CHAPTER -5
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND INTERPRETATION

5.1. Introduction

The main aim of the present investigation was tlystexperimentally the
effect of Group Work Activities in teaching Engligin the performance of the
students; hence, the tools for the present inwastiy were developed. The
experimental stage was conducted in Shree Sajodhj@aic High School, Sajod,

Ankleshwar. It was followed by an interpretationtio¢ result obtained.
5.2. Hypothesis Testing

Table: 1  Hypothesis -01

THERE WILL BE NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEMEAN
SCORES OF PRE-TEST AND POST TEST OF THE STUDENTS OF

CONTROL GROUP
Group Mean Sd SEM ‘v ‘
Value(caD Value(tame)
Control Group Posttest| 16.85 2.42 0.33
0.75 2.67**
Control Group Pretest | 17.08 2.31 0.31

**Significant at 0.01 level
T a1 0.75 < 'ty 2.67
The obtained ‘t’ value 0.75 is not significani0ad1 level of significance.

The first hypothesis for objective was thatthere will be no significant
difference between the mean scores of pre-testpast test of the students of

control group.

As the group consisted of the number 53, the redquivalue to be
significant at 0.01 level of significance was 2.@he computed critical ratio of
two groups was 0.75. The obtained value is ledsan the required value to be
significance at 0.01 level of significance. Therefothe null hypothesis of no
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difference between the mean achievements of tetébpnance of control group is

accepted.
| nter pretation

On the basis of the analyzed data it can be stadhe mean of the gain

score of the performance of the Control group ssée than that of the t table.

As it is observed that there is no significancefedénce between the
achievements on the controlled group of achievernestt it can be mentioned that
the conventional way of teaching method was hanmgffect on the performance

of the students of Control group.

Table:2 Hypothesis -02

THERE WILL BE NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEEAN
SCORES OF PRE-TEST AND POST TEST OF THE STUDENTS OF
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP.

Group Mean Sd SEM ‘ ‘v
Value(can Value(tame)

Experimental Group | 25.94 1.63 0.22

Postiest 22.13 2.67%

Experimental Group | 16.87 2.40 0.32

Pre test

**Significant at 0.01 level
‘t, cal 22.13 > ‘t1tab 2.67

The obtained ‘t' value 22.13 is highly significamst 0.01 level of
significance. The second hypothesis for objectivevés thatthere will be no
significant difference between the mean scores ost-fgst of the students of

control group and experimental group

As the group consisted of the number 53, the redquivalue to be
significant at 0.01 level of significance was 2.@he computed critical ratio of

two groups was 22.13. The obtained value is latigen the required value to be
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significance at 0.01 level of significance. Therefothe null hypothesis of no
difference between the mean achievements of tedbpnance of Experimental

group is not accepted.
| nterpretation

On the basis of the analyzed data it can be statdhe mean of the gain
score of the performance of the group taught thnaihg Group work activities is

grater than that of the group taught through cotieeal teaching programme.

As it is observed that there is no significancefeddnce between the
achievements of Experimental group on achievenest} it can be mentioned that
the new teaching programme (teaching through Greagk activity) group was

having better performance than the conventionahieg group.

Further, we see that the standard deviation was aéslucing in
Experimental group that shows the better effectGobup Work Activity in
teaching English.

Table:3 Hypothesis -03

THERE WILL BE NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEMEAN
SCORES OF POST-TEST OF THE STUDENTS OF CONTROL GR@WD
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP.

Group Mean Sd SEM ‘ ‘v
Valuegtay | Valuegaple)
Experimental Group | 25.94 1.6 0.22
22.18 2.62**
Control Group 17.07 2.4 0.33

**Significant at 0.01level

T a1 22.18 > 't 2.62

The obtained ‘t" value 22.18 is highly significamsit 0.01 level of

significance. The third hypothesis for objectivewas that there will be no
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significant difference between the mean scores ast-pest of the students of

control group and experimental group.

As the groups consisted of the number 53 - 53 rélgeired value to be
significant at 0.01 level of significance was 2.@he computed critical ratio of
two groups was 22.18. The obtained value is latigen the required value to be
significance at 0.01 level of significance. Therefothe null hypothesis of no
difference between the mean achievements of tetdbpnance of those groups is

not accepted.
| nterpretation

On the basis of the analyzed data it can be stadhe mean of the gain
score of the performance of the group taught thnaihg Group work activities is
grater than that of the group taught through cohenal teaching programme.

As it is observed that there is no significancefeddnce between the
achievements of two groups on achievement tesanitbe mentioned that teaching
through Group work activity group was having betmarformance than the
conventional teaching group. Therefore, the teaglitnglish through the group
work activity is highly effective.

Further, the standard deviation was also reduceaperimental group than
the controlled group. It means teaching Englistoulgh group work activity is

highly effective then the conventional way of teaghEnglish.

5.3. Feedback Form

As discuss the present study was at aim to seeftbetiveness of Group
Work Activities at teaching English. In order tot gee data pre-test and post-test
was administered to see an effect of Group WorkvAis the mean score of

pretest and posttest was calculated by t test.

In order to triangulate the data feedback was tdk@n the students’ of the
experimental group in the given feedback form thgirepared by the researcher.
This feedback form had eleven statements regattim@ffectiveness of the given
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treatment or the given method that is teaching iEhghough the Group Work

Activities.
Table:4 Feedback form Analysis
Neither
Iﬁ(; Statement SZg:egel Y| Agree Ag;e:’e gtlg(()lzg‘ iye Disagree
disagree
1 The class was interesting.| 79.25 | 15.09 5.66 0.00 0.00
2 The class was challenging. 56.60 | 30.19 3.77 1.89 7.55
3 The assigned tasks were
clear. 41.51 | 47.17 0.00 1.89 9.43
4 | The test/quizzes wefe
relevant to the topic
covered 73.58 | 26.42 0.00 0.00 0.00
5 | The concept points were
clarified properly. 50.94 | 22.64 3.77 7.55 15.09
6 Learning through Group
work activity was joyful. 69.81 | 16.98 0.00 5.66 7.55

7 Learning of English
language became easy
through  Group  work
Activity. 7.55 | 45.28 9.43 15.09 22.64

8 The facilitation of teacher
is less required in Group
Activity. 3.77 | 9.43 28.30 49.06 9.43

9 Learning from the
classmates was taken

place. 60.38 | 39.62 0.00 0.00 0.00
10 | Group Activity exposed to

use the functional

language. 22.64 | 77.36 0.00 0.00 0.00
11 | Group Activity explain the

doubt with others views. 30.19 | 69.81 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Strongly Agree
A Agree

Neither Agree nor disagree

+ Strongly Disagree

= Disagree

On the basis of the analyzed data it can be stht#for the firststatement
(79.25%) studentwerestrongly agree thahe class was interesti and (15.09%)
students weragre« whereas (5.66%) students werather agree nor disagree ¢

no other studenwerestrongly disagree or disagree.

For the secondtatement56.60%) studentaere strongly agre thatthe class was
challengingand (0.19) students were agree where&s/7{) students were
neither agree nor disagree a(01.89%) studentsvere strongly disagree -

(07.55%) students wedisagree .

For the thirdstatement (41.51%) studenigere strongly agre that the
assigned tasks werclear and (47.17%) students were agrekereas (00.00%)
students were neither agree nor disagree and ®@).8%udents were strong
disagree or (09.48) students were disagre

For the forthstatement (73.58%) studentgere strongly agre that the
test/quizzes were relevant to the topic cov and (26.4%) studentswere agree
whereas (00.00%) students were neither agree sagie and00.00%) students

were strongly disagree c00.00%) students were disagree.
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For the fifth statement (50.94%) students werengfisoagree thatearning
through Group work activity was joyfahd (22.64%) students were agree whereas
(3.77%) students were neither agree nor disagrée (@n.55%) students were

strongly disagree or (15.09%) students were digagre

For the sixth statement (69.81%) students werenglyo agree that
Learning of English language became easy througbu@rwork Activityand
(16.98%) students were agree whereas (00.00%) regieleere neither agree nor
disagree and (05.66%) students were strongly dieagr (07.55%) students were

disagree.

For the seventh statement (07.55%) students wesagty agree thathe
concept points were clarified properand (45.28%) students were agree whereas
(09.43%) students were neither agree nor disagnde(55.09%) students were

strongly disagree or (22.64%) students were disagre

For the eighth statement (03.77%) students wepngly agree thathe
facilitation of teacher is less required in Grougt&ity and (09.43%) students
were agree whereas (28.30%) students were neitipeze anor disagree and

(49.06%) students were strongly disagree or (09)43&aents were disagree.

For the ninth statement (60.38%) students werenglyo agree that
Learning from the classmates was taken placd (39.62%) students were agree
whereas (00.00%) students were neither agree sagidie and (00.00%) students

were strongly disagree or (00.00%) students wesagiee.

For the tenth statement (22.64%) students weragraagree thaGroup
Activity exposed to use the functional languagd (77.36%) students were agree
whereas (00.00%) students were neither agree sagmie and (00.00%) students

were strongly disagree or (00.00%) students wesagiee.

For the eleventh statement (30.19%) students weongly agree that
Group Activity explain the doubt with others viearsd (69.81%) students were
agree whereas (00.00%) students were neither agreeisagree and (00.00%)

students were strongly disagree or (00.00%) stsdeate disagree.
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5.4. Conclusion

The specially developed tools of the present stuele developed after two
suggestions first from the mentor and second ooen fthe expert. Then the
experiment was conducted during the month of DeegriB11 in std 1X, of Shree
Sajod Sarvajanic High School, Sajod. The obtainath dvas analyzed and the
results were prepared. Results of experimentatdiicated that the group work
activity was influencing the experimental group dedrning was taking place
natural course. Results of the pre achievementsistes indicate that the both
groups, experimental and controlled, have equatlle¥ knowledge of subject
English. Post achievement test scores indicate ghaip work activity (group

method) was influencing more to the experimentaugrin achievement.

Available gain scores data from pre-test and pesttibdicate that students
of the experimental group showed better performatien the students of

controlled group.

Further, the standard deviation was reducing iregrgental group then the
controlled group that showed the group work agtivitas superior effect on the

students of experimental group.

To, conclude, it is emphatically stated that grouprk activity (Group
Method) was superior to the conventional teachingg@amme in achieving the

goal.
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