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Abstract

This study aims to compare the effects of Jigsaw | technique from the cooperative learning methods and tradi-
tional teaching method on academic achievement and retrieval of Turkish teacher candidates in the matter of
written expression. The sample of the study consists of 70 students studying at the Department of Turkish te-
aching in the academic year of 2009-2010. One of the classes was randomly specified as control group (N=34)
to which traditional teaching method was applied while the other as test group to which the Jigsaw technique
(N=36) was applied. The study was predicated on "Non-equal control group pattern”. Learning styles of the gro-
ups were determined by the Kolb Learning Style Inventory (LSI). Data about their academic success were col-
lected through Success Test for Written Expression (STWE) applied as pre-test and post-test and views of stu-
dents about Jigsaw | technique were collected through a form questioning students’ views (SVF). Then, the re-
sults obtained from them were analyzed. It was observed as a result of statistical analyses that there was not a
significant variation in favor of the test group in terms of academic success and stability between the test group
and the control group in teaching the written expression subject. It was also determined according to the results
obtained from the study that the students stated positive views for the Jigsaw | technique.
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This study aims to determine effects of the Jig-
saw I technique and traditional teaching method
on academic success in the subject of written ex-
pression and to learn the views of the students
about this method, who were included in the
group on which the Jigsaw I technique was ap-
plied.

According to these objectives, answers were
sought for the following research questions in
the study:

1-Is there a significant difference between the
scores of pre-test and post-test, which measure
academic success in the skills of written expres-
sion as well as stability test of the students in-
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cluded in the test group on which the jigsaw I
technique was applied and the students of the
control group on which traditional method was
applied?

2- What are the views of the students about this
method, who were included in the group on
which the Jigsaw I technique was applied, about
this method?

Written expression is defined as a complex behav-
ior that involves many interrelated skills, including
grammar, punctuation, handwriting, spelling, cre-
ativity, and expressiveness (Shapiro, 1996) as well
as specific written expression components, such as
mechanics, production, conventions, linguistics,
and cognition (Bradley-Johnson & Lesiak, 1989).
Writing is a powerful instrument of thought. In
the act of composing, writers (learner) learn about
themselves and their world and communicate their
insights to others. Writing confers the power to
grow personally and to affect change in the world
(National Council of Teachers of English, 1979).
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Writing or written expression is an essential tool
for that the individuals get success in the school
and find the job (Bradley-Johnson & Lesiak, 1989;
Bryson, 2003; Cavkaytar, 2010; Demirtas, 1989;
Temur, 2001).

Cooperative learning may be characterized as a
learning approach in which students build small
mixed groups in classroom and other environ-
ments to assist each other in learning a certain
academic subject according to a common objective
in which the individuals’ self-confidence is encour-
aged and their communication and interaction are
developed in which problem-solving and think-
ing capacity are enhanced and in which students
participate in learning process actively and teach
something each other (Bolling, 1994; Bowen,
2000; Carol, 1988; Coppola & Lawton, 1995; Eilks,
2005; Gardener & Korth, 1996; Gillies, 2006; Hall
& Paolucci, 1972; Hennessy & Evans, 2006; Imel,
1989; Kerka, 1990; Levine, 2001; Lin, 2006; Parker,
1985; Prichard, Bizo & Stratford, 2006; Prince,
2004; Slavin, 1991; Simgek, 2007). Cooperative
learning is still a concept considered significantly
by teachers, school managers, and educationalists;
however, it is one of the approaches prevalently
seen in the area of theory, research and educational
practices (Graham, 2005; Howard, 2004; Johnson
& Johnson, 1999; Maloof & White, 2005; Slavin &
Sharan, 1990).

Cooperative learning facilitates this process by
assigning students to small groups in which they
work together to increase their own and one anoth-
er’s learning (Colosi & Zales, 1998). Cooperative
learning is viewed as a tool for preparing students
to work in teams as required in various employ-
ment settings, in the home, and in the community
when there is a need to combine energies and work
towards a common goal (Bolling, 1994; Bowen
2000; Eilks, 2005; Gardener & Korth, 1996; Gillies,
2006; Hennessy & Evans, 2006; Levine, 2001; Lin,
2006; Mergendoller & Packer, 1989; Prince, 2004;
Prichard et al., 2006). In addition to cooperative
learning, it is an umbrella term for a variety of edu-
cational approaches involving joint intellectual ef-
fort by students, or students and teachers together
(Delucchi, 2006).

Sapon-Shevin found out that cooperative learning
was a successful teaching strategy at all levels from
pre-school to post secondary. Cooperative learn-
ing is a peer-centered pedagogy that can promote
academic achievement and build positive social
relationships (Sapon-Shevin, 1994).

The research done by Johnson, Johnson and Stanne
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show that cooperative learning is essential for max-
imizing learning and ensuring healthy cognitive
and social development as well as many other im-
portant instructional outcomes (Johnson, Johnson
& Stanne, 2000, p. 44).

Many cooperative learning strategies make use of
the principles of cooperative learning for specific
purposes. These strategies can be categorized into
the following models: (I) The Structural Approach,
(II) Group Investigation (III) Student Team Inves-
tigation (IV) Curriculum Packages (V) Learning
Together and (VI) Jigsaw. It is seen that the jigsaw
techniques, which have quite flexible practices with
limitless variations, are among the techniques,
which have been mostly studied and more fre-
quently used compared with the other cooperative
learning techniques until today (Doymus, 2007;
Hedeen, 2003).

The strategy that is recommended most for social
and science studies is the Jigsaw series (Slavin,
1990). Cooperative learning techniques like the jig-
saw method have other classroom benefits (Mey-
ers, 1997). Johnson, Johnson and Smith (1991) re-
viewed research suggesting that cooperative learn-
ing fosters positive attitudes toward the subject of
study. In our experience, many students approach
the statistics course with fear and anxiety. Incor-
porating cooperative learning exercises into the
course may improve student attitudes. Cooperative
learning methods can also benefit student achieve-
ment (Johnson et al., 1991; Slavin, 1983, 1990).
Students may see that classmates are also strug-
gling, and together they may feel more comfortable
asking for help. Assisting less able classmates may
help the more able students learn the material more
thoroughly (Cumming, 1983). This technique con-
tains two different practices of small groups to as-
sist learning and to develop cooperation between
students. This technique was developed by Eliot
Aronson in 1978 for the first time (Aronson & Pat-
noe 1997; Hedeen, 2003).

The jigsaw method provides students with the op-
portunity to be actively involved with the learning
process. With multiple exposures to this method,
students should feel more comfortable with their
roles. Some type of evaluation of the cooperative
group could increase its effectiveness by adding
accountability to each individual for the group’s
performance (Lucas, 2000, p. 221). Some modifica-
tions were brought into the technique in the prac-
tice process as a result of various studies conducted
on the Jigsaw technique and new types of the tech-
niques emerged. The original was the aforemen-
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tioned Jigsaw-I, and it was developed to new types
in the form of Jigsaw-II-III-IV and Reverse-subject
jigsaw. Basically, the assembling technique follows
same steps in all forms. Modifications made in the
practice step cause new names for the technique.
Variations in practice fashion exist between the
Jigsaw types. The Jigsaw technique has contributed
many sub-jigsaw techniques to the educational
area through various modifications in practice.

Today, there are currently six types of Jigsaw strate-
gies available for teachers to use in their classroom:
(a) Jigsaw developed by Aronson (1978); (b) Jig-
saw II developed by Slavin (1987); and (c) Jigsaw
III developed by Stahl (1994). Jigsaw and Jigsaw II
differ only in the fact that team competition is al-
lowed in Jigsaw II. In addition to (d) Jigsaw IV was
developed by Holliday (2000). It is distinguishable
from Jigsaw I-II-III because students have quizzes
for checking correct learning in expert and actual
groups and the practice includes re-teaching miss-
ing parts in the subject at the last step. In addition
to them, Hedeen (2003) developed (e) Reverse Jig-
saw technique and (f) Doymus (2007) developed
Subject Jigsaw technique. The home groups then
break apart, like pieces of a jigsaw puzzle, and the
students move into jigsaw groups consisting of
members from the other home groups who have
been assigned the same portion of the material.
While in the jigsaw groups, the students discuss
their particular material to ensure that they under-
stand it. Students then return to their home groups,
where they teach their material to the rest of their
group (Colosi & Zales, 1998).

In Jigsaw groups, the students may take in charge
more than once in order to instruct the lesson
(Grasha & Yanberger-Hicks, 2000). In Jigsaw tech-
nique the students are participants of two differ-
ent groups: main group and Jigsaw group. At the
beginning, the students come together in main
groups and each participant in main group learns
a part of the topic as a “specialist”, and teaches to
his/her peers at the same time (Doymus, Simsek &
Bayrakgeken, 2004; Slavin, 1991).

Stevens and Slavin (1995) found that a cooperative
learning reading and language arts program that
used group goals based on individual accountability
had significant positive effects on students’ achieve-
ment in reading and language arts. Cooperative
Language Learning methods are very useful in the
multilevel class, allowing for both homogeneous
and heterogeneous grouping in term of English
(language / communicative) proficiency (Rodgers
& Richards, 2001, p. 198). Cooperative learning has

positive effect on success in learning process and it
has been becoming more popular everyday (Siegel,
2005; Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Livermon, & Dolan,
1995; Webb, Sydney & Farivor, 2002).

The language teaching profession has mirrored
these theoretical trends with approaches and tech-
niques that have stressed the importance of self-
esteem, intrinsic motivation, students coopera-
tively learning together, of developing individual
strategies for constructing meaning, and above all
of focusing on the communicative process in lan-
guage learning (Brown, 2007, p. 18). Experience
of collaborative writing can enable pupils to learn
that contributions to various cultural and social
discussions are sometimes more powerful when
constructed by groups. In principle, it is easy to
see that one of the potential advantages of collabo-
rative writing is that a number of minds working
together are able to keep a whole range of consid-
erations about the writing more constantly in view
(Davison & Dowson, 1998, p. 132).

Mayo (2002) and Hazne and Berger (2007) explain
that through interaction in cooperative language
learning, the learners™ attention may become fo-
cused on those parts of their interlanguage that
deviates from the target language or on forms that
are not yet in the learners’ interlanguage repertoire.

The effect of cooperated learning techniques on the
subjects of writing and written expression has been
evaluated in various studies (Bruffee, 1999; Hil-
lebrand, 1994; Randolph, 1997). As a result of these
related works, it has been seen that the writings
written as group are more superior than the ones
written individually (Englert, Berry, & Dunsmore,
2001; Reither & Vipond, 1989).

Finally, cooperative learning is an effective strategy
for classrooms with language learners. Pair and
small group activities provide learners with more
time to speak the target language than teacher-
fronted activities, and promote learner autonomy
and self-directed learning (Ghaith, 2004; Zuheer,
2008). Because this technique brings interclass in-
teraction, cooperation, research and teaching oth-
ers in the foreground, it is one of the techniques
with priority to be used in teaching language. The
aforementioned features make clearer how neces-
sary to determine effect of the jigsaw technique
in the process of teaching the subject of written
expression, which occupies a significant place in
teaching mother tongue.

It is thought that the findings of the research will
light the way to new researches and arrangements,
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concerning the improvement of the programs of
Turkish teaching, teacher education and native
language teaching (Aksakal, 2002; Corek, 2006;
Karabay, 2005; Uysal, 2009).

Method

“The Model of Pre-test/post-test model with con-
trol group”, which is one of empirical models for
this study, was employed.

Sample

The sample of this study consisted of 70 students
from two different classes enrolled to a native lan-
guage teacher (Turkish Teacher) course during the
2009-2010 academic years at Ataturk University.
One of the classes was defined as the control group
(n=34) and got education by traditional teaching
method, while the experimental group (n=36) was
taught by jigsaw.

Data Collection and Analyzing

In the research, learning style inventory of Kolb
(1985), adapted to Turkish language and tested in
terms of reliability, has been used in order to deter-
mine the learning styles of students (Denizlioglu,
2008). In the learning style inventory of Kolb, there
are 12 items that each of them has four choices,
and the students have been asked for ranking four
learning styles which ideally describes their own
learning styles (Askar & Akkoyunlu, 1993).

Data about their academic success were collect-
ed through Success Test for Written Expression
(STWE) applied as pre-test and post-test and views
of students about jigsaw technique were collected
through a form questioning students’ views (SVEF).
Then, the results obtained from them were ana-
lyzed by SPSS package software.

Procedure

This chapter contains the activities conducted by
the researcher intended for the principles, which
are valid in theory and practice, of the subject of
written expression of the Jigsaw I technique un-
der study and traditional teaching method. In the
practice process, the subject of written expression
was taught by using the Jigsaw I technique from the
cooperative learning techniques in the test group
while traditional teaching method was employed
for this purpose in the control group. The research-

JF 914

er resolved to teach both of the groups (test and
control groups) the subject of written expression
four times a week for six weeks by using the rel-
evant method and technique.

Results

In this study, Two-way Anova for Mixed Measures
and the percentages of the answers given for the
open-ended questions asked in SVF were used for
the results obtained from STWE.

It has been found that both traditional method and
Jigsaw I technique are effective on the control. Be-
sides, experimental groups’ pre-test and post-test,
stability test, and Jigsaw technique are a little more
effective than traditional teaching.

According to the findings relating to the students’
views about the Jigsaw I technique obtained at the
end of the experimental process, it was seen that
most of the students stated that Jigsaw technique in-
creases success, encourages self-confidence, develops
cooperation and interaction, makes students more
active and encourage them to research.

Discussion

In our study on effects of the Jigsaw I technique
from cooperative learning techniques on written
expression skills, the findings indicate a little vari-
ation between success of the test group students,
who were taught by the jigsaw technique, and suc-
cess of those, who were taught by traditional meth-
od in the control group, in the subject of written
expression. There are many other studies pointing
out cooperative learning methods and techniques
have an effect on the subjects of writing and writ-
ten expression.

Student perceptions of the Jigsaw I procedure were
very positive, especially as an alternative learning
experience. Instructors who are reluctant to dis-
place time spent on inactive techniques (like lec-
turing) with time on active techniques (like jigsaw
exercises) might note that a Jigsaw exercise saves
time over doing worksheets individually and that
in our classes exam performance was as good or
better for jigsaw versus non-jigsaw students (Per-
kins & Saris, 2001).

Our study focused on Jigsaw, support Slavin’s
(1987) claims about the instructional conditions
which must be met for small group, cooperative
learning to be consistently effective. There may be
little reason to maximize the time spent on inac-
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tive techniques like lecturing if students who col-
laborate actively during class sessions value these
experiences and learn just as much. The improve-
ment in student ratings of the instructor is impor-
tant in suggesting that students appreciated the
instructor’s efforts to accommodate the course to
different learning styles and had more positive at-
titudes about their experience in learning statistics
(Perkins & Saris, 2001).

The reason for the fact that Jigsaw I group students’
scores’ mean is higher than that of control group
students is may be attributed to the fact that coop-
erative (jigsaw) group students fulfilled their indi-
vidual responsibilities during the study, they learnt
their subject headers thoroughly, they made effort
to make their friends learn theoretical knowledge
that they have learnt, they built effective interac-
tions with their friends and they actively partici-
pated in the process. These findings have similari-
ties with other studies in the relevant literature
(Barrett, 2005; Cadopi & Winnykamen, 2002; Ernst
& Byra, 1998; Huang, 2000; Johnson & Ward, 2001;
Ward & Lee, 2005; Tungel, 2006). Besides students’
opinions in our study have similarities with the
ones in other studies (Bourner, Hugnes, & Bourn-
er, 2001; Mills, 2003; Ulmer & Gramer, 2005).

Generally, different students have different learn-
ing styles and too many are passive learners, es-
pecially in classes like statistics. By making each
student part of the solution, the jigsaw technique
blurs the distinction between students who know
and students who do not yet know, requires all stu-
dents to make active responses, and moves away
from the experience of learning as a solitary activ-
ity that is detached from the social context. The
technique also helps students appreciate that one
of the best ways to learn is to teach others (Webb,
1992). According to these conclusions, it may be
said that specifically jigsaw technique and generally
cooperative learning method have positive effects
on student success and participation in lesson in
learning a language. It may be recommended that
Jigsaw I technique is also used in other studies in-
tended for other language skills.
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