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Abstract:

The study focused on the effectiveness of thecafipl of project-based learning method in

enhancing the report-writing skills of English miajstudents. It employed non-equivalent
pretest-posttest control group experimental desifime results showed that the project-based
learning method and the lecture method were noakedBased on the findings, there was a
significant difference between the mean gain scordbe pretest-posttest performances of the
experimental group and control group. The experit@aegroup performed far better than the

control group which showed that the PBL method Wwetter than the use of the traditional

lecture method.

Thus, language teachers should employ methods language class that would develop
appropriate skills of students. They need to bewative, creative or resourceful, should orient
learners on the purpose of project tasks and shaeeldclear, measurable, valid objectives in
implementing such work in the classroom.

Key Words:. project-based learning method, lecture (traditimaethod, report-writing skills,
writing skills

Introduction

The world’s educational trend today has been dngngignificantly due to the
implementation of the ‘so-called’ varying dynameathing strategies. But the fundamental
purpose of education has never changed, that ouce efficient, functional and competent
individuals. Because of this, the whole educati®ystem should be involved, from the policy
makers down to the educators, in providing averiaeguality and uncompromised education
required by a work environment.

Presently, the work environment has needed regpbtys self-management,
interpersonal and project-management skills pluamteork and leadership. To match
requirements, the ability to express oneself irtimgiwould be of great importance. According
to McDonough and Shaw (1993), incompetence in mgisuch as sentence structure, spelling,
organization and grammatical usage, has hinderedstltcess of communication and has
hampered the continuity of thought, an ability thath international and local markets demand
from a workforce. This would mean a call for acdios of ‘new skills’ such as the ability to
work as a team, to find and select relevant infdionato coordinate with others one’s efforts, to
network with people thinking and acting ideas imerto produce a comprehensive written
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output (Project-based Learning Handbook, 2002). dderstudents should be trained for
professional practice to meet the challenges ab&#tem. This would be tantamount to saying
that teaching methods or strategies should involeee than teacher talk or the usual lecture
type technique of teaching.

To be able to perform tasks functionally, one #thdoe literate and equipped with
appropriate skills. Though such endeavor has bealized, the actuality in a classroom setting
should still be attended to. Gervacio (2002), gitBeyer in 1997 and Andas (1999) pointed out
that passivity in many classrooms, has been anomécof much teacher talk, less student
activity, less teacher-student interaction, andstingtegies used by teachers that hardly provided
opportunities for creative and critical thinkingn fact, one of the most important skills that
students should develop and which has been ovextbalas writing.

The Department of Education issued the Memorandilon 140 last April 2006 that
stressed the importance of mastering reading amnithgviskills for successful learning at the
secondary level. Learning to write has been a mogrmroblem for most students. Based on a
research, creating a good piece of writing wadedktas an extremely difficult skill even in one’s
native language (Nunan in 1999, English TeachingifioOnline). With the present state of the
Philippine educational system and that of otherntwes, apparently, there seemed to be a
pressing need to redirect and reassess existiobitgpor learning strategies so as to attend and
blend with future career demands and world-of-eymplent tasks that involve skills beyond
theories. This was one reason that various teacmetpods, strategies, and techniques have
thrived in the Philippine language education tredoersly.

However, it could be observed in the educatiorraha today that there have been
teachers who required their students to do projeatisout explaining to the latter the main
purpose and the manner how their work would besassk This only showed the teacher’s lack
of preparation and planning (McKenzie, 2000). Osadther hand, if a project was well planned,
it could motivate students to write since it githem a chance to equate work with interesting
topics that were relevant to them. The implemeaoatif project works would vary greatly from
one instructional setting to another. Yet, a clg@ature and understanding of projects should be
sustained. In some settings, for example, fairlg-alaborated tasks confined to a single class
session were considered as projects (Mercer, 20English Teaching Forum). Because of this
condition, it was alarming yet not surprising tlsétidents produced copied and second-rated
written works. This only showed that there was mewhat incorrect perception on how to
implement projects as bases for enhancing skilgriting.

M ethod

This study employed the non-equivalent pretesttesis control group Experimental
Design. In this design, subjects of the study wassigned to treatment groups, namely: the
Experimental group and Control group. This studyolmed the two (2) sections from the
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Bachelor of Arts in English freshmen enrolled ingish 2 subject at the University of
Southeastern Philippines. The researcher determihedcontrol and experimental groups
through a drawing of lots. The researcher consaidre two sections since they shared common
factors such as field of discipline, year levellexge unit, and subject teacher. The experimental
group was taught report-writing using the projeasdxd learning method, while the control group
was taught the same using the lecture method. Sty employed the following instruments:
(a) research-made report writing pretest-postiastt (b) lesson designs for the experimental
group and control group. Research instruments veeflgected to content validation and
reliability test to ensure the aptness on the itemd lessons, relevance, the precision of
grammar, clarity of language and directions, amchéd.

To determine the level of report writing skills thie respondents of this study, the mean
was utilized while t-test for independent samplas wsed to determine which method was more
effective in improving the report-writing skills ¢ie student-respondents.

Results and Discussion

The profile of the pretest and posttest performaridbe experimental group is shown in
Table 1. As reflected in the pretest, the highestesis 52 and the lowest is 13. Of the thirty-five
students in the experimental group, nobody gotescoanging from 58-76. This shows that no
one demonstrated a substantial content and origiriathg or creative expression in writing. It
further shows that nobody demonstrated rich detail$ a strong command of language and of
writing conventions. On the other hand, there wisestudents or 42.86 percent who got scores
ranging from 39-57. This means average achievemeget in the pretest. This signifies some
competence in writing but has more weaknesses stramgths. This shows, in general, the
inadequacy of details or examples and or less@eoity in vocabulary and expression. Thus, it
suggests problems with writing conventions.

However, there were 18 students or 51.43 perdesit had below average level of
achievement in their pretest with scores rangignfi20-38. This achievement level suggests
that they had failed to demonstrate competencedst rof the criteria considered in the report
writing test. Their vocabulary is limited, dull,qatictable, underdeveloped, vague, superficial or
seriously weakened by errors in writing conventiohso students or 5.71 percent, in addition,
had a very low achievement in their pretest wittores ranging from 0-19. This poor
performance of students indicates unscorable ouipoause they are illegible or do not deal
with the given topic.

In the posttest, the highest score is 74 and thwedb score is 34. Of these thirty-five
students who served as the experimental grouptugigists or 74.29 percent got scores ranging
from 58-76. This shows very good achievement leVakse students manifested a very good
learning in the posttest. They demonstrated competén most of the writing criteria. They
performed a solid and interesting writing abilifihey have more strengths than weaknesses and
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are more specific than general. They have sugggstdttiency in writing which is shown in
using a generally good command of language andecdions as well. On the other hand, seven
students or 20 percent had achieved an average déyeerformance in their posttest which
indicates a state of mediocrity in learning. Timeans that these students have some competence
in writing but have more weaknesses than strendthgeneral, their products lack details or
examples and/or perform less proficiency in vocabuland expression which is reflected in
their problems in writing conventions. These stidegot 39-57 correct answers in the test
which means they passed the test.

However, as reflected in Table 1, two student5.@0 percent got scores ranging 20-38
which means a failure to demonstrate competenceriting. A limited, dull, predictable,
underdeveloped, vague and superficial vocabulamtribmtes to this failure which is also
influenced by errors in writing conventions. All ail, nobody got scores ranging from 0-19
which indicates a very poor level of performancéhia posttest or an illegible product in writing.

Table 1:
Pretest and posttest of experimental Group
Score Achievement Pretest Posttest
Interval Level Performance Performance
f % f %
77-95 Excellent 0 0 0 0
58-76 Good 0 0 26 74.29
39-57 Average 15 42.86 7 20
20-38 Below Average 18 51.43 2 571
0-19 Poor 2 571 0 0
Total 35 100 35 100

As reflected in Table 2, the highest score is 5& the lowest score in the pretest is 16.
Of the thirty-seven students used in the controligr nobody got scores ranging from 58-76 and
77-95. This manifests that nobody demonstratedbstantial content and original writing or
creative expression in writing. It also shows thatone demonstrated rich details and a strong
command of language and of writing conventions. klsv, 17 students or 45.95 percent
obtained scores ranging from 58-76. This meansageeachievement level in their pretest. This
also reveals some competence in their writing bas$ Imore weaknesses than strengths.
Generally, this means inadequacy of details or gkasnand/or less proficiency in vocabulary
and expression. Though this performance indicdtasthe students passed in the test, still this
suggests problems with writing conventions. Morepi8 students or 48.65 percent got below
average level of achievement in their pretest. Tbedres which range from 20-38 denotes that
they demonstrated incompetence in most of the gatiiteria such as vocabulary which is
characterized as limited, dull, predictable, undeedoped, vague superficial or seriously
weakened by errors in writing conventions. Howewen students or 5.40 percent had a very
low achievement in their pretest with scores ragdirom 0-19. This only shows that these
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students performed an unscorable product becaagath illegible or do not deal with the given
topic.

In the posttest, the highest score is 69 and dledt score is 37. Of the thirty-seven
students who belonged to the control group, nolmmtyscores ranging from 77-95. This shows
that nobody from the control group performed exiogatl learning in the posttest. This shows
that nobody demonstrated a substantial contentoaigthal writing or creative expression in
writing. It further shows that no one demonstratieth details and a strong command of the
language and of writing conventions. On the othamdy five students or 13. 51 percent got
scores from 58-76. This means high achievement lev¢heir posttest. They demonstrated
competence in most of the writing criteria and perfed a solid and interesting writing ability.
They perform more strengths than weaknesses andmare specific than general. Their
achievement suggested proficiency in writing whishshown in using a generally good
command of the language and conventions as wei. flinther shows very good learning of a
student who obtained 58-76 correct answers ofdbe Moreover, 31 students or 83.78 percent
had an average level of performance in their psistiehese students with scores ranging from
39-57 had average performance that signifies comteaming. This also means that these
students have some competence in writing but hawe mveaknesses than strengths. Moreover,
their products lack details or examples and or fheform less proficiency in vocabulary and
expression which is reflected in their problemswriting conventions. These students who
obtained a score within the mentioned range passetkst.

However, one student or 2.70 percent had a lowegement in his posttest with a score
of 37, which belongs to the scores ranging fron380-This signifies a failure to demonstrate
competence in writing. The vocabulary is limited)ldpredictable, underdeveloped, vague and
superficial which contributes to this failure. §ttho one got scores ranging from 0-19 which
means unscorable performance in writing. As inddaonly one failed in the posttest. This
shows that only one performed an unscorable writing

Table 2:
Pretest and posttest of control group
Score Achievement Pretest Posttest
Interval Level Performance Performance
f % f %
77-95 Excellent 0 0 0 0
58-76 Good 0 0 5 13.51
39-57 Average 17 45.95 31 83.78
20-38 Below Average 18 48.65 1 2.70
0-19 Poor 2 571 0 0
Total 37 100 37 100
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Shown in Table 3 are the results of the t-testrtgshe significant difference between the
pretest and posttest scores of the experimentalpgroreport-writing. As depicted in the table,
the t-value is -21.93; it means that at 0.05 |I@fedignificance, there is a significant difference
between the pretest and posttest performance oEmigdish freshmen in report writing in the
control and experimental groups. This result shthas the employed method, the PBL method,
was effective in enhancing their report writingliskiencompassing compositional organization
and the mechanics of writing. The effect of the hodtis possible since they were allowed to
choose their topic which reflected what is essémtigheir lives (Arends, 1998). Since skills in
report writing could not just be developed overmighus, the constant practice would help
increase writing ability.

This is also confirmed by Arends (1998) whressed that project works could assist
students to become active, involved participantsniting tasks, hence motivate for the learning
of writing. Moreover, Brown (1994) emphasized thainp of giving students the chance to
choose writing topics which are a reflection oflyeaeaningful, and communicative product in
the best sense of the term. Usually, writing iki#l hat people do individually. However, peer
collaboration and group work could be extremelynstating for students especially when they
have the freedom to express themselves.

Table3:
Pretest and posttest per for mance scor es of the experimental group
Mean t-value
Pretest Posttest
36.17 60.43 -21.93*

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

Reflected in Table 4 are the results of the t#esting the significant difference between
the pretest and posttest scores of the controlpgioveport-writing. As revealed in the table, the
t-value is -11.08. Considering this result, thel hypothesis is rejected. This means that there is
a significant difference in the pretest and postpesformance of the control group. This shows
that after the learners in the control group weqeosed to lecture method, one of the traditional
methods, their report writing skills had been digantly enhanced. This signifies that the
lecture method used in teaching the writing subyeas effective in the development of their
skills in report writing.

Lectures are excellent for transmitting large amswof information but a poor place to
present intricately detailed or complex informatidectures also generally are not effective in
teaching application of information, in developim®blem-solving skills or in changing attitudes
(Davis, 1979). Students may do well in a lecturd aould become consciously competent;
nevertheless, presenting information could be dmneg any methods other than lecture.
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Table 4:
Pretest and posttest per for mance scor es of the control group
Mean t-value
Pretest Posttest
37.38 49.35 -11.08*

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

Shown in Table 5 are the results of the t-tesirigghe significant difference between the
pretest performance scores in report writing of ékperimental group and control group. As
reflected in the table, the t — value is -0.56 sTihdicates that there is no significant differemce
the pretest performance in report writing of thganan English freshmen in both experimental
and control groups before the experiment startedclwimeans that the two groups are
comparable. Even though, the control group showglleln score compared to the experimental

group.

Table5:

Pretest Performance Scores of the Experimental Group and Control Group
Group Mean t-value
Control Group 37.38
Experimental Group 36.17 -0.56%°

NS — Not Significant at 0.05 level of significance

Shown in Table 6 are the results of the t-tesirtgshe significant difference between the
posttest performance scores in report writing ef élxperimental and control groups. Based on
the findings, the t-value is 5.54 tested at 0.0&ll®f significance; it could be concluded that
there is a significant difference between the pgsstperformances of both groups in report
writing.

Table6:
Posttest performance scores of the and experimental group and control group
Group Mean t-value
Control Group 49.35
Experimental Group 60.43 5.54*

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

Revealed in Table 7 are the results of the t-testitg of the significant difference
between the mean gain scores of the control growpbexperimental group. As shown, the t-
value is 7.94, which indicates that the two methasisd in teaching are not equal. Hence, at 0.05
level of significance, the project-based learningtmd used in report writing instruction is
better than the traditional method, that is, leztmethod.
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The findings are confirmed by the Multimedia Pobjed by Penuel (2000). He indicated
that students found increased engagement, greagpomsibility for learning, increased peer
collaboration skills, and greater achievement gaiMoreover, students also who had
experienced the project work performed better isidakills related to mathematics, planning,
and linguistic problems (Cognition and Technologp@p, 1992).

Table7:
M ean gain scor es of experimental group and control group
Control Group Experimental Group t-value
Mean Mean
11.97 24.26 7.94*

* Significant at 0.05 level sifjnificance

Another point that may be ascribed to the resuftghes research is the level of
motivation that the students have in their Englidhiss with the descriptiolVriting in the
Discipline Students in the experimental group had a higéel lof motivation compared with
the control group. This is also stressed by Simkiwe, Tavalin and Means (2002) that project-
based learning method allows students to thinktli@mselves and be involved in ‘decision-
making.” Also, one of the principles of project-bdslearning is collaborative teamwork
problem-solving which needs learners to engagaedapendent work (Bonwell & Eison, 1991 in
ERIC Digest). Because of that, students willingBvote extra time and effort to the project
assigned to them.

In addition, tasks and exercises given to expertalegroup were accomplished with
clear guide and procedures. This is reflected @ dteps presented by Stoller (1997) and
Shephard (1995). The steps are well-elaboratedostgupwith specific tasks to be done. Since
teaching report writing skills is a taxing endeabacause of its inherently difficult cognitive
processes, thus, method to be used should be khaefaluated (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Olson,
1976).

Report writing tasks should contain many featuheg are naturally motivating for the
learning of writing. This could be effectively remdd when the method employed ensures the
enhancement of writing skills. Like what the stucynducted by Johnstone, Ashbough and
Warfield (2000) implied that repeated writing expace in project works or writing within a
specific task domain incrementally improved studemtriting skills. Authentic, collaborative
investigation of a problem or a meaningful, creatriting paves the way for the development
and expression of ideas. Thus, writing project gite students which generates ideas and
opinions provides them a real reason to write.
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Hence, this study has proven that project-basedniley method in teaching and
enhancing writing skills could enhance the reporitimg skills of students concentrating in
English. This further shows the effect of the aggdiion of William H. Kilpatrick’s project-based
work method and Papert’s Constructionism approdgiciwserved as a basis for the use of PBL
method in the writing class.

Based on the findings of this study, the fwilog conclusions are made:

There was a significant difference between theultgesin the pretest and posttest
performance taken by the experimental group anth@fcontrol group, which means that the
experimental group performed better in the posttestl there was a significant difference
between the mean gain scores in the pretest-popdgermances of the experimental group and
control group, which shows that the experimentalugr performed far better than the control

group.
Therefore, the following are recommended:

(a) English teachers should be aware of the apittepess of the method to be employed in the
classroom especially if written communication istake.

(b) Language teachers should consider PBL methaoeaiching report writing skills to students.
For that, teachers should acquire innovative skilsconceiving, planning, designing and
implementing the project-based method to avoidhiegrgaps especially in writing activities.

(c) Curriculum designers/department heads needrefully review the methods to be employed
particularly in enhancing skills in writing reposich are not learned overnight. Hence, writing
must be delivered to the students practically amttionally.

(d) Language teachers should employ the projeaéebazethod in teaching writing skills since
there is more to requiring projects.

(e) Language teachers should employ methods innguége class that would develop
appropriate skills of students. Thus, they nedoetinnovative, creative and resourceful.

() English teachers should orient learners onpihigose of project tasks and should set clear,
measurable, valid objectives in implementing sudnkwn the classroom.
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