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CHAPTER FOUR Y-
4.0. Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the analysis ant'tatlve data (pre
and post learning together strategy questionnaires and aI readlng
comprehension test). Review and analysis of these sources pr ddd ‘@ht in

answering the first and second research questions: P\ re &nlflcam
radua@glv:L reading

3

en achievement as

:,A@Tat are undergraduate
0 \
EFL experimental group stude eptlons of uefﬁ@eness of using Learning

e|r ing'comp e@.smn achievement?

Together instruction in imp
The first and %testlo are dn‘ecﬂb‘connected to the results of the

\[\scores urlng reading comprehension and

QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

relationship between using Learning T th

comprehension classroom and stud&admg co

determined by students’ pre-test a t test s%%

quantitative part, h relatels

learning toget strategy aireb es to the effect of learning together

strategy ins |o . Qu nti ti Jnam was conducted to investigate changes in

‘s'on aﬁ?evement scores using statistical data. Statistical

ld show clear ev1® to detect subjects’ variances that if the learning

student T g cod

strategy instruction did influence their reading comprehension achievement

s and their perceptions of learning together strategy instruction.
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In this study, pre-and post- reading comprehension tests results clarified how
treatment group students were affected in their reading achievement score?l'!r
receiving the Learning Together strategy instruction. Also, the pre- and @ning
together strategy questionnaires were used to examine the major s in the
students’ perceptions of learning together strategy instruction beon;ld after the
learning together strategy instruction. \,

In this chapter an analysis of the data collecte X:re'search study is

presented. The purpose is to examine the validity an liab itw‘identical

ert-scale nﬁg_\ﬁether
he% est aqéq)ost-test,

were administered two times during course %‘f t stud;é\Each reading

comprehension test was composed of&r}ding pass wi@bht questions per

passage for a total of 24 questions ;ﬁﬁt. The re\sl%r e@he same three reading
}y N,
passages about E-mail, Human%nd Ns learyWeap @nd the corresponding 24

questions (8 questions per r?\ya&]
One version ol% the fi‘\‘ Li i;gca‘lauestionnaires was used for both

two rounds. In O;Qmakelt \falysis % se two rounds of five Likert-scale
redsucci

measures mo t, th ?her @?"performed a detailed analysis of each
¢

reading comprehension pre-test and post-test and fiv:

strategy questionnaires. The identical reading

testing rou ;|e ’Iso had exa ingd er“aata gathered at the first and second rounds
NN

of the (ﬂa{i} aires! Buentlé?we researcher had examined the data collected

fro econd round and ha@orted differences or conflicting results of those two
@The two tools of collecting data for the quantitative phase of the study, the
identical reading comprehension pre-test and post-test and five Likert-scale Learning

ogether strategy questionnaires are discussed in details in the following sections.
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4.1. Pre- and Post- Reading Comprehension Tests

The purpose of the pre- and post-reading comprehensions tests was t(?!s
student changes in reading comprehension and to what degree th@nges
influenced their reading achievement scores. To this end, two identica ions of the
test were developed, one for the pre-test and the other for the post-tesF‘S;/en types of
questions were used on both, the reading comprehension prestest and post-test (See
Appendix C for completed version of the pre-test and post %

These questions measured readers’ abilities to ascertain: ‘\d‘

3. the main idea of a paragra bedded wi

4. the main idea of the enti%ding pas\

5. aparaphrase of a se\%

6. the meanings of I

from conte% Si
7. underl;/@stat@mation gl/ must be inferred from contextual
clue%Kth assz:\'??:' c’)&

WA
questiondp i{ion @ is on each test form, except for the vocabulary
queAFor that question Q@’two questions were provided for a total of eight

q \Dm per passage. Each test consists of three reading passages (24 questions per
3
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4.1.1. Comparison of the Mean Scores of the Pre- and Post- Reading

Comprehension Tests Y'

In order to show how Learning Together strategy instruction im audi
undergraduate EFL students’ reading comprehension achievemeﬁ*pres, the
researcher compared the mean scores of the pre- and post-reading comprehension test

for each group using paired sample t-test. Earlier to the_t-test; the researcher

designated the experimental group (n=40) and the contro (n:AtO). As the next
procedure, to show how learning together strategy ruction tgd %ziudi
undergraduate EFL students’ reading comprehension cores, a pai -‘amﬁl?t-test

was carried out to compare the mean sc I t% d poég~ reading

T
comprehension tests for each group. As regardsythe eStYeri ntal g.@a (n=40), the

result of the t-test showed that there Maificant di nce i <<ores between the
pre-reading comprehension test (Q'j 16.2@% 4 Gﬁd the post-reading
1% .
)

comprehension test (M = 17.614 .53) conditions; t = -4. 556, p =.000. The

result of the t-test is outline@e 4.1. N
TABLE 4.1: Paired sa%— st comparin thé mb‘and post-reading comprehension

mel

test scores of the e ental gr \ %
4 £
The experimental {yPre- a T Df

-4.556 39 .000*
(n=40)

Group /
t

W?Xignificant difference in the scores for the pre-reading comprehension test (M
= 16.80, SD = 2.97) and post-reading comprehension test (M = 16.17, SD = 3.77)

Qonditions; t (39) = 1.103, p = .279. The result of the t-test is outlined in table 4.2
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TABLE 4.2: Paired sample t-test comparing the pre- and post-reading comprehension

test scores of the control group Y'

The Control Pre- Mean SD T Df
Group 4

Post 633 3.146 1.103 39 279%
(n=40)

*Significant at p < .05 .‘.
In brief, the mean score of the control group decrease?yhe post-reading

comprehension test. On the contrast, the mean score exp'rimental group
increased 1.37 points in the post-reading comprehension Accor rle change

of the mean scores of the two groups, the exper al group e‘fo_@'}d the

control group in reading comprehension test b g a.% .OOngﬁt (1.37 -
ted "

( - 0.63)) difference. Consequently, it c w ‘!Tat rning ther strategy
instruction was effective and suppoNQSaudi un radl@ngFL students to

improve their reading comprehensitﬁﬁievemen %h _\?bcess of assessment.
a S
-

o
\[ RN
4.1.2. The EffectivenesVL eaT g get‘tg Strategy Instruction for
Proficiency Levels % ‘_l 0’

’ &
As stated ,dikectly af)o\she g@iﬂl mean scores of the reading
comprehension@ im the <<érimental group, showing a statistically
¢

significant difference. Howeye tl(e i@rovement of the total mean score could not
N
give sufficient'explaria ut Wﬁ‘a\t brought about the increase in the post-reading

test&A By the same toker\Q%" comparison of total mean scores between the pre-

anx-reading comprehension test was not sufficient to identify how the learning

& her strategy instruction was effective to the experimental group and proficiency
e

vel.
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In order to understand in detail the effectiveness of Learning Together strategy
instruction, the researcher first divided all the participants into three catee?ﬂl
variables based on their pre-reading comprehension test scores representirﬁﬁ\jﬁlevel
(scores 19 to 24), intermediate levels (scores 13 to 18), and lower | ores 0 to
12). One-way ANOVA was carried out to justify the three erent reading
comprehension proficiency levels. The result of ANOVA s Nﬂ a statistically
significant difference was found among the three differe h%g.prpficiency levels
on the pre-reading comprehension test. The results sho ata tMigni‘fésant
difference was found among three levels (high, in diate, Jand ‘r @3) of
reading proficiency of the control and experi ro% 3) = A4, p =

Y.
000, SO D
To examine how the Iearningwgstrategy I cti@pacted the three

different reading proficiency Ievelgjo-way \V ag.carried out. The three
"2 y N
Q.

‘as i@eendent variables and the

different reading proficiency |

'g, comprehension tests) were

res s" c!f mb-'way ANOVA showed that there

etwe%&he treatment (the Learning Together

: 826. @}wersely, there were statistically significant

: . &
differen% een th 'men%lh;roup and the control group (F (2, 87) = 6.554,

2 :Ap = .002), and betv@’reading proficiency levels (F (2, 87) = 44.82, 2 =
. \: .000) on the post-reading comprehension test. The result of two way

GEVA is outlined in table 4.3.
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TABLE 4.3: ANOVA results of the post-reading comprehension test by proficiency

levels Y.
Lower Xt

High Intermediate al
M SD M SD M SD
The Experimental Group (n=40) 21.20 | 1.47 18.25 | 2.01 17.60 | 3.53
The Control Group (n=40) 19.00 | 3.39 16.52 2.90 16.16 | 3.77
In brief, the learning together strategy instructiogisignifi n‘ly affected the

experimental group in the post- reading comprehensi@n test, and the contr Idro\ as
less affected. Concerning the mean difference in ost- readr c pre@on test

r wa; %tatrstrcally

000). This

among the three different reading profrcre Ieve

significant difference between all three |f pr leve

ted che post-reading
&

comprehension test scores after t mq\t tateggqnstructron All reading

comprehension proficiency I s'in the Mtal %ﬁp— indicated the differences
N

from the control group,, Speeific IIy, # L l|n ether strategy instruction was

more effective for Iower, vel s tﬁ |gh and intermediate levels of

undergraduateE tu ts. ' %
&

shows that the reading profrcrency Is re

In co Ius , t ar cts analysis indicated that there was a
srgnrfrc nt nce y")n e rimental group and the control group. The
experi roup v'\:a or‘! affe‘tited by the learning together strategy instruction on
th Areading comprehens}bn test than the control group. Additionally, there was

%ﬂcam difference among the three different proficiency levels (p = .000). After

0 Learning Together strategy instruction, all proficiency level students indicated a

significant difference between the pre- and post-reading comprehension test scores.

(
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4.2. The Learning Together Strategy Survey

At the end of the learning together instruction treatment, th?{
undergraduate experimental group students were requested to complete ‘y}ning
Together Strategy Survey to expose their visions on the use of the Iﬁ% together

strategy instruction, which consisted of thirteen 5-point Likert-typeitems and four

factors: (1) active learning, (2) group discussion, (3) vie\zﬁ of fearning together

|
\d‘ \Y'

4.2.1. Experimental Group Student Views on rning/ T h‘r_érnategy

strategy, (4) interaction (See Appendix E).

Instruction 4 T

Y
\ <
aﬂied e EFA@!ndergraduate

experimental group students to comp eiearlier expertise \/\@%}aditional lecture

instruction and their expertise wit@j’ﬂng tog\'ﬁgr gy I struction. Table 4.4
;ev_% N

shows the undergraduate EF imental p s2§n‘)ts’ views on Learning
Together strategy instructi \'eas
responses were combi@‘n& ag'r‘I
responses Were co wint@ee respégeé.

Table 4@5 th f t@FL undergraduate experimental group

¢ I C—)
students th at Learni Td'ge@_e)' strategy instruction could inspire them to
NN
active le@rningYGroup ‘sion the major method adopted in Learning Together

The Learning Together Strateg r

lari 'catic‘@e strongly agree and agree

res o“nge,‘ﬁ strongly disagree and disagree

stralna&struction classes, @S% of the EFL undergraduate experimental group

S \ asserted that group discussion benefited their reading comprehension, while

& of the EFL undergraduate experimental group students thought that group
i

scussion helped them obtain better post reading comprehension test scores.
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In total, 70% of the EFL undergraduate experimental group students confirmed
that they have learnt, have improved and have good command of taught w
comprehension skills from their partners in the course of the learning toge@tegy
instruction process. Exactly 60% of the EFL undergraduate expﬁ%al group
students felt satisfied with their partners’ performance for the durmf Learning
Together strategy instructional activities. \,

In spite of spending much time preparing and enga Yg;n'o discussions in

the Learning Together strategy instruction process, 7 f th E.?N,Lde‘rgraduate

| | Ny
experimental group students preferred the learni gether; str, 3‘ |&§fcuct|on
method to traditional lecture instruction n?g Int\ﬁ % Q{Y;he EFL
undergraduate experimental group studenaqar) dt

_ @Y‘
ing ther strategy
In brief, most of the EFL ur%aduate e\wﬁ'n
: ? €

s
wn
-+
=
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Q
=
o
>
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@D
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(o]
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@D
o
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=2
@D
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c
=
@D
—
o
—

Z

>
(@]
o
o
3
o
=
D,

sior@%y.
that Learning Together strate ction encouraged to active learning, and

I/gﬁjp students approved
N
enhanced their English ' CI [ s, yet, 65% of the EFL
undergraduate experi oup s} ent f'gI{ isfied from interaction with their
&
group members. &S \L} @
u

<
TABLE 4.4:

i(peri@fal group students’ views on Learning
Together stﬂe:ﬁy D

Compare Ai traditi truction, Agree | No Disagree
Y' difference

1. learning togetherinspires me to more active | 80% | 20%
le learning.

group discussion helps me grasp more key 85% 15%
1Seussion ideas from the text.

group discussion reminds me of neglected 95% 5%
key points in the text.

group discussion helps me have more 90% 10%
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comprehensive understanding of the text.

group discussion helps me determine the 90% 10%
parts I don’t really understand. \

group discussion helps me improve my 75% 25%
exam scores.

3. Views of learning together helps me realize others’ 70% 25% 5%
Learning study methods that benefit me.
together

learning together requires much more time 75% %

to study.

learning together brings more pleasure to 5 %

study. '

il
| prefer learning together. 2 %\d
'Y, .

4.Interactions learning together increases my classroom 5% % 5@)\\

participation. ' _\

learning together helps me share and 60% 0%
others which confirms my abilities. \ M
S \ &

during learning together, | feel With vﬁS% 30%< 5%
the interactions with my part % ~

N &
~/

oy >\?T &
fpost Le Jnin@gether Strategy Survey

The students respon thefpo
about their views toward wom In M 'I.'Q&%/her group in EFL reading
comprehension course%‘l’ig.e.ém shows, QSt@nts agreed that they learned to
ts

‘ 3
work better with dif@ d(i \RIQ Learni ogether groups, their EFL reading

comprehension ski ere improved by E@g from each other, and they enjoyed
eiﬁ
or

working on r% compre ?f&es and assignments with other students in

!
me
Learnin{@'er gjo S s th@’hey would have enjoyed working these tasks
alone. Sud

ts also agreed the') ey learned more reading comprehension skills in
- \ -, . - - - -
M Together groups than traditional lecturing instruction used to be employed in

ular class setting.
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4.3. Chapter Summary

The results of the quantitative data analysis phase of the study,dj{zsed

in this chapter, revealed an answer to the first research question,! ether the
cooperative learning strategy of Learning Together was more ctive than the
traditional lecturing method in improving undergraduate E students’ reading

comprehension achievement. Results indicated that the ¢ opww learning strategy
S ad'JQ)?ehension
achievement. The null hypothesis was rejected because” there w s\‘gn\lﬁcant
difference in the sample mean of students’ readi mprehension ievem'ént in the
4 X
classroom receiving the cooperative learning %te'gy

compared to the classroom in which stud@aﬁive tr
ata stis phase of the

The next chapter, Chapter Five, prO\Me qualitati 24

study, including observation, semisstruc re% ic%/s an *&us group interviews.
“« Q-
N ~\<°
Y' ’ N

of Learning Together had a significant effect on EFL s

%LQ ing T@her, when

al Ie@g instruction.



