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CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the procedure of the sindgrder to find the
answers of the two questions previously statechapter one. The chapter covers

the research design, the instrument, populatiorsantple and data analysis.

3.1 Resear ch M ethods
This research primarily used a quantitive mettwodnalyze the data
with a quasi-experimental method chosen to testhifpothesis because the
study focused on only one aspect of investigatimggmely, oral
communication skill without controlling all variadd (Gall et.al., 2003:402).
For that reason, this research used two classesirsh class was structured as

a control class and the second class functionem aperimental class.

3.1.1 Research Design
This study used a quantitative method that deatlls data in
the form of scores and numbers. The study also ukedquasi
experimental design. The quasi experimental dasigpplied when it
is not feasible to use random selection and ranassignment (Gall et

al., 2003)
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Furthermore, the research used thest with the primary
purpose of which to figure out whether the meanswvof group scores
differ to a statistically significant degree (Krdgz& Moursund, 1998)

The specific quasi design of the study was a nomabmnt
control group design, the pretest — posttest ndmabmnt groups
design. Gall et al (2003:402) says that the prgiesttest
nonequivalent groups design is often used in axgeriments when
experimental and control groups are such natuedembled groups

as intact classes which may be similar.

The formula is expressed as follows:
G1T1XT2

G2T1 T2

From the design above two classes were selectedhtor
experiment. One class was as an experimental gi@wp which was
given a treatment (X) and the other class was araogroup (G2)
which was not given a treatment.

A Pretest (T1) was administered before the implaatem of
the educational debating method as the treatmadtiteen at the end
of the treatment periode, a posttest was held sesashe students’

speaking ability.
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3.1.2 Variables

Variables are the conditions or characteristics ctvhihe
experimenter can manipulate, control, or observeerd were two
variables in this study. The first was an independeariable and the
second was a dependent variable.

Hatch and Farhady (1982) says that an independgiable is
the major variable which is investigated. In thisdy, the educational
debating method as the teaching method was th@émdient variable
and was the major variable to be investigatedl, &titording to Hatch
and Farhady (1982) the dependent variable is thabla which is
observed and measured to determine the effect eofirtiependent
variable. The variable that was influenced by tiependent variable

in this study was the students’ oral communicaébitity.

3.2 Hypothesis

This study begun with Null Hypothesis (Ho) wherethhalasses

conducted; experimental and control classes arigasim

HO: Hexperimental = Meontrol

It means that there was no difference between expatal class and
control class in themean adjustment level (Gerald Kranzler and Janet

Moursund; 1999). By using null hypothesis, everggibility of the research
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could be shown. If the Hypothesis was rejected;ait be concluded that
experiment worked. While if the hypothesis was pteg, the experiment did

not worked.

So the null hypothesis of this study was the edowal debating

method was not effective in improving students’l a@@mmunication skills.

3.3 Subjects
3.3.1 Population
According to Arikunto (2006), population is any gpo of
individuals that have one or more characteristtscommon that
attract the researcher. The population of thisaesh was the second
grade of students of SMA and SMK Pelita Bangsa Bagdwhich

was grouped into three classes.

3.3.2 Sample
The samples of this research were two classesSMK
AND XI IPS SMA) which were selected based on thassification
made by the school. Class XI SMK acted as the @xjgatal group
and Xl IPS SMA as the control group. Each classsisbed of 20
students. Thus the fixed number of sample was d@ests. During
the experiment, the experimental group was givererse treatments

in a period of four meetings.
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3.4 Resear ch Instruments
The TOEIC Test of Spoken English which aimed toasuee
students’ speaking ability was used as the instntiragthis research. Barron
(2004) says that TSE is a test that used to meastudents’ oral
communication skills ability. During this test, dants are asked to give
responds and opinions to a series of tasks providiags test was chosen
because it is a standardized test that commonlg urs&enior High School
and Vocational High School students and it haslanty with debate method
in terms of giving respond. This test is consider&dvance with the method
of treatment, since the educational debating meth®ed in this research
mainly concern to the mastery of elements of spgpland not to hand down
true or false argument.

This oral communication tests was tested toetkgerimental and
control classes. The oral communication test wasl us the pre-test and post-
test and given to the experimental and control grdine aim of the pre-test
was to discover the students’ previous abilityspeaking and then the post-
test was conducted to assess the students’ orahaamation ability after the
treatments.

However, before applying the instrument to the tcdnand the
experimental groups, the value of its validity amdlability was computed.
Thus that the instrument was tested to anothes @fasrder to obtain validity

and reliability.
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In formulating the items of the test, there arensopoints to be
considered: first, the relevance of the items phrpose of the study, second
appropraiteness of the arguments, and third trevaatce of the items to the
curriculum.

The following is the syllabus of the Senior HiglkehSol in speaking

aspects that were taken as consideration in dewejdipe test items :

Table3.1

Syllabus of Eleventh Gradein Senior High School

Aspect StandardCompetence  Basic Competence

Speaking Explain meaning in Explain meaning
oral functional text in monolog text by
and a simple shortusing spoker

monolog in the form language accurately

of report, narrative | fluently, and
dan analytical | appropriately in daily
exposition in daily | life context in the
life context form of descriptive

and procedure text.

(Source: KT 3005)
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3.5 Research Procedure
3.5.1 Organizing Teaching Procedure

The researcher performed as teacher and faclitatooth the
experimental and control groups. In preparing #aehing process, the
writer conducted two steps: first, preparing appeip materials for
teaching and learning process during the treatnmarmd second,
organizing teaching procedures in the control aqgeemental group.

In the experimental group, the teaching materialsd
procedures were highly related with the implemeotadf educational
debate method in speaking. While in the controlugroconventional

speaking materials and teaching procedures weledpp

3.5.2 Administering the Try-out test
Before the instrument was used in the research,régearcher
administered the test to investigate the validitg aeliability of the
instrument. The test consisted of debating perfoceaThe test was
conducted in class XI SMA IPA on August 12, 2010fobe the

experimental teaching begun.

3.5.3 Treatment
Two second grade classes in SMK and SMA , whictevwd SMK
as the experimental group were exposed to theatidnal debating

method while XI IPS SMA as the control group wasght by using the
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conventional technique in teaching. The conventieeehnique was by

memorizing dialogue.

3.5.3.1 Implementation of Experiment
Arranging the general schedule of experiment winded
to make a well-established experiment. The tablevbas the

schedule of the experiment.

Table3.2

Schedule of the Study

Experiment Group Control Group
Date Material/
Date Material/Theme
Theme
29 September 2010 Pre Test: 1 October | Pre Test: Giving
Giving 2010 Opinions based
Opinions on task

based on task

8 October 2010 | Analytical 6 October | Analytical
exposition in 2010 exposition in
daily life daily life

context: context:
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Celebrities Celebrities and
and Politics politics

15 October 2010 | Analytical 13 October | Analytical
exposition in 2010 exposition in
daily life daily life
context: Foods context: Foods
and Health and Health

22 October 2010 | Pre Test: 25 October | Pre Test: Giving
Giving 2010 Opinions based
Opinions on task
based on task

3.5.3.2 Classroom Activities of Experimental Group

The following are the experimental group activities

1. Teacher presentation
Before beginning the lesson, the teacher descrided
explained about different kinds of oral communioatskills
and how many of those various English oral commatioo
skills appeared in most exams. Then the teachqyopea a
certain technique in speaking, namely the education
debating method, as one of the solutions to oveecamd

improve their oral communication skills. The teache
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explained the theories, usages and implementatfothe
educational debating method. Hence, the motion and
handouts were distributed to students.

2. Team discussion or casebuilding
After receiving the handouts and the explanationtho#
educational debate method, the students discubsetbpics
and decided on the definition of the motion, bthiir cases
and arguments, searched supporting facts and ifleas
handouts and prepared their speeches.

3. Debate performance
After finishing the casebuilding, the students wasked to

perform the debate as a positive team or a negeara.

3.5.3.3 Classroom Activities of Control Group
1. Teacher explanation
The teacher explained the topic and material tostbdents.
The teacher gave the handouts to students to sur@reard
memorize the handouts
2. Individual Work
The students memorized the handouts and then \skeel &0

retell the content of the text.
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3.54 Administering the Pre-test and Post-test
To investigate the students’ initial ability, a @&t was
conducted. It was given to both experimental andtrob groups.
Afterward, to investigate the effectiveness of daicational debating
method in teaching oral communication skill, at émel of the program

a post-test was given to both groups.

3.6 Data Analysis
3.6.1 Scoring Technique
The tests used in this research were standardssay gems from
TOEIC. The test results of this research were usednalyze oral
communication skill through debating. According tELTS
(International English Language Testing System) théeria of
speaking test are fluency and coherence, lexicauree, grammatical

range and accuracy, and pronounciation.

Fluency

10 = the students have the ability to talk witormal levels or
continuity

8-9 = the students talk with normal levels of aomty but there are
some hesitant responses

7 = utterances may still be hesitant and theeesome pauses but are
gaining in a normal level of continuity

5-6 = hesitant responses and there are many paustsrance
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<5 =there are many long pauses and often in@mpesponses

Grammar

10 = the students use appropriate and accuratesveord convey the
information clearly

8— 9 = almost there are no grammatical error amdepthe information

clearly

7 = there are some grammatical errors but the nmétion has clear
meanings

5-6 = there are frequent grammatical errors and unchegmings

<5 =no context are innacurate grammar and unaheaning

Context

10 = the students give relevant and contextuplo@eses

8-9 = the students convey the contextual respoases irrelevant
responses

6-7 =there are some redundancy responses anevairglresponses

<5 = no context of the responses and irrelevapioreses

Vocabulary

10 =the students use an appropriate, varied daedar® words to the
context

8-9 = almost there are no irrelevant and innapabd@riwvords to the
context

7 = there are some inapropriate and irrelevant svéodthe context

but the information still has clear meaning
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5-6 = there are less variation of words and there &aany
inappropriate words but the informaton still hasaclmeaning
<5 = there are excessive repetition, inappropneadeds and unclear
information
The criteria above are used in analyzing the stisd@erformance
toward the TOEIC spoken test, but to see the stadescores
improvement, this study used the Harris probakdssperformance. The
scores in Harris probable class performance ameddrom the students’
average scores from all aspect of speaking thabbas examined based
on IELTS criteria speaking test. Based on Hari@1934), the scores of

the probable class performance are as follows:

Table3.3

Classification of the Range Scores

Test Scores Probable Class Performance
80 — 100 Good to excellent
60— 79 Average to good
50 -59 Poor to average
0-49 Poor
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The criteria of classification above are as follows

Poor means that the student cannot communicatetieffy in spoken
English or the student tried to answer the tasksMame unable to express

him/her clearly;

 Poor to average means that the student can berstool@ but with

difficulty;

* Average to good means that the student's spoken lisBngis

understandable, but he/she makes some errors;

* Good to excellent means that the student can coneateneffectively in

spoken English.

3.6.2 DataAnalysison the Try-out Test
The obtained data from the try out test were amalyzo
investigate the validity and reliability of the tegeems. The valid and
reliable items were used as the research instrunfetdording to
Hatch and Farhady (1982) to conduct data gathepraredure,

validity and reliability of the instruments are estal.

3.6.2.1 Instrument Validity and Reliability
Validity and reliability are qualities that are esfial for

the effectiveness of any data gathering proceditagh and
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Farhad (1982). Hatch and Farhady (198%fines validity as
the quality of data gathering instruments or proceduhgie
reliability is the quality of consistency of instnens over a

periodof time.

3.6.2.2 Instrument Validity
The data of validity werecalculated byAnates V4
progran.
According to Arikunto (2009), the criteria to meesthe

validity test resuli are as follows:

0,80< '*<1,00 = very high
0,60< ' <0,80 = high
0,40< T o 0,60 = moderate
0,20< " <0,40 = low
0,00< Tar < 0,20 =verylow

(Arikunto, 20(6)

The data obtained from the toyt test were analyzed usi
Anates V4. The purpose was to investigate the wplaf the
test items

Theresults of the statistical computation of the-out test

can be seen in the following tal
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Computation of the Try-out Test
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New Items | Original items | Level of | Correlation | Sign. Of
difficulties Correlation

1 1 Moderate 0.299 -

2 2 Moderate 0.725 Very significant

3 3 Moderate 0.761 Very significant

4 4 Moderate 0.625 Significant

5 5 Moderate 0.673 Significant

6 6 Moderate 0.761 Very significant

7 7 Moderate 0.310 -

8 8 Moderate 0.602 Significant

9 9 Moderate 0.724 Very significant

10 10 Moderate 0.725 Very significant

Based on table 3.4, it can be seen that therénege tategories

of validity of try out items. There are 5 items winiare categorized as

very significant items, 3 items which are categedizas significant
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items and 2 items categorized as insignificant. Tams which are
categorized as insignificant were not used inthsgarch because they
are invalid. In conclusion, the total number whaan be used as the
instruments in collecting data in the pre-test #ral post-test is eight

items.

3.6.2.3 Instrument Reliability
According to Hatch and Farhady (1982), reliability
can be defined as the consistency degree of tieiment or
procedure. The data were calculated by Anates \dgram.
According to Arikunto (2006), the criteria to meees

the reliability test are shown in table 3.5.

Table3.5

r Coefficient Reliability

R Coefficient Reliability
0.00-0.20 Almost none
0.21-0.40 Low

0.41-0.60 Moderate
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0.61-0.80 High

0.81-1.00 Very High

(Arikunto, 2005)

The result of the computation using Anates V4respnted in

table 3.6

Table 3.6

Reliability Statistics

Anates V4 program Reliability N of items

0.95 10

Table 3.5 shows that the reliability of the instent is 0.95. It
means that the test has very high reliability. Assult, it can be used

as a research instrument (Arikunto, 2006).

3.6.3 DataAnalysison the Pre-test
The aims of a pretest are both to investigate stiuglents’
initial ability and to investigate the initial egailence between the

groups. The researcher usedtest formula. The researcher conducted



39

the normality distribution and variance homogenigst before

calculating the data using theest formula.

3.6.3.1 Normality of Distribution Test
In this study, the researcher used the SPSS 15 for

windows to analyze the normality distribution oetlcores

with the steps as follows:

1. Stating the hypothesis and setting the alpha lav€l.05
(two-tailed test)
Ho = the scores of the experimental and the cognalp

are normally distributed

2. Analyzing the normality distribution using the
Kolmogrov — Smirnov formula in SPSS for windows

3. Comparing the assymp.Sig with the level of sigaifice
to test the hypothesis. If the Asymp. Sig is higtiean
level of significance (0.05), the null hypothesis i

accepted and the scores are normally distributed.

3.6.3.2 The Homogeneity of Variance Test
In analyzing the variance of homogeneity of the
scores, the researcher used the Levene Test Form8RSS
15 for window. The analysis of variance homogeneity

follows the steps below:
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1. Stating the hypothesis and setting the alpha lat@l05
Ho = the variance of the experimental and controug
are homogenous

2. Analyzing the variance homogeneity using the Levene
Test formula in SPSS for windows.

3. Comparing the probability with the level significanfor
testing the hypothesis. If the probability is gezahan the
level of significance (0.05), the null hypothesisaccepted
and the variance of the experimental and contrmligrare

homogenous.

3.6.3.3 Thecalculation of the T-test
The steps of thetest calculation are as follows:
1. Stating the hypothesis and setting the alpha lav€.05
(two tailed test)
Ho = the two samples are from the same populatiare
IS no significant difference between the two sample
(Xe = Xc)
2. Finding the t value
3. Comparing the probability with the level of sigodnce
for testing the hypothesis. If the probability ism than or

equal to the level of significance, the null hypetdis is
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accepted; the two groups are equivalent (The cationl

were performed in SPSS 15 for window).

3.6.4 DataAnalysison the Post-test

3.6.5

In calculating the posttest data, the researched ulke same
steps as in calculating the pretest data. The messaused d-test

formula.

Data Analysison the Experimental and the Control Group Scores
To investigate whether or not the difference of phhe-test and

post-test means of each group is significant, gsearcher analyzed

the pre-test and posttest scores using the matetesd (Hatch and

Farhady, 1982). The steps are as follows:

1. Stating the hypothesis and setting the alpha lave).05 (two
tailed test)
Ho = there is no significant difference between pine-test and

post-test scores.

2. Finding the t-value

3. Comparing the probability with the level of sigodnce for
testing the hypothesis. If the probability is mdnen or equal to
the level of significance, the null hypothesis teepted; the two
scores are homogenous (The calculation were peefibim SPSS

15 for window).
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The scores of pre and post test for the experirhgnbap
are also being computed to find the level of stisleoral
communication skills before and after treatment. ifizestigate
the mastery of oral communication skills, computihg average
of each test are necessary. By doing so, the ava@ges of each
test will be found, so the mastery of each tesk malknown. The

formula to compute average will look as follows:

Mx = >'X

Where:

Mx = average x (before treatment)

Y x =the sum of x scores (pre test)

N = the number subjects

And

My =2y

Where:

My = average y (after treatment)
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Yy =the sum of y scores (post test)

N = the number subjects

After finding the average of each test, it is neeeg to
interpret what it means. The interpretation wikdeus to knowing
the extent of the mastery of oral communicatiodiskiefore and

after a treatment is given.



