to comprehend women’s 
world. They then argue that female bonds are being broken as women discover that “the 
feelings of competition and envy, the scurry for approval, the wish to be acknowledged and 
noticed by other women are now a part of their daily work lives.” Nor do some younger 
women seem to care much about feminist ideals. “I see a lot less concern among younger 
women about sticking together,” declares Nancy Ferree-Clark, associate minister at Duke 
University. “They don’t feel the allegiance to the women’s movement that older women 
do. They say, “Gee, I can work on my own. Why should I? ” 
4) Things can get pretty nasty behind the great suits and the hint of Giorgio perfume. In a 
recently published book, Woman to Woman: From Sabotage to Support (New Horizon 
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Press; $18.95), the author Judith Briles sets down nearly 300 pages of testimonials. They 
are supporting the hypothesis that women are attacking women in the workplace. They do 
it with carefully hidden venom and viciousness. “If women are going to sabotage someone, 
it’s more likely to be another woman than a man,” declares Briles, 42, a former Palo Alto, 
Calif., stockbroker. 

 
allegiance: loyalty; obligation. Today’s professional women may have less allegiance to their female 
colleagues than they used to. 
Giorgio: a brand of very expensive perfume. It is often associated with wealth and snobbishness.  
scurry: exciting movement. 
Venom: literally, a poison produced by certain animals, such as snakes; here, serious ill will directed at 
others. 
 
WHEN WOMEN VIE WITH WOMEN (Part C) – the one discussed in the key informants group 
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5) While hard competition occurs among women, many women have experienced 
something different. “I have found a tremendous amount of helping and generosity among 
the women in my industry,” says Mary McCarthy, 42, a senior vice president at MGM/UA 
Communications in Beverly Hills. Lawyers Renee Berliner Rush, 31, and Julie Anne 
Banon, 32, say they became best friends while working for a Manhattan executive-search 
firm. “From the day we began working together, we believed that the way to succeed was 
to work with and help each other, not to work against each other,” says Rush. The two 
women now run their own headhunting firm for lawyers.  
6) There may be a tendency for women to be more jealous of one another than men are of 
their colleagues, says Niles Newton, a scientist at Northwestern Medical School. She thinks 
that it arises “from insecurities because they haven’t been in the workplace as long as 
men.” Assertiveness and rivalry also make many women feel uncomfortable, “and it 
becomes much more a problem in the workplace,” says Anne Frenkel, a social worker with 
the Chicago Women’s Therapy Collective. “Women have to understand that being 
competitive with someone doesn’t mean you don’t like them. Men can be competitive and 
still be friends.” 

 
Assertiveness: extremely confident actions; aggressiveness. Now that more women are climbing the 
corporate ladder, they are showing the same assertiveness as their male colleagues. 
 
WHEN WOMEN VIE WITH WOMEN (Part D)  
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7) Friendships between women – what Simone de Beauvoir called “warm intimacy” – are 
too often the casualties of success these days. Eichenbaum, 35, and Orbach, 41, are 
concerned that “in the world of every-woman-for-herself, the good friendship is tragically 
undermined.” That sometimes happens when women win promotions and find themselves 
supervising women who were once close friends. “I tend not to have relationships with 
women I supervise,” says Kathy Schrier, 40, a union administrator in Manhattan. “Some 
women can’t make that break, though, and it hurts them as managers.” 
8) Other women have problems relating to their female bosses. Even though McCarthy has 
high praise for her female colleagues, she admits that in the past she has “felt sabotaged” 
by executive secretaries. “It was jealousy of my position from someone on a lower level,” 
she says. Corporate Lawyer Deborah Dugan, 29, recalls that when she joined a Los 
Angeles law firm, her assigned female secretary “refused to work for me. She said she 
would have trouble taking orders from another female.” 
9) How can women cope with these conflicts? Chicago’s Frenkel believes professional 
women must stop taking another woman’s success as a personal affront. “They have to 
separate out business from personal issues,” she says.  

 
Affront: an insult; an offending remark or act 
Undermined: damaged 
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Appendix 11: Forms and Notes Used in Cooperative Learning Implementation 
 
1. The preference form: 
 

Preference Form 
___ – ___ – 2008   
Expert team number:  
Student name: _________________ 
How do you like working with   ______________ ?   1   2   3   4 

  ______________ ?   1   2   3   4 
 ______________ ?   1   2   3   4 
 ______________ ?   1   2   3   4 
 ______________ ?   1   2   3   4 

 
  (Note: 1= not at all; 2 = a little; 3 = some; 4 = very much) 

 
 
2. The note for the first observing group:  
 

1. How did the student(s) ask for help from others? What did the student(s) say? 
2. How did the student(s) give assistance to make others understand?  
    What language expression(s) was/were used?   
3. Did the students support one another in the group?  

How was the attitude? Were any students respected? Sympathetic? Ignored?  
Ruthless? Dominative?  

4. Note down any breakdown in the flow of the discussion and its causes. 
 
 
3. The note the second observing group:  
 

1. List 2-3 things the captain was doing well and 1 thing you consider the captain  
    can improve. 
2. List 2-3 things the secretary was doing well and 1 thing you consider the 
    secretary can improve. 
3. List 2-3 things the time keeper was doing well and 1 thing you consider the time 
    keeper can improve. 
4. List 2-3 things the speaker was doing well in the group and 1 thing you consider 
    the speaker can improve. 

 
 
4. The guidance to perform the group task: 
 

GUIDE FOR GROUP WORK 
Step 1: about 5 minutes for the ‘K’ part:  

WHAT I (THINK) I KNOW (K) 
WHAT I (THINK) I WILL KNOW (K) AFTER READING THE TEXT 

Step 2: about 30 minutes for the ‘W’ part 
   about 5 minutes for Individual reading  
   about 5 minutes for Individual completion of  

WHAT I WANT TO KNOW OR CHECK (W) related to (a) main idea(s)/  
main discussion/purpose of the text, (b) inferences (implied information),  
and (c) factual information 

   about 20 minutes for Discussion 
Step 3: about 5 minutes for the ‘L’ part : WHAT I HAVE LEARNED (L) 
Step 4: about 10 minutes for Group Worksheet completion  
Step 5: about 5 minutes for the speaker to report the result of group work. 
Total: + 50-55 minutes 
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5. The guidance to perform the group task in the home team: 
 

GUIDE FOR HOME TEAM DISCUSSION 
Step 1: Expert 1 in action (about 7 minutes) 

- Expert 1 tells his/her expertise.  
- The others complete the ‘W’ part of the individual worksheet. 
- Expert 1 questions the others to check comprehension. 

Step 2: Expert 2 in action (about 7 minutes) 
- Expert 2 tells his/her expertise.  
- The others complete the ‘W’ part of the individual worksheet. 
- Expert 2 questions the others to check comprehension. 

Step 3: Expert 3 in action (about 7 minutes) 
Step 4: Expert 4 in action (about 7 minutes) 
Step 5: Group Worksheet completion (about 5 minutes) 
Total: + 30 minutes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendices 207

Appendix 12: Research Data 
 
Global Setting:  
        A regular class of Reading 2 at ‘W’ University, Surabaya, Indonesia. After the student 
attendance was checked, the teacher started the Jigsaw session. She reminded the students about 
the cooperative learning principles highlighting the positive interdependence and individual 
accountability. She led the ‘K’ step of the modified Ogle’s K-W-L to activate the students’ 
background knowledge. The students then formed their expert teams. Each expert team was 
provided with a big envelope with the table of grouping attached. Inside were the reading materials 
(labeled Parts A, B, C, D for Expert Teams 1, 2, 3. 4 respectively), expert team individual 
worksheets, a group worksheet for expert team, and a set of role cards. After the expert team 
discussion, the students were asked to form their home teams. Each home team was provided with 
a folder with the table of grouping attached. Inside were the home team individual worksheets, a 
group worksheet for home team, and a set of role cards. Each student then shared their expertise to 
their peers in the respective home team. After the home team discussion, the students took the quiz 
individually. During the expert team and home team discussion, the teacher excluded herself 
completely from the student group discussion.  
 
Transcription Features: (Transcription convention is adapted from van Lier, 1988) 
Xx = incomprehensible speech, probably one word or a phrase; Xxx = incomprehensible speech 
beyond phrase length. Segments between (  ) indicate probable item. Segments between ((  )) 
indicate the writer’s additional note. Three dots (…) shows pause. Segments between [  ] indicate 
phonetic transcription. Indented segments commencing with hyphens signify overlapping speech. 
Segments underlined indicate the phrases or sentences appearing in the passage or those discussed. 
Segments between / / indicate the translation of the previous part. Segments highlighted in bold 
indicate audibly enhanced stress; silence which exists more than 7 seconds is indicated as ((long 
silence)). 
 
Note:  
KI1 = Key Informant 1; KI2 = Key Informant 2; KI3 = Key Informant 3; KI4 = Key Informant 4; 
KI5 = Key Informant 5; LL = several or all key informants simultaneously.  
 
Data 1 Collection: 
        It was 31 October 2008 – the third Jigsaw session. There were 19 students. The students’ 
background knowledge was activated by the teacher’s question “What comes to your mind when 
you hear ‘Saving Language’?” After this elicitation, the students were asked to continue with the 
group task: discussing the reading text entitled ‘Saving Language’. 
        The transcribed Data 1 show the expert team discussion of the key informants assigned to 
master Part C, paragraphs 6-8 of the text ‘Saving Language’ (the complete text is in Appendix 10). 
KI1 and KI3 were absent. KI2 was the captain. KI4 was the encourager (the role assigned to her) 
and time keeper (the role assigned to KI3).  KI5 was the speaker (the role assigned to her) and 
secretary (the role assigned to KI1).   
 
Data 1: 
1 KI2 : Er OK friends, let’s skip the ‘K’ part and now let’s er … silent reading … do the 

silent reading. 
2 KI4 : Yes, er we have er … 10 minutes for silent reading and individual completion. 
3 KI2 : OK, thank you. ((laughter))  
4 KI2 : ((About 8 minutes later after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of the 

worksheet)) Er, OK then (let’s do) the discussion. Er OK, have you all … 
finished with your reading? 

5 KI4  : I haven’t find the main idea. ((spoken softly)) 
6 KI2 : Er … er ... I find one main idea … maybe, er but I don’t know if … if it is right 
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or wrong. ((laughter)) … I think the main idea is the example story of 
endangered language. 

7 KI4  : Sorry? 
8 KI2  : The example of story, eh /oh no/ the example story of endangered language. 
9 KI4  : Where is it?  
10 KI2  : Er … the first line … famous cases which can be done to give new life to 

languages that are seriously endangered
11 KI5 : Er ((laughter)) I have the same idea … with you. 
12 KI4  : The example …  
13 KI2 : The example  
14 KI4 :       --the example the example what? 
15 KI2 : Story. The example story… of the endangered language. Something like this. 

(Maybe, but) I don’t know (if it’s correct). What do you think? 
16 KI4 : I have no idea. I can’t concentrate, I don’t know. … How about you, KI5? 
17 KI5 : I have the same main idea with her. ((long silence)) so …  
18 KI4 : ((laughter))  
19 KI5 : What do you think? 
20 KI4 : OK, OK ... because I have no idea ((laughter)) so (I’ll just follow) ((laughter))  
21 KI2 : OK. And related to inferences … KI4? 
22 KI4 : I don’t get it. ((long silence)) xxx 
23 KI2 : Hah? /pardon?/ 
24 KI4 : I don’t get it. ((long silence)) 
25 KI2 : Er … ((long silence)) 
26 KI5 : How about you, KI2? ((intended to be: What is your inference, KI2?)) 
27 KI2 : Maybe Romansch language in Switzerland are spoken by a lot of people … 

because er … it’s stated here that … in paragraph 8 It was spoken in five very 
different dialects. Er ... So … I think a lot of people spoke Romansch language 
and … er they have their own dialect … Maybe. ((long silence)) KI4? 
((laughter)) 

28 KI4 : ((laughter)) ((long silence)) 
29 KI2 : Any other inferences? ((long silence)) KI4? ((long silence)) 
30 KI4  : I … didn’t get it. Maybe later. 
31 KI2 : Later and then … just skip it. And … about the factual information … 
32 KI5 : Er I get one factual information but I don’t know if … (it’s) true or false.  
33 LL : ((laughter))  
34 KI5  : I think … the factual information … is Romansch has … eh Romansch was 

spoken in five … very different dialect. In … paragraph 8 … first … up to … 
second line. 

35 KI2 : That’s that’s just the same with mine. ((laughter)) Why don’t you say something 
(else)? 

36 LL : ((laughter)) 
37 KI4 : Er … in paragraph 7, Maori in New Zealand has been maintained by a system … 

of … so-called language nest. ((long silence)) 
38 KI2 : Emm … ((long silence)) Another one, (what is your fact) KI4? ((long silence)) 
39 KI4 : What what do you think about Welsh? Welsh is the kind of 2 language or … 

what do you think? 
40 KI2 : Welsh? 
41 KI4 : Welsh ... Welsh ... 
42 KI5 : Which … line? 
43 KI4 : 2nd line. 
44 KI5 : 2nd line from the? 
45 KI4 : From the top. ((long silence)) 
46 KI2 : Er … maybe Welsh is … the kind of the example of the Celtic … languages 
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47 KI4 : So Welsh is a language. 
48 KI2  : Er ... I think Welsh is a language. … What about you, KI5? … 
49 KI5 : Welsh … I think … 
50 KI2 : It’s the name of country? 
51 KI5  :                           --Yeah, it’s a name of country and … it’s a name of a language.     
52 KI2 :                                                                                                        --a language. … 
53 KI4 : The name of the language. 
54 KI5 : The name of country. 
55 KI4 : The name of the country? 
56 KI2 : I think it’s the name of a language, but KI5 said that it is the name of a country. 

((laughter)) 
57 KI5  : Because er … protect the status of Welsh now. So Welsh have the law. 
58 KI4 : I think Welsh is a kind of ancient language, something like that, so and … there 

is seldom people speak … well … and then … I don’t know. 
59 KI2 : I think Welsh is the language, but their country is Wales itu  

w-a-l-e-s (the one written as W-a-l-e-s is the county)  
60 KI4 :      --wales ((pronounced [wəls])) 
61 KI2 : er ... paragraph 6 the last part. So Welsh is the language. 
62 KI5 : I agree. ((long silence)) 
63 KI4 : So Maori, Maori is er … an organization which provide children under 5 …  

with a domestic setting. Do you think … it can be a fact? … (Is it) factual 
information, KI2? 

64 KI2 : So yeah, (but) do you think that … Maori is an organization? 
65 KI4 : Yes. You know this is a language nest ... so … 
66 KI2 : I think … It’s like a place that er … we keep our language. 
67 KI4 : Yes. … So Maori is a organization which provide children under 5 year, under 5 

with a domestic ... (domestic setting) 
68 KI2 : ((long silence)) Er … ((long silence)) 
69 KI5 

KI4? 
: This one also ... The staff are all Maori speaker from the local community. It can 

be a factual, I think. 
70 KI2 : The staff of … this organization … 
71 KI5 : Yes. Er ... What you think? 
72 KI2 : Er … wait wait wait. ((long silence)) So … the two language acts the is ... the 

first one is Maori in New Zealand and the second one ... 
73 KI4  : Switzerland? 
74 KI2 : Switzerland … But Romansch is a … language? 
75 KI4 : In Switzerland, Romansch was facing in a difficult situation.
76 KI2 : It was spoken in very … in five very different dialect.  … So … what is 

Romansch? It’s the name of place or 
77 KI5 :                  --I think it’s the name of language language 
78 KI2  :                                                                   --language 
79 KI5 : Yeah, yeah it’s the language, because in here the xx passage ... it was spoken in 

five dialect. … 
80 KI2 : So the example of the organization is only one ya? Maori in New Zealand 
81 KI5 : --Sorry? 
82 KI2 : The organization here ... is … only Maori in New Zealand? 
83 KI5 : The organization? 
84 KI2 : Ya ... So the … (organization here is only Maori in New Zealand?) 
85 KI5 : Ya  
86 KI2 :  --the language is … the languages are Welsh, Faroese and Romansch. But 

Maori is the name of a place. … Ya. Am I right? 
87 KI5 : A name … of organization? 
88 KI2 : Ya … not the name of a place 
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89 KI5 : Ya 
90 KI4 : xxx what do you mean they are mean … organization xx in New Zealand?  
91 KI2 : No no ...er  I think the language is only Welsh, Faroese and Romansch. Ya ... 

Maori is a name of of an organization … so it is not a language. 
92 KI5 : Ya ya 
93 KI4 : ((trying to rephrase)) I mean I mean that are mean ... xxx in New Zealand 

organization which provide ...  
94 KI2 : Children under 5 ... It’s a factual information. I think. 
95 KI4 :                                                  --Yeah, factual information. So ... (it) mean in 

New Zealand there are many organizations, right? 
96 KI5 : Yeah ... (that’s what it means). 
97 KI4  : provide children under 5 ... It’s very easy to find factual information ...  
98 LL : ((laughter)) 
99 KI4 : but for inference and the main idea … we have to be … (working harder) 
100 KI2 : OK we have found er … I think it’s enough for factual information ... and (let’s 

do this part) What you don’t understand about this text? … OK. ‘What I don’t 
understand’ ... ((reading task 2.d mentioned in the worksheet)) 

101 KI4 : Er ... reviving ((pronounced [reviviŋ])) ... reviving ((again pronounced 
[reviviŋ])) ... What does the meaning? ((the word is not written in her worksheet; 
it just comes up when it was time to deal with this particular section)). 

102 KI2 : Reviving [revaiviŋ] 
103 KI4 :    --Reviving  [reviviŋ] the language is …  ((long silence)) 
104 KI2 : Er … er … ‘revive’ [revaiv] means … 
105 KI4 : ‘refresh’, right? 
106 KI2 : like like ‘refresh’. Ya, so reviving is refreshing ... So ... we try to ... make it new. 

((long silence)) 
107 KI4 : So what is the main idea? ((laughter)) Er … I think, first, it is type of the action 

... 
108 KI2 : Ya, action to ... ((laughter)) ... how to ... how to revive [revaiv] 
109 KI4 :                                                                   --how to reviving [reviviŋ]… language. 
110 KI2 : Yeah. ((laughter)) so I think it’s not ‘the example story of endangered language’ 

… because it’s not ... it it talk not only about the language, but but also the 
action. 

111 KI4 : Ya. 
112 KI5 : --Ya. 
113 KI4 : So ... I think (it is) the action to reviving [revaiviŋ]  … reviving [revaiviŋ] 

language. … or of language? 
114 KI2 : Er languages … ((long silence)) How many minutes already, KI4? 
115 KI4 : Oh ... We have … 4 minutes left. 
116 KI2 : For the group discussion? 
117 KI4 : For the group (discussion) ... Yes ... For the group discussion. For all. This is 

now still 22 ((it’s the time the stop watch shows)) 
118 KI2 : So we can xxx stop discussion ... OK, have you already understand about … the 

text?  
119 KI4 : I think … I I think … (let’s go) back to the main idea … the main idea. I say 

how about if I say it’s about the act ...  or the action to revive ((pronounced 
[revaiv])) the all languages. 

120 KI2 : Yeah, I agree with you ... because ... first of all, er let’s see paragraph 6 ... er ... I 
think er in here we can see that er the … the action to protect Welsh language is 
by … er ... this one ... Two Language Acts protect the status of Welsh. I think it 
is a ... an action to protect Welsh ... 

121 KI5 : Yeah ...  
122 KI2 : and then, for the Maori …er for ... er ... the second one ... about this one ... er 
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Maori in New Zealand, protect what kind of language? 
123 LL : Maori language ... 
124 KI2 : So Maori is also a name of language? 
125 KI4 : has been maintained by a system of so-called
126 KI2 :                                                        -- of so-called ‘language nest’ ... 
127 KI5 : So I think it some kind of the … group. 
128 KI4 : Yah ... so we can share or xx or save something about the language. 
129 KI2 : Emm… 
130 KI5 : Provide children
131 KI2 : And the Switzerland ... er ... the Romansch 
132 KI4 : Er ... I … I think ... I think that ... ((laughter)) ((long silence)) I think it’s emm ... 

in Maori there, they try to … they try to save ... er ... from local language. 
133 KI2 : Emm …  
134 KI4 : So the staff, or … the Maori staff ... they er … from the local community, local 

community is er Maori dialect like that. 
135 KI2 : Also the Maori speaker is the 
136 KI4 :                              --from the local community, so the people is from that … that 

that place, that area ... the people who are ... who the one ... er ... to be a teacher  
137 KI2 :     --Ya. 
138 KI4 : for the children under 5 ... 
139 KI2 : OK. … So ... all of us agree that the main idea is ‘the action to revive language’. 
140 KI4 : Yeah. 
141 KI2 : Er what about the group discussion? ((long silence)) Oh this is as the … one of 

other inference … er ‘Language is passed from one generation to next 
generation’. You can see from here. … ((laughter)) Maori 

142 KI4 : --keep Maori skills alive after leaving the nests. As the children grow older, they 
will hopefully become role models to a new ge generation of young children.

143 KI2 : So that they want that, after they leave the nest, they can speak the Maori better. 
144 KI4 : Yes, the Maori Maori skills, what they have learnt before.  
145 KI2 : Yeah … 
146 KI4 : so the inferences is … 
147 KI5 : so … we also we can conclude that ...  
148 KI4 : language is passed on from one generation to one generation ... ((laughter)) 
149 KI2 : Oh language is spoken from generation to the …  
150 LL : To the next generation. 
151 KI4 : Yeah ... they hope that after they study here we they can (pass the language)  
152 KI2 :                                                                         --((laughter)) Ya, I understand what 

you mean. I can say xxx ((laughter)) ((long silence)) xx  
153 KI4 : Ya, let’s go. 
154 KI2 :        --Let’s go to the group worksheet. ((the discussion centers on the completion 

of the group worksheet)) 
155 KI5 : What what er what will ... (what should I write)? er ... related to the main idea. 
156 KI2 : The action to reviving languages ...  yeah ... ((laughter)) 
157 KI5 : And how about the inferences? 
158 KI4 : The inferences … 
159 KI2 : Oh … maybe I have one, so Welsh is the language in Wales. Er I don’t know 

how to pronounce ‘Welsh’ [wels] … and ‘Wales’ [weils]. Am I correct?   
160 KI5 : Which one? 
161 KI2 : This one, w-e-l-s-h. Welsh is the language of Wales. 
162 KI4 : It’s the factual (information), right?  
163 KI2 : Er no ... This is the … inferences, I guess … Because it’s not stated ... 

((laughter)) 
164 KI4 : I think my inferences is what I said before but it’s different (from) what you 
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think. ((laughter)) 
165 KI2 : Other inference … xx Oh maybe KI5 say that ‘Romansch language is spoken by 

… xx Romansch language is spoken by large number of people’ ... 
166 KI5 : Would you repeat it again? ((trying to take notes as she is the secretary)) 
167 KI2 : Romansch language is spoken by a large number … of people ((spoken very 

slowly for KI5 to complete the group worksheet)) Paragraph 8 line 13 to 15. 
168 KI5 : spoken by large ... ((still taking the notes)) 
169 KI2 : a large number of people ... ((dictating)) ((long silence))  

KI4, er… have you … already got your inferences? 
170 KI4 : ((laughter)) The inferences ... ‘Hopefully hopefully Maori children became role 

model to the new generation to the new generation’ ... 
171 KI5 : Maori, Maori children ... Maori ... 
172 KI4 : Maori children ... hopefully become role model to  
173 KI5 : new generation  
174 KI4 :         --To a new generation of young children ... 
175 KI2 : The new generation of? 
176 KI4 : Of young children. 
177 KI5 : --Of young children. 
178 KI2 : Can you give me the evidence? 
179 KI4 : The … evidence? … From paragraph 2  
180 KI2 : ((Laughter)) ((intended to be: “Are you sure it’s paragraph 2? Our text consists 

of paragraphs 6, 7, and 8; no paragraph 2))  
181 KI4 : Oh (not paragraph 2 but) from paragraph 7. ((long silence))  OK, … so ... the 

factual information that ((intended to be: so another factual information to write 
is)) … 

182 KI5 : The Romansch was spoken in five very different dialect.  
183 KI2 :                                                                  --dialect. Ya, paragraph 8 line 13, right? 
184 KI5 : Ya. 
185 KI2 : and then, like KI4 said that Maori in New Zealand has been maintained (by) ... a 

system of so-called language nest ... Paragraph 7... I think that’s the … factual 
information. 

186 KI4 : Maori in New Zealand is an organization which Maori in New Zealand  
has been

187 KI2 :    --has been ... maintained ... ((trying to rephrase)) line 5 ...  
188 KI4 : And also I added ... The staff are the staff are all Maori speaker from the local 

community.
189 KI5 : Line 5. 
190 KI2 : Hah? /pardon?/ 
191 KI5 : Line 5 up to 7, or just line 5? ((still writing the previous factual information)) 
192 KI2 : Line 5, just line 5 ... only line 5. ((long silence)) OK, have we done? ((laughter)) 
193 KI4 : Yeah. Maybe time for (comprehension question). 
194 KI2 :                      --Yeah KI5, is it the time for comprehension question?  
195 KI4  : Er OK. Yeah, I have one ... ((laughter)) er ‘Where is the staff of Maori in New 

Zealand come from?’ 
196 KI5 : ‘Where is’ what? 
197 KI4 : ‘Where is the staff’ … ((laughter)) 
198 KI2 : ‘Where do the staff … of Maori in New Zealand … come from?’ ((long silence)) 
199 KI5  : Where … do the … ((writing)) … How about ‘How many different dialect 

Romanschs have?’ …  How many different dialect that Romanschs … er …  
200 KI4 : ‘How many dialect  
201 KI2 :            --‘do the Romanschs have er … does (or ‘do’)? Romansch is singular or 

plural? ((laughter)) 
202 KI5 : Romansch ... 
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203 KI4 : Romansch is a language, right? ... So ‘How many dialects does the Romansch 
have?’ 

204 KI5 : --(Is it) ‘does the Romansch have’?  
205 KI2 : Ya. … KI4, give me one ((laughter)) … Give one question. 
206 KI4 : Me? Oh, wait, wait ... Er I haven’t finished this. ‘How many dialect does 

Romansch have … have spoken? … 
207 KI2 : Hah? /pardon?/ Oh ya. Does the Romansch spoken, not ‘have’ ... I think if it’s 

‘have’, it’s more than one ... 
208 KI4 : ‘How many dialect does the Romansch was spoken?’ (Is it) right? 
209 KI2 : Romansch was spoken 
210 KI5 : ‘Does Romansch ... was spoken?’ ((reading while writing)) ((long silence)) 
211 KI2 : It is difficult to make questions. ((laughter)) ((long silence)) 
212 KI4 : How many dialect ((writing))  

((long silence; time spent for writing)) and then ((long silence; time spent for 
writing)) 

213 KI4  : ‘What they want … after the children leaving the nest?’ 
214 KI5 : ‘What they want … after …’ 
215 KI4 : ‘the children leaving the nest ... the language nest’ 
216 KI5 : ‘What they want after the children …  
217 KI4 : leave …  in the language nest ...’ ‘After leaving the language nest’ ... ‘After they 

leave’ ya /isn’t it/?   
218 KI5 : ‘What they want … after …  
219 LL : the children leave ... 
220 KI5 : the language next ((KI5 mixed up ‘nest’ and ‘next’; in the worksheet she wrote 

‘next’)) 
221 KI2 : Yeah … 
222 KI4 : the language nest. OK. 
223 KI2 : We still have time? What about the time, KI4? 
224 KI4  36 ((it’s the time the stop watch shows)) 
225 KI2 : Er ... So we have to … do … our rehearsal. Who wants to be the first one? ... 

How about the speaker first? Who is the speaker? ((long silence))  So, who will 
be the first one? ((long silence))  

226 KI4 : You 
227 KI2 : Hah? (Really?) Me first? … Er ... er maybe first of all, I will explain about the 

main idea that it’s the it’s the action to revive languages ... and then after that I 
will … er prove my … answer by giving them factual information and the 
inferences ... like emm … the staff of Maori in New Zealand from the local 
community and then Romansch language was spoken in five different dialect. 
After that I will give them … the … comprehension questions that we … have 
already make ... we … have already made. 

228 KI4 : Five language was spoken in different dialect, right? 
229 KI2  : Yeah. ((long silence)) 
230 KI4 : What do you mean? Five language was spoken in different dialect? the language 

is ...? 
231 KI2 : Romansch Romansch ... Romansch language was spoken in five very different 

dialect … xxx Yeah, the different one is the dialect, not the language. 
232 LL : Ya. 
233 KI2  : Yeah ... ((laughter)) 
234 KI4  : The Romansch was spoken in  
235 KI2  :                                   --Yeah ... yeah ... in five different dialect. And then … So, 

KI4? (your turn to rehearse now). 
236 KI4  : My main idea is the action to revive [reviv] ... revive [revaiv] the languages ... 

and then ... the inference ... Maori children hopefully become role model to a 
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new generation of young children. 
237 KI2 : Yeah and then? 
238 KI4  : OK and then more than five language ... er … Romansch language was spoken 

in five different language. 
239 KI2 : What about the question? Er are you going to give them the question?  
240 KI4 : Yeah 
241 KI2 :  --the question  
242 KI4 :            --‘Where do staff of Maori speaker come from?’ ... and then ‘How many 

dialect does Romansch was spoken?’ ... and then ... ‘What they what they want 
after the children leave the language nest?’ 

243 KI2 :                        --‘What they want after the children leave in the language nest?’ 
244 KI4 : Yeah ... 
245 KI2 : And KI5? 
246 KI5 : OK, I will tell them about … main idea of er part C. 
247 KI2 : Part C. 
248 KI5 : Yeah ... Part C ...  And then give them er inferences ... and factual information ... 

and maybe I will ask them one, just one question about 
249 KI2 :                                                                   --Only one question? 
250 KI5 : Yeah ... about ... yeah ... (I finish with my rehearsal). 
251 KI2 : Er … We have already finished ... and KI4 ... do we have time? 
252 KI4  : 40 minutes ... 5 minutes left, right? 
253 KI2 : Yeah ... er do you want to ask something? Er do you still confuse … about 

something? 
254 KI4 : No. 
255 KI2 : No. So … just end the session? 
256 KI4 : Xxx we have to learn (check) the report from (the speaker) 
257 KI2 :                                               --Oh ya ... the speaker (report, please) ... ((laughter)) 
258 KI5 : Er today er ... we share about saving language part C ... and the main idea is the 

action to reviving languages ... and we have we have … 3 inferences ... First is 
the Welsh … is the language of Wales ... and then Romansch language is spoken 
by a large number of people ... and the last one is ‘Maori children hopefully 
become role model to a new generation of young children’  

259 KI2 : Yeah ...  
260 KI5 : And … the factual information are … ‘Romansch was spoken in five very 

different dialect’ and ‘Maori in New Zealand has been … 
261 KI2 : maintained [meinteind] 
262 KI5 : --maintained [meinteined] ... maintained [meinteind] by a system of so-called 

language next ((written in her worksheet as ‘next’ not ‘nest’)) ... and then we 
have … we have 3 comprehension questions. First one is ‘Where is the staff of 
Maori in New Zealand come from?’  Second is ‘How many dialect does 
Romansch was spoken?’ And the last one is ‘What they want after the children 
leave the language next ((written in her worksheet as ‘next’ not ‘nest’))?’ 

263 KI2 : Yeah. Thank you ... so we have finished already the discussion … Thank you … 
friend. 

 
Data 2 Collection: 
        It was 5 November 5, 2008 – the fourth Jigsaw session. There were 19 students. The students’ 
background knowledge was activated by the teacher’s question “What comes to your mind when 
you hear ‘Noah Webster’? After this elicitation, the students were asked to continue with the group 
task: discussing the reading text ‘Noah Webster’. 
        The transcribed Data 2 show the expert team discussion of the key informants assigned to 
master Part C, a section about Webster’s influence on American pronunciation (the complete text 
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is in Appendix 10). All key informants were present. KI1 was the captain. KI2 was the speaker. KI 
3 was the secretary. KI4 and KI5 were the encourager and time keeper respectively. 
 
Data 2: 
1 KI1 : Ok, friends, er today we will read about the passage Noah Webster. I think we 

should do … the silent reading … Now, start. 
2 KI1 : ((About 9 minutes later after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of the 

worksheet)) OK everybody done? xx I think we should start with the discussion. 
OK, I think we should start with the discussion. Er ehm related to main ideas main 
discussion or purpose of the text, KI3, what you got? 

3 KI3 : I think the main idea is about the … the … story … about Webster’s influence on 
American pronunciation. 

4 KI1 : What? /Pardon?/ 
5 KI3 : The story. 
6 KI1 : Oh, ‘story’. 
7 KI3 : Er ... About Webster’s influence on American pronunciation. 
8 KI1 : You ... KI2. 
9 KI2 : Er I think the American language starts improving. 
10 KI4 : Er I think American English was influenced by Webster. 
11 KI1 : OK, next (person). ((intended to be: KI5, what do you think is the main idea?)) 
12 KI5 : About ‘Webster discovered how inadequate the available schoolbooks were for 

American children’. 
13 KI1 : and that was (those books were) created by him. I think I got the same thing with 

… (the same answer as KI4’s) What’s what’s your name again? I forgot… 
14 KI4 : ((laughter)) KI4 (is my name). 
15 KI1 : -- Ini KI5. Ini KI4. /This is KI5. This KI4/ ((identifying his team mates))  

Er … Ya, Webster made a big influence in the development of American English. 
Then related to inferences … KI4? 

16 KI4 : Me? Er … My inference is ‘Even though American language er ... (that has) 
distinct meaning and spelling and pronunciation (from British English) but the 
American language is developing.’ 

17 KI1 : Hmm ... From what paragraph?  
18 KI4 : Paragraph 2. 
19 KI1 : Paragraph 2. (What about your inference,) KI3? 
20 KI3 : … Not very different with KI4 ... ((laughter))  
21 KI1 : What is it? 
22 KI3 :       --Webster wants to show the development of American English that have 

distinction with British English.  
23 KI1 :     --KI2 
24 KI3 :         --(It’s taken) from paragraph 2 line 13 to 15 
25 KI1 : Don’t forget to write it down. 
26 KI2 : Just the same with KI3, but … I say that ‘Webster wants the American language 

improved’. 
27 KI1 : Hmm … Good. 
28 KI5 : I think the inference is in paragraph 2 line 2 up to 3 about ‘Webster discovered 

books for American children’.  
29 KI2 : Ha? /Pardon?/ 
30 KI3 : Pardon me? 
31 KI5 : I think the inference is in er in paragraph one ... line 2 up to 3 about ‘Webster 

discovered … books for American children’. 
32 KI1 : Er … er for me I got (an inference) … from paragraph 1 line 2 … ‘Webster was a 

teacher’…  
33 LL : ((laughter))  
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34 KI1 : OK, factual information. Factual information. You again, (KI5). 
35 KI5 : In paragraph 2 line 6 up to 7. 
36 KI1 : Hmm. 
37 KI5 : American Spelling Book was used in thousands of schools over a great many 

years.
38 KI1 : OK, KI3? 
39 KI3 : Er … From paragraph 1 line 2 up to 3: Webster discovered how inadequate the 

avai the available schoolbooks were for American children.
40 KI1 : The the in inadequacy … That’s the fact. 
41 KI3 : He-eh  /yes/ 
42 KI1 : OK, KI2. 
43 KI2 : Er … From paragraph 2 line 8 to 9: Webster recommended that when pupils were 

learning to spell, they should pronounce each syllable of a word … separately.
44 KI4 : Me? 
45 KI1 : Hmm ... (all right, tell us your factual information) 
46 KI4 : Er Webster … (See) paragraph 2 … Webster’s objective in most his writings is 

obvious … 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8  8 line 8 ((counting the line number) 
47 KI2 : What about you, captain? 
48 KI1 : Er … Actually almost the same with the main idea … from paragraph 1. … Er … 

Noah Webster made a big influence in the … the development of American 
English, I guess from … Few men have influenced the development of American 
English to the extent that Noah Webster did. … Any … of you don’t understand 
the following part from the text? ((trying to execute section d  “I don’t understand 
the following parts” in the worksheet)) 

49 LL : No ... ((laughing))  
50 KI2 : Yes. I don’t know what’s the meaning of ‘inadequate’ and ‘distinct’. 
51 KI3 : Sorry? 
52 KI2 : ‘Inadequate’ 
53 KI1 : ‘Inadequate’ mean … 
54 KI3 : Er … ‘kekurangan’ Ya, ‘kekurangan’ ((the Indonesian word for ‘inadequate’)) 
55 KI1 : Not good enough. 
56 KI2 : (What’s the meaning of) Distinct? 
57 KI1 : Distinct (means) different. 
58 KI3 :                             --different.  
59 KI1 : ‘Distinct’ is the synonym … of ‘difference’. 
60 KI2 : Ya, thank you. ((laughter)) 
61 KI3 : KI5, (tell the) time. 
62 KI1 : How how many minutes do we have actually for the discussion of the …? 
63 KI5 : Er … 10 minutes. 
64 KI2 : Ha? /really?/  We still have 10 minutes. ((laughter)) 
65 KI4 : Ya ampun  /Oh my God/ ((thinking that they had only 10 minutes left)) 10 minutes 

for for discussion of all? 
66 KI2 : ((laughter)) for this sharing (only). 
67 KI1 : Oh, OK, we’re on time … OK. ((laughter)) 
68 KI5  : And then (time for) group worksheet (completion). 
69 KI2 : I think this one first.  
70 KI3 : Ya, this one first (the last part of individual worksheet) and then (we go on with) 

group worksheet. 
71 KI1 : Ya … We’re moving onto the next … ‘What I will share in the home team’ 

((reading the line in the worksheet)) ... I think we should combine all of our 
answers … Ya. 

72 LL : Ya, yes. 
73 KI2 : For (related to) the main idea. … So (let’s go back to the main idea) 
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74 KI1 :                                                    --What do you have again? Er again, I forgot. 
75 KI3 : Er … ‘The story about Webster’s influence on American pronunciation’. 
76 KI4 : You mean ‘The story how can … how Webster can be influenced’ … 
77 KI1 : ‘How Webster influence (American)’. OK, you also have the same? No? 
78 KI2 : No. ‘The American language starts improving’. 
79 KI1 : OK, OK, I got it. Now you, yeyeye ((mispronouncing the name of KI5)) you 

(what’s the main idea you found?) 
80 LL : ((laughter; reacting to the mispronunciation))  
81 KI5 : Er … About .. in … paragraph 1 it’s Webster … ((long silence)) 
82 KI1 : Er … ya, what is it, again? 
83 KI5 : (My) main idea (is) ‘Webster discovered how inadequate the available school 

books’. 
84 KI1 : You think that’s the main idea?  
88 KI5  Er  
86 KI4 :  --Er … er the main idea the main idea from all our … from all of our … 
87 KI5 : First 
88 KI1 :   --Er … xx and he found it it is inadequate. 
89 LL : ((laughter)) 
90 KI1 : It is about the story how Webster … made a big influence … in the development of 

American English … in in American English. … Oh no no no. No no. It’s the story 
of … it is a story about Webster … Emm ... what is it again? I forgot, KI2 (repeat, 
please). 

91 KI2 : The American English starts improving 
92 KI1 : It is the story about … how Webster made an made an improvement of American 

English by his influence. 
93 KI3 : Oh ‘made an improvement’ (not ‘made a big influence’)? 
94 KI1 :                             -- (I) get it (now). OK, it is the story about how Webster … 

improved American English … improved American English … by … his 
influence. ((long silence; every one was writing, completing the worksheet)) xxx 
((laughter)) 

95 KI4 : Emm … I think we have a great captain today. 
96 LL : ((laughter)) ((long silence)) 
97 KI3 : Er … Webster wants to show the develop of American English that has distinction 

… with British. 
98 KI1 : Ya, he wants to show the difference between American English and British ... Wait 

... wait ... ((long silence)) Er … what what what was your inferences again? 
99 KI2 : Ha? /Pardon?/ 
100 KI1 : Inferences ... your inferences … 
101 KI2 : Webster wants the American English improved. From paragraph 2 line 13 up to 15.
102 KI1 : Hmm hmm hmm hmm ... You, (KI3) I think you should write our answer 
103 KI2 :                                                                                        --(write) our answer, (KI3). 
104 KI1 : That’s right. 
105 KI2 : Ya. (You should write our answer, KI3) 
106 KI3 : He-eh /yes/ (yes, I should write) our answer. 
107 KI1 : Ya ((long silence)) 
108 KI3 : KI2, er … Webster wants the American English ...? 
109 KI2 : The American language improved. 
110 KI3 : The American language improved. 
111 KI1 : Er ... ((long silence)) from … what, from what? 
112 KI2 : Ha? /pardon?’ 
113 KI1 : From line? 
114 KI3     --Paragraph? 
115 KI2 : From paragraph 2 … line 13 up to 15 
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116 KI4  : Er … here xx different, right? He wants to demonstrate that that American 
language is developing. Er … Here … that American English is already developing 
but he wants to demonstrate it. 

117 KI1 : Er …  
118 KI2 : So you mean that Webster wants to show that American English … is developing? 
119 KI1 :                                                                                                              --is developing 
120 KI4 : Ya, he wants to demonstrate … Maybe. 
121 KI1 :                                                      --Ooh, I see. 
122 KI3 : Ya, it’s (your inference’s) not different with me, right? Not different with mine … 

my question ((intended to be ‘inference’ not ‘question’)). 
123 KI2 :    --What’s your inference question? ((intended to be ‘So what’s the differen 

inference?’)) 
124 KI3 : Webster wants to show the develop of American English that has distinction (with 

British English). 
125 KI1 : He-eh ya, iya he-eh. /yes, yes/ So (is this our inference to keep)? 
126 KI3 : So I should write this one? 
127 KI4 : I ... I think almost the same. 
128 KI2 :                                  --Heeh /yes/ ((laughter)) 
129 KI3 : We have the same inferences? 
130 KI1 : Iya, iya. 
131 KI4 : Also (this one is the same) ‘Even though American English, American language is 

different by pronunciation and meaning (compared to British English) but 
American English is develop’ 

132 KI1 :    --Iya iya iya iya. 
133 KI4 : Almost same. Right?  
134 LL  ((laughter)) 
135 KI2 : Yeah, almost same. 
136 KI1 : Oh, you want to … use … ((intended to be “Oh you want to keep that sentence”)) 
137 KI2 : How about you? 
138 KI1 : Me? Different from all of you 
139 KI2 : I think er … KI4 and KI3 …  
140 KI1 : have the same idea. 
141 KI2 :        --have the same idea. So … I think we can use … their answer. 
142 KI1 : Yeah. 
143 KI3 : And then the other with … apa /what do you call it?/ … that different (ideas) … we 

can … write it. 
144 KI1 : Ya, ya, so … let’s minimize the answer … combine it … You too write you too 

write mine. Right? 
145 KI3 : Oh … wait ... wait. 
146 LL : ((laughter)) 
147 KI4 : Webster is a teacher. It is factual, right? 
148 KI1 : No. 
149 KI2 : (No, it’s not) We can infer that (we make an inference, so it’s not a fact) 
150 KI1 :                  --When he turned to teaching ((confirming that the idea is not explicitly 

stated)) 
151 KI2 : When he turned to teaching
152 KI1 : He … so he must be a teacher, right? ‘When he turned to teaching’ so he must be 

teacher. He turned to teaching (so) actually (it can be concluded that he is) a 
teacher. 

153 KI2 : Ya. ((long silence)) xxx 
154 KI1 : How many minutes? … We almost finished, right? ((long silence)) xxx 

Er … factual … Ya, I think … time for factual (completion). 
155 KI3 : Factual (information). Er … Webster discovered how inadequate ((mispronounced 
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as [indikwit])) ((intended to be “I keep ‘Webster discovered how inadequate the 
available schoolbooks were for American children’ as my factual information)) 

156 KI1 : Inadequate ((pronounced correctly [inædikwit]))) 
157 KI3 : Inadequate ((pronounced correctly)) he-eh /yes/ the available schoolbooks … were 

for American children. 
158 KI1 : OK. … I think we should write it … one by one. Everybody got got the same 

factual information, right, in in this spot? 
159 KI5 : Mine, different. 
160 KI1 : Different, different from all of us? (so) you, what do you have? 
161 KI5 : American language xx American spelling book was used in thousands of schools. 
162 KI1 : Ya, ya, OK, I think … you just write … xx you write your answer. I write my 

answer. Oh, OK. because everybody got the same … have (different) factual 
information and I think it is … it’s it is all correct. 

163 KI3 : Ya ((long silence)) 
164 KI2 : Er ... can I add an inferences ... inference ...? 
165 KI1 :                                                   --Ya, ya, of course. 
166 KI2 : Er … I think I found one inference from paragraph 2 line 10 up to … er … 12  

when we consider that his American Spelling book (was used in thousands of 
schools over a great many years) Er I think we can er we can say that Webster’s 
American Spelling Book is a good book. 

167 KI1 : Oh ya ya. 
168 KI2  :       --because it is used by (thousands of schools). 
169 KI1 :                        --it is used by … yaaaaa thousands of schools. 
170 KI2 : Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 
171 KI1 : Webster … 
172 KI2 : Webster’s American Spelling Book is a good book. 
173 KI1 : Webster’s American Spelling Book was a good book. ((long silence)) 
174 KI5 : ‘Was’ a good book or ‘is’ a good book? 
175 KI1 : ‘Is’ a good book … Because they still use it up to now, I think. ‘Is’ a good book. 

Xx Everybody finished?  
176 KI2 : Not yet. ((long silence)) 
177 KI1 : Oh I got one. I got one (question). … ‘What was … discovered by Webster when 

he turned to teaching?’ 
178 KI2  :  --What was …  
179 KI1  What was discovered … 
180 KI2  discovered ((writing)) 
181 KI1 : by Webster when he turned to teaching? … And the answer is ‘how inadequate the 

available school books’. 
182 KI4 : We make question (only) not the answer. We can xxx I think better we xxx. It is 

not written in here … 
183 KI1 : Not in here? 
184 KI4 : No, … before xxx So I think they can still answer it. 
185 KI1 : O iya iya  but actually when you want to share own team, you have to mention this 

part … so you share in your home team 
186 KI2 : but er … in factual information she said that er … Webster discovered how 

inadequate the available … school book which call American Spelling Book so I 
think they still can find the answer. 

187 KI1 : But actually, e … the the the other thing is … when you when you are in your 
home team, you are not … give … you don’t dictate.  

188 KI4 : (but) retell 
189 KI1 : He-eh /ya/, you just retell what you just get from the expert team. I mean you tell 

em em em /bla bla bla/ 
190 KI2 : We can retell about ...  
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191 KI1 : Ya retell .. 
192 KI2 : ((laughter)) Ya, ya. Other question. ((laughter)) 
193 KI1 : Have you written what I what I …? 
194 KI2 : Not yet 
195 KI4 : --Not yet 
196 KI3 : ‘What was  
197 KI1 :       --‘What was discovered by Webster 
198 KI3 :                             --discovered by Webster 
199 KI1 :                                                 --by Webster when he turned to teaching?’ 
200 KI3 : when he turned to teaching?’ ((long silence)) 
201 KI1 : The other (question)? Er … er … (I have) no idea 
202 KI2 : ‘What is the color of Webster’s book?’ ((laughter))  
203 KI5 : (Did you say) ‘What is the color?’?  
204 KI2 : No No No (not a good idea to keep this question) ((laughter))  Er … I got one. 

Er … ‘What are the differences between British and American language?’ Er I 
guess … we can find it in … paragraph 2 line … 13 to 15. 

205 KI3 :                                                                                      --line 13  
206 KI2  : to 15. Meaning, and spelling, and also distinct pronunciation.  
207 KI5 : Er … can we use (keep) that one (as another question)? 
208 KI3 : Er? /pardon?/  
209 KI5 : Can we use (keep) that one (as another question)? 
210 KI4  : Yes, of course.  
211 KI5 : What is … 
212 KI3 : What are what are …  
213 KI1 : What is the question? 
214 KI3 : What are the differences between British and American language? 
215 KI2 : Question. Give one more question. ((long silence)) xxx 
216 KI5 : Two minutes left.  
217 KI4 : Two minutes left (is) for the discussion or for the interview (rehearsal)? 
218 KI2 : For discuss our group work. ((laughter)) I think it is group worksheet. We just we 

just have only 2 questions I think it is OK. Let’s work our group work sheet. 
219 KI1 : Do you have the worksheet? 
220 KI3 : Related to main idea ((intended to be: Let’s start completing the main idea part in 

the group worksheet))  
221 KI2 : What about (if) you just copy and paste.   

(And) while waiting for KI3, (let’s go on with the part of) ‘What will you share in 
your home team?’ 

222 KI1 : Do I condition myself as you’re my home team? 
223 KI2 : Ya, you explain to your home team. 
224 KI1 : Ya, I know. Do I condition myself … I mean … condition like kalian ini home 

team? (Should I now consider you’re my home team members?) … Ya (OK, I get 
it now). Er… I think I will give a … brief … brief review of the text. The 
important part, I mean. ((coughing)) I’m sorry, the important part. I tell them the 
important part so I … wait. 

225 KI4 : Do you want to explain the main idea? 
226 KI1 : Emm? 
227 KI2 : Main idea. 
228 KI1 : No no no.  
229 KI2 : You want (have) to explain them a little about this text. 
230 KI1 : Ya. If if if I tell about the main idea directly it is called dictation … that is not … 

not … (expected). So ‘Few men have influenced the development of American 
English to the extent ((mispronounced as [ekstem])) to the extent ((pronounced 
correctly)) that Noah Webster did’. ‘When he turned to teaching, Webster 
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discovered how inadequate the available schoolbooks were for American children’. 
so that one … er … ‘There can be no doubt that Webster is is responsible for some 
of the characteristic features of American pronunciation’. … ‘Webster 
recommended that when pupils were learning to spell, they should pronounce each 
syllable a word … of a word separately’. … Er … ‘When we consider that his 
American Spelling Book was used in thousands of school over a great many years, 
it seems certain it seems certain that considerable influence on American 
pronunciation is to be traced back to the little blue-covered spelling book’ ... ‘His 
objective in most his writing is obvious. He wants to demonstrate the American 
language is developing, beside distinct meaning, and spelling, distinct 
pronunciation from those … of the British English’. 

231 KI3 : Er … er … I will explain a little about this text er like … er ‘How is Webster 
Webster’s book (influential)’ and then I will them the main idea, the inferences, 
and also the factual information. After that, I will give them some question. …  

232 KI4 : Er … I’ll tell to my home team about the story about Webster influence American 
pronunciation. And tell them about inferences and fact and then … er … ask 
about … er … ask them about the question. Ya, finish. 

233 KI2 : Er … I will er … retell about our discussion today. Our topic today is about Noah 
Webster. And … the main idea of this text is ‘about the story how Webster 
improved American English by his influence’. And then … we find the inferences 
like ‘Webster wants to show the develop of American English with British 
English’. And then ‘Webster is a teacher’. And also ‘Webster’s American Spelling 
Book is a good book’. Er for the factual information, we … found that ‘Webster 
discovered how inadequate the available school books were for American children’ 
and er ‘He recommended that when pupils were learning to spell, they should 
pronounce each syllable of a word separately’ and also ‘American Spelling Book 
was used in thousands of schools’. And for the comprehension question, er we find 
that er ‘What was discovered by Webster when he returned to teaching?’ and the 
second one is ‘What are the differences between American and British English? 
Thank you. 

 
Data 3 Collection: 
        It was 7 November 2008 – the fifth Jigsaw session. There were 19 students. The students’ 
background knowledge was activated by the teacher’s question “What comes to your mind when 
you hear ‘Famous People’?” After this elicitation, the students were asked to continue with the 
group task.  
        The transcribed Data 3 show the expert team discussion of the key informants assigned to 
master the reading materials ‘Roosevelt’ one of the 4 short texts under the theme ‘Famous People’ 
(the complete text is in Appendix 10). KI1 was the speaker. KI2 was the time keeper. KI3 was the 
captain. KI4 was the encourager (the role assigned to her) and secretary (the role assigned to KI5 
who was absent).   
 
Data 3: 
1 KI3 : Ok friends, let’s start our discussion, first, er …  we work with silent reading … 

xx only 4 … oh ya, ya, KI5 (is absent). ((long silence)) 
2 KI2 : It’s already 5 minutes. 5 minutes 
3 KI3 : How many minutes we have (for silent reading)? 
4 KI2 : 5 minutes. 
5 KI3 : 5 minutes left. ((long silence; silent reading continued))  

((About 8 minutes after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of the 
worksheet)) Finished? 

6 KI2 : Ya. 
7 KI3 : OK, let’s start our discussion … er first … OK, let’s er … start our discussion … 

er … about the main idea … 
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8 KI1 : Emm … 
9 KI3 : Er… what about you, KI1? 
10 KI1 :  I think the main idea of this text is … it explains … about the Roosevelt family 

life, and their achievements in the society. 
11 KI3 : OK … KI2? 
12 KI2 : Er … I have 2, er … the first one is ‘Roosevelt family achievements for the US’, 

and the second one is ‘Roosevelt families are important people’. 
13 KI1 : Emm ((agreeing)) … 
14 KI3 : KI4?  
15 KI4 : Me? Er … ‘When Roosevelt arrived from Holland, there was a few people live 

in New York’. 
16 KI3 : And … my … er … my … my main idea is ‘The story is about Roosevelt family 

… And (now let’s) move to … the inferences … What about you, KI2? 
17 KI2 : Er … from paragraph 3 line 15 up to 16. 
18 KI3 : Emm  
19 KI2 : -- Er … I found that the inference is ‘Most of the Roosevelt families became 

president of the US’. 
20 KI3 : Yes, OK … KI4? 
21 KI4 : I haven’t got (any inferences) 
22 KI3 : Er … I get inference … from … paragraph er … paragraph … 2 … and … 3 … 

er I … I pick the inference from … apa ya? /how should I say it?/ … all of the … 
passage … I pick one … and the inferences is ‘Roosevelt … family have big 
influence … have big influence in America’s development’. 

23 KI4 : ‘Roosevelt families?’ 
24 KI3 : ‘Have … big influence … in American …’ 
25 KI4 : ‘Big influence?’ 
26 KI3 : He-eh /yes/ … ‘influence in American development’ … What about you, KI1? 

Your inferences. 
27 KI1 : Inference … ((coughing)) Aduh /oh/ ya er … what I have is … ‘In the middle, in 

the middle of the 18th century, New York … had become bigger than before’. 
28 KI4 : That’s it? 
29 KI1 : Ya. 
30 KI4 : I put it in the factual information of mine ((laughter)) 
31 KI1 : ((laughter))  
32 KI4 : (but) I don’t know if (it’s) correct. 
33 KI2 : ‘In the middle of’ what? 
34 KI1 : ‘In the middle of the 18th 18th century, New York had become bigger than 

before’. 
35 KI2 : Which one? 
36 KI1 : Er  
37 KI3 : --third third paragraph. 
38 KI1 : --Ya, er paragraph 1, the third line … by the middle of the 18th century, when 

New York had become bustling port of 25,000.
39 KI3 : That’s all? 
40 KI1 : Yuuk /yes/ … 
41 KI3 : ((laughter)) OK, (let’s) move to … (the discussion of) the factual information … 

Ya. Your factual information, KI4? 
42 KI4 : My factual information (is) ‘In the middle of the century, in the 18th century, 

New York had become a bustling port … port of 25 … er 25 hundred (oh, not 
hundred but) thousand’ 

43 KI3 : KI2, (what’s your factual information)?  
44 KI2 : The first Roosevelt come to New York from Holland in 19, eh /sorry/, in 1640 

… paragraph 1, line 1 … the first and the second line. 
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45 KI3 : Emm, OK. KI1 (what’s yours)? 
46 KI1 : ‘Theodore and Franklin Delano were … the presidents of the US … were the 

presidents of US’. 
47 KI4 : Ya, (it’s) factual information. 
48 KI1 : ((laughter)) 
49 KI3 : Er … ‘The Roosevelt … Theodore and Franklin Delano ((pronounced 

[delon]))… became presidents of the US’.  
50 KI1 : Yes. 
51 KI3 : --Paragraph 3, line 15 to 16. 
52 KI4 :                            --The last line, right? 
53 KI3 : Yes … And … part D. Part D. (Let’s go on with part D of the worksheet “What I 

don’t understand?”) 
54 KI1 : Understand … no question ((pronounced [kwe∫on])) 
55 KI4   Maybe we don’t have any (problems) … 
56 KI3 : So we have to … we have to … decide our main … er … apa? /How should I 

say it?/ conclude 
57 KI1 :        --Conclude 
58 KI3 :              --he-eh /yes/ conclude our main idea, inferences and fact … Ya, this one 

first, main idea. 
59 KI1 : Related to inferences. 
60 KI4 : Group worksheet 
61 KI3 : Er … not yet, not yet, Er … this (one) first. (Let’s do) this (one) first … 

Individual worksheet first and then … 
62 KI4 : and anticipation question? … No?  
63 KI3 : Yeah, he-eh. /yes/ (we also need to make the questions)  
64 KI2 : ‘What I will share (in the home team)’. (Now,) what about er … (what’s the) 

main idea? 
65 KI4 : I think I agree with you that … the main idea is about … yeah … Roosevelt 

family … the story of Roosevelt family. 
66 KI3 : You, KI1? 
67 KI1 : Ya … er … ‘The story … of  Roosevelt family … life, and their achievement’. 

Ini story ya achievement ini … (it’s the story and also the achievement of 
Roosevelt) ((laughter)) 

68 KI3 : So the main idea is … 
69 LL    ‘The story … about of Roosevelt’ ((long silence; writing, completing the 

worksheet)) 
70 KI3 : family or families? 
71 Dd : Families, families. 
72 KI3 : Families ya. And … the inferences? 
73 KI2 : The inferences is the same as before. 
74 KI1 : Yeah. 
75 KI3 : Apa? /Pardon?/ 
76 KI2 : We can copy it … right? 
77 KI1 : No, I think I think we should we should combine it, if we can … from you and 

me, because I  I get your point. 
78 KI3 : Combine … apa /or/ make into one sentence? 
79 KI1 : Make into one sentence. 
80 KI2 : Inferences ((inviting to start with inference section)) 
81 KI4 : What is your inferences? 
82 KI2 : My inference is ‘Most of the Roosevelt families become president of the US’.  
83 KI4 : ‘Most of the … 
84 KI1 : Oh … 
85 KI2 : Yeah, ‘Most of the Roosevelt (become president of the US)’. 
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86 KI4 : This one er …  
87 KI3 : I think … 
88 KI2 : Yeah, from that one … just write it, right? 
89 KI3 : OK … So … we have 4 inferences. 
90 KI1 :                                      --Yeah yeah yeah … so no com(bination) … no no 

combination. ((long silence)) 
91 KI3 : What is your inferences? 
92 KI2 : ‘Most of the Roosevelt families become president of the US’. ((in her worksheet, 

‘became’ is written but she read it ‘become’)) ((long silence)) 
93 KI3 : Become? 
94 KI2 : Became, became … ((long silence)) 
95 KI1 : What you have, KI4? 
96 KI4 : I think … it’s … almost the same of you … er … ‘become’ … ‘become’. ‘Many 

people now live in New York’. 
97 KI2 : Ha? What? /Pardon?/ 
98 KI4 : I got it from the … this one … 
99 KI1 : Yeah … we can just … put … your … answer in mine (our group worksheet) … 

‘In the middle of 18th century, New York had become bigger than before …  
It’s I think it’s the same idea, right? 

100 KI3 :                                    --Ya 
101 KI1 :                                      --He-eh /yes/. You, captain? 
102 KI3 : Er … ‘Roosevelt have … big influence … 
103 KI1 : Ehem. 
104 KI3 : in American development’ 
105 KI1 : ‘made … big influence 
106 KI3 : He-eh /yes/ 
107 KI1 : influence ((the students are writing, completing the worksheet)) 
108 KI3 : in American … development’. 
109 KI4 : Development or developments? 
110 KI3 : Development 
111 KI1 : Development … ‘In the middle of the 18th century … 
112 KI2 : ‘New York had become bigger than before’ 
113 KI1 :                                                    --‘New York New York had become bigger 

than before’ ((pronounced with emphasis and slowly)) 
114 KI3 : ‘18th century’? 
115 KI1 : Hmm… ‘New York had become bigger than before’ 
116 KI4 : It’s can be inference also can be factual, isn’t it? 
117 KI1 : Er … 
118 KI4 : --What do you think? 
119 KI1 :                     --I think … 
120 KI2 : No. 
121 KI1 : --No, because … 
122 KI2 :      --No, because here in the passage, er … it just said that … ‘when New York 

had become a bustling port of 20,000, there were fifty Roosevelt families’
123 KI1 : So you’ve got you’ve got to use your … use your … 
124 KI2 : our own words 
125 KI1 : Logic … your logic … if … they say … 18th century, 25,000 bustling, it must be 

… big, right? 
126 KI2 : Yeah. 
127 KI1 : Ha (Yes, that’s it.) ...  
128 KI3 : And then … the fact factual information 

((long silence; students are writing)) 
129 KI4 : Excuse me, could I ask something? You know, what does it mean er… Isaac 



Appendices 225

((pronounced [isek])) is one of the company name? 
130 KI1 : Isaac ((pronounced [aisek]; correcting KI4’s pronunciation)) 
131 KI4 : It’s the name of the … (company?)   
132 KI1 :                  --It’s the name of the Roosevelt … one of the Roosevelt … Isaac, a 

trader who ended his business. This one, Isaac … This one …  
133 KI3 : Yeah. 
134 KI1 : I think it’s the name of a of a Roosevelt, of a guy … He’s one of the Roosevelt 

… a trader. He is a trader. ((long silence; writing)) 
135 KI3 : What about your fact? 
136 KI1 : ‘Theodore and Franklin Delano were … the presidents of US’ 
137 KI3 :                                                                                        --Oh iya /oh yes/ 
138 KI3 : KI4? (what’s) your factual information? 
139 KI4 : Er … my fact … I have 2 … ‘In the middle of the 18th century and bla bla bla’ 

and then the second: ‘Roosevelt Theodore ((pronounced [ðə-oudə])) and 
Franklin … Delano became president of the US’. 

140 KI1 : Hmm… the same. 
141 KI3 : Er … your first … er … factual information. From what line (is it taken)? 
142 KI1 : No, no, the first one is not… actually … er … it’s not actually a fact … 

 not a fact, captain. 
143 KI3 :         --The inference 
144 KI1 :                  --Er … inference he-eh /yes/… 
145 KI3 : KI2? 
146 KI2 : The first one … er factual information, right? 
147 KI3 : He-eh /yes/ 
148 KI2 : ‘The first Roosevelt come to New York from Holland in 19 … in 16 … 40’ 
149 KI3 : ‘The first Roosevelt’? 
150 KI2 : ‘Come to New York’… eh /sorry/, came … came to New York… from Holland 

… 
151 KI1 : Ehem … 
152 KI2 : In 16 … 40. 1640. ((long silence; writing)) 
153 KI3 : OK, now … er we make comprehension question. 
154 KI4 : ‘When the first … the first Roosevelt came to New York?’ ((laughter)) 
155 KI1 : Yeah, yeah. 
156 KI3 : ‘When was?’ Iya? /Is it ‘When was’?/ 
157 KI4 :                    --Ya, ‘When was …’ ((long silence; writing)) 
158 KI3 : Eh /sorry/ ‘When was’ apa ‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When was’ or ‘When did’?/ 

‘When did’ ya? /Is it ‘When did’?/ 
159 KI1 : ‘When … the first’ … 
160 KI3 : ‘When did’ … 
161 KI1 : Yeah, ‘When did’ … 
162 KI3 : (there is) ‘come’ here. ‘When did … the first Roosevelt come to New York?’ … 

‘Who are the name of Roosevelt that become president?’ 
163 KI1 : ‘Who are the president’, eh /sorry/, ‘Who were er … er salah salah /it’s wrong/… 

who... 
164 KI2 : ‘Which Roosevelt’ … 
165 KI1 : ‘Which Roosevelt’ he-eh /yes/ …  
166 KI3  HKI4? /Pardon?/ Which Roosevelt? 
167 KI1 : He-eh /yes/… ‘Which Roosevelt became the president’, eh /sorry/ … ‘Which 

Roosevelt … was the president’, er … 
168 KI2 : ‘Was the president of’ … 
169 KI1 : Yeah. 
170 KI3 : of the US …  
171 KI2 : It’s 2 (Roosevelts), right? ‘were’… ((intended to be: Is it correct if ‘were’ is 
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used?)) 
172 KI4 : ‘were’ … iya … 
173 KI1 : ‘Which, Roosevelt, Roosevelt’ … 
174 KI3 : ‘Roosevelt’ with ‘s’? 
175 KI1 : ‘Which Roosevelts’ 
176 KI2 : ‘Which … 
177 KI1 : Roosevelts’ … 
178 KI2 : ‘Which Roosevelts’ … 
179 KI1 : ‘were … the president …  
180 KI3 : ‘were the president 
181 KI1 :                   --of the US’.  
182 KI2 : ‘Were the president of the US’. 
183 KI1 : ‘Which which Roosevelts were the president of … the US?’ ((KI1’s humming)) 
184 KI3 : KI2, our factual ((intended to be: Could you tell me the factual information?)) 
185 KI2 : ‘The first Roosevelt came to New York from Holland in … 1640’ ((KI1’s 

humming)) 
186 KI4  : What other question? ((KI1’s humming)) ‘When New York became bigger’? 

((laughter)) 
187 KI3  Is that OK? 
188 KI4 : No, you can find the another question. 
189 KI1 : Er … 
190 KI3 : ‘What is … the story about?’ ((laughter)) 
191 KI1 : Ya ya ya. 
192 KI2 : Er what? /pardon?/ 
193 KI3 : ‘What is the story about?’ 
194 KI1 : I think it should be the first question  
195 KI4 : ‘What is the story about?’ …. ((completing the worksheet)) 
196 KI3 : Ya, finished. Finished. Ya. Finished with individual worksheet. 
197 KI2 : Group worksheet first, I guess. 
198 KI3 : Ya, he-eh /yes/ So we … work with ((the main idea part of the group 

worksheet)) 
199 KI4 : OK, what I write here (in the group worksheet) … related to the main idea (is) 

… ‘The story of ((reporting what has been written)) 
200 KI3 : -- Ya. ‘The story of … ((laughter)) 
201 KI4 : ‘The story of … the story of a family’ … (the story of) ‘Roosevelt family? 
202 KI3 : Roosevelt family. 
203 KI4 : ‘Families’? 
204 KI3 : Ya, ‘families’ 
205 KI4 : Just one main idea, right? 
206 KI2 : Ya ya. 
207 KI4 : OK, the inferences?  
208 KI2 : ‘Most of the Roosevelt families became president of the US’ 
209 KI4 : ‘Most of … Roosevelt families … became president … of the US’ ((writing, 

completing the group worksheet)) Xxx ((laughter)) ((most probably off-task talk, 
as they don’t want it to be recorded)) 

210 KI2 : It’s already 25 (minutes) 
211 KI3 : OK and then what else? …  
212 KI4 : And then … 
213 KI3 : ‘Roosevelts have big influence in American development’ 
214 KI2  This round xx forward 
215 KI1  This is xxx sound here xx recording now. ((laughter)) ((talking about the 

recorder)) 
216 KI4 : Roosevelt families. Why don’t we (Must it be) ‘Roosevelt families’. Just 
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‘Roosevelt’ ((pronounced [rosəvelt])) is OK? 
217 KI3 : Iya. 
218 KI2 : Roosevelts with ‘s’ 
219 KI3 : He-eh /yes/ with ‘s’ 
220 KI1 : Roosevelts ((pronounced differently: [rousevelt])) 
221 KI4 : Have big influence in American development. ((writing)) OK, that’s enough and 

the factual (information) … 
222 KI2 : Er … no no no, you forget one. ‘In the middle ((reminding another inference to 

write)) 
223 KI4 : and then ‘In the middle of ((accepting; writing the sentence)) 
224 KI3 :                               --Ya, ‘In the middle  of … 
225 KI4 :                                    -‘In the middle of 18’ … ‘In the middle of 18 …’, that’s it? 
226 KI3 : 18 
227 KI4 : 18? 
228 KI3 : 18th century … I mean … New York had became … bigger than before ((still 

‘dictating’ the secretary)) ((long silence)) 
229 KI4 : All right. 
230 KI3 : Now, factual information. … Er … From line 15 and 16 … Two Roosevelts … 

Oohhh (I get it now) ((laughter))  
231 KI4 : What’s wrong? 
232 KI3 : ((laughter)) Just write er … just … apa /what should I say?/ ...  write it. Here two 

… most of the Roosevelt ((realizing at last that from the stated sentence in the 
text ‘Two Roosevelts’ KI2 gets ‘Most of Roosevelt families became president of 
the US’))  

233 KI4 : Two Roosevelts … Oh, this one …  
234 KI3 : He-eh /yes/… from line 15 to 16. ((then the teacher’s voice reminding the 

students to start with the next step – rehearsal time)) 
235 LL : Oh iya ((intended to be: Oh my God, we forget it; it’s already time for 

rehearsal)) 
236 KI1 : (It’s time for) Rehearsal. 
237 KI4 : And Franklin … De … lano ((pronounced [de-lano])) 
238 KI3 : Delano ((pronounced [delon])) 
239 KI1 : Delano ((pronounced [dəlano])) (not) Delon ((pronounced [delon])) ((laughter)) 

Delon ((pronounced [delon])) itu Indonesia Idol, man  
240 KI3  ((laughter)) I don’t know (the correct pronunciation). 
241 KI4 : What else? Hurry up. 
242 KI3 : Er ‘The first ... Roosevelt … came to New York from Holland in … the first … 

in 16’ .. er ... ((dictating)) came in … 
243 KI2 : to New York in 1640’ 
244 KI4 : OK, so we have done … Er ...   
245 KI2 : Questions. Comprehension questions. 
246 KI3 : So we just write two factual information, right? 
247 LL : Yes. 
248 KI4 : ‘When did the first Roosevelt … come to New York?’ ‘come to New York’… 

((writing the first question for the group worksheet)) ((KI1’s humming)) 
249 KI2 : Captain, 10 minutes left. 
250 KI3 : OK. Er … KI4 (finished writing?) 
251 KI4 : Hmm? ((laughter)) 
252 KI2 : KI4, come on.  
253 KI1 : Ardilla … ((teasing KI4 as her nickname is similar to Ardilla, an Indonesian 

singer)) 
254 KI4 : And the next question, please … 
255 KI2 : ‘Which Roosevelts [rosəvəlt] were the president of US?’ 
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256 KI4 : ‘Which’ … ‘Which is?’ 
257 KI1 :                     --Roosevelts ((pronounced [rousevelt])) 
258 KI2 :                      --‘Which’ just ‘Which’ (without ‘is’). Roosevelts [rosəvəlt] with ‘s’ 
259 KI4 : Was ... 
260 KI2 : Were the president … 
261 KI4 : Were?  
262 KI2 : Were the president … 
263 KI4 : the president  
264 KI2 : of US’ 
265 KI3 : And then, what else? 
266 KI2 : ‘What is the story about?’ 
267 KI4 : OK, done (the group worksheet is completed). 
268 KI3 : OK then let’s start rehearsal … Start from KI1 
269 KI2 : KI1 should repeat it once.  
270 KI3 : Ha? /Pardon?/ 
271 KI2 : KI1 …  (should repeat it once) 
272 KI1 : Yeah, I should repeat … 
273 KI3 : O iya. You’re the speaker (KI1, you’re the speaker, so you should report) 
274 KI1 : So ‘What … will we share… what we will share in the home team ((reading the 

line in the worksheet)). Related to the main idea. Er, the text is about ‘The story 
of Roosevelt Roosevelt families’. And then related related to inferences er ... 
‘Most of the … most of Roosevelt families became president of the US’. 
‘Roosevelts have … big influence in American development’. ‘In the … and in 
the middle of the 18th century NY had become bigger than before’. Related to 
factual information, (it’s) ‘Roosevelt Theodore and Franklin Delano became … 
president of the US’. And ‘The first Roosevelt came to New York in 1640’. Xxx 
((giggling)) 

275 KI3 : OK (let’s continue). 
276 KI4 : OK, evidence? (Is it time for the EVIDENCE part in the worksheet?) 
277 KI1 : Yeah. The evidence part … Hm, iya /yes/ done. 
278 KI3 : Finished? (we don’t need to write the evidence?) 
279 KI1 : We … we don’t have to tell the question ((intended to be ‘evidence’ not 

‘question’), right? 
280 KI4 : No (your opinion is wrong). We have to (write the evidence). 
281 KI1 : Oh, er we have to? Oh ya … er … The evidence, the evidence (section) means ... 
282 KI3 : Evidence (section) is ... Oh ya. 
283 KI1 : We have to write the (number of the) paragraph (where the facts and inferences 

are found)  
284 KI3 : He-eh he-eh /yes, yes/ Paragraph for the fact or inference? (Do we have to write 

the evidence for factual information or inferences?) 
285 KI2 : Both of them. ‘Go back to part one and write … ((reading the line in the 

worksheet for ‘Evidence’ part)). 
286 KI3 : Er … ‘Roosevelt have big influence’ itu come from paragraph? ((intended to be: 

Where does the inference ‘Roosevelt have big influence’ come from?)). 
287 KI1 : All … it can be summed up to all. 
288 KI3 : Iya ((doubtful voice)) 
289 KI1 : All dong he-eh /yes, summing up all information/ 
290 KI4 : ‘What what what /pardon pardon pardon?/ … from ... 
291 KI2 : Oh ... we just write the paragraph. 
292 KI3 : And then ‘Most of the Roosevelt families’ … ((trying to find the evidence for 

this inference)) 
293 KI2 : KI1 can start (the rehearsal), please 
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294 KI3 : Ha? /Pardon?/ Start … start what? 
295 KI2 : The rehearsal. 
296 KI3 : Oh. Wait, wait, wait. The anu apa ... /I mean/ What paragraph, what line (do we 

get those facts and inferences from?) 
297 KI1 : We haven’t (written that one)? 
298 KI4 : We are not write it (we haven’t written it). 
299 KI1 : So we just skip that one. 
300 KI4 : We just skip.  
301 KI3 : OK. Rehearsal. 
302 KI4 : Er the text is about Roosevelt and then the main idea of the text is er … ‘The 

story of Roosevelt families’ and then the inferences is ‘Most of Roosevelt 
families become president of the US’ and then … the next, ‘Roosevelt has big 
influence in American development’ and then for the factual information … we 
have ... the factual information … the first: ‘Roosevelt Theodore and Franklin 
Delano became president of the US and then the second ‘The first Roosevelt 
came to New York in … 

303 KI1 : From Ho(lland) 
304 KI4 :         -- 14 … ((intending to say ‘1640’) Ha? /Pardon?/  
305 KI1 : From Holland. The first Roosevelt come (to New York) from Holland in 

(1640’s) ((telling there should be ‘from Holland’)) …  
306 KI2 : ‘Came’ ... not ‘come’ 
307 KI1 : Iya /yes/, ‘came’ 
308 KI2 : ‘Came’ ((laughter)). You said ‘come’  
309 KI3                                           --You said ‘come’ ((more laughter)) 
310 KI2 : And then the comprehension questions? We got three. First, ‘When did the first 

Roosevelt come to New York?’ And … then the second ‘Which Roosevelts … 
were the president of the US?’ and the third ‘What’s the story about?’ OK.  
5 minute left. 

311 KI1 : Rehearsal, rehearsal. Captain (your turn) 
312 KI3 : Er er … I share in home team. The first, the first related to main idea: ‘The story 

… of Roosevelt families’ and … [for] the inferences, er … we have three. 
‘Roosevelt … has big influence in American development’. Second: ‘Most of the 
Roosevelt families became the president of US’ and then the third … ‘In the 
middle of 18, New York … had became bigger than before’. And then related to 
factual information: ‘Roosevelt Theodore and Franklin Delano ((pronounced 
[delano]’ Eh iya, bener /Oh yes, I have pronounced it correctly/ ... ((being afraid 
of mispronouncing it [delon])) ((laughter)) Became president of the US and 
second … the first Roosevelt came to NY from Holland in 16 ... 

313 KI1 : 40. 
314 KI3 : 40 and then (for) comprehension question. First: ‘When did the first Roosevelt 

come to New York?’, er … second 
315 KI1 : came 
316 KI2 : Come ... come … (there is) did (so it’s ‘come’) 
317 KI1 : Oh ya, lupa /oh yes, I forget it/ 
318 KI3 : Second (question is) ‘Which Roosevelts were the president of the US?’ and third 

‘What is the story about?’ Ya, KI4?  
319 KI4  Already ((telling she has got her turn to rehearse)) 
320 KI1 : Me me me. ((telling that it’s his turn to rehearse)) What we will share in the 

home team is related to the main idea is ‘The story about the Roosevelts’. 
Related to inference information and facts.  
((The teacher’s voice telling the students that it’s time for the quiz)) 

321 KI3 : Stop stop. Maam (teacher) said (it’s time for the quiz). 
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322 KI1 : -- Inferences er … ((refusing to stop)) ((laughter, as KI1 kept rehearsing))  
‘In the middle of the 18th century, New York had become bigger than before’. 
Second (is) ‘Most of them the Roosevelts become the president of the US’, and 
third (is) ‘Roosevelt make a big influence … in American development’. For the 
factual, I have two. ‘Theodore and Franklin Delano … were … the … presidents 
of the US’ and … ‘The first Roosevelt came to New York from Holland in … 
1640’ and the ... comprehension questions: ‘When did the first Roosevelt come 
to New York?’, ‘Which Roosevelts were the presidents of the US?’ and ‘What is 
the story about?’ 

323 KI2 : Ya. Er I will share I will explain and tell about the story of the Roosevelt 
families, and then … I give them inferences like ‘Most of Roosevelts became 
president of the US’ and ‘Roosevelt has a big influence in American 
development’. And also: ‘In the middle of the 18th century, New York had 
become bigger’. And the second one I will give factual information that ‘The 
first Roosevelt come … came to New York from Holland in 1640s’ and 
‘Theodore and Franklin Delano became became the president of the US. After 
that I will ask them some question like ‘What is the story about?’ and … ‘When 
did the first Roosevelt come to New York?’, and also ‘Which Roosevelts were 
the president of the US?’  

324 KI1 : Yes. 
325 KI3 : OK, thank you. 

Data 4 Collection: 
        It was 12 November 2008 – the sixth Jigsaw session. There were 18 students. The students’ 
background knowledge was activated by the teacher’s question “What comes to your mind when 
you hear ‘When women vie with women’? After this elicitation which was preceded by the 
teacher’s ensuring the meaning of ‘vie’, the students were asked to continue with the group task: 
discussing the reading text entitled ‘When women vie with women’. 
        The transcribed Data 4 show the expert team discussion of the key informants assigned to 
master Part C, paragraphs 5 & 6 of the text ‘When women vie with women’ (the complete text is 
in Appendix 10). All key Informants were present. KI1 was the time keeper. KI2 was the 
secretary. KI3 was the speaker. KI4 and KI5 were the encourager and captain respectively. At the 
beginning of the expert team discussion, KI1’s role was taken over by KI4 temporarily as KI1 
came late (see Turn 60). 
 
Data 4: 
1 KI5 : OK, friends, now, let’s start with … silent reading.  
2 KI4 : Er we have 10 minutes for silent reading and individual completion.  

((About 10 minutes after the individual completion of the ‘W’ part of the 
worksheet)) (It’s) 10 minutes already. I think we have to discuss now because xx 
we have to discuss it. 

3 KI5 : KI3 … have you finished? 
4 KI3 : Ya. Er … I think … the text is about … er ‘Competition among women’ er … ya 

‘Competition among women’. 
5 KI5 : What about you, KI4? 
6 KI4 : Me? Er … ‘Many er many women have different experience during the 

competition’ 
7 KI5 : What about you, KI2? 
8 KI2 : Er … I don’t have (I haven’t got the main idea) … 
9 KI5 : Er … I think this part, in the first paragraph is tell about friendship between 

women and ya, maybe it’s … after (besides) friendship it also … tells about … the 
com the competition. 

10 KI4 : So, so what’s your main idea, Captain? 
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11 KI5 : I think it’s about friendship and competition between women. 
12 KI4 : Oh ‘friendship and competition between women’. OK. 
13 KI5 : And er … how about the inferences, KI2? 
14 KI2 : Ya, er … ‘We shouldn’t have to kill each other if we want to success’ er … I think 

… I get it from … paragraph 5 line 5 up to … 7. ((long silence)) 
15 KI5 : Er … er how about you, KI4? 
16 KI4 : Wait, wait … wait, Captain. 
17 KI5 : OK, OK. ((laughter)) 
18 KI3 : May I … er … say my … inferences first? 
19 KI5 : O ya, it’s OK.  
20 KI3 : Er I think in paragraph er … line 2 … up to … 6 we can infer that … er to succeed 

women must help each other and have generosity. 
21 KI4 :                                    --ah directly (exactly) I want to say that. ((laughter)) 
22 KI2 : Er … but I think I think it’s also the same with me too. 
23 KI5 : Ya, so we have … the same (inferences) …  
24 KI4 : (we have the same) Inferences? 
25 KI5 : About … ya (the same inferences). About my inferences, maybe … in … line 1, 2, 

3, 4 up to … 8. Not 8 but 7 er er in this line … that it tells about er that Renee and 
26 KI4 :                                                                                         --2 minutes left, Captain. 
27 KI5 : OK, OK.  ‘Renee and Julie are er were best friends and they work work in the 

same place’. 
28 KI3 : And factual information? 
29 KI5 : Er … Oh, ya. I have the factual information in line in er … line er … 9 9 up to 10 

… er … may be a tendency for women  to be more jealous of one another than 
men are of their colleagues, says Niles Newton, a scientist at Northwestern 
Medical School.

30 KI3 : How about you, KI4?  
31 KI4 : Yes, for factual information or the inferences? 
32 KI3 : Factual information. 
33 KI4 : Well, er factual information, my factual information er … Lawyers Renee … 

Renee Berliner Rush, and then Julie Anne Banon, they became best friends while 
working for a Manhattan executive-search firm.

34 KI5 : What about you, KI2? 
35 KI2 : Er … Mary McCarthy is 42 years old and she is a senior vice president at 

MGM/UA Communications in Beverly … Hills. Paragraph 5 line 3 … up to … 
36 KI3 : Paragraph 5. 
37 KI5 : How about your factual information, (KI3)? 
38 KI3 : My factual information is in line 15 to 16 e … Women have to understand that 

being competitive with someone doesn’t mean you don’t like them. And Men … 
can be competitive and still be friends

39 KI5 : So we have different factual information. 
40 KI3 : Ya, I think it’s OK for factual information even though it’s different, right? 
41 KI5 : How about the … the apa /What do you call it?/ (The part of) ‘What we don’t 

understand’ 
42 KI4 : ‘What we don’t understand’ 
43 KI5 : Do you have problem with … this part? 
44 KI4 : Er … I think I’m still confused (about this task) Ya, (this part which says) ‘I don’t 

understand the following parts’. 
45 KI3 : Er you can read apa oh not read but write under this ((intended to be: You can 

write what you still don’t understand in this section)). 
46 KI4 :                          -Oh ya, this one, right? OK, thank you, KI3. That’s nice remind. 

((laughter)) 
47 KI5 : How many how many times left?  
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48 KI4 : Now we already (spent) 15 minutes. 
49 KI3 : We have … we … must move to … 
50 LL : (to the part of) ‘What I will share’ 
51 KI5 : Or we do the group work sheet? 
52 KI3 : No, no, no, we did it ((intended to be: “the part of What I will share”)) first, er we 

do it first. 
53 KI4 : (It’s time for) Anticipation questions, right? We have to er … do group worksheet. 

xxx No, no, no, what I will share first. xxx It’s up to you ((laughter)) 
54 KI5 : OK so … er how about the the main the main ideas. ‘Friendship and competition 

among women’. Are you agree? All of us agree with er 
55 KI4 : ‘Friendship and competition’  
56 KI3 : ‘Friendship and competition among women’. I think it’s better if we combine it. 
57 KI4 : Ya. How about yours? 
58 KI5 : KI3, it’s about competition, right? 
59 KI2 : ‘Competition among women’. 
60 KI4 : Oh I have … Oh KI1, where have you been? ((KI1 just comes and joins the 

group)) 
61 KI3 : You, as the time keeper.  
62 KI4 : The main idea (it’s what) we discuss now ((telling KI1 the group’s progress)) 
63 KI5 :                                  --Now (it’s time for the section of) ‘What I will share, what I 

will share. 
64 KI2 : We should let KI1 … read it first. ((long silence; giving time to KI1 to read the 

text)) 
65 KI4 : Er … KI5, my main idea is … er ‘Friendship and competition among  
66 KI5 : --among woman’ 
67 KI4 :     --among woman’ ‘among woman’ and then ((intended to ‘but’)) KI3 KI3 say 

‘among women’ 
68 KI3 : ‘Competition among women’. 
69 KI4 :                          --‘Competition among woman’ and then mine is er … ‘Many 

women have many different experience during the competition’. And then KI2 
70 KI2 : I have nothing. 
71 KI4 : So what you think … should we combine our (answers) … ? ((laughter)) 
72 KI1 : Oohh OK, OK, OK. 
73 KI2 : He should read it first … er ya … ((laughter)) ((long silence)) 
74 KI4 : (It’s) Better (for KI1 to) read (it first as he came late). ((long silence; waiting for 

KI1 reading)) 
75 KI1 : OK, what is your (main idea, KI4)? 
76 KI4 : Er mine er my main idea (is) ‘Many women have different experience during the 

competition … competition’. 
77 KI1 : During competition in what?  
78 KI4 : Er? /pardon?/ During competition? 
79 KI1 : Any competition not work competition. 
80 KI4 : Ya, any competition. Competition can be (anywhere). 
81 KI3 : No. I think … in this passage … work competition, right? 
82 KI1 :                                                              --work competition. In this part it’s 

explained There may be a tendency for women …  
83 KI5 : Ya, in this part … especially  
84 KI1 :         --Oh I think it’s wilder than than this one I think it is wilder in this world. 

There maybe a tendency for women to be more jealous of one another than men 
are of their colleagues.

88 KI4 :  --colleagues. At the paragraph 5 it is it is at work and then  
86 KI1 :                                  --‘colleagues’ I think I mean ‘friend at work’ ya berarti ‘friend 

at work’ ((confirming that the competition is limited to work field)) ya berarti /that 
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means/ at work.  
87 KI4 : and then  
88 KI1 :     --Ya ya ya (it’s work competition)  
89 KI3 : Er … ‘Competition among women’ 
90 KI1 : The the the the main idea 
91 KI5 : I think (it’s) friendship and competition. Ya ya ya 
92 KI1 : OK I think I think if we share in our home team xx er I think it’s … women … 

women   
93 KI4 : Sorry? xxx 
94 KI1 : Women …  
99 KI4 : What you want to say? 
96 KI1 : I think it explains about women ... 
97 KI3 : Behavior? 
98 KI1 : Behavior naaaa /yes! That’s the word!/ ((laughter)) Women behavior. 
99 KI3 : Women behavior …  er … in … work … 
100 KI1 : Women behavior …  
101 KI3 : In in work competition 
102 KI2  :    --In work competition 
103 KI1 :                --in work competition xx Women behavior … while competing at work 

with another women. Oh ‘while competing at work with another woman’. Ya, OK. 
104 KI4 : So women … behavior 
105 KI2 : --So women … behavior 
106 KI1 :          --Women behavior … when bukan while when competing other women … 

at work 
107 KI3 :            --‘when competing with other women’ 
108 KI1 : Ya ya … at work 
109 KI4 : Among woman? Sorry, how many minutes left? 
110 KI1 : Er … how to read to read (know the time from this stopwatch) I don’t know how 

to read ((operating the stopwatch to see the time)) 
111 KI4 : One minute left. ((helping KI1))  

((Then the teacher’s voice reminding the discussion will be over in 15 minutes))  
OK, going to the inferences. 

112 KI5 : For the inferences and factual (information) we can combine it. 
113 KI2 : But me, KI3 and KI4 have the same inferences. 
114 KI4 :                                                    --same inferences 
114 KI3 :                                                    --same inferences 
116 KI4 : My inferences ‘When we work together we should help each other’ 
117 KI3 : Er … Mine … (is) ‘Women must help each other and  
118 KI2 : And mine I think ‘We shouldn’t have to kill each other if we want to success’. So 

almost the same (as yours). 
119 KI5 : Er … women must help one another? 
120 KI2 : The point is ‘we should help … er we should help one another’ ((long silence)) 
121 KI1 : I I have the same with all of you  
122 KI3 : No no no. Which sentence we must write? 
123 KI2 : The best one. 
124 KI4  Which sentence (to write for the group worksheet)? 
125 KI1 : Oh, between you, you and you ((proposing to take all sentences)) Yaaaaaaa 
126 KI3 : But inference … we have the same (idea but different sentences) 
127 KI2  All (have) different sentence 
128 KI4 : Or we make it two (or we take two sentences only) 
129 KI1 : OK. Read it again. Read it again. 
130 KI2 : Er … mine. ‘We shouldn’t kill each other if we want to be succeed’. 
131 KI3 : ‘To succeed women must helping each other’. 
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132 KI4 : ‘When we worked together, we should help each other’. 
133 KI1 : Wait, wait, I have to make some … correction (to the previous sentence). ((female 

students’ laughter)) Women must help each other not helping each other. Mind 
your structure. 

134 KI3 : Ya ya ya, sorry. 
135 KI1 : Women must help each other and have generosity. Yak /Yes/ good. 
136 KI2 : So … (which one to keep?) 
137 KI1 : We just use … hers. 
138 KI4 : Oh but we can combine with KI2 (KI2’s sentence). Er … this one ‘To succeed 

women must help each other and …’ 
139 KI1 : ‘Not kill each other and (but there should be) generosity’ 
140 KI4 : ((laughter)) It has the same meaning. 
141 all : Ya, the same meaning. 
142 KI1 : Er … What what she means by ‘killing’ is not literally killing like killing the heart 

or ... 
143 LL : ((laughter)) 
144 KI2 : Now, what’s yours, KI3? 
145 KI3 : To succeed … women must help each other … and have generosity …  
146 KI2 : And what?  
147 KI5 : And have generosity. 
148 KI3 : You can infer from it … from line 2 up to 3. 
149 KI4 : So we just have one inference? 
150 KI2 : No. KI5’s inference. 
151 KI4 : Ooh, KI5 (KI5’s inference should also be considered) 
152 KI5 : My inference in line … 4 to 7. 
153 KI4 : Sorry, line 4  
154 KI5 : to 7. 
155 KI4 : Could you read it? 
156 KI1 : Almost thirty minutes. 
157 KI5 :               --Ya. Renee and Julie were were best friend and they were work in the 

same place. 
158 KI4 : This is my factual information. 
159 KI2 : Er I think that that’s the factual information.  
160 KI3 : Because it’s stated here 
161 KI2 :                    --It’s stated here that they became friends while working in Manhattan. 

So only one inference. ((long silence)) 
162 KI4 : And one fact. 
163 KI3 : We have er … different facts, right? 
164 LL : Ya. ((long silence)) 
165 KI1 : What do you have as another inference? Ya. Another inference.  
166 KI2 : Inferences? We just finished (with inference discussion) …  
167 KI1 :              --Another inference. Ooh. Fact. Oh fact (sorry, I mean another fact). 

Where is the fact? ((intended to be: Which fact to keep?))  
168 KI4 : Mine is ‘Lawyer Renee Berliner Rush and Julie Anne became best friends while 

working for a Manhattan executive-search firm’. And then … the second … ‘Mary 
McCarthy became a senior vice president at MGM/UA Communications’ 

169 KI1 : ‘Lawyer Renee Berliner Rush and Julie Anne became best friends while working 
(for a Manhattan executive-search film)’ ((long silence; writing)) 

170 KI5 : How about your inferences, KI3? Er … (no, not inference but) factual information. 
171 KI3 : ‘Women have to understand … that being competitive with someone doesn’t mean 

you don’t like them’ 
172 KI4 : Another (fact)? Er … what? /pardon?/ 
173 KI3 : What? /pardon?/ Er … in line 15 to 16. Eh, sorry, sorry, 14 to 15  
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174 KI4 : 14 to 15? 14 (to 15?) xxx So maybe we can start with rehearse …  
175 KI2 : Er let’s start with the … comprehension question, I think. 
176 KI5 :                                                             --comprehension question. 
177 KI4 : Oh ya. OK. I have one. Er … ‘What we should do when we begin working 

together?’ And then the answer is on on our main idea. 
178 KI2 : ‘What should we do if’… ‘What what what we should do when what ((in the 

process of writing “What women should do when they are working together”))  
179 KI4 : ‘When (they are working together) 
180 KI3 : ‘What should we do?’ ((repeating the first part of the sentence)) 
181 KI2 : Ha? /pardon?/ 
182 KI3 : ‘What women should do’ 
183 KI4  : ‘when they begin to work working together’. 
184 KI1 : This is the comprehension question, yes? (isn’t it) 
185 KI3 : Ya. 
186 KI2 : What women should do ((writing)) 
187 KI5 : What women should do ((writing)) 
188 KI1 : What women should do ((writing)) 
189 KI4 : ‘when they begin working together’ or ‘when they working together’. 

((unresolved; the members did not pay attention or ignore?)) ((long silence)) 
190 KI1 : And the answer is from line 2 to 6. Ya.  
191 KI4 : Iya. This one ‘we should help each other’ 
192 KI5 : From line 7, right? The answer? ((intended to be: The answer is obtained in line 7, 

right?)) 
193 KI1 : You have another fact actually, I only I only write hers. What is your fact? 
194 KI3 : From line 14 to 15. 
195 KI5 : OK, the second comprehension question. Any other ideas? 
196 KI3 : Er … ‘Who is Mary McCarthy?’   

Xx ((laughter)) ((each writes the second question in the worksheet)) 
197 KI4 : OK. … KI2, maybe you have another?  
198 KI2 : Hmm, wait ... ((long silence)) 
199 KI1 : After this we have a quiz again. 
200 KI2 : Er?  
201 KI1 : We have a quiz again.  
202 KI4 : This is the last. 
203 KI1 : Today is the last quiz. ((long silence; writing)) 
204 KI3 : I need factual information, friends. 
205 KI4 : Factual information?  
206 KI3 : I need to write our factual information. 
207 KI4 : OK mine mine is  
208 KI2 :                --Er … I don’t get yours. I haven’t write yours. 
209 KI4 : My factual? 
210 KI2 : Ya. 
211 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie … they became best friends while working for a Manhattan 

executive-search film. From line 1, 2, 3, 4. 4 
212 KI1 :                  --35 minutes 
213 KI4 : ‘Renee and Julie they became best friends while working for a Manhattan 

executive-search firm’ 
214 KI2 : ‘became best friends … 
215 KI4 : ‘while working for a Manhattan executive-search film’. 
216 KI1 : And what are your facts, KI2? 
217 KI2 : ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, and he is a senior vice president at 

MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’. ((long silence; writing)) OK. So we 
just have … 2 questions? 
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218 KI5 : (No) I have one question (more). 
219 KI4 : Do you have another (question), captain? 
220 KI5 : ‘Who became best friend when they work … in the same firm?’ 
221 KI2 : Sorry? 
222 KI5 : ‘Who became best friend when they work in the same … firm?’ 
223 KI4 : OK. ‘Who were became best friend ((writing)) 
224 KI5 : ‘when they work ((writing)) 
225 KI1 : ‘Who became best friend?’, I think 
226 KI4 : ‘Who became’  ‘Who became best friend’ 
227 KI1 : ‘Who became best friends’. 
228 KI3 : ‘Who became?  
229 KI4 : Ya, ‘Who became best friend’ 
230 KI1 : ‘Who became best friends at … ((writing)) 
231 KI5 : ‘when they work in the same firm’ ((writing)) 
232 KI1 :                             --Oh. ‘when they work in the same ((writing)) 
233 KI4 : firm. ((completing the sentence written)) 
234 KI1 : ‘the same? 
235 KI5 : ‘firm’. 
236 KI1 : ‘form’ 
237 KI2 : ‘firm’ 
238 KI1 : ‘firm’ 
239 LL : firm. f-i-r-m ((long silence; writing)) 
240 KI5 : We start with rehearsal, right? 
241 KI2 : KI3, would you repeat (report) it? 
242 KI3 : OK, today we have already discussed about women when women vie with women. 

Er what is our main idea is ‘women behavior when competing competing with 
other women at work’. And er … our inference, ‘To succeed, women should help 
each other and have generosity’. And related to factual the information, ‘Women 
have to understand that being competitive with someone doesn’t mean you don’t 
like them’. And second … ‘Mary McCarthy is forty two years old, a senior vice 
president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly Hills’. And third, ‘Renee and 
Julie became best friends while they are working for a Manhattan executive-search 
firm … search firm’. And then er … (for) the evidence, we can have from line 14 
to 15 and then line … 4 to 5 and xx. And our comprehension questions, ‘What 
women should do while they are working together?’ ‘Who is Mary Mc Carthy?’, 
and ‘Who became best friends 

243 KI1 :                             --40 minutes 
244 KI3 :                                       --when they work in the same … firm’  
245 KI5 : OK, KI4, start your rehearsal. 
246 KI4 : Well, the main idea of the text (is) ‘Human behavior competing with other human 

at work’ and then … er … The inferences: ‘To succeed women must help each 
other’ (implied from) line 2 until 6. And related to the factual information: ‘Renee 
and Julie they became best friends while working for a Manhattan executive-search 
film’. And then the second: ‘Woman have to understand that being competitive 
with someone doesn’t mean that you don’t like them’. And then third: ‘Mary 
McCarthy is a senior vice president at MGM/UA Communications in Beverly 
Hills’. And then fourth (it’s) the question (now). First: ‘What women should do 
when they began working together?’, and then the second: ‘Who is Mary 
McCarthy?’, and then the third: ‘Who became best friend when they working in 
the same firm?’ ya, that’s all. 
((KI1 does not get his rehearsal turn. The students are asked to move to the home 
team))  
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Appendix 13: An Instance of Forming a Cohesive and Heterogeneous Group     
 
How are Oo, Rr, KI1 (Key Informant 1), and Ii assigned as one group in Group Formation 2? (see 
Appendix 9; Home Team 4) 
 
Initially, the list of the students’ IC scores (hence forth, ability list) was referred. Two out of 3 
male students were found to belong to high-achievers. One of them was KI1. On his preference 
paper, the names of Ii, OS1 (other student 1) and OS2 (other student 2) were written. The ability 
list was checked and it was found that all the three students KI1 mentioned belonged to high 
achievers. As KI1 and OS1 were both male students, they were not grouped together. The decision 
to choose between Ii and OS2 was done by referring to the ability list again to find one of the low 
achievers. In the ability list Oo was one of the low-achievers. Oo’s preference paper was consulted 
and it was found that the names of Ii, OS3 and OS4 were written.  Therefore Ii – not  OS1 – was 
chosen to be in one group with K11. Ii was also chosen as it was also expected that Oo could be 
assigned in one group with Ii, one fellow student for whom Oo expressed preference. K11 was 
then assigned to be in a group with at least one fellow student, namely Ii for whom he expressed 
preference. The paper of Ii was further checked. She mentioned OS5, OS6 and Rr. The ability list 
was consulted again. It was found that OS5 was high-achiever, and both OS6 and Rr were middle-
achievers. As one middle-achiever would be assigned to this particular group, OS5 was not chosen 
leaving either OS6 or Rr to be assigned to the group. The preference paper of Rr was further 
checked to see what names were written. Rr wrote Ii, OS5 both of whom – indicated in the ability 
list – belonged to high-achievers, and OS7 belonging to a middle-achiever. Since Rr wrote Ii as 
one of the fellow students for whom she expressed preference and Ii also wrote Rr as one of the 
fellow students for whom she expressed preference, both Ii and Rr could convincingly be grouped 
together. The heterogeneous group with respect to ability was then formed: 2 high-achievers (KI1 
and Ii), 1 middle-achiever (Rr) and 1 low-achiever (Oo) and at the same time it resulted in a group 
composition characterized by “at-least-one-student-in-the-group-is-a-liked-one”: KI1 had Ii; Oo 
had Ii; Ii had Rr and Rr had Ii. 
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Appendix 14: Data and Research Instruments of Pilot Studies 
 
1. The research instrument of Pilot Study 1 (the pre-post test) 
 
Questions 1- 9 are based on the following text: 
        Kevin gets up at five o’clock in the morning. He brushes his teeth at five ten. He takes a bath 
at five fifteen. He has breakfast at half past five every morning. 
        Kevin goes to school at six five in the morning. He arrives at school at six forty every 
morning. The school begins at seven o’clock in the morning. And the school finishes at one fifteen 
in the afternoon. Kevin arrives at home at two o’clock in the afternoon. He has lunch at ten past 
two in the afternoon. 
        At home, Kevin takes a nap at three o’clock. He watches television at five in the afternoon. 
He has dinner at seven in the evening. He studies at seven thirty. He goes to bed at nine thirty. 
 
1. What does Kevin do at five minutes past five? 

A. He sleeps.    B. He makes his bed.      C. He brushes his teeth.   D. He has breakfast. 
 
2. What time does Kevin start studying at school? 

A. 06.05 a.m.             B. 06.40 a.m.          C. 06.45 a.m.                  D. 07.00 a.m. 
 
3. What time does Kevin arrive home? 

A. 02.00 a.m.             B. 01.15 a.m.          C. 02.00 p.m.                  D. 01.15 p.m. 
 
4. Paragraph 1 is about Kevin’s activities ….. 

A. in the morning     B. at school              C. at home                      D. in the afternoon 
 
5. What is the best title for the text? 

A. Kevin’s family     B.Kevin’s school    C. Kevin’s activities       D.Kevin’s hobbies 
 
6. When does Kevin have lunch? 

A. 02.10 p.m.            B. 01.15 p.m.          C. 03.00 p.m.                  D. 02.00 p.m. 
 
7. The last paragraph tells about Kevin’s activities ….. 

A. in the morning      B. in the afternoon   C. at school                   D. at home 
 
8. What does Kevin do at five in the evening? 

A. He watches television.   B. He has dinner.   C. He goes to bed.  D. He takes a nap. 
 
9. When does Kevin go to sleep? 

A. 07.30 p.m.                     B. 09.00 p.m.          C. 08.00 p.m.           D. 09.30 p.m. 
 
Questions 10-18 are based on the following text: 
        Hi, I am Tony. I am a student. I am on the fifth grade of elementary. I always wake up at five 
to five in the morning then I take a bath. I always wear uniform and shoes by myself. 
        I have breakfast at 06.15 a.m. with mother, father and my sister, Ann. There are bread, 
cookies, milk and orange juice for breakfast. I usually eat cookies and drink milk for breakfast.  
        Ann and I walk to school at 06.30 a.m. It takes only fifteen minutes. I do not like to come 
late. I always come fifteen minutes before the bell rings. 
 
10. The reading text tells about …. 
      A. mother’s activities   B. father’s activities    C. Ann’s activities   D. Tony’s activities 
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11. What time does Tony eat in the morning? 
      A. half past six        B. half past five        C. a quarter past six    D. a quarter to six 
 
12. Who is Ann? 
      A. Tony’s sister       B. Tony’s father        C. Tony’s mother      D. Tony’s brother 
 
13. Paragraph 2 tells about Tony’s…  
      A. drink                   B. breakfast                C. fruit                       D. snack 
 
14. Who helps Tony to wear the uniform and shoes? 
      A. mother                B. father                      C. Tony himself        D. Ann 
 
15. At 06.17, Tony … 
      A. takes a bath        B. has breakfast            C. wears shoes          D. wears uniform 
 
16. The last paragraph tells about … 
       A. going to school  B. preparing to school  C. having breakfast  D. arriving at school 
 
17. What time does the school begin? 
       A. 06.15 a.m.         B. 05.00 a.m.                 C. 06.30 a.m.           D. 07.00 a.m. 

 
18. What does Tony have for breakfast? 
       A. milk & cookies   B. orange juice & cookies  C. bread & milk  D. bread & orange juice 
 
Questions 19-26 are based on the following text: 
        My name is Rendi. I live only with my grandmother now. I get up at 05.00 a.m. I go to the 
bathroom at 05.15 a.m. After I wear my school uniform, I have breakfast. When I go to school at 
06.15, my grandmother is still in the bed, sleeping. I ride my bike to school. 
        I arrive at school at 06.30 a.m. The class starts at 06.45 a.m. I listen to the teacher and do the 
exercise seriously. I learn many subjects. My favorite subject is English. I learn to read and write 
in English. I always get good mark in this subject. 
        I often go to the library. I study there with my new friends, Yoyok and Alvin. We do the 
homework together. The homework is not easy. We help each other in doing it. 
        Yoyok and Alvin are my good friends. They make me happy. After school, they often come 
to my house. We watch television together. We sometimes play football in the field near my 
house. We also do the homework together. After finishing the homework, we sometimes listen to 
the music. 
 
19. Paragraph 1 tells about Rendi’s …… 
      A. activities before school   B. activities after school   C. study time       D. best friends 
 
20. With whom does Rendi stay? 
      A. his grandmother             B. his mother                     C. his friends       D. Yoyok and Alvin 
 
21. Rendi’s score in English is …  A. easy    B. serious   C. bad        D. good 
 
22. Rendi is a …….. student. 
       A. diligent                   B. stupid                 C. lazy                      D. naughty 
 
23. What does his grandmother do at 06.00 a.m.? 
      A. She has breakfast.   B. She still sleeps.   C. She takes a bath.  D. She prepares the breakfast. 
 
24. Paragraph 4 tells about Rendi’s ….. A. friends    B. activities   C. family    D. school 
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25. The best title for the text is Rendi’s ….. 
      A. family                   B. best friends                C. daily activities   D. favorite lesson 
 
26. What do they do after finishing their homework? 
      A. watch television    B. listen to the music    C. play football       D. go to the mall 
 
 
2. The research instrument of Pilot Study 1 (the questionnaire) 
 
Nama    :  __________                                                    Tanggal: ___________ 
Kelas/ no. : ___________  /_______ 
   
 Pilih 1 bila adik-adik sangat tidak setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
         2 bila adik-adik tidak setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
         3 bila adik-adik setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 

        4 bila adik-adik sangat setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
 

EXPERT TEAM (KELOMPOK AHLI) 
1) Saya juga ikut memberikan ide-ide saat berdiskusi. 
2) Saya mendengarkan dengan penuh perhatian kepada teman yang 

menyampaikan idenya. 
3) Saya membantu teman sekelompok saya untuk memahami bacaan. 
4) Teman-teman saya ikut serta menyampaikan ide-ide saat berdiskusi. 
5) Teman-teman saya mendengarkan saya dengan penuh perhatian saat 

saya menyampaikan ide.  
6) Teman-teman saya juga membantu saya dalam memahami bacaan. 

 
1   2   3   4 
1   2   3   4 

 
1   2   3   4 
1   2   3   4 
1   2   3   4 

 
1   2   3   4 

 

HOME TEAM (KELOMPOK UMUM) 
7)     Saya memberikan penjelasan yang mudah dimengerti. 
8)     Teman-teman saya memberikan penjelasan yang mudah dimengerti. 

 
1   2   3   4 
1   2   3   4 

KESIMPULAN 
9)    Saya senang dengan kegiatan belajar tadi. 
10) Saya ingin belajar dengan cara belajar seperti ini. 

 
1   2   3   4 
1   2   3   4 

 

(Translation of the questionnaire) 
Name    : ________                                                         Date: __________ 
Class/ no. : ________   /______ 
   
 Choose 1 if you disagree very much with the idea in the sentence 
              2 if you disagree with the idea in the sentence  
              3 if you agree with the idea in the sentence 

             4 if you agree very much with the idea in the sentence 
 

EXPERT TEAM 
1)  I share ideas during the discussion. 
2)  I listen attentively to my group mates who also share ideas. 
3)  I help my group mates understand the text during the discussion. 
4)  My group mates share ideas during the discussion. 
5)  My group mates listen to me attentively.  
6)  My group mates help me understand the text. 

 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 
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HOME TEAM 
7)  I give understandable explanation. 
8)  My group mates give understandable explanation. 

 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 

CONCLUSION 
9)   I like this technique of learning. 
10) I want to learn with this technique. 

 
1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4 

 
 
3. The transcripts for Research Question 3 (Pilot Study 1) 
 
Setting: A group of 4 students was carrying out their task, namely to understand a paragraph of a 
text entitled Didi’s Morning Activities. It consisted of 4 paragraphs and some comprehension 
questions. The chosen expert team was assigned to discuss the last paragraph. The recordings took 
place on 12 October 2006 and 6 October 2006 at ‘X’ and  ‘Y’ Elementary Schools respectively.  
 
The materials discussed:  

The break time is at 9.15. Students run out from their classes so does Didi. Didi plays 
football with his 5 friends. He does not go to the canteen. He likes to save his money. He 
studies again at 9.30. 
 

- What does paragraph 4 tell us?  Didi’s …  a) playing at school   b) going to school 
- What does Didi do in the break time? 
- Does Didi buy some food at school? Support your answer! 
- How long is the break time? 

 
Transcription Features: (Transcription convention is adapted from van Lier, 1988) 
Segments underlined indicate the sentences appearing in the text or the ones written in the 
student’s worksheet. Segments highlighted in bold indicate audibly enhanced stress; indented 
segments (started with ---) signify overlapping speech. Segments between < > indicate the brief 
inserted speech made by the students repeating/revealing the main part of the answer; segments 
between / / indicate the translation of the previous part. Segments between [  ] indicate the writer’s 
additional note. 
 
Transcript 1  
(Note: T = Teacher; Dd = a 9-year-old male student who was talkative and clever and tending to 
dominate conversation; Jn = a 9-year-old female student who was an active student; Wd = a 9-
year-old female student who was smart, and diligent; Kn = a 10-year-old male student who was an 
‘average’ student; Ss = students) 
 

1 T: You know what to do, right?! Now try to help one another. Saling bantu ya [try  
2  to help one another] so that you can share later. OK you can start now. Semua  
3  nanti harus memahami nomor ini, paragraph ini, harus ngerti  no. 4 ini. /All of  
4  you should understand this paragraph, understand number 4/ 
5 Dd: Ayo kamu dulu  /Come on, you start first/ 
6 Jn : [reading the question and answering it] What does paragraph 4 tell us? Didi’s  
7  going to school. 
8  [Silence] 
9 Wd: [correcting the answer] Didi’s playing at school. Didi’s playing at school
10  [Silence] 
11 Dd: Didi’s playing at school
12 Jn: ---[reading the question and answering it] What does Didi do in the break time? 
13  Didi plays football with his 5 friends. He does not go to the canteen.
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14 Dd: [repeating] He plays football with his 5 friends but he ..   but he doesn’t go to the 
15  canteen. 
16 Kn : [repeating] He plays football
17 Dd: [reading the question and answering it] Does Didi buy some food at school? No,  
18  he doesn’t. 
19  [Silence] 
20 Ss: No, he is.. No, he doesn’t. No, he doesn’t.
21 Kn: [reading the question and answering it] Number 4. How long is the break time? 
22 Ss: 15 minutes. 15 minutes. 
23 Jn: [trying to go back to question 3 as another question was left unanswered]   
24  Number 3, number 3. Number 3 He is .. No he doesn’t because he likes to save 

his money
25 Dd+Kn Number 3 No, he doesn’t <ya> <ya> because he likes to save his money
26 Dd: Iya [Yes],  because he likes to save his money
26 T: You know ‘save’?  
28 Ss: [students are translating] ‘menabung’ 
29 T: Yes. 
30 Kn: Uwes ya? /Finished?/ 
31 Jn: Yes, finished. Who wants to read the text? 
32 Kn: Mau dibaca ta? /Shall we read it?/ 
33 Wd: Ha? /Pardon?/ 
34 Dd: Perlu dibaca ta? /Do we have to read it?/ 
35 T: Finished? Finished? You still have time. Go on talking about the paragraph.  
36  Discuss it. Make sure you understand it. 
37 Wd: Supaya bias njelasin nanti. Ayo baca ta? /So that we can explain later. Shall we 

read it?/ 
39 Ss: [reading the paragraph together] The break time is at 9.15. Students run out from 
40  their classes so does Didi. Didi plays football with his 5 friends. He does not go  
41  to the canteen. He likes to save his money. He studies again at .. at 30 
42 Dd: Half past thirty 
43 Ss: [correcting] Half past nine, half past nine. 
44 Dd: Nggak jelasno ta. ngerti ta? Ngerti ta? Ngerti kamu? /What about translating it?  
45  Do you understand? Do you understand?/ 
46 Dd: Not yet. 
47 Dd: The break time is at 9.15. Students run out from their classes so does Didi. Didi  
48  plays football with his 5 friends. He does not go to the canteen. He likes to save  
49  his money. He studies again at half past two. 
50 Wd: half past nine
51 Dd: Ya. aku bilang half past nine
52 T: You know the meaning of all words? 
53 Ss: Yes. 
54 Kn: Diartino ta  /Shall we translate it?/ 
55 Dd: Pada waktu … /when…/ 
56 Wd: Sik, sik, ada 4 paragraf. Ya, satu satu. Satu kalimat, satu kalimat.  /Wait. Wait.  
57  There are 4 paragraphs. Yes, one by one. One sentence, one sentence/ 
58 Dd: Ya, 4 kalimat. /yes, 4 sentence/ 
59 Jn: 1, 2, 3, 4. Siapa dulu? ada berapa kalimat? /Who’s first? How many sentence? 
60 Dd: 5 kalimat  /5 sentence/ 
61 Jn: Oh ya. /yes/ 
62 Kn: [reading and translating] The break time is at 9.15.  Istirahatnya jam 19 lebih 15.  
63 Dd: Students run out from their classes so does Didi. Murid-murid keluar kelas … 

[silence] 
64  Murid-murid keluar kelas, juga Didi.  
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65 Dd: Didi plays football with his 5 friends. Didi bermain sepakbola bersama dengan 5 
temannya.  

66 Jn: He does not go to the canteen. Dia tidak pergi ke kantin. 
67 Kn: He likes to save his money. Dia menyimpan uangnya. Dia menyimpan uangnya. 
68 Wd: [translating] Dia suka … Dia suka menyimpan uangnya. 
69  Kurang satu .. ayo sama-sama.  /Still one more sentence. Let’s translate it  
70  together/ 
71 Ss: He studies again at 9.30. Dia belajar lagi … jam setengah sepuluh. /half past 

nine/ 
72 Dd: Atau … atau.. jam 9 lebih 30 menit. /Or 30 minutes after 9/ 
73 T: You still have time. Make sure everyone knows the answer. 
74 Wd: Ayo the question  /Come on, lets go on with the question/ 
75 Ss: [reading the question one by one and the answers]  
76  What does paragraph 4 tell us? Didi’s …going to school 
77  What does Didi do in the break time? He plays football with his 5 friends 
78  Does Didi buy some food at school? No, he doesn’t. He does not go to the  
79  canteen.because he likes to save his money. How long is the break time? 15 

minutes. 
80 T: How do you know it’s 15 minutes? 
81 Ss: Because … because they play until half past nine. 

 
Transcript 2 
(Note: T = Teacher; Ke = a 9-year-old student who was quite smart, and humorous; Ko = a 9 year-
old student who was diligent, smart - the best among his friends; Se = a 10-year-old student who 
was active and cooperative but a bit impatient; Yu = a 10-year-old student who was quite creative, 
cooperative but a bit quiet; Ss = students) 
 
1 Ko: Aku yang baca ya. /Let me read, OK?/   
2  [translating the first sentence of the paragraph] Waktu waktu istirahat adalah jam  
3  sembilan lima belas. 
4 Se: Sek ta ngene ae lho, lapo dibaca?  /Wait! Why should we read or translate it?/ 
5 Se+Yu: Nomer empat /Number 4/ Paragraf empat  /Paragraph 4/ 
6 Ke: --Yo wis. Eh istirahat jam piro?  /OK. What time is the break?/ 
7 Ko: Eh ini lho, ta baca’ no yo  /This one, let me read it/ 
8 Yu: [translating ‘The break time is at 9.15] Istirahat jam sembilan lebih lima  
9  belas 
10 Yu: [translating the next sentence] Murid-murid lari keluar dari kelas  
11 Ke: Jadi Didi....... /So Didi ....../ 
12 Se+Ke: [translating ‘so does Didi’] Begitu juga Didi  
13 Ss: [translating ‘Didi plays football with his friends’] Didi bermain bola dengan lima  
14  temannya. Dengan lima temannya. 
15  [translating ‘He does not go to the canteen’] Dia berlari ke kantin. 
16 Ko: [trying to correct] He does not. He does not….
17 Ke+Ko: [realizing the mistake then correcting] Dia tidak berlari ke kantin 
18 Ke: [translating, but an incorrect translation] Tetapi dia hemat 
19 Ko: [translating, but still incorrect] Dia nabung 
20 Ke: [translating, still incorrect] Dia menghemat uangnya 
21 Ko: [correctng] Dia suka menabung uangnya /He likes to save his money/ 
22 Ke: O ga kayak kita  /Great, not like us/ 
23 Se: Iyo  /That’s true/ 
24 Ko: [repeating the translation] Ia... ia suka menabung uangnya 
25 Ke: Iya, tau wes’an. /Yes, we know already/   
26  What does paragraf empat tell us?  /What does paragraph 4 tell us? 
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26 Yu+Se Didi’s playing at school 
28 Yu: Playing 
29 Ke: Play 
30 Yu: Playing 
31 Ke: Play 
32 Ko: Playing at school 
33 Se: Iki lho onok –ing’e, ngerti to?  /This one... it shows –ing form/ 
34 Ke: Playing at school 
35 Se: Lha iya playing at school   /Yes, playing at school / 
36 Ke: Ya wes dijawab dulu.  / OK, now let’s go on/ What does Didi do........ 
37 Ko: Play football with........ 
39 Yu: Iki lho plays football  /Look! It’s plays football / 
40 Ko: Does Didi buy some food at school?
41 Ke: Iki lho, eh eh eh seng lengkap  /Here’s the answer. Answer completely/ 
42 Ss: Didi plays football with his five friends 
43 Ko: Does he buy some food at school?
44 Ko: No, doesn’t. No, doesn’t 
45 Yu: Oi nomer satu dijawab disek  /Let’s answer the first part of the question/ 
46 Ko: No, he doesn’t. 
47 Ke: Lho, uwes.  /Well, we finished with this question, right?/ 
48 Yu: Apa? /Pardon?/ 
49 Ss: Didi’s playing at school 
50 Yu: Terus nomer dua  /Let’s continue number 2/ 
51 Ko: Mari gitu...... /Then…/  Does Didi buy some food at school? No, no. Support 
52  your answer 
53 Ke: No, he does not. Ngono lho. /This is the answer/ 
54 Yu: Ooo..... 
55 Ko: Emm ‘support your answer’ itu mengapa lho, itu kan? /Emm, ‘support your  
56  answer’ means that we are asked about ‘why’, right?/ 
57 Ke: [translating] Menyemangati. Semangati, semangati jawabanmu 
58 Ko: Because....... 
59 Yu: Eh, maksud’e ’support’ itu ’semangati jawabanmu’? /Does it mean ‘encouraging  
60  your answer’? 
61 Ko: Apa gini lho, buktikan buktikan jawabanmu. Jadi buktikan apa?  
62  /Maybe it means ‘prove your answer’. So prove!/ 
63  Because he likes..... He likes to save his money. Money money 
64 Ke: Money money 
65 Se: Hei, seng nomer dua apa? /Hi, what’s the answer of number 2? 
66 Ko: How long is the break time?
67 Se+Yu Hei, nomer dua  /Hi, number 2/ 
68 Ke: Didi plays football with his five friends 
69 Yu: Jawabane nomer dua apa?  /What’s the answer of number 2? 
70 Ke: Ya itu  /That’s the answer/ 
71 Yu: Itu nomer satu  /That’s number 1/ 
72 Ke: Nggak, itu nomer dua  /No, that’s number 2/ 
73 Yu+Se Lho nomer dua apa?  /What’s [the answer of] number 2? 
74 Ko: Nomer satu itu ini. Nomer dua ini  /This one is number one, this one is number 2/, 
75  What does.....
76 Se: Apa yang... apa yang.... apa yang dia lakukan?  /What does he do?/ 
77 Ke: Ini lho  /This one/ 
78 Ss: Didi playing football with his five friends 
79 Yu: Nomer tiga  /Number 3/ 
80 Ss: No, no, he does not. Because he likes to save money 
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81 Ko: Money money 
82 Yu: How long is the break time?
83 Ko: Nah sekarang kita itung ae  /Let’s just count/ 
84 Ke: Fifteen... Fifteen... Fifteen minutes 
85 Ko: Ini lho  /This one./ 
86 Yu+Se Fifteen... Fifteen... Fifteen... Fifteen....... 
87 Ke Mungkin ini..... /Maybe this one/   How long.. 
88 Yu+Se Fifteen Minutes 
89 Yu: Fifteen 
  (The students diverted from the expected task. They were talking about things 

irrelevant to the text. The following was the continuation when they went back to 
the discussion) 

90 Se: Nomer dua itu, de’e playing ball  /Answer for number 2 is ‘he is playing football’ 
91 Yu: [suggesting to start the discussion from the beginning as the confusion was  
92  greater and greater] He, didiskusino kabeh ae lah, kesuen  /Come on, let’s discuss 

all/ 
93 Se: Nomer tiga itu apa hoi....?  /What’s number 3, helloo/ 
 Yu: Nomer tiga itu ‘Because he likes....’ /Number 3’s answer is ‘Because he likes…’ / 
94  Because he likes saving money. 
95 Ko: Kalo........... /What about …/ 
96 Se: --- Money.... 
97 Ko: Kalo empat. /What about number 4?/ How long is the break time?  
98 Yu+Se Fifteen minutes 
99 Ko: Tadi kamu wes ngomong ae lho  /You knew the answer, didn’t you? 
100 Ke: Fifteen minutes, iya ga?  / Fifteen minutes, right?   
101 Yu: Fifteen minutes 
  (The students diverted from the expected task again. They were talking about 

other things irrelevant to the text discussion. The following was the continuation 
when they went back to the discussion) 

102 Yu: Nomer satu.  /Number 1/   Playing at school 
103 Yu+Se Nomer dua.  /Number 2/   Didi plays football with his five friends.   
104  Nomer tiga.  /Number 3/   No, because Didi likes saving..... 
105 Ke: No, no, he doesn’t. No, he doesn’t 
106 Ko: No, he does not. 
 Ke: Stop. doesn’t ngono lho  /Stop. doesn’t. Keep this answer/ 
107 Ko: Does not 
108 Ke: Doesn’t ae lho  /Let’s use doesn’t/ 
109 Ko: Gampang gampang  /Take it easy/ 
110 Yu: Ga onok bedane, ga onok bedane  /There is no difference/ 
111 Se: Nomer empat, /number 4/  fifteen.... fifteen minutes 
112 Yu: Fifteen. 
113 Se: Minutes. 
114 Ke: Ayo masuk, ayo masuk  /Come on, let’s enter [the classroom]/ 

Note: From the transcript, it is revealed that the discussion did not run smoothly because there was 
confusion. Two students missed the others’ discussion. At the beginning and also in the middle of 
the expert team discussion, a student referred to the paragraph, the others to the questions to 
answer. 
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4. The research instrument of Pilot Study 2 (the questionnaire) 
 
Nama   : ________________   Nama kelompok :________________ 

Kelas/no.: ______ / ____  

 
Adik-adik, mohon kesediaannya untuk memberikan pendapat berkaitan dengan kegiatan yang baru 
kalian laksanakan. Jawaban/pendapat adik-adik tidak mempengaruhi nilai Bahasa Inggris kalian. 
Terima kasih atas kerjasamanya. 
 
A. Peranmu dalam ‘EXPERT TEAM’ (KELOMPOK AHLI) yaitu:    
□ Sebagai ketua kelompok                                          □ Sebagai sekretaris 
□ Sebagai pencatat waktu (‘time keeper’)                  □ Sebagai anggota biasa 

 
B. Kalimat- kalimat di bawah ini menunjukkan pendapat adik-adik berkaitan dengan peran yang 
diberikan dalam diskusi kelompok tadi: 
 Pilih 1 bila adik-adik sangat tidak setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
 Pilih 2 bila adik-adik tidak setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
 Pilih 3 bila adik-adik setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 
             Pilih 4 bila adik-adik sangat setuju dengan kalimat tersebut 

 

1. Peran yang saya dapatkan membuat saya berdikusi dengan baik. 1     2     3     4 
2. Saya tidak dapat berdiskusi dengan baik karena teman saya tidak  
    menjalankan perannya. 

1     2     3     4 

3. Saya senang dengan adanya pembagian peran untuk masing2  
  siswa dalam kelompok. 

1     2     3     4 

4. Teman saya memonopoli pembicaraan dalam diskusi 1     2     3     4 
5. Diskusi kelompok menjadi lebih baik dengan adanya peran2 
     yang diberikan pada masing2 siswa. 

1     2     3     4 

 
 
(Translation of the questionnaire) 
 
Name   : ________________   Name of the group : _________________ 

Class/no.: ______ / ____  

 
Dear students, 
Please give your opinion on the Jigsaw technique which you just did in class. Your opinion or 
answer to the questions will not influence your English score. Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
A. Your role is:    
□ As a captain                                                             □ As a secretary 
□ As a time keeper                                                      □ As an ordinary member 

 
B. The statements below indicates your opinion on the role assigned to you in the group 
discussion: 
      
 Choose 1 if you Strongly disagree with the statement 
 Choose 2 1 if you Disagree with the statement 
 Choose 3 1 if you Agree with the statement 

Choose 4 1 if you Strongly agree with the statement 
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1. The role I get enables me to discuss well. 1    2    3     4 
2. I cannot discuss well because my friend does not play their role as expected.  1    2    3     4 
3. I like role assigning for each student in group discussion. 1    2    3     4 
4. My friends monopolize the discussion. 1    2    3     4 
5. Group discussion becomes better because of the role assigned to each  
    student. 

1    2    3     4 

 
 
5. The research instrument of Pilot Study 2 (the observation checklist) 
 
Observer’s Name: ________________                       School: _______________________ 

Date of observation: ______________  

 
Choose  

1 if you AGREE VERY MUCH with the statement 
2 if you AGREE with the statement 
3 if you DON’T AGREE with the statement 
4 if you DON’T’ AGREE VERY MUCH with the statement 

 

1. The students discuss the material well in their expert team 1      2      3      4 
2. The role assigned to each student is helpful to make the discussion go 
    on smoothly 

1      2      3      4 

3. The students like the role assigning. 1      2      3      4 
4. Some students monopolize in the discussion 1      2      3      4 
5. Some students do not participate in the discussion 1      2      3      4 

 
 
6. The research instrument of Pilot Study 2 (the pre-post test) 
 

LISTENING TEST 
Problem Sheet 

Listening 1: 
 
1. What’s the best title for the text?  
a. Ms. Susan           b. A Trip                c. A History Class    d. A Teacher 
 
2. What is Ms. Susan’s job? 
a. A teacher            b. A student            c. A historian           d. A traveler 
 
3. How would you name Ms. Susan?  
a. A dull teacher     b. A bad teacher     c. A good teacher    d. An interesting traveler 
 
4. Ms. Susan plans to take a trip to Europe this summer, so …...  
a. You will not find her in Europe this summer c. She will have a trip in Seattle this summer 
b. You will not find her in Seattle this summer d. She will not visit Europe this summer 

 

5. Why do we call Ms. Susan a busy person?  
a. She prepares her lesson every night c. She gives good answers 
b. She tells interesting stories d. She teaches history. 



Appendices 248 

6. What does Ms. Susan do to make her class interesting?  
a. Reading many books c. Teaching history 
b. Traveling to Europe  d. Dressing in blue 
 
7. Where’s France?  
a. In America     b. In Europe        c. In Asia                d. In Australia  
 
8. What does she teach?  
a. History           b. Literature       c. English                d. Geography 
 
9. When is Ms. Susan going to travel in Europe?  
a. Next month      b. Next year      c. This summer       d. Tonight 
 
10. What does Ms. Susan have to prepare every night?  
a. A trip to Europe c. An interesting story 
b. A lesson for the next day d. A good answer 
 
11. What does she want to learn in Europe?  
a. About Europe’s history c. About travel in France and other countries 
b. About preparing lessons d. About important cities  
 
 
Listening 2:  
1. How many years ago did Alexander Graham Bell invent the telephone?  
a. 18                 b. 76                    c. 131                  d. 311 
 
2. Alexander Graham Bell came from ….  
a. Scotland      b. Holland            c. Canada            d. England 
 

 

 
4. What kind of students did Alexander Graham Bell have?  
a. Blind         b. Deaf                 c. Hyperactive      d. Creative 
 
5. Telegraph is a machine that is able to …...  
a. Send messages over long distances c. Send money over long distances  
b. Send sounds  over long distances  d. Send packages over long distances 

 

7. How many parts does a telephone have?  
a. 2              b. 1                       c. 4                         d. 3 
 
8. What is the function of a receiver?  
a. To send messages c. To collect incoming speech sounds 
b. To send sounds of speech d. To find out telephone’s signal 
 
9. What’s the name of Alexander Graham Bell’s assistant?  
a. Mrs. Watson    b. Mr. Watson    c. Ms Clarkson    d. Mr Clarkson  

3. What was he interested in?  
a. Human’s life c. Human’s speech 
b. Human’s voice d. Human’s society 

6. What became the medium in Alexander Graham Bell’s experiment?  
a. File          b. Clipper             c. Flier                   d. Wire 
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10. What happened when Alexander Graham Bell was in his laboratory one day?  
a. He was angry to his assistant c. He broke his microphone 
b. He was hurt by the wire d. He spilled some acid on his clothes 
 
11. The story discusses about ……….  
a. Mr Bell and his daily life c. Mr. Bell and his assistant 
b. Mr. Bell and his students d. Mr Bell and his invention 
 
12. What is the best title for the story?  
a. Parts of telephone c. Alexander Graham Bell’s life 
b. How telephone was invented d. Alexander Graham Bell’s job 
 
 
Listening 3:  
1. What can we conclude about the writer’s trip?  
a. It was not a nice trip  c. It was a fun trip 
b. It was a challenging trip  d. It was not a bad trip 
 
2. When is it a bad idea to hike mountain Sindiro?  
a. In the morning c. In the evening 
b. In the afternoon d. On a rainy day 
 
3. Where did the writer come from?  
a. Wonosobo       b. Central Java         c. Sindiro               d. Bojonegoro 
 
4. How many days did they stay in Mt. Sindiro?  
a. About a week c. About 3 days 
b. About 2 weeks d. About 3 weeks 
 
5. How many hours do we need to go to Mountain Sindiro from Surabaya?  
a. 18                      b. 17                        c. 80                       d. 8 
 
 
Listening 4: 
1. How old was Daniel when he wanted to become an actor? 
a. 5 years old         b. 6 years old          c. 7 years old        d. 8 years old 
 
2. When was Daniel born? 
a. July 23, 1988     b. July 13, 1989     c. July 23, 1989    d. July 13, 1989 
 
3.  How old is Daniel? 
a.  19 years old       b.  89 years old     c.  17 years old     d.  9 years old 
 
4. Which one is the most appropriate title for the text? 
a. Fan of Fulham Football Club            c. Daniel Radcliffe 
b. Young wizard                        d. Harry Potter 
 
5. What is the nationality of Daniel Radcliffe? 
a. British               b. Dutch                c. Spanish              d. Polish 
 
6. Daniel Radcliffe does NOT want to be a/an  …… 
a. Actor                 b. Director            c. Racer                  d. Writer 
 



Appendices 250 

7. What is NOT Daniel’s favorite? 
a. Eating Hamburger                            c. Watching formula one racing 
b. Watching wrestling                          d. Listening to punk rock 
 
8. What’s the main idea of the story? 
a. Dan’s hobby     b. Dan’s life            c. Dan’s latest film          d. Dan’s family 
 
9. How many brothers and sisters does Dan have? 
a. 5 brothers          b. 5 sisters             c. no brother and sister     d. 5 brothers and sisters 
 
------------------------------------------- END OF THE TEST------------------------------------------------- 
 
The tape script: 
Listening 1. Before you listen to the text, you’re given a chance to read the questions for Listening 
1 on your problem sheet. Now read questions 1-11 quickly.  
[silence; about 2 minutes for the students to read the questions] 
Now listen to the first text. Listening Text 1:  
[The text is read twice] 
 

Ms. Susan, thirty-year-old, is a busy person. She teaches history at a school in Seattle. She 
likes to teach, and her students like to learn. She is usually dressed in her neat blue casual 
clothes, matching the light blue color of the school. 
Ms. Susan tries to make her classes interesting. Every night she has to prepare a lesson for the 
next day. She has to read many books. She tries to remember interesting stories. She wants to 
tell her class about famous people and important cities. She doesn’t want to talk about dull 
things. Her students like to ask questions and she tries to give them good answers.  
Ms. Susan plans to take a trip to Europe this summer. She is going to travel to France, 
Germany, England, Italy, and Spain. She wants to learn many new things about Europe’s 
history.  

  [adapted from Lado English Series (New ed.) by Robert Lado (1977)] 
 
Now look at your test sheet for Listening 1. Choose a, b, c, or d as the answer or response to the 
question or statement provided. 
[silence; about 3 minutes for the students to answer and/or check their answers] 
Listening 2. Before you listen to the text, you’re given a chance to read the questions for Listening 
2 on your problem sheet. Now read questions 1-12 quickly.  
[silence; about 2 minutes for the students to read the questions] 
Now listen to the second text. Listening Text 2:  
[The text is read twice] 

In 1876, a Scotsman named Alexander Graham Bell invented the telephone. He was very 
interested in how humans make and hear speech, because he was a teacher of the deaf. He 
taught all day long and worked in the evening too. He learned how human’s ears hear sound 
and began to experiment with sending sounds. 
First he looked at the way telegraph messages were sent. He improved the method, so that 
many messages could be sent down on wire at a time. He invented a microphone that could 
send sounds of speech down a wire. Then he invented a receiver that could collect incoming 
speech sounds. These became the two main parts of the telephone. 
One day when Mr. Bell was in his laboratory, he spilled some acid on his trousers. Over the 
microphone, he called out to his assistant for help, “Mr. Watson, come here! I want you!” At 
that time Mr. Watson was on a different floor of the building. But he heard Mr. Bell’s voice 
clearly over the new device. He raced into Mr Bell’s laboratory and told him the news. Mr 
Bell had invented the first telephone on March 10, 1876. 

  [taken from English 3A by Judy Ling and Anne Smith (2006)] 
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Now look at your test sheet for Listening 2. Choose a, b, c, or d as the answer or response to the 
question or statement provided. 
[silence  (about 3 minutes)– for the students to answer and/or check their answers] 
Listening 3.  
Before you listen to the text, you’re given a chance to read the questions for Listening 3 on your 
problem sheet. Now read questions 1-5 quickly.  
[silence (about 2 minutes) for the students to read the questions] 
Now listen to the third text. Listening Text 3:  
[The text is read twice] 
 

There are some famous mountains in Central Java. One of them is Mountain Sindiro. It is 
located in Wonosobo. Some people like to hike this mountain, but some others just want to set 
up a tent for camping. 
Last September, my classmate and I went to the mountain. We went there by bus. It took eight 
hours to get there from Surabaya. The rain welcomed us when we arrived at the base camp. 
After the rain stopped, we decided to hike the mountain. It was very dangerous for us to hike 
when it rained. It was slippery, so we had to be careful. After we reached the mountain peak, 
we could not see anything down below. Heavy fogs covered the hills. Because of it, we 
couldn’t walk fast. We needed some flash lights to see the path better. We asked a guide some 
flashlights to go down. We stayed there from Monday until Saturday.  

[adapted from IEC Bulletin, No. 1 January 2001. English Book-See The World for Class 2 SMP 
 by Chaedori, Anwar, Lasminingsih (2004)] 

 
Now look at your test sheet for Listening 3. Choose a, b, c, or d as the answer or response to the 
question or statement provided. 
[silence; about 3 minutes for the students to answer and/or check their answers] 
Listening 4. Before you listen to the text, you’re given a chance to read the questions for Listening 
4 on your problem sheet. Now read questions 1-9 quickly.  
[silence; 2 minutes for the students to read the questions] 
Now listen to the fourth text. Listening Text 4:  
[The text is read twice] 
 

Dan was born on July 23, 1989 in London. He is the only child in the family. He has become 
very famous after his role as the young wizard Harry Potter 
He has wanted to be an actor since he was five years old. Now he has become a famous actor. 
He said, “I want to continue to act. But, I also want to be a director or writer.” 
Daniel goes to an all boys school. It means there are no girls there at all. He loves to play 
pranks on his friends. As an English boy, Daniel loves football. He is a fan of Fulham Football 
Club. He also likes to watch wrestling and formula one racing. 
Music? He is a big fan, too. He prefers punk rock. Now, Daniel is ready for his third Harry 
Potter movie. Movie lovers always wait for his movie. They are ready to pay more to see his 
latest film. 

[taken from Bahasa Inggris SMP untuk SMP/MTs kelas VIII by Kristono, Esti Tri Andayani,  
 Ismukoco, and Albert F.J. Tupan (2005)] 

 
Now look at your test sheet for Listening 4. Choose a, b, c, or d as the answer or response to the 
question or statement provided. 
[silence; about 3 minutes for the students to answer and/or check their answers] 
This is the end of the Listening Test. Collect your test sheet to the teacher. 
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Nederlandse Samenvatting 
 

In deze dissertatie wordt verslag gedaan van een deels qualitatieve, deels quantitatieve 

studie naar studentgedrag in leesonderwijs in een vreemde taal. De focus was op de 

betrokkenheid van de studenten in de groepsinteractie, het type informatie dat de 

studenten alleen en samen gebruiken om de teksten te begrijpen. Daarbij is gekeken naar 

de relatie tussen het taalvaardigheidsniveau van de studenten in de tweede taal  en de mate 

van en manier waarop de studenten elkaar ondersteuning vragen en bieden. 

        De gekozen onderwijsvorm was de ‘Jig-saw’ methode, waarin een klas in groepen 

wordt verdeeld die ieder een deel van de te vinden informatie moeten aanleveren en 

overdragen op de andere groepen. Binnen de groepen zijn er verschillende rollen die de 

leerlingen moeten spelen (captain, time keeper, speaker). De analyses laten zien dat high 

achievers ertoe neigen het proces te domineren ten koste van low achievers, maar de 

betrokkenheid van de verschillende groepen mede wordt bepaald door hun rol in de groep. 

Het hebben van een belangrijke rol, bijvoorbeeld  captain, leidt ertoe dat low achievers 

veel actiever bij het proces betrokken zijn dan wanneer ze minder belangrijke rol spelen. 

        Het uitgevoerde onderzoek laat zien dat in de Indonesische taalonderwijssituatie die 

traditioneel sterk docent-gedomineerd is, groepswerk en meer betrokkenheid van 

leerlingen heel goed mogelijk is als docenten hiervoor zijn geschoold en gemotiveerd. In 

vervolg onderzoek zal worden gepoogd de ‘Jig-saw’ benadering op grotere schaal in het 

onderwijs in te voeren. 
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