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Abstract  

The aim of the research is to determine the effect of using Academic Controversy 

Model for teaching speaking. This research is a quantitative research using 

experimental methods. Purposive sampling was used by the researcher to take the 

sample. Data was collected through a speaking test with 1 choice question 

consisting of four themes as the instrument. From the analysing by using 

Independent t-test, the researcher got t-obtain was higher than t-table t 

(2.281 >2.000) at the significant level а=0, 05 in two-tailed test. It meant that 

academic controversy model can influence for students’ speaking skill. 
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Introduction  
English is one of the language that an important role in various field. English is an 

international language, by English we can communicate with another people in different 

country. Indonesia is a country that uses English as a foreign language. English has four 

skills, they are; reading, speaking, writing and listening. But in communication, speaking 

is much use for transferring information in daily life.  

Meanwhile, speaking skill can be defined as skills that enable us to communicate 

effectively. So that it also give information verbally and also in a way that can be 

understood by listeners. Speaking skills are essential skills for all the people who wish to 

learn English to their career, improve business, build confidence levels, get better job 

opportunities, make public speaking, interviews, debates and discussions, presentations 

and so on. Now, everything is linked with speaking skill (Kuśnierek, 2015).  

According to Hadijah (2014:1), the students’ problems on English speaking not 

only having limited knowledge on the components of speaking skills likes: pronunciation, 

grammar, vocabulary, fluency and comprehension but also they have own personal 

reasons, likes: shy to perform speaking, lack of self-confidence, lack of speaking practice, 

time management, speaking material, and exposure problems. Based on the problem the 

teacher must creative to solve the problem So, the researcher would like to try 

implementing a strategy that can help students in an effort to increase students' speaking 

skills, namely the academic controversy model. 

According to Johnson et. Al (2013), Academic Controversy Model (ACM) is the 

model that can be used in University for teaching speaking. Hence, ACM is the principle 

of ACM fulfil its criteria, such as a task for group completion, discussion and resolution, 

face to face interaction in small group, an atmosphere of cooperation and mutual 

helpfulness within each group and individual accountability (Susilo, 2013). 
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From the argument above, the researcher was interested to conduct a research entitle 

“Academic Controversy Model as an alternative Technique for Teaching Speaking”. 

 

Method  

In this research, the researcher used a quantitative approach and applied quasi-

experimental as the design. 

 

Findings and Discussion  

The students’ result of pre-test and post-test in experimental group 

The result of the pre-test of speaking after the test distributed to the students was 

shown in Table  
 

Table 1. The students’ score for pre-test in experimental group 

St’ 

No 

Rater 1 

(Researcher) 

Rater 2 

(school Teacher) 
Average 

Score 
Pr Gr Vo Fl Un Score Pr Gr Vo Fl Un Score 

1 10 5 5 10 10 40 10 5 5 5 10 35 38 

2 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 5 5 10 40 43 

3 10 5 5 10 15 45 10 10 5 10 10 45 45 

4 10 10 5 15 15 55 10 10 10 10 10 50 53 

5 10 10 10 10 10 50 10 10 10 10 15 55 53 

6 10 10 5 5 15 45 10 5 5 10 10 40 43 

7 10 10 5 5 10 40 10 10 5 5 15 45 43 

8 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 10 10 10 50 48 

9 10 10 10 10 10 50 10 5 10 10 10 45 48 

10 10 10 10 10 15 55 10 10 5 10 10 45 50 

11 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 10 5 15 50 48 

12 10 5 5 10 10 40 10 10 5 10 10 45 43 

13 10 10 5 5 15 45 10 10 10 5 15 50 48 

14 10 10 10 10 10 50 10 10 10 10 15 55 53 

15 10 5 10 10 10 45 10 5 10 10 10 45 45 

16 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 10 5 15 50 48 

17 10 10 10 5 15 50 10 10 5 10 10 45 48 

18 10 10 10 10 15 55 10 10 10 10 10 50 53 

19 15 10 10 10  10 55 10 10 5 10 15 50 53 

20 10 10 10 10 10 50 10 10 5 10 10 45 48 

21 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 10 10 10 50 48 

22 10 10 10 5 10 45 10 5 5 10 10 40 43 

23 15 10 5 10 15 55 10 10 5 10 15 50 53 

24 10 5 5 10 10 40 10 10 5 10 10 45 43 

25 10 10 5 10 15 50 10 10 5 10 15 50 50 

26 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 5 10 10 45 45 

27 10 10 10 10 10 50 10 10 10 10 10 50 50 

28 10 10 10 10 15 55 10 10 5 10 15 50 53 

29 10 10 5 5 15 45 10 5 5 10 10 40 43 

30 10 10 5 5 10 40 10 10 5 10 15 50 45 

31 10 10 5 10 10 45 10 10 5 10 10 45 45 

Total  1465  1450 1469 

Mean  47,39 

Median  48,00 

Mode  48 

Variance 14,512 

Standard deviation 4,063 

Range 15 

Maximum Score 53 

Minimum Score 38 

 

Based on table score, it was found that there was no (0%) student who got 

excellent, good, and average category, 30 students who got poor category 
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(96,78 %) and there was 1 (3,22 %) student who got very poor category. 

Furthermore, table of frequency can be seen in the following table. 
 

Table 2 Table frequency of the pre-test in the experimental class 

 
 

Furthermore, the condition of the students pre-test score of the 

experimental group illustrated in   

 
Figure 1. Students pre-test in experimental group 

 

Meanwhile, the score of the post-test of writing was shown in Table 3. 
 

Table 3. The students’ score for post-test in experimental class 

St’ 

No 

Rater 1 

(Researcher) 

Rater 2 

(School teacher) 
Average 

Score 
Pr Gr Vo Fl Un Score Pr Gr Vo Fl Un Score 

1 20 15 15 15 20 85 20 15 15 15 15 80 83 

2 15 20 15 15 15 80 15 20 20 15 15 85 83 

3 15 10 10 15 20 70 15 10 10 15 15 65 68 

4 15 10 10 10 15 60 15 10 10 15 10 60 60 

5 10 10 10 15 15 60 10 10 10 15 10 55 58 

6 15 15 15 15 20 80 15 15 10 15 20 75 78 

7 15 10 10 15 20 70 10 10 10 15 20 65 68 

8 15 10 10 15 15 65 15 10 10 15 15 65 65 

9 15 15 15 15 15 75 15 15 15 15 15 75 75 

10 10 10 10 15 20 65 10 10 10 15 15 60 63 

11 15 15 10 15 15 70 15 15 15 15 15 75 73 

12 10 10 10 15 15 60 10 10 10 15 20 65 63 

13 15 15 15 20 20 85 20 15 15 15 15 80 83 

14 10 10 10 15 20 65 10 10 10 15 20 65 65 

15 15 15 10 15 15 70 10 10 10 15 20 65 68 

16 15 10 10 15 15 65 15 10 10 10 15 60 63 

17 15 10 10 10 15 60 10 10 10 10 15 55 58 

18 15 15 15 20 15 80 20 15 10 15 15 75 78 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 38 1 3,2 3,2 3,2 

43 7 22,6 22,6 25,8 

45 5 16,1 16,1 41,9 

48 8 25,8 25,8 67,7 

50 3 9,7 9,7 77,4 

53 7 22,6 22,6 100,0 

Total 31 100,0 100,0  
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19 10 10 10 10 15 55 10 10 10 15 10 55 55 

20 15 15 15 15 15 75 15 15 15 15 15 75 75 

21 15 10 10 15 15 65 15 10 10 10 15 60 63 

22 15 10 15 15 15 70 15 15 15 10 15 70 70 

23 15 15 10 10 15 65 15 15 10 15 15 70 68 

24 15 15 10 15 15 70 15 10 10 15 15 65 68 

25 15 10 10 15 15 65 15 10 10 10 15 60 63 

26 15 10 10 15 20 70 15 10 15 15 15 70 70 

27 15 10 10 10 10 55 15 10 10 10 10 55 55 

28 20 15 15 15 15 80 15 15 15 15 15 75 78 

29 15 15 10 15 15 70 15 15 15 15 15 75 73 

30 15 10 10 15 15 65 15 10 10 15 15 65 65 

31 15 15 10 15 15 70 15 15 15 10 15 70 70 

Total  2140  2090 2125 

Mean  68,55 

Median  68,00 

Mode  63 

Variance 62,656 

Standard deviation 7,916 

Range 28 

Maximum Score 83 

Minimum Score 55 

 

Based on Table 3, the writer found that the highest score was 83 and the 

lowest score was 55 in which the mean of the score was 68,55. The median score 

was 68,00. mode was 63. Variance was 62,656, and range was 28, with standard 

deviation was 7,916. Furthermore, frequency of the students’ post-test score in 

experimental group. 

 

Table 4. Table frequency of the post-test score in the experimental class 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 55 2 6,5 6,5 6,5 

58 2 6,5 6,5 12,9 

60 1 3,2 3,2 16,1 

63 5 16,1 16,1 32,3 

65 3 9,7 9,7 41,9 

68 5 16,1 16,1 58,1 

70 3 9,7 9,7 67,7 

73 2 6,5 6,5 74,2 

75 2 6,5 6,5 80,6 

78 3 9,7 9,7 90,3 

83 3 9,7 9,7 100,0 

Total 31 100,0 100,0  

And the condition of the students post-test score of the experimental class could 

be illustrated in Figure 2. Students score of post-test. 
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Furthermore, the following table is descriptive statistics that used to get summary 

information distribution, variability, the total number (N), the standard deviation 

(SD), mean, mode, range, minimum and maximum score. It can be seen in the 

following table. 

 
Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the pre-test and post-test in the experimental 

 

After we know the result of the students’ score in experimental group, the 

researcher find the independent t-test. To find out whether or not there was any 

significant difference in speaking ability, the writer compared the result of the posttest in 

control class and experimental class. The calculation can be seen as follows: 

 

Table 6. Independent t-test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

Mean 

Differen

ce 

Std. 

Error 

Differen

ce 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Score Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,126 ,724 2,281 60 ,026 4,516 1,980 ,555 8,477 

Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

  

2,281 59,823 ,026 4,516 1,980 ,555 8,477 

 

Therefore, from the table 6 of  Independent t-test the value of  t-obt = 2.281 

is higher than t-t = 2.000. And the value of sig (2-tailed)= 0.026 less than the 

value significance level (0.05). At last, the researcher concluded that alternative 

hypothesis (Ha) of this research was accepted and null hypothesis (H0) of this 

research was rejected. It meant that there was any significant difference between 

students who are taught through academic controversy model and the student who are not 

taught through academic controversy model in teaching speaking skill at the tenth grade 

students of SMK Negeri 1 Belitang Madang Raya. 
 

Conclusion  

The researcher decided that there was any significant difference between 

students who are taught through academic controversy model and the student who 

are not taught through academic controversy model in teaching speaking at the 

tenth grader students SMK Negeri 1 Belitang Madang Raya. 

 

N Range 

Min

imu

m 

Maxi

mum Sum 

Mea

n 

Std. 

Deviation 

Varian

ce Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic 

Statist

ic 

Stati

stic 

Statis

tic 

Statis

tic 

Statis

tic Statistic 

Statisti

c 

Statis

tic 

Std. 

Error 

Statis

tic 

Std. 

Error 

pretest_expe

rimental 

31 15 38 53 1469 47,3

9 

4,063 16,512 -,103 ,421 -,695 ,821 

posttest_exp

erimental 

31 28 55 83 2125 68,5

5 

7,916 62,656 ,243 ,421 -,610 ,821 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

31 
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It was also depend that the student can reduced their problem in speaking since 

implemented academic controversy model in their learning proses. Through 

academic controversy model, students can solve their problem of speaking, 

because it was good model to expand and increase for comprehending connected 

to an problem or topic. 
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