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Introduction

Abstract

The objective of this study was to find out the increase of the students’
speaking ability in SMAN 13 Gowa in mastery, the speaking ability by
applying problem-based learning strategy. The research population of this
study was the eleventh-grade students of SMAN 13 Gowa in academic year
2020/2021. It consisted of an 8 classes and total populations were 213
students. This research used the purposive sampling technique, and the
class IX Social was chosen as the sample of the study. The total of sample
were the 24 students. The instrument of this research was speaking test.
Speaking test was given as pre-test before doing the treatment to know prior
ability of the students and post-test after doing treatment to find out the
students’ speaking ability achievement by using problem-based learning
strategy. The findings showed in pre-test that mean score of accuracy was
2,42, students’ and the students mean score of comprehensibility was 2,42.
The total students’ mean score in pre-test was 4,83. In post-test, the
students’ mean score of accuracy was 2,96 and the students’ mean score of
comprehensibility was 3,63. The total students’ mean score on post-test
was 6,58. It can be concluded that the total mean score of students in post-
test was higher than pre-test. The researcher concluded that the use of
problem-based learning strategy improves the student’s speaking ability
and can be used for better speaking ability.

Speaking is one of the difficult activities in learning English. It is one form to get information
through oral communication in the world. It becomes more useful for everyone who wants to
learn about English. In most conversations, the word flows with just the least of mental urge.
People think about what to say, who they are talking to, where they are, and they also need to
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know how many times to talk. So, focusing on their accuracy and fluency is the main learning
process to get developing of the students in their speaking performance (Dolmans et.al., 2016;
Edens, 2000).

Moreover, the case that is faced by the teacher and students in SMAN 13 in learning English
become complicated because the students must get optimal standard achievement and score
KKM in speaking minimum 7.5 and majority students only get under 7 score KKM this is force
the teacher to find out strategy in teaching and guide the students because they do not know
what their aims to speak English, the condition and situation in the classroom have not been
designed naturally for speaking, and the student still lack in use vocabulary, correct
grammatical and acceptable interaction. Therefore, the teacher must regard how the classroom
interaction should best be designed to cater the students’ communication need (Dole et.al.,
2016). In this case for improving the students’ speaking ability, the researcher is going to carry
out the research that emphasizes on the aspect of learning goal, creating the learning process,
Xue, (2018), this strategy is the named “Problem Based Learning Strategy”.

Some advantages when applying this strategy already written by some writers such as McLean,
(2016) the students should be active in participating especially when teaching learning process
is conducted then choosing to formulate the greater information, develop the source of
information, consider to apply and reflect some of the students experience to determine how
the knowledge and mind can be transferred to all situations. According to Kokotsaki et.al.,
2016) claim that problem-based learning (PBL) is characterized by a student- as the centered
approach, then the teacher as the “facilitators in the classroom activity rather than disseminators
of the class activities, and open ended the kinds of problem that occur then “serve as the initial
stimulus and framework for learning (Bone et.al., 2021; Major, 2018; Schettino, 2016). By
some of the expert explanation above the researchers conclude that the teacher plays a critical
role in handling and helping students in the classroom interaction to be self-directed learners
that must create better atmosphere classroom in which students “receive systematic instructions
in conceptual, strategic, and reflective learning and reasoning in the context of discipline to
achieve goal that will ultimately make themselves more successful in later case problem
investigation. PBL is good to try to be implemented to make the students become an
independent learner which is try to solve their own problem on the case the find and they feel
(Wang & Chen, 2018; Gurses et.al., 2015). This strategy will lead them to find the great
solution and to fulfill and achieve the target school KKM. Based on the in the background
above, the researcher then formulates the research question as follow: Can Problem Based
Learning Improve Students Speaking Ability (Reimschise et.al., 2017; Hainey et.al., 2016).

Methods

The method that used in this research was pre-experimental method. This method consisted of
three steps, namely pre-test, treatment, and post-test. It aimed to know whether or not Problem
Based Learning Strategy improved students’ speaking ability. The research design used an
experimental design with non-equivalent control group design (Gay, 2006). It involved two
groups. One received a new or usual treatment. Both of these groups got pre-test and post-test.
The result of the treatment was compared in order to find out the effectiveness of the treatment.
The design was presented as follows:

o1 X 02
Where; 01 = Pre-Test, X = Treatment, 02 = Post-test (source:)
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The population of this research was the eleventh-grade students of SMAN 13 Gowa in
academic year 2020/2021. It consisted of 8 classes and the total populations were 213 students.
This research used purposive sampling technique, and the class IX Social was chosen as the
sample. The reason for choosing this class as the sample because the students of this class had
low ability in speaking than other classes. It was known because the researcher had done the
observation before conducting this research, got information from teacher’s interview result.
The total of sample were 24 students. The instrument of this research was speaking test.
Speaking test was given as pre-test before doing the treatment to know prior ability of the
students and post-test after doing treatment to find out the students’ speaking ability
achievement by using problem-based learning strategy. The classifications of speaking ability
were accuracy, and comprehensibility that are adopted from Heaton’s classification (1989).

The procedure of collecting data was divided into three steps as follows: a) Before doing the
treatment the students were given a pre-test that was speaking test to know prior ability. The
students had a topic and they delivered the speech for two to five minutes. b) After giving pre-
test, the students were given treatment through PBL. The treatment was conducted four times
by using the following procedures such as giving the topic the researcher first explained about
problem-based learning to the studentsl) Giving the topics, 2) The researcher divided the
students into small group. Presenting the topic:1) The researcher gave chance to each group to
talk one topic for each meeting, 2) The researcher gave time 15 minutes to each group to discuss
one topic given. 3) After discussion the topic the researcher gave chance to each group for
presenting the topic.

Applying Problem Base Learning: 1) After presenting the topic the researcher asked the
question, comments or opinions about the topic that was presented by the students, 2) The
researcher gave chance to all of the students to ask question, comments, or opinions about the
topic that was presented by the students, 3) The students were given responds, correct answer,
explanations and clarifications. At the last meeting, the researcher employed a post-test to find
out the value on the progression of the students after giving treatment to know whether or not
the result of post-test was better than result of the pre-test. The item and content of post-test
was same as in the pre-test. The data were collected from the tests and analysed quantitatively.

The collecting data were analysed based on the following procedures:1) Techniques of scoring
system. To measure the students’ speaking ability of the students on component observe
involving accuracy, and comprehensibility the data was tabulated by referring the scoring
system (Bodnar & Clark, 2017). as in following: 1) Score 5 is classified as very good, 2) Score
4 is classified as good, 3) Score 3 is classified as average, 4) Score 2 is classified as poor, 5)
Score 1 is classified as very poor.

Rating score for the students’ speaking ability in terms of accuracy dealing with pronunciation,
grammar, vocabulary

Table 1. Students Classification Score in Accuracy

Score Classification Indicator

Pronunciation is only slightly influenced by the mother tongue. Two or three
5 Very Good . - X
minor grammatical and lexical errors

Pronunciation is still moderately influenced by the mother tongue. a few

4 Good . - .
minor grammatical and lexical errors but more utterances are correct

Pronunciation seriously influenced the mother tongue but only a few serious
3 Average phonological errors. Several grammatical and lexical errors, two or three
major errors causing confusion
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Pronunciation seriously influenced by the mother tongue with the errors
2 Poor causing a breakdown in communication. Many basic grammatical and lexical
errors.
Serious pronunciation errors as well as many basic grammatical and lexical
1 Very Poor - . .
errors. No evidence of having mastered any of the language skill.

Table 2. Students Classification Score in Comprehensibility

Classification Score Indicator

The speakers’ intention and general meaning are fairly clear. A few

Very good 5 interruptions by the listener for shake of classification are necessary.

Most of what the speaker says is easy to follow. His intention is always clear
Good 4 but several interruptions are necessary to help him to convey message or to
seek classification

The listener can understand a lot of what is said, but he most constantly
Average 3 seeks classification. Cannot understand many of speaker’s more complex or
longer sentences

Only small bits (usually short sentences and phrases) can be understood and

Poor 2 then with considerable effort by someone who is listening to speaker.

Hardly anything of what is said can be understood. Even when the listener
Very poor 1 makes a great effort of interruption, the speaker is unable to clarify anything
seems to have said.

Results and Discussion
Students speaking scores in pre-test and post-test

The researcher gave the pre-test to the students before having the treatments by using problem-
based learning. In pre-test, the students were asked to discuss the topics that had been given
which aimed to know speaking ability of the students in two components namely accuracy, and
comprehensibility. The post-test was given to the students after having the treatments which
aimed to know the achievement of the students’ speaking ability after they got the treatments.

Table 3. Scores of the two components of the students’ speaking in pre-test

No Name | Accuracy | Comprehensibility
1 | AlB 3 3
2 | MKH 3 2
3 |LS 3 3
4 | AMJ 3 3
5 | BA 2 2
6 | FB 2 2
7 | FGK 2 2
8 | MS 3 3
9 |IA 2 3
10 | BS 3 2
11 | KMS 2 2
12 | DCM 3 3
13 | MDS 2 3
14 | MSS 2 1
15 | AS 2 2
16 | G 3 3
17 | MJ 2 3
18 | DA 2 3
19 | MA 2 2
20 |'S 3 2
21 | AL 2 3

Saiful et. al.
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22 | AM 2 1
23 | ) 3 3
24 | GS 2 2

The table above shows the score of the two components of the students’ speaking in pre-test.
The students’ speaking in accuracy there was none student got very good score, there was none
student got good score, there were 10 students got average score, there were 14 students got
poor score, and there was none student got very poor score. While the students’ speaking in
comprehensibility There was none student got very good score, there was none student got
good score, there were 12 students got average score, there were 10 students got poor score,
and there were 2 students got very poor score. After having the treatment, the researcher gave
the post-test and the students were asked to discuss the topics that had been given to know
speaking ability of the students in two components of speaking, there were accuracy and
comprehensibility for knowing the students’ speaking ability after doing treatment.

Table 4. Scores of the two Components of the Students’ speaking in post-test

No Name | Accuracy | Comprehensibility
1 AJB 4 4
2 MKH 3 3
3 LS 4 4
4 AMJ 3 4
5 BA 3 3
6 FB 2 3
7 FGK 2 3
8 MS 4 5
9 BS 3 3
10 KMS 4 4
11 DCM 2 3
12 MDS 4 5
13 MSS 3 3
14 AS 2 3
15 G 2 3
16 MJ 4 5
17 DA 3 4
18 MA 3 4
19 S 2 3
20 AL 3 4
21 AM 3 4
22 JJ 2 2
23 GS 4 5
24 FB 2 3

The table 4.2 above shows the score of the two components of the students’ speaking in the
post-test. The students’ speaking in accuracy there was none student got very good score, there
were 7 students got good score, there were 9 students got average score, there were 8 students
got poor score, and there was none student got very poor score. While the students’ speaking
in comprehensibility there were 4 students got very good score, there were 8 students got good
score, there were 11 students got average score, there was 1 student got poor score, and there
was none student got very poor score.

The pretest was given to the students before having the treatments which aimed to know the
prior speaking ability of the students. The post test was given to the students after having the
treatments which aimed to know the achievement of the students speaking ability after they got
the treatments. The researcher asked to the students to discuss the questions about the topic

Saiful et. al.
31



BATARA DIDI:
Celebes Scholar pg English Language Journal
that had been given in the pretest. The researcher found that there were some students still
difficult in starting to speak. After they had done the pre-test, the researcher gave treatments
for four meetings. The researcher gave four topics to the students. The topics that had been
given were different in every time in the treatment. The researcher told about the function of
problem based learning in speaking. The researcher gave the topic and gave 5 questions about
the topics in the treatment. The researcher asked the students to discuss the questions about
the topic that had been given in the post- test. The researcher found that there was significance
different speaking ability of the students before and after having treatments.

Scoring Classification

The students’ score in both the pre-test and the post-test in two elements of speaking were
accuracy, and comprehensibility. They were classified into some criteria such as percentage,
and frequency of the students. The following tables show the students’ score of the pre-test and
the post-test.

Pre-test

Table 5. Classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’ speaking
accuracy in the pre-test result

NO | Classification | Score | Number of students | Percentage
frequency (%)

1 Very good 5 0 0

2 Good 4 0 0

3 Average 3 11 45,83

4 Poor 2 13 54,17

5 Very poor 1 0 0

Total 24 100

The table 4.4 above shows the classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’
speaking accuracy in the pre-test. It can be seen that there was none student (0%) got very good
score, there was none (0%) got good score, there were 11 students out of 24 students (45,83%)
got average score, there were 13 students out of 24 students (54,17%) got poor score, and there
was none student (0%) got very poor score. The table above shows that most students stated in
two levels. There were average level with 11 frequencies and there were poor levels with 13
frequencies.

Table 6. Classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’ speaking
comprehensibility in the pre-test result

No | Classification | Score fStudents Percentage
requency (%)

1 Very good 5 0 0

2 Good 4 0 0

3 Average 3 12 50

4 Poor 2 10 41,67

5 Very poor 1 2 8,33
Total 24 100

Table 4.5 above shows that the classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’
speaking comprehensibility in the pre test result. The researcher explains about the data that
had collected in the pre-test, which the students’ speaking in comprehensibility pre- test result,
there was none student (0%) got very good score, there was none (0%) got good score. There
were 12 students (50%) got average score. There were 10 students (41, 67%) got poor score,
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and there were 2 students (8, 33%) got very poor score. The researcher concluded the table 3
above that, most students were in average level with 12 frequencies.

Post-test

Table 7. Classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’ speaking accuracy in the
post-test result

No | Classification | Score | Students frequency Pert(:g/g)t age

1 Very good 5 0 0

2 Good 4 7 29,17

3 Average 3 9 37,5

4 Poor 2 8 33,33

5 Very poor 1 0 0
Total 100

The table 4.6 above shows the students’ speaking score, frequency, and percentage in the post-
test. In this case content post- test result there was none student (0%) got very good score, there
were 7 students out of 24 students (29,17%) got good score, there were 9 students out of 24
students (37,5%) got average score, there were 8 students out of 24 students (33,33%) got poor
score, and there was none student (0%) got very poor score. Based on the table above most
students were in average level with 9 numbers of student frequencies.

Table 8. Classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’ speaking
comprehensibility in the post-test result

No | Classification | Score | Students frequency Per%()e/g)t age

1 Very good 5 3 12,5

2 Good 4 8 33,33

3 Average 3 11 45,83

4 Poor 2 1 4,17

5 Very poor 1 1 4,17
Total 24 100

The table 4.7 above shows classification, score, frequency, percentage of the students’ speaking
comprehensibility in the post-test result. It can be seen that there were 3 students out of 24
students (12,5%) got very good score, there were 8 students out of 24 students (33,33%) got
good score, there were 11 students out of 24 students (45,83%) got average score, there was 1
student out of 24 students (4,17%) got poor score, and there was 1 student out of 24 students
(4,17%) got very poor score. Based on the table 8 above the researcher concluded. Most
students were in average level. There were 11 numbers of student’s frequencies.

Mean score on accuracy and comprehensibility in both pre-test and post-test

After calculating the results of the students’ pre-test and post-test, the mean score of the
students’ pre-test and post-test were shown in the following table.

Table 9. The mean score of students’ pre-test and post-test

Test Total score | Mean score
Pre-test 116 4,83
Post-test 158 6,58

Based on the data in the table 9 above, it shows that total score of pre-tests mean score were
4,83 while the total score of post-tests were 6,58. Referring to the data shown, it can be inferred
that the mean score of the students’ pre-test was lower than post-test.
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T-test Value

Finding out the significant difference between the mean scores of the pre-test and post-test of
students’ speaking ability achievement after they had the treatments was presented in the
following table:

Table 10. Students’ speaking ability achievement

Variable | T-test | T-table
(X2-X1) | 10,29 2.690

Based on the table 10 above explains the t-table was 2.690 and the t-test was 10,29. It could be
concluded that t-table was smaller than t-test value of students speaking ability achievement.
Referring to the data shown, it also could be inferred that there was significant difference
between the result of the students’ score in the pre-test and post-test. From the analysis above,
the researcher concluded that there was significance different between the score got by the
students in pre-test and post-test in speaking through problem-based learning. Teaching
speaking through problem-based learning method could improve the student’s speaking ability.

The researcher wants to describe about the students’ data analysis obtained from the problem
based learning test. The pre-test was done before doing the treatment. The data of both the pre-
test and the post-test have been compared. The data of pre-test explained that most students
were qualified as poor on the two elements of speaking. Based on the data that had been
collected in the pre-test, the researcher took two components in speaking test; there were
accuracy, and comprehensibility. Which the rate percentage of the students’ pre-test on
accuracy, there was none student (0%) got very good score, there was none (0%) got good
score, there were 11 students (45,83%) got average score, there were 13 students (54,17%) got
poor score, and there was none student (0%) got very poor score. The table above shows that
most students stated in two levels. There were average level with 11 frequencies and there were
poor levels with 13 frequencies. On comprehensibility, there was none student (0%) got very
good score, there was none (0%) got good score, there were 12 students (50%) got average
score, there were 10 students (41,67%) got poor score, and there were 2 students (8,33%) got
very poor score. The table above shows that most students were in average level with 12
frequencies.

Most students’ result in pretest on the two elements of speaking were qualified as average. The
treatment was done four times. After having treatment, the students had post-test. The
followings are the discussion of post-test result. On accuracy, there was none student (0%) got
very good score, there were 7 (29,17%) got good score, there were 9 students (37,5%) got
average score, there were 8 students (33,33%) got poor score, and there was none student (0%)
got very poor score. On comprehensibility, there were 3 students (12,5%) got very good score,
there were 8 students (33,33%) got good score, there were 11 students (45,83%) got average
score, there was 1 student (4,17%) got poor score, and there was 1 student (4,17%) got very
poor score. Based on the result of post-test, it could be concluded that most students were
qualified as average on the two elements of speaking. The situation of the students’ score of
the students pre-test and post test on the speaking accuracy. There were 16 students out of 24
students got the increase score, 8 students out of 24 students whose score unchanged and no
one of 24 students has lower score. It means that 66,67% students got improvement of their
score and 33, 33% did not get improvement and 0% student got lower score. The situation of
the students’ score of the students’ pre-test and post-test speaking comprehensibility. There
were 18 students score increased, 6 students whose score unchanged. and no one of 24 students
has lower score. It means that 75% students got improvement of their score and 25 % did not
get improvement and 0% student got lower score.
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Based on the students result in pre-test and post-test and also the students’ situation score, the
researcher concluded that the students’ rate percentage of students pre-test was lower than the
students’ rate percentage post-test. The result of pre-test and post-test, the students’ speaking
ability achievement could also be known by the students’ mean score of both pre-test and post-
test. In pre-test, the mean score of accuracy was 2,42, students’ and the students mean score of
comprehensibility was 2,42. The total students’ mean score in pre-test was 4,83. In post-test,
the students’ mean score of accuracy was 2,96 and the students’ mean score of
comprehensibility was 3,63. The total students’ mean score on post-test was 6,58. Comparing
the total mean score of students in pre-test and post-test, it can be concluded that the total mean
score of students in post-test was higher than pre-test. In other words, it can be said that 6, 58
> 4, 83. The value should also be compared are the t-test and t-table. The t-test of this research
was 9, 36 while the t-table of this research was 2.690. The t-table of this research was smaller
than t-test. After knowing the data of pre-test and post-test, it is known that the score of post-
test was higher than pre-test there is one value that also should be compared that the value of
t-test and t-table. The data show that the value oft-test was higher than t-table. It explains that
there was significance between the mean score of pre-test and post-test.

Based on the data above, the researcher concluded that, in two elements of speaking those are
accuracy, and comprehensibility can improve students speaking’ ability by using problem
based learning method. The ability of the students’ speaking through problem based learning
method shows the total mean score of the students’ speaking ability without problem based
learning method were 4.83 . The total mean score of the students’ speaking ability through
problem based learning method were 6.58. It can be concluded that the students’ speaking
ability text after teaching speaking by using problem based learning mathod was higher than
the students’ speaking ability without problem based learning text method. The students’
speaking on the two components in pre-test and post-test as follows: 1) The mean score of the
students’ speaking accuracy of post-test was 2,96 while the students’ mean score of pre-test
was 2,42. It shows that the students’ mean score of pre-test was greater than pre-test on
accuracy element of speaking. 2) The mean score of the students’ speaking on
comprehensibility of post-test was 3,63 while the students’ mean score of pre-test was 2,42, it
shows that the students’ mean score of post-test was greater than the students’ mean score of
pre-test on comprehensibility element of speaking.

Conclusion

Based on the results of data analysis and findings in the previous chapter, it can be concluded
that: Problem Based Learning Strategy (PBL) as one of the strategies in teaching is crucial and
significant in improving speaking ability in term of students’ speaking accuracy and
comprehensibility. Using problem-based learning can improve the students’ speaking ability
of the eleventh-grade students of SMAN 13 Gowa. Before being taught problem-based learning
method, the students’ achievement in the speaking was classified as poor It can be seen from
16 students (66, 67%) get very good score, there were 6 students (25%) get good score, there
were 2 students (8, 33%) get average score, there was none student (0%) get poor score, and
there was none student (0%) get very poor score.

The students’ achievement in speaking in post-test was classified as fair score, there are 23
students (95, 83%) get very good score, there is 1 student (4, 17%) got good score, there is
none student (0%) get average score, there is none student (0%) get poor score, and there is
none student (0%) get very poor score These data indicated that the score of the post-test is
higher than pre-test. Based on the result of data above the researcher concluded that, the use of
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Problem Based Learning Can Improve Students’ Speaking Ability and the use of this strategy
is better for students’ speaking.
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