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Abstract 
The recent trend of teaching English as a foreign language in Indonesia has focused on the use of 
scientific-based approach which led teachers to use two methods, namely project-based learning 
(PjBL) and problem-based learning (PBL). This research is concerned with investigating the 
effectiveness of both PjBL and PBL when used with students at the tertiary level. The subjects were 
78 participants assigned to two intact-groups, with 39 students each.  Group 1 was taught with the use 
of  PjBL and Group 2 with  PBL. The findings revealed that (1) PjBL and PBL methods were able to 
improve the students writing achievements; (2) students’ writing achievements in both groups were 
not significantly different and (3) the students perceived both PjBL and PBL as interesting. They 
found the PjBL and PBL instruction offered a new mode in the teaching process.  From the students’ 
responses, PjBL enabled them to think contextually about given problems, work together in a group, 
develop their critical thinking, and encourage them to be more explorative. Similarly, PBL was 
perceived by the students as engaging them in the learning process and helping them to think more 
critically. 
 
Keywords: project-based learning (PjBL), problem-based learning (PBL), EFL tertiary level, writing 
achievement 
 
1. Introduction  

The dominant pedagogy in the recent trend of teaching English as a foreign language 
in Indonesia has focused on the use of scientific-based approach. This approach has led  
educational practitioners to use two methods, namely project-based learning (PjBL) and 
problem-based learning (PBL). The terms project-based learning and problem-based learning 
are each used to describe a range of instructional strategies. The breadth of their respective 
definitions, their conceptual similarity, and the use of the short term PBL result in some 
confusion in the literature (Donelly & Fitzmaurice, 2005). Thus, this research is concerned 
with investigating effectiveness of both PjBL and PBL when used with students at the 
tertiary level.  
 

The latest EFL issue has dealt with learners’ difficulty in mastering English, 
particularly in writing skills development which requires cognitive and physical activities to 
produce and combine letters as well as certain aspects of linguistics involving words, 
spellings, and sentence structures (Stoddard and Waters, 1998). In addition, EFL learners 
have to struggle with acquisition of grammar, syntactic structure, vocabulary, rhetorical
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structure and idioms of the second language (Nik et al., 2010). In tertiary education, such 
problems still persist due to learners’ lack of exposure to writing practices in their secondary 
years (Ramadhani, 2014). Writing skills are therefore of prime importance to learners at the 
tertiary level of education, for it allows individuals to convey thought, express feelings, and 
deliver messages.  
 

The literature review shows urgency for teachers to help their students improve their 
writing skills. Research has revealed many attempts at improving students’ writing 
achievement. These attempts vary from the use of specific techniques, such as concept 
mapping (Maloho, 2009), Jigsaw (Zahrah, 2009) to the use of teaching media i.e., picture 
series (Novita, 2014), and webquest (Almasri et al., 2011). Moreover, some researchers also 
examined  effectiveness of several methods used in teaching writing. Among these methods 
are project based learning (Thitivesa, 2014), and problem based learning (Chikita et al., 
2013). 
 

Project based learning or PjBL is defined as a learning model which gives students a 
chance to learn by doing a project (Thomas, 2000). It requires students to plan, implement, 
and evaluate projects that have real-world applications beyond the classroom (Westwood, 
2008). This method is learner-centered in that students pose one question or more and work 
under the teacher’s guidance (Bell, 2010). Several benefits  of project-based learning 
enumerate in that students will be able to solve problems during learning, make decision and 
develop their critical thinking ( Ndraka, 1985).  
 
  PBL is defined as a pedagogical strategy which uses real-world situations as the basis 
for development of content, knowledge, and problem-solving skills (Mayo et al., 1993). It 
helps students to build reasoning and communication skills needed for success (Duch et al., 
2001). The study by Weissinger (2004) also confirms that not only does PBL encourage 
students to develop critical thinking for their success in learning; but it also trains the 
students’ problem-solving skills that they can carry with them throughout their lifetime. 
Furthermore, problem-based learning also provides teachers with a variety of learning 
opportunities, acknowledges their personal beliefs and experiences, and expands their 
knowledge and skills as they engage themselves in learning (Levin, 2001). The classroom 
practice of this method is usually conducted in groups of students. Hence, learners can work 
together, share their expertise, and learn from each other.  
 

Given the definition of both learning methods, it can be seen that PjBL and PBL share 
similarity in terms of their classroom application. Both methods usually divide students to 
work in groups and have the final product as the result of learning. However, they differ in 
the final product: PjBL yields concrete products or performances, but PBL simply proposes 
solutions of problems.  
 
  Various studies showed both PjBL and PBL with their own benefits for teaching.  
Leong & Patrick (2009) conducted a research into the power of PBL. They found that 
students were generally enthusiastic and interested in the PBL assignment. They also 
managed their own learning through the learning process. Jiriyasin (2011) reported PBL as 
having positive effects on the students’ oral performance. Lin (2015) conducted a similar 
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research in the elementary school context. It was found that PBL fostered the students’ 
ability to learn and use vocabulary in context. Rahman et al. (2001) found  PBL as having 
clear procedures for teachers who wish to implement it. In PjBL, Foss et al. (2009) studied 
effectiveness of PjBL in a short-term-intensive program and found its viability and flexibility 
as alternatives to traditional intensive English coursework. Bas (2011) asserted that PjBL 
learning was in support of  development of students’ academic achievement and positive 
attitude levels. Gulbahan and Tinmaz (2006) conducted similar research at the undergraduate 
level and revealed that the PjBL created satisfactory results in the students’ learning. 
Soleimani et al. (2015) investigated the EFL context in Iran and PjBL as having positive 
effects on the learners' reading ability as well as vocabulary acquisition. 
 

The aforementioned studies point to effectiveness of PjBL and PBL in students’ 
learning. However, very few researchers have examined effectiveness of both learning 
methods at the tertiary level, particularly as focusing on students’ writing achievement in the 
Indonesian EFL context. As reported by  Helle et al. (2006),  the majority of articles on PjBL 
described implementation, while PBL had a dominant role  at the elementary level of 
education Erdogan (2015). Departing from these research orientations, the researchers would 
like to examine the use of PjBL and PBL in teaching writing at the tertiary level and 
students’ reactions to both learning methods.  
 
2. Research Objectives 

The objectives of the study were (1) to find the effects of PjBL and PBL on students’ 
writing achievement, (2) to detect significant differences, if any, in students’ writing 
achievement as  taught by PjBL and PBL, and (3)  to obtain data on the students’ perception 
in terms of attitude toward the method. It should be noted that both methods carried several 
activities to support the students’ learning process of writing.    
 
3. Research Methodology 

The subjects in the study were two classes,  consisting of 39 students in each; they were 
second year students of one university in Jombang, East Java.   

  
The research instrument were (1) the students’ pre-and post-test on writing an 

argumenative text using the writing criteria after Heaton (1991) (see Appendix 2), which 
cover content, organization, language use, vocabulary and mechanics, (2) the lesson plan 
containing stages in PjBL after Katz (1994),  and in PBL after  Boud & Felleti (1997) (see 
Appendices 1A and 1B), and (3) interview questions with a focused theme on students’ 
attitude toward PjBL and PBL (see Appendices 3A and 3B). The instruments were all 
validated by language specialists prior to their use in data collection. 

 
4. Data Collection 

The subjects’ writing skills were assessed by the constructed pretest containing 
criteria in writing after Heaton (1991).  In five meetings, all subjects were assigned the lesson 
plan with learning activities in stages in PjBL after Katz (1994), and in PBL after  Boud & 
Felleti (1997).  Their writing products were evaluated and the post-test was administered to 
classify the subjects into high, mid, and low achievers (See scoring criteria in Appendix 4). It 
should be noted that  the pre- and post-tests assigned the students to write an argumentative 
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text covering, introduction (thesis), arguments, and reiteration or recommendation. After the 
post-test, the reserachers selected for interview six students in each group representing 
writing peformances as high, mid and low achievers. The recoded interviews only dealt with 
one theme on the students’ attitude toward the use of PjBL and PBL. 
 
5. Data Analysis 

The process of analyzing the data covered conducting the independent t-test on the pre-
and posttest scores. There were two other tests preceding the t-test computation. These tests 
were the normality test and the homogeity test. The researchers related the obtained test 
scores to the interview data which were transcribed and classified by the researchers.  It 
should be noted that all data transcriptions were made anonymous for confidentiality of the 
interviewees’ identity.  
 
6. Results and Discussion 

The findings are reported in three sections: the effect of PjBL and PBL on students’ 
writing achievement covering the students’ initial skills, the effect during the treatment and 
the statistical computation of the effect of both methods on students writing achievement. 
Then the researchers examined differences in students’ writing achievement via PjBL and 
PBL and the students’ perception toward both methods. 

 
6.1 The Effects of PjBL and PBL on Students Learning Achievement 

Prior to giving a learning treatment to  PjBL and PBL groups, the researchers 
conducted a pre-test to determine the initial levels of the students in both groups. The 
descriptive statistics in the pre-test results carried the average score of the PjBL group at 
71.71 and that of the PBL group at 72.69. The maximum score of PjBL was 92.00 and the 
minimum at 43.00. As for the PBL group,  the highest score in PBL group was 94.00 and the 
minimum at 45.00. The t-test analysis (two tails), showed the t-value at -.410 with the degree 
of freedom of 76, and the probability (two tails) was .68 (t= -.41, df=76, p=.68). Since the p-
value was higher than .05, it indicated no significant difference between pretest results of the 
PjBL and PBL groups. Hence, these groups were claimed as valid subjects for the study.  

  
The treatment of PjBL and PBL lesson plans with learning activities in specific stages 

was after Katz (1994) and Boud & Felleti (1997), respectively.  The implementation of both 
methods yielded results similar to those findings reported by earlier researchers. For 
example, in the discussion stage, seeking an ideas and developing argumentative in the initial 
phase of the project developed the students’ critical thinking, as in the study by  Beckett 
(1999). In the feedback-giving stage, peer written feedback for individual writings as well as  
oral feedback during project presentations  fostered the students’ learning process, as 
previously reported in the work by  Brown et.al. (1993) and  Fragoulis & Tsiplakides, 2009).  
Both PjBL and PBL methods used in the study appeared to increase the students’ social and 
cooperative skill, as well as  their motivation and learning enjoyment (Coleman, 1992; 
Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Lee, 2002).  

 
To sum up, the process of PBL implementation allowed students to be more engaged 

and self-directed in their classroom discussion Tan (2004). The students were given a chance 
to find a solution to the problem provided by the teacher, and in turn were able to develop 
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their critical thinking and generate creativity (Trekles, 2012). Through reading and 
summarizing in the project meetings, the students were empowered and self-directed 
(Dolmans et al., 2005), as well as engaged in the overall learning process of PBL (Kumar & 
Rafaei, 2013). 

 
In examining  effectiveness of PjBL in improving students writing achievement, the 

researchers compared the pre-test and post-test scores earned by the students. This was to 
determine a significant difference between them, if any. The t-test analysis showed the t-
value at -5.44 with the degree of freedom of 38 and the probability significance (two tails) at 
.000. Since the p-value (two tails) was lower than .05, it pointed to a significant difference 
between the pretest and the posttest results. This finding on the improvement of writing 
achievement through PjBL appeared to correspond with the previous findings by Hilton-
Jones (1988) regarding writing skill practices, followed by the advantage of PjBL in 
improving secondary level students’ writing achievement Rerg-Anan (2011).  

 
Similar to PjBL, the students’ pre-test and post-test scores of the PBL group secured a 

t-value to find out whether there was any significant difference in writing achievement before 
and after the use of PBL. The computation indicated the t –value at -2.62 with the degree of 
freedom of 38 and the value of probability significance (two tails) at .01. Since p-value (two 
tails) was lower than .05,  it indicated a significant difference between the pre- and post-test 
scores in PBL group. Such findings corresponded with the results of the study conducted by 
Hussein et al. (2012) reporting a significant difference in Malaysian EFL students’ essay 
writings from their beginning task (essay one) to the last task (essay three). The PBL method 
appeared to enhance students’ writing skills, as previously reported by Kumar & Refaei 
(2013). 

 
6.2 The Difference of Students Writing Achievement Being Taught by PjBL and PBL 

The difference of students’ writing achievement being taught PjBL and PBL was based 
on the students’ argumentative texts. The students  were assigned to write an argumentative 
text covering, introduction (thesis), arguments, and reiteration or recommendation. It was 
found that their writing achievement and their range from high to low achievers in both 
groups were nearly similar. The mean of PjBL group was 79.03 (S.D. 8.85), slightly lower 
than that of the PBL group at 80.05 (S.D. 8.34). Moreover, the independent t-test carried a t-
value at .53, the degree of freedom at 76 and two-tailed  p-value at .60 which exceeded the 
alpha .05. It was therefore concluded that there was no significant difference in students 
writing achievements between those in the PjBL and PBL groups. 

 
        The researchers noted after Larmer (2014) that both methods --PjBL and PBL--shared 
similarities in the use of classroom techniques on open-ended tasks. The students’ similarities 
in argumentative writing performance could have stemmed from a limited treatment time of 
five meetings each in PjBL and PBL. Another explanation for such similarities in writing 
performances could be accounted for by the fact that university students might be familiar 
with both PjBL and PBL, and thus the methods perhaps had no direct effect on their 
argumentative writing. The point on learners’ familiarity with both methods was also 
reported in the study by Mills and Treagus (2003) that university students, particularly in the 
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area of engineering, were readily adopting and adapting both PjBL and PBL in their 
engineering education context.  
 
6.3 The Students’ Perception toward PjBL 

Most students said that the instruction was different from their previous teaching 
process. They also perceived PjBL as an interesting method to be used in the classroom. This 
was stated  by high, mid and low achievers, as illustrated by exemplified  excerpts in their 
original version without editing. 
 
Excerpt 1 
It was interesting because my classroom was usually a boring classroom where teacher 
explains and students listen (PjBL-H1) 
 

I had a nice experience during learning argumentative writing. It was good when I learned 
about argumentative using project based learning (PjBL-H2) 
 

The class was very interesting because the steps are clear so it is easy to understand the 
process. (PjBL-L1) 
 

The rest of the students also expressed similar opinions. One mid-achiever and one 
low-achiever were positive toward PjBL for its clarity of the learning steps. Some students 
also mentioned that the method was helpful in working with their peers and consequently 
improving their writing skills. 

 
In relation to group work, most of the students agreed that PjBL was beneficial to their 

learning. A few low-achievers and one high-achiever students explained that working in 
group facilitated them in exchanging ideas with others to produce a good project. This 
finding was related to the benefit of group work in opinion exchanges among learners as 
earlier reported by Brown (2001).  One drawback of group work, however, could stem from 
dominance of strong or high-achievers in group discussion Brown (2001). This type of 
drawbacks should deserve attention from teachers when monitoring project-based group 
discussion to ensure that all types of learners be guided to have sufficient participation, 
particularly those low-achievers should not be left behind.  

  
Regarding the advantages and disadvantages of PjBL, responses from the students 

varied as shown in Excerpt 2:  
 

Excerpt 2 
I could learn more knowledge by using project based knowledge because when I studied 
argumentative using project based learning I must read some references not only about 
components of argumentative but also the information other than English education. (PjBL-
H1) 
 

I could be more critical in stating the arguments. And I also find many references to support 
the arguments. (PjBL-M2) 
 

I understood how to write argumentative and getting comments for my friends (PjBL-L1) 
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The items in Excerpt 2 reflected students’ preference for PjBL as the method 
supporting their critical thinking; such a point was also reported in the work of  Railsback 
(2002). The students were motivated when required to search for  new ideas from references 
for their project. This point was also emphasized by Railsback (2002) who asserted that PjBL 
was to increase students’ motivation as well as secure feedback from their peers.  

As for the identified disadvantages, the interviewed students gave information on 
difficulty encountered during the teaching and learning process, as seen in Excerpt 3:  

 
Excerpt 3 
We have to spend much time writing, revising and making the magazine. (PjBL-H1) 
 

I feel difficult when give a lot of explanations to describe the points of my reasons. (PjBL-
M2) 
 

The difficulties are sometimes because i was not clear with the instruction that was given. 
(PjBL-L2) 
 

The students’ comments pointed to difficulty in time management.  Making a project 
could be somehow time-consuming.  As mentioned in the study by Larmer (2014),  one of 
the weaknesses of PjBL was in time allocation and time management. In particular, low-
achievers found difficulty in understanding English instructions  for the assigned project 
work.  

The majority of interviewed students were positive toward PjBL ; however, they would 
like to have more time allocated to write and design the layout for  the final product in the 
form of a magazine, for instance.  Some interviewees questioned the difficulty level of the 
assigned final products.  In this regard, project topic selection as relevant to learners’ 
language abilities should deserve attention from the monitoring teacher as well. Such a point 
was cautioned in the study by Katz (1994) in that project topic selection should be geared 
toward learning, not for examination by all means.   

 
6.4 The Students’ Perception toward PBL 

Generally, all achievers--high, mid and low--agreed that this teaching method was 
suitable for learners in seeking a solution to an identified problem, as shown in Excerpt 4:   

 
Excerpt 4 
In my opinion, problem based learning is learning strategy that can help students to analyze 
some problem in learning process. It can be individual or group problem. (PBL-H1) 
 

The learning method was about we learn from problem and find solution. The problem is 
sometimes given by teacher and the solution is from our analysis or discussion. (PBL-M2) 
 

As I know, the method was to help us increase our thinking and solving a problem. (PBL-
L1) 
 

It can be seen in Excerpt 4 that the students generally considered the method as helpful 
in dealing with the problem for a good solution. All achievers also stated that this method 
supported their thinking about the problem either individually or in group. This point 
corresponded with PBL findings by Mayo et al. (1993) who asserted that PBL was based on 
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a learning strategy in dealing with a real world situation to develop contents or selected 
knowledge with learners’ problem-solving skills. 

 
The high-achiever students said in their interview that working in group unexpectedly 

created other problems; such as, not all the members of the group were eager to do the task 
and the lack of participation from some group members hindered them from working faster. 
Interestingly, one low-achiever student also expressed the same opinion. As pointed out by 
Brown (2001), some competitive students could be reluctant to share information with others 
in  group work.  

 
In addition to group work, the issue on confidence in doing group work was examined 

when the researchers interviewed those selected achievers. It was found that the high- and 
mid-achievers were confident when working with their peers. This finding was in contrast 
with low-achievers who tended to be less assertive in expressing their viewpoints to their 
peers.  

 
         As for the advantages and disadvantages of learning in PBL, the interview data 
revealed that the students believed in the method as increasing their writing ability. This was 
reported by all interviewees, regardless of their level, as shown in Excerpt 6.   
 
Excerpt 6 
Yes, I get. In this learning, I don’t only listen and write then remember the material. But I 
discuss actively, communicate with my friend, look for some source an then I process the 
sources in different ways and the last I conclude the result of the material. (PBL-H1) 
 

Of course I got many advantages in this learning process because this method makes me 
smarter to criticize some issue or problem and related it with my knowledge and other 
sources that can support my ideas. (PBL-H2) 
 

Yes, problem based learning increases my motivation in writing because I can write simply 
about the solution from problem that we find in life. I also get advantage like new vocabulary 
because i read the article from teacher about something new other than education. (PBL-M2) 
 

As seen in Excerpt 6, the students mentioned the advantage of learning with the use of  
PBL. Those benefits included their improved writing skills, enriched vocabulary, expanded 
knowledge, and critical thinking skills development. These benefits were previously 
identified by Duch et al. (2001) that PBL helped students to think critically. (Boud & Felleti, 
1997). highlighted the learning stage in information search and subsequent gains in new 
vocabulary. In addition, Kumar & Rafaei (2013) asserted that PBL enhanced the students’ 
ability to write and such development was suitable for composition courses at the 
intermediate level.   

 
The disadvantages of PBL were informed by the interviewed students in terms of 

learning difficulties encountered, as shown in Excerpt 7.  
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Excerpt 7 
In finding article is the most difficult, because I have to understand the core problem and find 
the right article to support my solution. (PBL-H1) 
 

The problem in learning in writing class is when discuss in small group, some of my friends 
just follow without think of the problem (PBL-M1) 
 

The points given by the students when encountering difficulties were both individual 
and collective in nature. Individual exploration was regarded as difficult; such a point was 
also reported in the study by Ommudsen (2011). As for difficulties in doing group work, 
some students were reluctant to get involved in group discussion. Boud & Felleti (1997) also 
touched on such a limitation in group work in that some students were not aware of the 
requirement in following up with the assigned issue in both individual and group work; 
however, some students were reluctant to get involved in group discussion. 

 
Most Interviewees said that they liked the method. Quite a few explained that the 

method  helped them to become more active in the learner-center mode. This finding 
corresponded with studies by the earlier researchers, particularly Finucane et al. (1998), and 
Tan (2004). Both earlier researchers valued PBL as a problem-solving platform for the real 
world problem, and a learning-engagement tool for learners as individuals and as group 
members, respectively.    

 
From the interview data, the researchers were able to conclude that both PjBL and PBL 

were appropriate to the majority of students in the study to a great extent. Difficulties were 
identified and overcome by most achievers at all levels. All interviewed students particularly 
agreed upon the positive effects on their information search, participative learning, and 
critical thinking skills development.   
 
7. Conclusion  

The PjBL method trained the students to learn through a problem-solving process  
Which was facilitated and monitored by the teacher. The learning process in PjBL class 
proved positive in developing the students’ critical thinking, rebuilding social and 
cooperative skills, and boosting motivation and enjoyment.  

 
Despite the statistical non-significance to support differences between the two methods 

in yielding effects on students’ argumentative writing achievement, the students in their 
interview expressed their positive opinions toward both methods PjBL and PBL as 
challenges for their learning individually and in group in seeking a solution to the assigned 
problem. Both methods enabled the students to explore a contextual problem creatively, work 
together in group for appropriate learning sources, and especially support their critical 
thinking skills development.  Such a project-based learning experience therefore should 
deserve attention from language teachers in conducting their writing courses at the tertiary 
level of education.  
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Appendix 1A: Summary of Lesson Plan in PjBL 
 

PRGM MEETING 
STAGES  

PRE-ACTIVITIES MAIN-ACTIVITIES POST-ACTIVITIES 

PjBL 

1 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

introducing the project “classroom 
magazine” 

review the meeting 

asking the students if they know 
any problem that the country is 
facing recently 

divide the students into groups give students 
homework 

asking students related to the issue 
that they raised 

ask the representative of each group to 
take lottery regarding the theme for the 
project   

  
provide the example of the project and 
argumentative text    

  
teacher explain what can be written from 
the theme given   

2 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

distribute an argumentative text review the material 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

ask if the students find difficult words give homework to 
write an argumentative 
paragraph on the 
theme that they 
assigned 

Check the students homework 
orally 

discussing the schematic structure and 
language feature 

  

  identify the component of the given text   

3 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Ask students to switch they text with their 
peer 

Give homework to 
bring draft and  
resources to enrich 
their project in the 
next meeting 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Tell them to review the other students 
works 

Explain the activity in 
the next meeting 

Check the students homework Ask students if they have problems   

  
Tell them to give the work back to the 
owner   

  Students are assign to group   
  Tell them start to discuss the project   

4 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Tell them to work in group Homework for the 
final draft and layout 
for the magazine 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Tell them to present their concept and 
writing draft in front of the class 

  
Check the students homework 
(submiting their individual draft) 

Ask the other group should there be any 
feedback   

  Give them feedback   

5 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Check the final draft Reviewing the whole 
learning process 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Give feed back for the magazine Tell the students to 
submit the magazine 
during the post test. 

Check the students homework Review the material about argumentative 
text   

  Ask the students if there be any question   
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Appendix 1B: Summary of Lesson Plan in PBL 
 

PRGM MEETING 
STAGES  

PRE-ACTIVITIES MAIN-ACTIVITIES POST-ACTIVITIES 

PBL 

1 

open the class by greeting students 
and checking their attendance. 

divide the students in groups review the meeting 

asking the students if they know 
any problem that the country is 
facing recently 

play the video about juvenille deliquency give students 
homework 

asking students if they have 
solution to the problems 

ask the students what the video was about 
  

  ask the possible solution about the video   
  discuss the problem that might arise in the 

society and what are the possible solutions   

2 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

 distribute an argumentative text review the material 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

ask if the students find difficult words   

Check the students homework 
orally  

discussing the schematic structure and 
language feature   

  identify the component of the given text    

3 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Divide students into group Review the meeting 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Distribute articles from newspaper to each 
group 

Explain the activity in 
the next meeting 
(researching the 
solution from the 
internet) 

  Discuss the problem in the article   
  Tell them to list the possible solution    

  
Ask them to write argumentative text 
regarding the problem in the article   

4 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Tell them to work in group give homework for the 
individual writing 

Do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Tell them to present their solution to the 
case and argumentative text 

  

Check the students homework Ask the other group should there be any 
feedback   

   Give them feedback   

5 

Open the class by greeting 
students and checking their 
attendance. 

Tell them to switch their individual 
writing 

Reviewing the whole 
learning process 

do apperception by asking the 
students about the previous 
materials. 

Ask the students to give feedback on their 
friends writing 

Tell the students to 
submit the final 
writing during the post 
test. 

Check the students homework Ask the students should there be any 
question   
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Appendix 2: Pre-test and Post-test Items 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3A: Interview Guidelines PjBL 
 

INTERVIEW GUIDELINES  
Project-Based Learning  

Identity 
1. What is your name?  

Learning Activity / Experience 
2. How was your experience in learning argumentative writing using project based learning?  
3. What do you know about project based learning that was implemented in your class?  
4. Do you think project based learning help you understand the concept of argumentative writing? Why? 
5. Using the method, were you help to more easily identify the schematic structure of an argumentative 

text?  
6. Does the project help you develop ideas for writing argumentative? If yes how? Yes,  
7. Do you think working with group is interesting? Why?  
8. Do you feel confidence when working with your friend in developing project? Explain it.  
9. Do you think the project (magazine) is appropriate for learning? Why?  

Advantages and disadvantages 
10. Do you get any advantages of having project based learning in your writing class? If yes what are 

they?  
11. Do you experience difficulties when taught using Project based learning (creating magazine or during 

the classroom process)?  
Attitude towards method 

12. What can you suggest about the project selection to be implemented in the classroom?  
13. Do you like if the lecturer implements this method in the writing class? What is your explanation?  
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Appendix 3B: Interview Guidelines PBL 
 

INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 
Problem-Based Learning 

Identity 
1. What are your name and class? 

Learning Activity/Experience 
2. How was your experience in learning argumentative writing using problem based learning? 
3. What do you know about Problem based learning that was implemented in your class? 
4. Do you think working with group is interesting? Why? 
5. Do you feel confidence when working with your friends? Explain it. 
6. Does problem based learning help you develop ideas for writing argumentative? If yes how? 
7. Do you think problem based learning help you understand the concept of argumentative writing? Why? 
8. Using the method, were you help to more easily identify the schematic structure of an argumentative text? 
9. Do you think the problem that is presented in the class appropriate for learning and up to date? Why? 

Advantage and Disadvantage 
10. Do you get any advantages of having problem based learning in your writing class? If yes what are they? 
11. Do you experience difficulties when taught using problem based learning (finding an article or during the 

classroom process)? 
 
Attitude towards methods 

12. What can you suggest about the problem selection criteria to be implemented in the classroom? 
Do you like if the lecturer implements this method in the writing class? What is your explanation? 
 

Appendix 4: Scoring Profile for Students’ Written Works 
 

ASPECTS  POINTS DESCRIPTION 
CONTENT Points 30-27  shows that the learners are in the excellent to very good level: the content is 

knowledgeable, the thesis is developed properly and relevant to assigned topic in 
their writing. 

Points 26-22 indicates that the learners are in the good to average level: the content has some 
knowledge of subject, the thesis has limited development, mostly relevant to 
topic, but lacks detail. 

Points 21-17 reveals that the learners are in the fair to poor level: the content has limited 
knowledge of subject, and the thesis is developed inadequately. 

Points 16-13 denotes that the learners are in the very poor level: the content does not show 
knowledge of the topic, the thesis is developed impertinently, and too little 
sentence to evaluate. 

ORGANIZATION Points 20-18  shows that the learners are in the excellent to very good level: the organization is 
expressed fluently, ideas are clearly stated/supported, well-organized, has logical 
sequencing and cohesiveness. 

Points 17-14 indicates that the learners are in the good to average level: the organization is 
sometimes developed stagnantly, loosely organized but main ideas stand out, 
limited support, logical but incomplete sequencing. 

Points 13-10 reveals that the learners are in the fair to poor level: the organization is developed 
non-fluently, ideas are confused or disconnect each other, lacks of logical 
sequencing and development. 

Points 9-7 denotes that the learners are in the very poor level there is no communication, no 
organization, or not enough to evaluate. 
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ANGUAGE USE Points 25-22 shows that the students are in the excellent to very good level: the sentence 
structure used is effective complete construction with few errors of agreement, 
tense, number, articles, pronoun, and preposition. 

Points 21-18 indicates that the learners are in the good to average level: the sentence structure 
used is effective but simple construction with minor problems in complex 
construction, several errors of agreement, tense, number, articles, pronoun, 
preposition, but meaning seldom obscured. 

Points 17-11  reveals that the students are in the fair to poor level: major problems are in 
single/complex construction, communicate, or not enough to evaluate. 

 

Points 10-5 denotes that the students are in the very poor level: virtually no mastery of 
sentence construction rules, dominated by errors, does not excellent to very good 
level: demonstrate mastery of conventions, few errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, and paragraphing. 

VOCABULARY Points 20-18  shows that the learners are in the excellent to very good level: the vocabulary used 
are effective word/idiom, word form mastery, and in appropriate register 

Points 17-14 indicates that the learners are in the good to average level: the vocabulary used 
have occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice, and usage but meaning is still 
intelligible. 

Points 13-10  reveals that the learners are in the fair to poor level: the vocabulary used have 
frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage, meaning confused or obscured. 

Points 9-7 denotes that the learners are in the very poor level: the vocabulary used are 
essentially translation of the first language, little knowledge of English 
vocabulary, idioms,  word form and not enough to evaluated. 

MECHANICS Points 5  shows that the learners are in the frequent errors in negation, agreement, tense, 
number, articles, pronoun, preposition and meaning confused or obscured. 

Points 4  indicates that the learners are in the good to average level: occasional errors of 
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing but meaning not obscured. 

Points 3  reveals that the students are in the fair to poor level: frequent errors of spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, poor handwriting, meaning confused or 
not obscured. 

Points 2  denotes that the learners are in the very poor level: no mastery of convention, 
dominated by errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, 
handwriting illegible, or not enough to evaluate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


