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III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter discusses about the methods of the research that was used in the 

research such as: research design, subject, variables, instruments, criteria of 

evaluating students’ speaking, data collecting technique, research procedures, 

analyzing the data, data analysis, and hypothesis testing. 

3.1. Research Design 

As the researcher stated in the previous chapters, his research focused on the 

implementation of debate. This research was conducted in order to answer the 

problems: (1) to examine the process of the implementation of Asian 

Parliamentary debate in the process of teaching of speaking, (2) to find out the 

increase of the the students’ speaking ability after being taught by using the Asian 

Parliamentary Debate technique, and (3) to identify the problems faced by 

students in the implementation of Asian Parliamentary Debate in the teaching of 

speaking.  Therefore, in order to answer the problems, the researcher applied the 

pre-experimental design in his research. The one group pretest-posttest design was 

applied and the speaking test was administered to the students in order to know 

how good their speaking ability was. Then, the researcher randomly chose one 

class of second grade by using lottery and the students of XI A II class were the 

subjects. In the teaching process, the treatment given to the students was debate. 

The model of the debate implemented by the researcher was the Asian 
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Parliamentary Debate. The researcher conducted a pretest in a form of a speaking 

test, three times treatments, and the posttest.  

The design of the research is as follows: 

T1 X T2 

Where: 

T1 : Pretest 

T2 : Posttest 

X : Treatment 

 (Setiyadi, 2004) 

The reason why the research applied this method was that he would like to 

holistically examine and observe the natural phenomenon that occured in the 

debate activity done by the 2
nd

 grade students of senior high school. He also 

would like to know whether the Asian Parliamentary Debate was applicative and 

significant towards the teaching of speaking process.  

3.2.   Subjects 

The subjects of this research were the students of XI A II class, SMAN 5 Bandar 

Lampung academic year 2013/2014. The research was conducted in five 

meetings, one meeting for the pretest, three meeting for the treatments, and one 

meeting for the posttest. The sources of the data were the teacher, students as well 
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as the students’ performances in the debate. Then, the researcher was observing 

the students when they performed the debate in front of the class.  

3.3.   Variables 

Hatch and Farhady (1982:12) states that variable as an attribute of person or of an 

object which varies from person to person or from object to object. In order to 

assess the influence of the treatment in the research, variable can be defined as 

independent and dependent variables. 

 According to Hatch and Farhady (1982:15), types of variable are as follows: 

1. The independent variable is the major variable that was investigated by the 

researcher. 

2.  Dependent variable is the variable that the researcher observed and measured 

to determine the effect of the independent variable.  

In this research, the independent variable is known as the treatment variable. The 

writer proposed two variables in this research, as follows: 

1. Asian Parliamentary Debate technique as independent variable (X) because 

this variable was the major and investigated. 

2. Development of students’ speaking components was the dependent variable 

(Y) because this variable determined the effect of the Asian Parliamentary 

Debate technique. 
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3.4.  Instruments 

In conducting the research, the researcher applied three instruments. The 

researcher used the test of speaking, observation sheets, and questionnaire in the 

research. 

3.4.1.  Test of Speaking 

This research used speaking test that was giving arguments towards the 

topic given as the instrument to collect the data. In this speaking test, the 

procedures were: the students were given a topic in a form of a hortatory 

text. The topic was about “Banning senior high school students to drive a 

car to the school”. In the beginning of the test, the researcher gave the 

students the same topic. Then, the teacher asked the students to work in pair. 

The teacher gave the questions list, the first student had to play a role as an 

interviewer and ask those questions to their pair. The teacher asked the 

interviewers to record it. Here, the students were required to state their 

stances and give their arguments based on the given topic. To make the 

activity interesting, all students were required to perform their speaking at 

the same time.  

Before giving arguments, firstly they had to introduce their self. Secondly, 

They had to deliver their ideas or opinion relating to the topic given.Then, 

this activity was done independently and they had to record their pair’s 

performance by sound or video recorders. Each student had five minutes to 

deliver his or her opinion. This activity was done alternately with pair and 

respectively until the last student ended his or her turn. After completing 
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their turns in speaking, then the researcher collected all students speaking 

data from their gadgets. After that, the researcher in collaboration with the 

English teacher assessed the students’ speaking ability. In order to make a 

clear assessment towards students’ speaking ability, the researcher used the 

oral rating sheet proposed by Harris.  

Harris (1974) proposes oral rating sheet in the teaching of speaking. During 

the process of teaching and learning, the researcher was assisted by the 

teacher. The teacher acted as the rater 2 to evaluate students’ speaking skill. 

In evaluating and scoring the students’ speaking score, the researcher and 

teacher considered following aspects of speaking. 

Table 3.1 Table of Specification for Speaking Test 

No. Speaking Aspects Definition Percentage 

1 Comprehensibility 

(1-5) 

Comprehensibility for oral 

communication requires a 

subject to respond to speech 

as well as to initiate it. 

 

20% 

2 Vocabulary 

(1-5) 

The appropriate diction 

which is used in 

communication. 

 

20% 

3 Pronunciation 

(1-5) 

The way for students’ to 

produce clearer language 

when they speak. 

 

20% 

4 Grammar 

(1-5) 

Student’s ability to 

manipulate structure and to 

distinguish appropriate 

grammatical form in 

appropriate ones. 

 

20% 

5 Fluency 

(1-5) 

The ability to speak fluently 

and accurately 

20% 
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Then, the researcher and the teacher gave the score in each speaking aspect 

based on the following explanation below. 

Pronunciation 

Score Interpretation 

5 Has few traces of foreign accent. 

4 Always intelligible though one is conscious of a definite accent. 

3 Pronunciation problems necessitate concentrated listening 

occasionally lead to miss understanding. 

2 Very hard to understand because of pronunciation problems 

must frequently be asked to repeat. 

1 Pronunciation problems to serve as to make speech virtually 

unintelligible.  

 

Grammar  

Score Interpretation 

5 Make few (if any) noticeable errors of grammar of word order. 

4 Occasionally makes grammatical and/ or word order which do 

not, however, obscure meaning. 

3 Make frequent errors of grammar and word order errors, 

obscure meaning. 

2 Grammar and word orders make comprehension difficult must 

often rephrase sentences and/ or restrict him to basic pattern. 

1 Errors in grammar and word order to severe as to make speech 

virtually unintelligible.  

 

Vocabulary  

Score Interpretation 

5 Use of vocabulary and idioms is virtually that of native speaker.  

4 Sometimes uses inappropriate terms and / or must rephrase 

ideas because of lexical inadequacies. 

3 Frequently uses the wrong words, conversation somewhat 

limited because of inadequate vocabulary. 

2 Misuses of words and very limited vocabulary make 

comprehension quite difficult. 

1 Vocabulary limitation to extreme as to make comprehension 

virtually impossible..  
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Fluency    

Score Interpretation 

5 Speed as fluent and effortless as that of native speakers 

problems.  

4 Speed of speech seems to be slightly affected by language 

problems. 

3 Speed and fluency are rather strongly affected by language 

problems. 

2 Usually hesitant, often forced into silence by language 

problems. 

1 Speech is as halting and fragmentary as to make conversation 

virtually impossible. 

 

Comprehension  

Score Interpretation 

5 Appears to understand everything without difficulty. 

4 Understand nearly everything at normal speed although 

occasionally repetition maybe necessary. 

3 Understand most of what is said at lowers that normal speed 

with repetition. 

2 Has great difficulty following what is said. The students can 

comprehend only “social conversation” spoken with frequent 

repetition. 

1 Cannot be said understand even simple conversation of English. 

 

The score of each point in the tables above should be multiplied by four. 

Thus, the highest score should be 100.  In example if the student get 4 in 

pronunciation, 3 in grammar, 3 in vocabulary, 2 in fluency, and 3 in 

comprehension. Thus, his final score would be: 

Pronunciation  : 4X4= 16 

Grammar         : 3X4= 12 
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Vocabulary     : 3X4= 12 

Fluency         : 2X4= 8 

Comprehension : 3X4=12  + 

Final score :  60 

Table 3.2 Linguistic Evaluation Form of the Speaking Test in the 

Pretest and Posttest 

St. 

code 

Fluency Gramm. 

 

Vocab. 

 

Pronunc. 

 

Comprehen. 

 

Total 

score 

1.....       

2.....       

3......       

4.....       

 

3.4.2. Observation Sheet 

During the process of teaching and learning, the researcher also observed 

the activities done by the students in the classroom. The researcher applied 

the observation sheet adapted from APKG (Alat Penilaian Kemampuan 

Guru). In order to establish the same and valid perception towards the 

effectiveness of the teaching and learning process as well as the activities 

done by the students in the classroom, the researcher used two formats of 

the observation sheet during the three time treatments. The first format was 

the researcher observed the students by using the students’ activities 

observation sheet. The second format was the teacher evaluated the 

researcher using the teaching effectiveness observation sheet.  
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Table 3.3 The Students’ Activity in Three Times Treatment 

No The Aspects Observed 

1st 

Treatment 

2nd  

Treatment 

3rd  

Treatment 

Yes No Yes No Yes  No 

1 

Following the lesson 

seriously     

2 

Involving in analyzing & 

remarking on the 

problems     

3 

Delivering the argument 

& response actively     

4 

Asking question clearly 

and bravely     

5 

Following the learning 

process well     

6 

Being communicative in 

solving a problem   

7 

Behaving not to force 

their argument     

8 

Being cooperative in their 

group     

9 

Being confident in 

learning process      

10 

Being creative in learning 

process              

 

 

Table 3.4 Learning Effectiveness (Teacher Evaluation) 

The Aspects Observed 

1st 

Treatment 

2nd 

Treatment 

3rd  

Treatment 

Yes No Yes No Yes  No 

LEARNING MATERIAL 

Material is clear and specific   

Providing some variations    

The relevance with material is 

clear 

     

  

Need the high level thinking  of 

students   

Teacher relates learning with the 

students' knowledge   

Definitions given as vocabulary   

Pre-activity is interesting   

Giving the steps learning activity   

Transition among steps is clear   
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Lesson plan is organized well   

The conclusion refers to the 

learning process    

Relating the review with the 

learning before   

Relating the review with the next 

learning   

Offering the questions with some 

question levels   

Giving enough time    

The students ask something   

The feedback is informative   

Teacher responds student's 

response well   

Teacher's language is 

understandable   

Teacher's pronunciation is clear   

Teacher teaches fluently without 

“eee...” etc 

Teacher speaks not so fast/slow 

     

  

Speed of explaining the material 

is precise   

The volume can be heard by all 

students   

Gesture is effective   

There is an eye contact to the 

students   

Being confident   

USAGE OF MEDIA 

Using whiteboard and organized 

well 

      The media used can be read 

easily 

Providing outline/handout 

More effective if using computer 

 

3.4.3.  Questionnaire 

After conducting the pretest, treatments, and posttest, the researcher gave a 

questionnaire to the students. The format of the questionnaire given was an 

open-ended questionnaire. The researcher intended to see the students’ 
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perspective and analyze the students’ problems or difficulties in practicing 

the Asian Parliamentary debate. The researcher intended to give the students 

a freedom to express their responses regarding the implementation of the 

Asian Parliamentary debate. The feedbacks from students were very helpful 

for developing the quality of the research. The researcher gave following 

questions to students. 

No. Questions Substantives  

1. What kind of difficulties that faced by you 

when you try to fulfill the role of speaker as 

the first speaker, second speaker, and third 

speaker? How do you overcome those 

difficulties? 

Role of Speaker 

2. When you are given 10 minutes to do a case 

building or brainstorming (arranging ideas 

before debating), how do you discuss the ideas 

with the team and how do you explain the  

ideas in front of your team?” 

Brainstorming 

3. In your opinion, from three components of 

debate: Matter(comprehending material/ideas), 

Manner (Gestures/Body Language), and 

method (the structures of the argument). What 

kind of components  that is the most difficult to 

master and comprehend, why? 

Components of 

Debate 

4. In your opinion, how is your improvement in 

speaking after practicing the Asian 

Parliamentary Debate? 

Students’ perception 

after practicing 

debate 

 

 

3.5. Criteria of Evaluating Students’ Speaking 

In evaluating the students’ speaking ability, the researcher in the collaboration 

with the English teacher gave the scores for the students. The researcher used 

sound or video recording to improve the quality and the objectivity of the 

research. The test of speaking was measured based on two principles; reliability 

and validity. 
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3.5.1.  Reliability 

There were three instruments used during the process of the implementation 

of the technique. The first instrument was the observation sheet that was 

used to answer the first research question, the second instrument was the test 

of speaking that was used to find out the increase of the students’ speaking 

abilit, and the third instrument was the questionnaire that was used to 

answer the third research question. The researcher has tested the validity and 

reliability of those instruments. The researcher has proven the reliability of 

the speaking test by analyzing the results of the coefficient values of two 

raters.  

Reliability is used to describe the overall consistency of a measure. A 

measure is said to have a high reliability if it produces similar results under 

consistent conditions. In this research, the researcher used inter-rater 

reliability to assess students’ performance. There were two raters in this 

research, they were the researcher and one of the English teachers in SMAN 

5 Bandar Lampung. They gave the scores toward the students’ performance 

in the pretest and posttest. The scores of the two raters proved the 

consistency of the instrument.  

The statistical formula for counting the reliability is as follows : 

                 R = 1  - �
��∑���

����  	 
�
) 

Where : 

R : Reliability 
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N : Number of Students 

D : The different of Rank Correlation 

1-6 : Constant Number 

 

After finding the coefficients between raters, the researcher then analyzed 

the coefficient reliability with standard reliability below: 

a. A very low reliability   (range from 0.00 to 0.19) 

b. A low reliability   (range from 0.21 to 0.39) 

c. An average reliability  (range from 0.40 to 0.59) 

d. A high reliability   (range from 0.60 to 0.79) 

e. A very high reliability  (range from 0.80 to 0.100) 

Slameto (1998: 147) 

 

3.5.2.  Validity 

Validity is defined as the extent to which the instrument measures what it 

purposes to measure. It means that validity is related directly to the purpose 

of the test. Content of validity, the test is a good reflection of what has been 

taught and the knowledge which the teacher wants her students to know. 

Construct validity concerns with whether the test is actually in line with the 

theory of what it means to the language (Shohamy, 1985:74) that is being 

measured. It will be examined whether the test actually reflect what it means 



44 

 

to know a language. It means that the test measured certain aspect based on 

the indicator. Therefore, in this research the researcher applied the content 

and construct validity to validate the speaking test.  The Asian 

Parliamentary Debate implemented in the teaching of speaking was based 

on the modification of English teaching and learning material. The test of 

speaking was based on hortatory exposition texts. Therefore, the researcher 

applied the content validity to validate the speaking test. The researcher also 

tested the students’ speaking ability based on oral rating sheet proposed by 

Harris (1974) and the researcher applied debating chart proposed by D’cruz 

(2003). Here, the researcher applied the construct validity.  

 

3.6.    Data Collecting Technique 

The researcher used several methods to gain the data; the researcher applied 

several method as follows: 

1. Pretest  

In order to know how far the students’ ability in speaking English was, a 

pretest was conducted before implementing the treatment in the classroom. 

The purpose of the pretest given to the students was to convince the 

researcher whether the students had the same ability or not. The researcher 

administered the pretest to all students. The form of the pretest was giving 

arguments towards the topic given as the instrument to collect the data. In 

this speaking test, the procedures were: the students were given a topic in a 

form of a hortatory text. The topic was about “Banning senior high school 
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students to drive a car to the school”. In the beginning of the test, the 

researcher gave the students the same topic. Then, the teacher asked the 

students to work in pair. The teacher gave the questions list, the first student 

had to play a role as an interviewer and ask those questions to their pair. The 

teacher asked the interviewers to record it. Here, the students were required 

to state their stances and give their arguments based on the given topic. To 

make the activity interesting, all students were required to perform their 

speaking at the same time. Before giving arguments, firstly they had to 

introduce themselves. Secondly, They had to deliver their ideas or opinion 

relating to the topic given.Then, this activity is done independently and they 

had to record their pair’s performance by sound or video recorders. Each 

student had five minutes to deliver his or her opinion. This activity was done 

alternately with pair and respectively until the last student ended his or her 

turn. After completing their turns in speaking, the researcher collected the 

students’ speaking data from their gadgets. After that, the researcher in 

collaboration with the English teacher assessed the students’ speaking 

ability. 

 

2. Treatment 

The treatment was conducted after giving the pretest. The students were 

introduced to the Asian Parliamentary debate. They practiced their speaking 

ability through Asian Parliamentary Debate. They also practiced the Asian 

Parliamentary debate, the rules, procedures, method and so on. There were 

three sessions or treatments in the implementation of Asian Parliamentary 
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debate. During the treatments, the students’ performances were assesed by 

using debating chart proposed by D’Cruz. D’Cruz (2003) proposes debating 

chart that is used as the general principle to mark the debate. Below are the 

scores and the representation of the scores in adjudicating the debate. 

Table 3.5 The Scores in Adjudicating the Debate 

Matter Manner Method Meaning 

26 26 13 Poor 

27-29 27-29 14 Below Average 

30 30 15 Average  

31-33 31-33 16 Above Average 

34 34 17 Excellent 

 

3. Posttest 

A posttest was administered after the treatment was given. This was 

designed to know how far students’ improvement in speaking was. Thus, 

from the posttest result, later on, it could be concluded that whether the 

Asian Parliamentary debate was effective or applicative to be implemented 

in the senior high school or not. 

4. Observation 

The researcher conducted an observation during the teaching and learning 

process in the class to get the qualitative data. The researcher used two 

formats of the observation sheet during the three time treatments. The first 

format was the researcher observed the students by using the students’ 

activities observation sheet. The second format was the teacher evaluated 

the researcher using the teaching effectiveness observation sheet. The 

observation was conducted during the treatments. 
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4. Recording 

The researcher used a video recorder to record learning and teaching process 

in the classroom. Capturing much of the data on video tape also allowed 

what Edwards and Westgate (1987) refer to as retrospective analysis at 

leisure, and in much greater depth than would have been possible even using 

techniques involving live coding. Categorization of the data could similarly 

be developed more fully after viewing the tapes and adopting an ‘open-

minded stance’, allowing the data itself to influence the design of a category 

system derived from analyzing it rather than being imposed on it. 

It was easier for researcher to analyze the data by using the video recorder. 

The researcher put the video recorder in front of the class. After that, the 

researcher transcribed the students’ speaking data easily. 

5. Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was given after the posttest. The format of the 

questionnaire given was an open-ended questionnaire. The researcher gave 

five questions in order to see the students’ perspective and analyzed the 

students’ problems or difficulties in practicing the Asian Parliamentary 

debate. The researcher gave students a freedom to express their responses 

regarding the implementation of the Asian Parliamentary debate. The 

feedbacks from students were very helpful for developing the quality of the 

research.  
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6. Transcription 

The data were gained from the video recording of the students. The students 

during the pretest. Treatments, and postest made a documentation and sent 

the documentation to the researcher via E-mail and flashdisk. The researcher 

carefully transcribed the data from the video. If necessary, the videos were 

played many times over in order to get the valid data from students’ 

speaking activities in the class.  

3.7.  Research Procedures 

In conducting the research, the researcher used the following procedures:. 

1. Selecting the instrument material. The instrument  was chosen from the 

material from the internet and the book. 

2. Determining the subject of the research: the subject of the research was 

determined through the simple random sampling. The researcher selected the 

sample randomly using lottery. 

3. Administering the pretest. The researcher asked the students to answer the 

question based on the topic given in order to know the students’ basic 

speaking ability. Then, they independently recorded their performance and the 

researcher collected the data from their gadgets later on.  

4.  Giving treatments. The researcher gave three times treatments to the class by 

using the Asian Parliamentary Debate technique. 
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5. Administering the Posttest. The posttest was aimed to find out the students’ 

speaking ability given the instruments used as their speaking technique. After 

that, they also recorded their performance. 

6. Evaluating the teaching and learning process. The researcher applied the 

observation sheets adapted from APKG. 

7. After administering post-test, the researcher distributed the questionnaire to 

the students. 

8. The last, the researcher conducted the data transcription. The data were 

transcribed based on the oral rating sheet proposed by Haris (1974) and 

debating chart proposed by the D’cruz (2003). 

 

3.8.  Analyzing the Data 

The researcher analyzed the data by comparing the average score (mean) of the 

pretest and posttest in order to know whether the Asian Parliamentary Debate 

technique influenced students’ speaking ability. 

�� 
∑�

�
 

Where: 

�: mean 

∑x: total score 

N: number of students 
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3.9.  Data Analysis 

To see whether there is an improvement of students’ speaking ability, the 

researcher examined the students’ score using these following steps: 

1. Analyzing the sound and video recording of students in pretest, treatments, 

and posttest.   

2. Scoring the pretest and posttest. 

3. Analyzing the questionnaire by making a categorization of students’ problems 

during the process of debate.   

4. After getting the raw score, the researcher tabulated the results of the test and 

calculated the score of the pretest and posttest. Then the researcher used SPSS 

to calculate mean of pretest and posttest to see whether there was an influence 

or not after the students were taught by using the Asian Parliamentary debate 

technique. 

5. Then, to bring about a conclusion from the tabulated result of the pretest and 

posttest, the researcher used statistical computerization i.e. Independent 

Groups T-test of Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for windows 

version 15 to test whether there was an influence or not. 

 

3.10.  Hypothesis Testing 

The hypothesis testing was used to prove whether the hypothesis proposed in this 

research was accepted or not. The hypothesis was analyzed by using Independent 

Groups T-test of Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) windows version 

15. The researcher used the level of significance 0,05 in which the hypothesis is 
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approved if sign < p. It means that the probability of error in the hypothesis is 

only 5%. 

 

H0 : There is no increase of the students’ speaking ability after being taught by 

using the Asian Parliamentary Debate technique.  

H1 : There is an increase of the students’ speaking ability after being taught by 

using the Asian Parliamentary Debate technique. 

If P < 0,05  H1 is accepted 

If P > 0,05  H0 is accepted 


