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Abstract 

This study aimed to investigate the effect of Content-based Instruction (CBI) and Task-Based Instruction (TBI) on students’ language learning, especially in writing skill. Though this study, researcher tried to find out some points, such as: 1) determining the students’ writing skills, 2) identifying a method which is more effective among using CBI, TBI and conventional method in teaching writing, and 3) linking the theory and practices to help English teachers understand deeper and maximizing their comprehension of CBI and TBI. The theoretical framework was based on the Richards’ theory in his book Communicative Language Teaching Today which claims that CBI and TBI as the kinds of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) which are based on the learning process instead of the product. This was experimental study which used three classes; two classes are the experiment classes and one class is the control class with 25 students for each class. Pre-test and post-test as the primary instruments to determine the students’ writing skills at the eleventh grade. Based on the findings, teaching writing by using CBI as a learning method is more effective than TBI. It is shown by the post-test result between CBI and TBI. The use of CBI increased the students’ writing skills including how to organize the paragraphs into a whole text.  
Keywords: Content-based Instruction (CBI), Task-Based Instruction (TBI), writing 
Content


[image: image1]

1. Introduction

In language learning process, writing is an activity that plays an important role where the students are required to convey and share their thoughts to others through written language. For that reason, it is important to highlight that writing is not only an activity to communicate by using some symbols but it is also a form of track record of the students as an effort to maximize their potential. Unfortunately, writing is often considered as a skill that is not easy to master.  In line with this, Heaton [4] states that writing skills are complex and sometimes difficult to teach. It requires not only grammatical and rhetorical devices but also conceptual and result of thinking.

There are many reasons why students have poor writing ability. Firstly, written language tends to be more formal when compared with the spoken one. Afterwards, the use of vocabularies, punctuation, the development of ideas and the accuracy of grammar can affect meaning in written language. Secondly, mistakes in the written language are something not easy straightened up. It takes a long process to clarify errors in writing. This is one of the difficulties of written language when compared to the spoken language. Thirdly, the teachers are unable to create a meaningful learning of how to make a good writing. Most of them only provide the material that will be used for the writing without telling the students what aspects to consider in writing. That is why many students have low motivation to practice their writing skills. For this reason, the researcher tries to apply Content-Based Instruction (CBI) and Task-Based Instruction (TBI) as methods in learning of writing skills. 
To know further about what CBI is, some experts such as Krahnke and Brinton, Snow and Wesche propose the definition of it. According to Krahnke as cited in Richards and Rodgers [10], CBI is defined as “the teaching of content or information in the language being learned with little or no direct or explicit effort to teach the language itself separately from the content being taught”. Furthermore, Brinton, Snow and Wesche in Amiri and Fatemi [1] claimed that CBI is defined as “the integration of particular content with language teaching aims or the concurrent teaching of academic subject matter and second language skills”.
It is written in Richards and Rodgers’s book [11] that CBI is grounded on two central principles in which we can see the advantages of them. The first principle is “1) people learn a second language more successfully when they use the language as means of acquiring information, rather than as an end in itself”. Through this principle it can be concluded that this principle reflects one of the motivations that leads to more effective learning of language. The second principle is “2) content-based instruction better reflects learners’ needs for learning a second language.” It can be concluded that this principle reflects that CBI serves well the ESL students so that the students can access the content of learning and teaching as well as the process. 
In line, Krashen in Heo [5] believed that learning a second language should be similar to acquisition because the focus of acquisition is on meaning rather than form. From this perspective, it can be said that CBI is an effective teaching method in terms of contextualized language curricula Besides, Richards and Rodgers [11] stated that using CBI can make the contents that the students are focusing more comprehensible for the students in learning the target language. 
On the other hand, there is another method called TBI that is claimed to be able to create meaningful learning in its process. There are some definitions about TBI by the experts. TBI is a method which is based on the use of tasks as the core unit of planning and instruction in language teaching [11]. In line with this, Nunan in Richards and Rodgers [11] added that the communicative task is a classroom activity that involves the students in comprehending, manipulating, producing or interacting in the target language in which the focus is on the meaning rather than the form.

The use of TBI gives benefits in facilitating the learning process. Hence, teachers are highly recommended to apply TBI in teaching since it offers some advantages. There are some advantages of TBI according to Powers [9]. Firstly, TBI suits all of the students’ ages and backgrounds.  Secondly, the students can learn the target language in a contextualized setting and learn the grammar implicitly because the focus is on the meaning. However the teachers should consider the appropriate tasks for any students’ level carefully [9].

Some other advantages of TBI are claimed by Nunan [8]. In his book, he stated that TBI has strengthened the following principles and practices pedagogically:

1) A needs-based approach to content selection;

2) An emphasis on learning to communicate through interaction in the target language;

3) The introduction of authentic texts into the learning situation;

4) The provision of opportunities for learners to focus not only on language but also on the learning process itself;

5) An enhancement of the learner’s own personal experiences as important contributing elements to classroom learning;

6) The linking of classroom language learning with language use outside the classroom.

It is begun from the purpose of Communicative Language Teaching to create a meaningful learning. In addition, this method is expected to be a new insight for the teachers to use in the classroom to maximize the process of learning as a goal of language learning, especially in writing skill.
2. Method
The design of the research was Quasi Pretest-Post-test Control Group Design, which uses a quantitative method and it is belonged to the experimental research. Through the research, the researcher found out the effect of CBI and TBI as a treatment in a learning process, especially in writing skills. The design which is illustrated by Arikunto [2] is presented as follows: 

Research Design
Group E1

O1
X1
O2

Group E2

O3
X2
O4

Group C

O5
  -
O6

E1 
: Experiment class I 

E2
: Experiment class II

C
: Control class 

X1
: Treatment using CBI 

X2
: Treatment using TBI

O1
: Pretest (Experiment class I) 

O2
: Post-test (Experiment class I) 

O3
: Pretest (Experiment class II)

O4
: Post-test (Experiment class II)

O5
: Pretest (Control class)

O6
: Post-test (Control class)

The population of the research was all of students in the eleventh grade students of SMK Muhammadiyah Bungoro, Pangkep, Sulawesi Selatan. Moreover, the sample of the research was the students of the three classes at the eleventh grade of SMK Muhammadiyah Bungoro consisting of one control class (XI Las 1) and two experiment classes ( XI Las 2 and XI Las 3) and. Each class was consisted of 25 students. In determining the sample, the researcher used cluster simple random sampling to determine the class that would be the experiment and control classes. The researcher used a lottery technique together with the English teacher who teaches all of the eleventh grade students of SMK Muhammadiyah Bungoro to prevent the subjectivity and to give the same chance to the students to be the sample of the research. The research was conducted from April-May 2018.
There were two variables in this research, independent and dependent variables. Independent variables were CBI and TBI as the treatments in the experimental classes and dependent variable is the students’ writing skills that reflected through the scores of the writing tests.
To write the instruments of this research, the researcher referred to the 2013 Curriculum of the eleventh grade students in semester two. Besides, the researcher consulted to the test items to the lecturer and the English teacher as the expert judgments.
The researcher used an inter-rater reliability or inter-scorer reliability to measure the reliability of the research instruments. Inter-scorer reliability refers to the degree of agreement by two or more raters/ scorers [14][6]. Therefore, the researcher used the correlation coefficient between two classes or Intraclass Correlation Coefficients to test the reliability by doing the assessment with the English teacher.  There were five categories of the reliability coefficient [12] as follows: very low (0.000-0.199), low (0.200-0.399), sufficient (0.400-0.599), high (0.600-0.790), and very high(0.800-1.000). The result of the inter-rater reliability is presented in table 1 below:
Table 1. The Result of Inter-Rater Reliability
	Test
	Class
	Reliability Coefficient
	Category

	Pre-Test
	Control Class
	0.988
	Very High

	
	Experimental Class I
	0.990
	Very High

	
	Experimental Class II
	0.989
	Very High

	Post-Test
	Control Class
	0.994
	Very High

	
	Experimental Class I
	0.991
	Very High

	
	Experimental Class II
	0.988
	Very High


To collect the data, the researcher applied pre-test and post-test to both experiment and control classes. In this case, the experiment classes refer to the class where CBI and TBI were implemented as the treatment. Whereas, the control class used a conventional/traditional method. Pretest was conducted before the researcher gave the treatment, in which CBI and TBI in teaching writing skills were used. Finally post-test is conducted at the end of the procedures in both experiment and control classes. Based on the post-test’s results, it can be seen that impact of the use of CBI and TBI on the teaching of writing skill was significant.
Descriptive and inferential analysis were used as the technique to analyze the data. The purpose of the descriptive analysis is to describe the result of the writing tests. It also facilitates the researcher to summarize the data, so the researcher can make the benchmark of value based on the average of students’ scores. The inferential analysis was used to examine the hypotheses of the research. In this technique, researcher employed ANOVA then continued by Scheffe Test. Before conducting ANOVA test, the researcher ensured that the data meet some criteria related to the normality and homogeneity.
To test normality of the data, the researcher employed a formula of One Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov. Normality test is used to know whether the data distribution is normal or not. Based on the significance level, the conclusion of the test can be concluded as follows:
1) If the significance probability > 0.05, the data have a normal distribution.

2) If the significance probability < 0.05, the data deviate from normal distribution.

To test homogeneity, the researcher employed a Levene test. Homogeneity test is used to know whether the data have the same variance and does not show the significant difference among the data. Based on the significance level, the conclusion of the test can be concluded as follows:
1) If the significance probability > 0.05, the variance is homogenous.

2) If the significance probability < 0.05, the variance is not homogenous.
3. Results
The data analysis consist of the result of descriptive analysis and inferential analysis both pretest and posttest in control and experimental class. The researcher conducted the writing test (pre-test and post-test) to gather the data. Based on the result descriptive analysis, the researcher determined the mean, maximum score, minimum score, average and standard deviation of each class among pre-test and post-test. 
In addition, the researcher categorized the data to find out the level of students' skill in writing. There are five categories [3] based on the data such as very poor (X < 51.49), poor (51.5 < X < 58.49), fair (58.5 < X < 65.49), good (65,5 < X < 72,49), and very good (72,5 < X).
Furthermore, the data is analyzed as inferential analysis to determine whether the hypotheses in this research are accepted or not. To analyze the data, the research by using SPSS v16 for Windows computer program. 
a. Descriptive Analysis
1) Pre-Test

The purpose of giving pre-test to the students is to determine their level of writing skills before they were given the treatment using Content-Based Instruction for experimental class 1 and Task-Based Instruction for experimental class 2 as a learning method. The following table (table 2) is a descriptive analysis of the pretest between the control class, experimental class 1, and experimental class 2.
Table 2. Descriptive Statistic between the Pre-Test of Control Class, Experimental Class 1, and Experimental Class 2
	Class
	N
	Min
	Max
	Sum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Control 
	25
	40.25
	66.25
	1413
	56.53
	7.733

	Experimental 1 
	25
	48.75
	70.25
	1571
	62.85
	4.734

	Experimental 2
	25
	48.50
	70.25
	1518
	60.72
	5.603


By comparing the scores between the control class and the two experimental classes, the table shows that experimental class 1 is a class that has the greater number of scores than experimental class 2 and control class, i.e. 1571>1518>1413.
Referring to the data of pre-test in control class, the categorization of students’ writing skill is presented in the table 3 below. 
Table 3. The Categorization of Students’ Writing Skill in Control Class, Experimental Class 1, and Experimental Class 2
	No
	Interval score
	Category
	Control
	Exp. 1
	Exp. 2

	
	
	
	f
	f
	f

	1
	X < 51.49
	Very Poor
	6
	1
	1

	2
	51.5 < X < 58.49
	Poor
	3
	1
	6

	3
	58.5 < X < 65.49
	Fair
	15
	15
	14

	4
	65,5 < X < 72,49
	Good
	1
	8
	4

	5
	72,5 < X
	Very Good
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	25
	25
	25


From the results of the table above, it can be concluded that the most students among the control class, experiment class 1, and experiment class 2 has the same level skill, they are in the fair category. It is proved by the highest frequency of each class at that level. It also shows that the classes are suitable to be used as the sample of the research because they have the same skill level before being given treatment. In addition, this is in line with the mean of the three classes (60.03) where the mean score is in the third interval score (58.5 <60.03< 65.49) in fair category which is presented in the table 4.
Table 4. The Descriptive Statistic of Pre-Test Score
	Class
	N
	Min
	Max
	Sum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Pre-test
	25
	40.25
	70.25
	4502
	60.03
	6.620


2) Post-Test
The purpose of giving post-test to the students is to determine their level of writing skills after they were given the treatment using Content-Based Instruction for experimental class 1 and Task-Based Instruction for experimental class 2 as a learning method, while control class did not give any treatment. The following table (table 5) is a descriptive analysis of the post-test between the control class, experimental class 1, and experimental class 2.
Table 5. Descriptive Statistic between the Post-Test of Control Class, Experimental Class 1, and Experimental Class 2
	Class
	N
	Min
	Max
	Sum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Control 
	25
	49.75
	70.25
	1501
	60.04
	5.654

	Experimental 1 
	25
	62.00
	82.00
	1783
	71.35
	5.470

	Experimental 2
	25
	52.50
	74.50
	1625
	65.02
	5.412


By comparing the scores between the control class and the two experimental classes after giving the treatment, the table shows that experimental class 1 is a class that has the greater number of scores than experimental class 2 and control class, i.e. 1783>1625>1501.
Referring to the data of post-test in control class, the categorization of students’ writing skill is presented in the table 6 below. 
Table 6. The Categorization of Students’ Writing Skill in Control Class, Experimental Class 1, and Experimental Class 2
	No
	Interval score
	Category
	Control
	Exp. 1
	Exp. 2

	
	
	
	f
	f
	f

	1
	X < 51.49
	Very Poor
	4
	0
	0

	2
	51.5 < X < 58.49
	Poor
	4
	0
	3

	3
	58.5 < X < 65.49
	Fair
	15
	5
	8

	4
	65,5 < X < 72,49
	Good
	2
	7
	12

	5
	72,5 < X
	Very Good
	0
	13
	2

	Total
	25
	25
	25


From the results of the table above, it can be concluded that after giving the treatment, the most students among the experiment class 1 and experiment class 2 has the differentiation while the is no differentiation in control class among pre-test and post-test. In experimental class 1, there are thirteen students in very good category and twelfth students are in good category. It is proven by the highest frequency of each class. So, it can be inferred that students in experimental class 1and experimental class 2 achieved a greater significant improvement related to writing skills than control class after conducted the research.  
b. Inferential Analysis
1) Pre-Analysis Testing
Pre-testing was done to ensure that the data that used in this research has the normal distribution and the variance of the sample is homogeneous before testing the hypothesis. To test normality of the data, the researcher employed a formula of One Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov. Then, to test homogeneity, the researcher employed a Levene test
Based on the normality test, the distribution of the data is normal because all of Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) both pre-test and post-test in control and experimental class were greater than 0.05. The result of the normality test is presented in table 7 below:
	Table 7. The Result of One Sample Kolmogorov-
Smirnov Test

	
	
	Control Class
	Experimental Class I
	Experimental Class II

	
	
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test

	N
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25
	25

	Normal Parametersa
	Mean
	56.53
	60.04
	62.85
	71.35
	60.72
	65.02

	
	Std. Deviation
	7.733
	5.654
	4.734
	5.470
	5.603
	5.412

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.241
	.124
	.131
	.147
	.099
	.142

	
	Positive
	.104
	.105
	.098
	.103
	.098
	.077

	
	Negative
	-.241
	-.124
	-.131
	-.147
	-.099
	-.142

	Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
	1.203
	.622
	.657
	.736
	.497
	.709

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	.111
	.834
	.781
	.650
	.966
	.697

	a. Test distribution is Normal.


Based on the homogeneity test, the researcher found that the data are homogenous between pre-test and post-test because the significance probability > 0.05. It can be proved from the table 8 below:

	Table 8. The Result of Homogeneity of Variances

	
	Levene Statistic
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	Pre-test
	4.252
	2
	72
	.108

	Post-test
	.043
	2
	72
	.878


2) Hypothesis Testing

After the researcher ensure the data has normally distribution and the variance was homogeneous, then the researcher continued to test the hypothesis to reveal whether the hypothesis proposed by the researcher was accepted or not. There are four hypotheses that were tested using ANOVA followed by the Scheffe test.  ANOVA test is used to test the significance of treatment on teaching writing skills using conventional learning, Content-Based Instruction and Task-Based Instruction as method. Then, the Scheffe test is used to know the rank of the treatment.
The results of ANOVA is presented in the following table 9. The table shows that there is a significant different between the groups of control class, experimental class 1 and experimental class 2. It is proved by the value of Sig. (0.000) which is lower than 0.05.
Table 9. the Result of Analysis using ANOVA
	
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	posttest
	Between Groups
	1606.545
	2
	803.272
	26.423
	.000

	
	Within Groups
	2188.825
	72
	30.400
	
	

	
	Total
	3795.370
	74
	
	
	


After knowing the significance of the treatments in the three classes, then the analysis continued by using Scheffe test. The result of the Scheffe test is presented in table 10.
Table 10. The Result of Scheffe test

	Dependent Variable
	(I) kelas
	(J) kelas
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Post-test
	control
	exp1
	-11.31000*
	1.55950
	.000
	-15.2081
	-7.4119

	
	
	exp2
	-4.98000*
	1.55950
	.008
	-8.8781
	-1.0819

	
	exp1
	control
	11.31000*
	1.55950
	.000
	7.4119
	15.2081

	
	
	exp2
	6.33000*
	1.55950
	.001
	2.4319
	10.2281

	
	exp2
	control
	4.98000*
	1.55950
	.008
	1.0819
	8.8781

	
	
	exp1
	-6.33000*
	1.55950
	.001
	-10.2281
	-2.4319

	*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.


The first hypothesis says that the use of Content-Based Instruction is more effective than Task-Based Instruction in teaching writing skills. Based on the table, this hypothesis is accepted. It is proved by the value of Sig. 0.001 that is lower than 0.05. Furthermore, it was indicated that experimental class 1 performed better than experimental class 2, as shown by the value of mean difference which is positive, i.e. 6.33000. 
The second hypothesis is accepted. The hypothesis addresses that Content-Based Instruction is more effective than conventional method in teaching writing skills. It could be seen through the value of Sig. 0.000 that is lower than 0.05 with the value of mean difference which is positive, i.e. 11.31000. It can be conclude that the experimental class 1 still performed better than control class.
The third hypothesis indicates that Task-Based Instruction is more effective than conventional method in teaching writing skills. The hypothesis is also accepted because the value of Sig. 0.008 that is lower than 0.05 and the value of mean difference which is positive, i.e. 4.98000 which shown that experimental class 2 performed better than control class.

The last hypothesis ensures that Content-Based Instruction is the most effective method among Task-Based Instruction and conventional method in teaching writing skills. It was proved by the value of mean difference of the experimental class 1 to the other classes that shows positive results. The value of mean difference of the experimental class 1 to the experimental 2 is 6.33000 and the value of the experimental class 1 to the control class is 11.31000. In other words, the experimental class 1 has the highest mean among all classes.
4. Discussion
Based on the research that shows the effectiveness of CBI and TBI, the researcher recommends Content-Based Instruction (CBI) and Task-Based Instruction (TBI) as teaching methods in language learning process especially in teaching writing. CBI and TBI are teaching methods developed in Communicative Language Teaching theory. These methods focus on how the students can improve their language skills. By implementing these methods, the researcher hopes that the methods can develop their language competence.
There are some researchers who conducted research that is related to CBI and TBI in teaching writing. Firstly, the research entitled The Impact of content-based instruction on students’ achievement in ESP courses and their language learning orientation by Mostafa Amiri and Azar Hosseini Faterni [1]. This is an experimental study. The aim of this research is to investigate the effect of CBI on the students’ language learnings by comparing the Content-Based Instruction (CBI) and Grammar Translation Method (GTM) as methods to improving the students’ achievement in their final examination and language learning orientation. As the result, the researchers found that there was a significant difference between the use of CBI and GTM as methods in language learning. The use of CBI is more effective than GTM in improving language proficiency. The researchers also provided that CBI influences the interest level of the students and it increases the students' motivation in learning. To conclude, implementation of CBI can stimulate problem solving ability and critical thinking of the students as well as higher language learning orientations.

Secondly, the research is entitled the effects of task-based teaching approach on college writing classes by Han Min [7]. This study is experimental research that was conducted in School of Foreign Languages, China West Normal University, Nanchong, China. The aim of this study is to see the effectiveness and  feasibility of TBLT (task-based language teaching) in college English writing classes by investigating the students’ learning motivation. The result of this study shows that 76.09% of the students thought that Task-Based Instruction method has brought meaningful effect and improvement to their study and 73.91 % of them agree that TBI creates a more interesting learning environment. Based on these findings, the researcher proves that TBLT improves the students’ writings as a communicative competence along with their academic performance.
Thirdly, the research is entitled effectiveness of task-based instructional materials in developing writing skills of BS Fisheries Fresmen at Don Mariano Marcos Memorial State University-Institute of Fisheries by Loreto B. Waguey and Esther R. Hufana [13]. This study is an experimental research that is aimed at enhancing the writing skills of the Bachelor of Science in Fisheries Fresmen by providing the activities and exercises based on the Task-Based Instruction principle. As the result of the study, researchers pointed out that 1) the students had low level of competence in writing skills, 2) the students’ frequency of use of learning strategies was “Medium/Sometimes Use” for both direct and indirect strategies, and 3) the use of task-based instructional materials increased the posttest scores of the students. Based on the results, the task-based instructional materials are recommended to be used to enhance the students’ competence in writing skills and it should be developed in other disciplines. 
Based on the previous studies above, it can be concluded that the use of CBI and TBI as methods of language learning becomes important to be considered by teachers. Not only can it enhance the students writing skills, but also it creates a meaningful learning for the students. In addition, the use of CBI and TBI can stimulate the students to develop their own language skills communicatively without any pressure. They will be enthusiastic to enjoy the process of learning.
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