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Abstract
The purposes of this research are: (1) descripiforeading skill the students who join in CIRC leiag model,
Jigsaw learning model, and STAD learning modelfifg}ing out the effective of learning model cocgitére toward
a reading comprehensions between the students whe high language logic and low language logic; é3)d
finding out the interaction between the use ofld@ning model and the language logic in influegdihe reading
comprehensions. The try out group was given a apreiatment of respectively cooperative learniraged : CIRC,
Jigsaw, and STAD. The try out group was dividea itwo categories, students who had high language Bnd
those who had low language logic. The populatiorihef study was the fifth grade elementary schoadiestt in
Central Java. Students taken by stratified randampting technique. After the data was collectedythvere
presented in form of tables and graphs, which weea analyzed with variant analysis. There areetimémary in
the studyFirst, the reading skill of the students who joined in CIRarning model is better than those who joined
in Jigsaw or STAD modeBecondthe reading skill of the students who have higlgleage logic is better than low
language logic.Third, there are interactions between the use of leamiodel and the language logic in influencing
reading comprehensions.
Key Word : cooperativdearning model, reading comprehension, language.log
1. Introduction
Reading is a skill which becomes the window of kiemlge. Almost all of knowledge is understood bydieg.
Therefore, science and technology developments diénige creation of society with reading hobbiesisdociety
will obtain knowledge and new insights faster whigitl increase their intelligence so they’ll be reocapable to
answer life challenges in the future (Rahim, 20@3lated to reading skill, Indonesian society cdutdsaid as a
society who doesn’t have good reading habit anturil so their reading skill is not sufficient. $Hindonesian
society’s lack of reading skill is one of the evides from the low reading hobby or skill level oidbnesian
students. As Asian Weeks (2009) has conveyed tttarfahe field collecting shows that advanced d¢purocieties
are signed by the development of reading cultumecdntrary, the developing countries are markedHhsy low
reading culture. This low reading culture is caubgdsome factors, such as student’s weak motivatiua lack of
coordination among teachers, and especially thie ¢dicanalysis at student’s requirements in comppseading
learning material (Alwasilah, 2000). Student’s &pito comprehend literary aspect is actually qgjt®d, but when
they're asked to apply reading comprehension, tisagtents are indolent to perform it and experiettiffeculties.
As well as what Sumardi (2000) explained that theetprovided for literary learning has spent to lakp and
memorize grammar literary principles.
Related to that condition, it is needed to do expents in reading skill learning process by leagninodel which
based on active, creative, effective, and fun. Thaboperative learning model. This cooperativgrang model is
developed in particular for elementary school stsldecause it gives motivations and hopes forestisdby giving
the learning that’s fun, repetitive, and suits tieeds. Besides, for children this age, the rolpesfr group means a
lot. He really longs for his peer group’s accepéarigither in behavior performance or in self expi@s, especially
language, he tends to imitate his peer group (Bdamassid and Sunendar, 2009). This condition haizas with
cooperative learning model’'s breath which especiblised on cooperation in its learning. Cooperaléagning
model has philosophical base that cooperationpriliuce collective energy which called synergystdyinergy will
result in something extraordinary. In educationatld, this synergy is applied in learning commur{iighnson, &
Johnson, 1994; Slavin, 1995; Joyce, 2009).
The main topic studied in this research is thectftd cooperative learning model of CIRC, Jigsawd &TAD
toward reading skill viewed from language logic lidpifor elementary school students in National Eation
Department of Central Java Province. While the npaoblems formulated: (1) Are there any differeniteseading
skill among the student groups who study with coatpee learning model type: CIRC, Jigsaw, and STARPAre
there any differences in reading skill among thelent groups who have high language logic abilitg those who
have low language logic ability? (3) Are there anteractions between cooperative learning modek tgnd
language logic ability application in influencingading skill?
The purposes of this research are: (1) Findingtloaitdifferences in reading skill among the studgnoups who
study with cooperative learning model type: CIR@sdw, and STAD, (2) Finding out the differenceséading
skill among the student groups who have high lagguagic ability and those who have low languaggdability.
(3) Finding out the interactions between three evafive learning model types and language logititalaipplication
in influencing reading skill.
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2. Review of Related Literature

2.1 Reading Skill

As one of language skills, reading skill is a vanyque skill and acts as the main communicatiohftmochuman life,
also takes an important role in natural sciencesldgwment (Iskandarwassid and Sunendar, 2009). daid to be
unique because not all men, although they alreadyreading skill, are able to develop it to be @ to expand
himself, or even make it as a culture for himsklis said as the main communication tool becaeseling is an
effective and efficient communication media. Likewiit is said to hold an important role for natusalence
development, because the biggest percentage afcscteansfers is done by reading. Kridalaksana qpae@fined
reading as digging information from literatureheit in text form or in drawing or chart, or the dzination from the
mentioned forms. Reading is a skill to distingusstd comprehend written language in the form of lgiapymbols
sequences and its alterations to become speechabaheaning in form of silent comprehension odIptonounce.
Kirby (2007) defined reading is a process whereesmm comprehends the read text, with what purpaekg,it's
taught, and why it's considered. Klein (1991) ekpda that reading includes (1) reading is a prgd@sreading is
strategically; and (3) reading is an interactive.  Related to reading comprehension, the experts gpwee skill
range in reading comprehension. Crawley & Mounfa®95) stated it as a thinking process; readinudes word
introduction activity, literal comprehension, integtation, critical reading, and creative compresiam

2.2 Cooperative Learning M odel

The philosophical base of cooperative learningoisperation will produce collective energy whichledlsynergy.
This synergy will result in something extraordinaiyp educational world, this synergy is applied l@arning
community (Johnson & Johnson, 1994; Slavin, 198§cd, 2009).

Cooperative Learning Model Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), this model was firstly
explained by Madden, Slavin & Stevens (1986) irirtheiting Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition:
Teacher Manualln this book basically explained the steps and tmapply this CIRC model in class learning. At
the same year Stevens and Slavin undergone tharcbsentitledThe Effect of Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition (CIRC) on Academically handicapped amhhandicapped students’ achievement, attitudesd, an
metacognition in Reading and Writinig, Elementary School Journ&l986). Furthermore, Hertz-Lazarowitz, Ivory
& Calderon (1993) undergone the research entifleel Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading andnposition
(CIRC) Project in Ysleta Independent School Distristandardized Test OutcomeSIRC cooperative learning
model is cooperative model which made especialiyaioguage learning. This suits its name whicloimprehensive
program to teach writing and reading in elemensatyool classes, besides the higher grades (SIE92%). Because

it has integrative characteristic, so in its apgiien always connecting these two types of languskgks.

Jigsaw Cooperative Learning Model, this model was firstly introduced by Aronson,a¢t (1978). Moskowits, et
al.(1985) wrote this model with the topkvaluation of Jigsaw, a Cooperative Learning Teqglei Furthermore
Jigsaw learning model is also explained by MatginglVVansickle (1991) with the topi€ooperative Learning and
Achievement in Social Studies: Jigsaw IH this Jigsaw cooperative learning model tyges students study in
heterogeneous group with the members of 4 to 6 lpeaghich called home team. Every group member is
responsible for the mastering of the part fromreay material which assigned for him, then teadhes part to the
other group members. Every group member who assignemastering that material part is callegbert.

Cooperative Learning Model Student Teams Achievement Division (STAD), this model is the oldest and simplest
form of cooperative learning. Firstly introducedaarly 1978 by Slavin in his writing idournal of Research and
Development in Educatiofil978) with the topicStudent Teams and Achievement DivisioRurthermore, it is
developed by Frantz (1979) in his research entillbd Effect of The Student Teams Achievement Agprioac
Reading on Peer AttitudeSTAD is one of the simplest cooperative learningdels and the most used model by
teachers in advanced world, which used from segoade until eleventh grade (Slavin, 1995).

2.3 Language L ogic Ability

Logic precise reasoning science. This means tlasoreng science is trying to find out and explaiimgples upon
thinking activity which could be valued, either gbor bad, right or wrong, or make sense or makesewse
(Leonard, 1967). Meanwhile, Copi (1978) explainkdttlogic is study about methods and principlesctvhised to
distinguish the right reasoning and the wrong reemsp The concept of logical form is the core dfito The concept
states that the validity of an argument is deteeahihy its logical form, not by its content. Logidtie main tool to
present and to reason the knowledge. Particultib/ ieeded to have ability to do reasoning fortogically. The
advantage of using formal logic language in aitifigntelligence is that language presents limiéed exact thing
(Puncta, 2005).

This intelligence’s application helps connectingtween knowledge and comprehension owned with new
information and also explains how that connectiapgen (Bellanca, 2011). Generally language loggrasiped into
two; they are inductive logic and deductive lodinductive logic is the logic which starts from tparticular or
specific towards a general conclusion (D’Angelo78P Generalization, analogy (either inductive ecldrative),
and causal relationship are the parts of indudtiges.
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3. Research M ethods

The design applied in this research is factoria2 8&ry and Razavieh 2005). This research is heléifih grade
Elementary School in National Education Departn@nCentral Java Province at the even semester atagdear
2014/2015, which all at once also becomes populafithe chosen samples are 12 Elementary Schoadthéor
experiment. The applied sampling technique is natitge area random sampling (province area, Regaeey and
sub district area: School Cluster). From 35 regenai Central Java it is randomly chosen 4 regentien from the
chosen 4 regencies each randomly taken 3 subctbstthen in each sub districts taken 1 Elemen&atyool. The
chosen Elementary School in every sub district ianelvery regency are research Elementary Schduodselby the
number of research Elementary Schools gained isl@®entary school which spread in 4 regencies &hdub
districts.The chosen 12 elementry scholl are SD &tumadiyah 1,SD Demaan 03, SD Pedurungan Lor 1, SD
Petompon 07, SD Pandean Lemper 07, SD Mungkid Dayi8rtoyudan 02, SD Borobudur 01, SD 01 Wonorejo,SD
01 Pompongan, SD 01 Pandeyan. From those 12 Elarge®thools that become research sample, 4 schwols
CIRC model, 4 schools for Jigsaw model , and 4 sishdor STAD model.

4. Results and Discussion

Table 1. The data collection of reading skill for students

LEARNING MODEL (A) LANGUAGE LOGIC ABILITY (B) Sum
High (B1) Low (B2)
N 58 64 122
> X 5010 4684 9694
Min. 64 56 56
Max. 98 92 98
CIRC X 86.3793 73.1875 79.4590
(A1) Mo 90 80 80
Me 88 74 80
S 8.7093972 9.935534 11.47628
Var. 75.8536 100.2817 131.7049
Range 64-98 56-92 56-98
¥ X? 437084 349128 786212
N 63 61 124
>X 5056 4462 9518
Min. 62 54 54
Max. 98 92 98
JIGSAW X 80.2540 73.1475 76.7581
(A2) Mo 80 80 80
Me 80 74 78
S 10.289312 10.529065 10.962145
Var. 105.8699 110.8612 120.1686
Range 62-98 54-92 54-98
Y X® 412328 333036 745364
N 59 59 118
>X 4726 4288 9014
Min. 62 56 56
Max. 98 90 98
STAD X 80.1017 72.6780 76.3898
(A3) Mo 80 72 76
Me 80 72 76
S 10.268289 10.107083 10.80759
Var. 105.4378 102.1531 116.8040
Range 62-98 56-90 56-98
¥ X? 384676 317568 702244
N 180 184
>X 14792 13434
Min. 62 54
Sum Max. 98 92
X 82.1778 73.0109
Mo 80 74
Me 82 74

210




Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) “—.5[1
\ol.6, No.18, 2015 IIS E

S 10.170148 10.163682
Var. 103.4319 103.3004
Range 36 38
X2 1234088 999732

The Differences among Students Who Participatein CIRC, Jigsaw, and STAD L earning M odel
The students who learn with CIRC learning modelracee effective than the students who learn wigisaiv or
STAD. It is proved by the average grade of studem&ading skill with CIRC model is 79.46 which is
significantly higher than the average grade of attdyroup who learns with Jigsaw learning modethwine
average grade 76.76 or STAD learning model withaterage grade 76.40. This happens because then&tud
who participate in learning with CIRC model can elep their text comprehension result by compo$adk in
form of outline writings. Thereby, the comprehemsie not temporary, but it is in-depth or even prtde
comprehension (Leak, 2005). This writing resulthen corrected among friends in their small gradprfy &
Sylvia, 2007). The student whose comprehensionasdurate can be perfected by his friends in thisecting-
each-other group. This research result strengtlieasresearch by Stevens and Slavin (1986) and Hertz
Lazarowitz, et al (1993), each research showsGHC cooperative learning model is very excelleninprove
reading and writing ability.

In language using, reading skill and writing skille two things that related tightly. Both are astikills.
Reading skill is receptive active from written soeirwhile writing skill is writing productive acty so both of
them cannot be parted with writings (Tarigan, 208&th skills are related and support each otheth Bf them
are different but correlative, there is no readskgl without writing; there’s no writing skill whout reading.
There are effects from reading skill towards otlerguage skills; they are writing, speaking, andtay
arrangement (Elley, 1991). Besides, reading aldodntly improves vocabulary mastering, and thisalulary
mastering is very useful for writing skill (Nagy Blerman, 1987). This firm relationship between regdand
writing is also showed by the research result dizi& Tudor (1989) in England and Pakistan and &sbb &
Susser (1989) in Japan which basically state tmatetis positive influence of reading skill for prellege
students towards writing skill. Those whose readikif| is good would be good writers by the timeyhrenter
college.

Reading skill is receptive skill, in order to digeper, in rhythm productive skill is needed, tisatvriting skill
(Leak, 2005). Thereby, it is proved that Indonesieading skill among the Elementary School studerits
learn with CIRC cooperative learning model is lbrettean the one with Jigsaw model, it is caused Hzyy t
application of CIRC model which integrates readargl writing skill, while there is no integration digsaw
model. Jigsaw contains in-depth study about ceftigiics by every member of home team, then thisigro
members form a new group. After each of them coimgmds their parts, they come back to their home tad
explain to their home team colleague (Arend, 19%9Tigre are some weaknesses that researcher fthd field,
that is not all of the member of expert team conghyemaster their part of the topics, because heténtire
member has the same capability. The consequettice lmember of this group doesn’t thoroughly exptaithe
other member of home team. The topic which is medtéy home team member with good mastering would
bear good result to other members, while topic whsn't mastered completely by home team memberdvou
bear poor result to other members.

The experiment result shows that there are differerbetween student group’s reading skill who gigdtes in

CIRC learning model and STAD learning model. Thappens because student group who participatesRe Cl
learning model could develop their reading compnsten result by compose it back in form of outlimetings.
Thereby, the comprehension is not temporary, bistiit-depth or even productive comprehension. Méwsle,
in STAD model, in-depth material study is done lyechizing in that cooperative group. It is truattim-depth
material study by catechizing is better than tlaglitonal way (Slavin, 1978), but this comprehensibrough
catechizing is actually easy to forget because #s if merely a recitation (Myers, 2005: xi). Thisdifferent
with the integration of reading and writing whighapplicative that will settle in mind for a lorigne.

Indonesian reading skill of student group who ipgrates in cooperative learning model type Jig&aas good
as the student group who participates the coopergarning model type STAD. The research resulves that
there are no significant differences between repdkill of the student group who participates igsaiw learning
model and STAD learning model. It is proved by #werage grade of reading skill of the students wearn
with Jigsaw learning model, with the average gré@&56 which in fact does not significantly difiesmpared
to the average grade of the student group whodeaitih STAD learning model with the average gra@e390.
After further experiment is done, the differencads significant.

In fact, either Jigsaw or STAD is innovative moediich can be applied to improve reading skill (Jxm &
Johnson, 1994; Slavin, 1995; Joyce, 2009), eveiohatReading Panel USA (2000) has recommendedwigs
and STAD cooperative model as ones of reliable dsotteimprove reading skill. However either Jigsaw
STAD model, as early cooperative learning modetdl Isas conspicuous weaknesses. Jigsaw model for
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example, requires every group members to have goddevenly distributed capability to master theamat
well, in order to be able to explain properly thet members of the group (Mattingly & Vansickle 9139
Because every member has to take turns to explaterial in their charge to other group membersc@ifrse
the evenly distributed capability of students ischéo be materialized. It means that if there i® af the
members who cannot explain his part properly, thesequence is the other members explained by wesd
comprehend the material.

Meanwhile, STAD model is very good to improve matia¢ics learning result, because STAD is initially
designed for mathematics. As stated by Slavin (L9$BAD is one of the simplest cooperative learnimgdels
and used the most by teachers in advanced worttljtams been applied from the second grade toestav
grade, particularly for mathematics learning. Hoerein further development, STAD is also developed f
reading skill learning, as done by Frantz (1979)his research titled The Effect of The Student Team
Achievement Approach in Reading on Peer Attitudgsthe time, the application of STAD on readingliski
showed good result compared to conventional mdgidl.it needs to be understood that reading skidsdoot
only need some questions that have to be answeyedrdup or individual in group just like the main
characteristics of STAD, because this reading cemgmsion skill consists of five levels, they arerdgo
introduction, lateral comprehension, interpretatieemprehension, critical comprehension, and creativ
comprehension. The answer to the question is medya text-book, but more than that, it needs imttgtive
power, its own criticality, and the creativity afogip members.

The data analysis of research result shows thatCsiadel has matching tendency for words introductod
lateral comprehension level, and is not good fterpretative, critical, and creative comprehensibis proved
by the acquired reading skill grade on the subjemtds introduction is 19.03 (87% from maximum gr&,
the subject lateral comprehension is 18.46 (929%nfroaximum grade 20). On both of these subjects, the
percentage of acquired grade is very excellerdiffers from reading skill grade on the subjecemptretative
comprehension which is 14.32 (72% from maximum graf), critical comprehension which is 13.492 (67%
from maximum grade 20), and creative comprehensibich is 11.220 (62% from maximum grade 18). This
means the percentage of acquired grade is not gnodgh compared to the subject words introductimh a
lateral comprehension.

The Difference of Reading Skill between Students Who Have High Language Logic and Low Language
Logic

The reading skill of student group who has highglaage logic is different with the students who hée
language logic. The difference is the average gdbe students who have high language logic ashnas
82.18 is better than the average grade of studenipgwho has low language logic ability as muctva91.
This research result is relevant with the resedrghAnsari (1997) which concluded that the verbahlagy
ability of the students who learn with integratearhing is better than the students who learn sétharated
learning. This research result also describesitii@jrated learning has more influence than separdatarning

in improving the verbal analogy ability of collegidents. Thereby, so to speak, verbal abilitylmimproved
with integrated learning.

The Interaction between the Application of the Three Learning Models and Language Logic Ability in
Influencing Reading Skill

The interaction between model application and lagguogic ability is found in the data analysisteAfvariance
analysis is done, the interaction between bothadlgthhappened. This is showed by the existencéefprofile

of learning model and language logic ability valéshwhich is not parallel as shown in the followgrgph.

Learning Model
90

85 \
B0

Score
70
&85
CIRC NGSAW S5TAD
—— High B6.3783 80,254 20,1017
—_— Low 73.1875 73,1475 72.678

Figure 1 The Interaction Cooperative Learning Medwaid
Language Logic Ability in Influencing Reading Skill
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This indicates that interaction is found in bothighles. If there is ni interaction, the profile lefirning model
and language logic ability will surely show parhliees. For example, if CIRC model is more effgetithan
Jigsaw and STAD to improve the reading skill ofdemt group whose logic ability is high, that shomdans
CIRC would be more effective to improve the readskdl for student group whose logic ability is loBut the
fact this is not what happen, because CIRC modebaly effective to be applied on the students Wwhwee high
language logic ability (86.38) compared to the aapion of Jigsaw and STAD model on the studentssgh
logic ability is high (80.25 and 80.10). Meanwhifer the students whose language logic abilityois,| CIRC
learning model (73.19) is not more effective thhe application of Jigsaw model (73.15) or STAD niode
(72.68).

The reading skill average grade of the studentpgrelio has high language logic ability with the aqgtion of
CIRC learning model is better than the readind skiérage grade of student group who participai#s Jigsaw
learning model. This happens because high logihighly required by CIRC model in developing writing
comprehension into written text. This developmehthe written text as the result of reading compretion
supports high level comprehension a lot in ordertadorget easily (Parker, 1993). Logical thinkialgility with
language is an important asset for reading compstbe (White, 2004). Logical thinking is a basisetsto
facilitate comprehending and developing idea intidten text. This is different from Jigsaw modeliathrelies
on explanation from peers and does not quite negd language logic ability but prioritizes real &dc
relationships (Arend, 1997). Therefore, in this ®lpdiigh language logic ability could not be optietd so the
result is not as good as CIRC model.

The data analysis result of this research supplogtsesearch result of Cromley & Azevedo (2007)clhivas
published in Journal of Educational Psychology, Wieé 99, page 311-325, titled Testing and Refinimg t
Direct and Inferential Mediation Model of Readingr@prehension. In the result of this research, Cegrand
Azevedo conclude that reading, writing, and thigkability are tightly related among each other. Higher
someone’s thinking ability, the better his readamgl writing skill.

Further analysis about the differences of readikif grade on the level words introduction (m1l)telal
comprehension (m2), interpretative comprehension3)(mcritical comprehension (m4), and creative
comprehension (m5) are found in the following d&a.student group who has high logic in CIRC, Jigsand
STAD model, uneven grade spread distribution immébuOn the subject type m1 and m2 among the model
CIRC, Jigsaw, and STAD the acquired average gradkese student groups are almost equal. On thecub
m1, the acquired average grade is 87 for CIRCp88ifyjsaw, and 89 for STAD. On the subject m2 atwguired
average grade is 90 for CIRC model, 92 for Jigsamg 93 for STAD. This means that reading skill ba t
subject m1 and m2 for the students whose logicitgbi$ high; the three models are equally effective
Meanwhile, on the subject m3, m4, and m5, amongribdel CIRC, Jigsaw, and STAD, the acquired average
grade of these student groups are different. Ostibgect m3, the acquired grade is 85 for CIRCforligsaw,
and 75 for STAD. On the subject m4, the acquiretigris 85 for CIRC, 73 for Jigsaw, and 72 for STAIn
the subject m5, the acquired grade is 85 for CIRfeh 69 for Jigsaw, and 69 for STAD. This meara the
reading skill on the subject m3, m4, m5, for thedents whose logic ability is high, the applicat@fnCIRC or
the other two models has significant differences.

From the result of data analysis it can be conalutiat the subject m1 and m2 still have recitabaented and
written characteristics, which on high logic abilithe integration of reading and writing is notcessarily
needed. Meanwhile, on the subject m3, m4, and nfiichwis not only written but also implied, analygjn
completing concept, comparing, evaluating, evenlyapp in daily life, therefore to comprehend themis
needed not only high logic ability, but the cohesimtegration of reading and writing which is imestative,
critical, and creative. This analysis result istime with the research result of Stevens & Slat®86). This
analysis result is also supported by the reseasshltrof Hertz-Lazarowitz, Ivory & Calderon (199&hich
stated that CIRC model is a cooperative learninglehthat is specifically applied in language skifid needs
logical language analysis.

The reading skill of student group who has higlgleage logic ability in the application of Jigsawdrbis as
good as in STAD model. This is visible from the efie of significant difference between the readikij
average grade of the student group who participatégsaw model with high logic (80.25) and STAdaining
model with high logic (80.10). The result of thieadysis after further examination, it is found evgrade
spreading distribution of reading skill grade ohtgbes of reading skill subject. On the subject anti m2 in
Jigsaw and STAD model, the acquired average gradbebstudent groups are almost equal and veryllerte
On the subject ml, the acquired average grade ifo88igsaw and 89 for STAD. On the subject m2, the
acquired average grade is 91 for Jigsaw model 81drOSTAD model. This means that on the subjectamd
m2, for students whose logic ability is high, irtfbof the models can be optimized.

Meanwhile, on the subject m3, m4, and m5, in Jigeawdel and STAD model, the acquired average grgde b
these student groups are equal but less optimath©subject m3, the acquired grade is 75 for Wigaad 75 for
STAD. On the subject m4, the acquired grade isor3ligsaw model and 72 for STAD model. On the sttbje
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mb5, the acquired grade is 69 for Jigsaw model #htb6STAD model. This means that on the subject ma,
and mb5, for students whose logic ability is highboth of the models show the same result butdpsmized.
From the result of data analysis it can be condutiat on the subject m1 and m2 which still haw@tagon-
oriented and written characteristics, high logidigbis very required in both models and the réssiloptimal.
While on the subject m3, m4, and m5 which is ndy evritten but also implied, analyzing, completiogncept,
comparing, evaluating, even applying in daily litberefore to comprehend them, the both models atann
optimize high logic ability. This also means that the three comprehensions, it does not only égll logic
ability but also learning model that supports thgliovement of creativity capacity.

The reading skill of the student group who has lamguage logic ability, the application of the #ndearning
models is equally good. This is shown from the abseof significant difference among the averagelgraf
reading skill of the student group who participate€IRC learning model with low logic which is 73igsaw
learning model with low logic is 73, and STAD modeth low logic is 73. The detail examination towarthis
analysis result shows that the similarity of regdskill grade on the student groups who have logicl@n the
three models, it is found even grade spreadingiloligion of reading skill grade on all levels ofadéng skill
subject. On the subject m1 and m2, among CIRCadigand STAD models, the acquired average grade by
these student groups are almost equal and showrgsall. In CIRC model, the subject m1 acquiredigris 85,
in Jigsaw model is 85, and in STAD is 84. In CIRGdal, the subject m2 acquired grade is 90, in Wigsadel
is 90, and in STAD model is 91. This means thathensubject m1 and m2, the three models constaptlynize
the grade for students whose logic ability is low.

Meanwhile on the subject m3, m4, and m5, in eitbE®C model, Jigsaw model, or STAD model, the aalir
average grade of these low logic student groupsiamgar but less optimized. In CIRC model, the jsabm3
acquired grade is 66, in Jigsaw model is 66, arilIAD model is 67. In CIRC model, the subject m4uaced
grade is 63, in Jigsaw model is 64, and in STAD ehdsl 63. Meanwhile on the subject m5 in CIRC matiel
grade is 59, in Jigsaw model is 58, and in STAD ehd&l56. This means that on the subject m3, md nah for
the students whose logic ability is low, the thneedels shows the similar results but not optimal.

From the result of data analysis, it can be coreduthhat on the subject m1 and m2 which still haatation-
oriented and written characteristics, low logicligbidoes not become a problem, therefore in thieghmodels
the results are still optimal. While on the subje®, m4, and m5 which is not only written but alswplied,
analyzing, completing concept, comparing, evalgptaven applying in daily life to comprehend théhe three
models cannot be optimal for the students whosguage logic ability is low.

5. Conclusions

There are conclusions results in the stuesst, the reading skill of the students who joined in ClIRarning model
is better than those who joined in Jigsaw mo&eacondthe reading skill of the students who joined irRCI
learning model is better than those who joinedTAB model. Third, the reading skill of the students who joined in
Jigsaw model while those who joined in Jigsaw am@&[3 learning model have the same skill leviéburth, there
are interactions between the use of cooperativailega model and the language logic ability in imficing reading
skill. The interactions are to be used for studerts have high language logic ability, CIRC leagnimodel is more
effective compared with Jigsaw and STAD, while digsand STAD does not show an effectiveness diffareio
be used the use students who have low language abgity, models of CIRC, Jigsaw, or STAD does sbbw an
effectiveness difference.
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