CHAPTER 111

RESEARCH METHODOL OGY

This chapter discusses the research methodologydetail, it presents
research question, research design, hypothesisylgimm and sample, data

collection and data analysis.

3.1 Resear ch Questions
The research questions of this research are:
1. Can portfolio improve students’ vocabulary mastery?

2. How is the use of portfolio perceived by students?

3.2 Research Design

This research used quasi-experimental design bectnes sample was
chosen purposively. In line with that, this resbadeals with the most of
complicated human behaviors, language learning landuage behaviors as
variables that could not be controlled (Hatch aach&dy, 1982:23).

There were two variables investigated in this redeahey are; variable X
and variable Y. Variable X is using portfolio asl@pendent variable and variable
Y is the students’ vocabulary mastery as dependanable. This research is

designed as follow:
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Table3.1
The Experimental research

Group Pre-test Treatment Post-test
Experimental group Y X Y-E
Control Y:C - Y,C

Where

Y1E : The pre-test of experimental group.
Y.E : The post-test of experimental group.
X . The treatments (Using portfolio)
Y.C : The pre-test of control group.

Y,C . The post-test of control group.

3.3 Hypothesis

Null hypothesis was used in this research. Thehlydbthesis is stated as:

Ho: 1 experimental = y control

Since the actual population means would not be,utednull hypothesis
is stated in terms of the sample means:

Hyp % =7,
(Coolidge, 2000:98)

The null hypothesis is: There is no significantfelénce between the
posttest means of experimental and control grotfijgs aeatments. It is chosen
because there is no specific research which disdueisout the use of portfolio in

improving students’ vocabulary mastery.
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3.4 Population and Sample

The population in this research was the studentergh grade of one of
Senior High School in Bandung which consists ofdlasses from X-A until X-J.
However, the sample was one class as experimeaiab gnd one class as control
group. The sample was selected purposively dueetdirhited time and cost.

Class X-F was the experimental group, while clédd was the control
group. Both groups were selected based on thetresypretest that showed
homogeneity and distributed normally. Moreover hbdasses were chosen based
on teacher’'s suggestion about students’ charattsriand ability in learning
English that showed similarities. Class X-F corss@t34 students while class X-
H consists of 35 students. However, there were @tlystudents who were
selected as sample from each class because some sttidlents did not take

pretest.

3.5 Data Collection

The data in this research were gathered by adrarmgtsome instruments.
The instruments that have been applied were adjlsised on research needs in
order to answer the research questions. Howevdorebenaking pretest and
posttest questions as the first instrument, trytest was made and administered
first. It was done in order to get valid and relalguestions for pretest and
posttest (Arikunto, 2008:64).

Try out test was done twice to 70 students in #@ht grade besides

experimental and control group. It was done on MondApril 19" 2010 and
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Monday, June 212010 to some students in public senior high sciroBlandung

and Tasikmalaya. Try out test question could ben SeeAppendix 1.1. The

assistance of ANATES V4 was used in calculatingdbta of try out test. The

calculation of try out test could bee seen in Agper®.1.

After getting the valid and reliable questions fromn out test, pretest and

posttest questions were decided. Pretest was astemed to 60 students in two

classes on Thursday, Octobef"12D10 before deciding experimental and control

group. The questions of pretest could be seen peAgix 1.2. After conducting

pretest and the result for both classes were honemys and normally distributed,

then both classes could be decided as experimgnaiap and control group.

Moreover, after deciding experimental and contnaug, the treatments

were held only to experimental group by implemeantortfolio during teaching

and learning process. The treatments were held f@xtober 158 2010 to

November 12 2010. It was done twice a week that consistedOoféhutes per

meeting on Thursday and 80 minutes per meetingraay: The treatments had

been planned and it was realized in form of legsans. The lesson plans could

be seen in Appendix 2.1. The treatments that had Hene were as follow:

Table3.2
Treatments schedule

No. | Experimental Group Date Control Group Date Topic
1. First meeting (First Friday, First meeting | Tuesday, | Let's write
treatment by applying| October (Conventional | October the story!
portfolio) 15" 2010 method) 19" 2010 | (Narrative

text)
2. Second meeting Thursday, | Second meeting Thursday,| Knowing
(Second treatment by  October (Conventional | October narrative
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applying portfolio) 2¥ 2010 method) 212010 | story from
Indonesia.
(Narrative
text)
Third meeting (Third |  Friday, Third meeting | Tuesday,| Local and
treatment by applyingl October (Conventional | October abroad
portfolio) 22"2010 method) 26" 2010 | narratives.
(Narrative
text)
Forth meeting (Forth|  Friday, Forth- meeting | Tuesday,| Let's have
treatment by applying| - October (Conventional | November writing
portfolio) 29" 2010 method) 2"92010 | workshop!
(Narrative
text)
Fifth meeting (Fifth | Thursday, | Fifth meeting | Thursday,| Offering
treatment by applying November | (Conventional | November| something to
portfolio) 4" 2010 method) 4" 2010 | somebody.
(Procedure
text)
Sixth meeting (Sixth | Friday, Sixth meeting | Tuesday, | Becoming a
treatment by applyingl November| (Conventional | November chef.
portfolio) 5" 2010 method) 9" 2010 | (Procedure
text)
Seventh meeting | Thursday, | Seventh meeting Thursday,| Let’s express
(Seventh treatment by November| (Conventional | November the
applying portfolio) | 11" 2010 method) 11" 2010 | imperative!
(Procedure
text)
Eighth meeting (Eighth  Friday, Eighth meeting | Tuesday, | Let's listen
treatment by applyingl November| (Conventional | November| to make
portfolio) 12" 2010 method) 16" 2010 | something!
(Procedure
text)

During class session, students were asked to n@k®lp. It consisted of

given per meeting.

31

collection of their works which were made per megtiEach meeting, they were
asked to do at least one assignment. Peer comeat#s done to check those

assignments. The assignments were various. It p@®priated with the material



In addition, portfolio made by students also caesif learning journal.
It was made by them after the class session. Qnifgpjournal they wrote their
experiences during teaching and learning proces& gomment on teaching and
learning process, gave suggestion for the nextinggaeviewed last lesson, and
practiced to write new vocabularies. They madeniegrjournal in a book which
was covered by the same wrapping paper book.

Moreover, name tag was also a part of studentgfgdiar. They made big
font triangle name tag with their names on it. BAme tag, teacher recognized
who gave participation actively in class duringsslaession. Furthermore, at the
back of it, students had list of participation. $huhey could write their
participation on it. In the end of each meetingidsnts got signature from the
teacher as a proof that they participated actireblass.

Additionally, students also wrote about what docomencluded in
portfolio and what assignments that had been danesbof document content. It
was aimed in order to note and take into accouytharg that had been done.

Furthermore, students also had self assessmentoitiolp. In self
assessment, they should draw happy face on statseyf agreed with the
statements given. However, they should draw sad @ac stars if they did not
agree with the statements given. Then, they wrew mocabularies they got
during class session on the list of vocabularyeih assessment form. They were
provided 25 numbers of vocabularies that shoulavbgen. Thus, students were
motivated to remember and review what new vocalmdathat had been

conveyed in class. The vocabularies were focuseatton verbs.
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Moreover, in the end of treatment, students filbedt work form. On this
form, students wrote about what best thing theyehewer done or made during
making portfolio. The example of students’ portbodiould be seen in Appendix7.

In addition, during class session, students wesemed. The observation
was done in order to get additional information wh&iudents’ interaction during
class session and how portfolio works. The resutibservation in form of field
note could be seen in Appendix 5.6.

After holding treatments, the next step is admémiag posttest. It was
given to experimental and control group. Postteststjons were the same as
pretest questions. It was given to both groups lmmrdday, November ¥8010.

Posttest was held in order to see whether or net tthatments in
experimental group by using portfolio give prograssstudents’ vocabulary
mastery in writing skill, cause them to have higeeores than the control group.
The questions of posttest could be seen Appendix 1.

The second instrument that was used to gatherfatathe research was
questionnaire. It was administered only to thedehis in experimetnal group
who had received the treatment. The questionnarsists of 28 items which
divided into five categories, those are; Studeispectations toward English
learning, Students’ Expectations toward vocabuldearning, Students’
Expectations toward Writing Skill, Students’ Respes toward Portfolio
Assessment and Students’ Responses on ApplyingfokRortin  Improving

Students’ Vocabulary Mastery in Writing Skill.

33



Questionnaire was given to students in experimegr@ip on Thursday,
November 18 2010. Items of questionnaire could be seen in Agpel.5.

The last instrument used in this research wasvieer It was used in
order to gather additional information to compléte data collected. By having
interview, respondents or students could add in&ion about their experiences
during the implementation of portfolio in class.

The interview was conducted on Friday"16f November 2010. It was
done informally to 30 students who became the sampthe research in groups.
The students were divided into 6 groups that comgi$ students. The interview

guestions could be seen in Appendix 1.6.

3.6 Data Analysis

In this part, the data gathered from pretest, pssttquestionnaire, and
interview will be discussed further. The data wanalyzed and interpreted as the
result of the research.

The first data gathered from pretest and postiesstuments. The result of
pretest was calculated to find homogeneity of veraand normality distribution.
Moreover, after finding homogeneity of variance aaimality distributiont-test
for pretest was calculated. Then, both group tebtegretest declared as equal
group and chosen as experimental and control grdi@anwhile, posttesst were
analyzed by using-test formula after homogeneity of variance and radityn
distribution met. Homogeneity of variance and ndiyalistribution should be

calculated first before conductingtest computation. SPSS version 16.0 for

34



windows was also used as assistance to do thelatadcu The Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test in SPSS version 16.0 for windows wasduin analyzing the
normality of data distribution. Meanwhile, the Leess test for equality of
variance in SPSS version 16.0 for windows was aised in analyzing the
homogeneity of variance. Data analysis for pratestd be seen in Appendix 5.2,
while for posttest in Appendix 5.3. In additiorepgndent-test of experimental
group was also calculated in order to compare tbamscores of the same group
before and after treatment (Fraenkel and WalleBQ1£80)

The second data gathered by observation. It wae dororder to get
additional information about students’ interactidumring class session and how
portfolio works (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1990:440) eTilesult of observation was
analyzed by using theory of portfolio proposed tllinger (1993).

The third data gathered from questionnaire. It wadculated and
interpreted into percentage. Moreover, it was aedyby comparing the result of
guestionnaire with the theory from Dellinger (199®&)ich states that portfolios
increase the quantity as well as the quality otimgiand contribute to students’
cognitive development. The theory is also suppotigdO’Malley and Pierce
(1996) which stated that portfolio makes use ofdetis’ prior knowledge,
experience, and interests and supports active remtisin of knowledge. It also
provides meaning and purpose for learning and esgajudents in social
interaction to develop both oral and written lamgeia Data analysis for

guestionnaire could be seen in Appendix 5.5.
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The forth data gathered from interview. The dataensompared to the
result of questionnaire. Then, they were analyaedding theory from Dellinger
(1993) which states that portfolios increase thangjty as well as the quality of
writing and contribute to students’ cognitive deyghent. The result of interview

could be seen in Appendix 5.6.
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