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This study investigated the The Impact of Collaborative
Learning on Students’” Writing Ability and Their
Motivation in Writing At Mts Negeri 1 Konawe. The
researcher employed Quantitative Rearch Method to
conduct this study. Two instruments were employed in
this study, those are Achievement Test and Motivation
Questionnaire. Population of this study is all the seventh
grade students of MTS Negeri 1 Konawe comprised of 2
classes, consist of 42 students were taken as the sample of
this study. The data was analyzed by using SPSS16 to
measure the the impact of collaborative learning on
students” writing ability and their motivation in writing
at Mts Negeri 1 Konawe. The result of this study shows
that: (1) There is significant difference of collaborative
learning on students” writing ability. (2) There is positif
correlation between motivation in learning and the value
of writing students.

1. INTRODUCTION

Learning and teaching another language is a long and a complicated process.
Various numbers of question may be appearing during the process. For example,
what is the better aspect to make sure that we are in the right direction to teach and
learn? Some may think that certain thing can be pushed aside and prioritized the
other. However, we may overlook the most important aspect and focusing on things
we think important in the process. In the early stage, we choose to prioritize on
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things like grammar, vocabulary mastery, reading and speaking. In result, we pay
less attention on things like writing.

According to white and arndt, writing involves complicated and multifaceted
activities such as generating ideas, drafting, revising, editing texts, and correcting
errors. It can be seen that writing is a long and continuous process. In the process,
we draw something in other people’s mind by using only words . It is undeniably
true that the process in writing is complicated. Oftentimes, the created idea is
different from what is expressed in the paper.

We cannot deny that in writing, it is important to have such skills. To be able
to write effectively and fluently. It is supported by Raimes (1987), states that the
pedagogical purposes of writing range from improving, training, and practicing
language in the early stages of learning to communicating fluently and accurately at
intermediate and more advanced levels. The students are unwilling to write once
they are running out of ideas sometimes. Instead of thinking harder, students choose
to stop. It seems like that they need accompanion to brainstorming, finding the new
idea. It can be done using one of varieties of active learning to enhance student to
student interaction.

Many students find it difficult on improving their ability in writing. The
reason is that vocabulary mastery, selecting the perfect vocabularies and expressing
their idea into their writing is matters. Writing ability is one of components in
English to make students become a good writer because they can practice and
reinforce their own English for creating feeling, ideas, argue and opinion to describe
something. Harmer (2004) states that writing is used as an aided memoire or practice
tool to help students practice and work with language they have been studying.
However, the phenomenon that happends base on the researchers’ teaching
experience as their English Teacher, at MTS Negeri 1 Konawe, many of students
became passive when they were faced with a writing task. This influences the
students” writing ability achievement and as a consequence not all junior high school
students” scores were good in writing. It can be seen on their writing score that
almost half of the students got score under 70. As the result, their average score of
writing was low. Their writing achievement was below the expectation. It makes the
researcher as their teacher want to increase the students’ writing ability by
Collaborative Learning.

Collaborative Learning introduced as one variety of active learning which
structures students into groupswith defined roles for each student and a task for the
group to accomplish (Keyser, 2000). The purpose is to enhance their cognitive and
social skill. Collaborative learning requires the students to work in group to achieve
the same goal. Different with the traditional one, which goal is for individual goal. In
collaborative learning, all members in a group will have to expressed their idea
whether they have something in mind or not. Every member is expected to boost
another member to think. By working in a group, the developed idea is likely to be
more fully and more creative. Peter Elbow explains, Two heads are better than one
because two heads can make conflicting material integrate better than one head can.
It's why brainstorming works.

However, collaborative learning may not works sometimes. Several factors
can come in the way and bring unexpected outcomes. As aforementioned before that
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such problem in writing can be solved by working in a group, but it is important to
remember that there is still limitation on the process. To make many heads to think
and work as a unit is not an easy thing. Conflict may arises, such as personality
conflict. Some members may be hard to work with or unreliable. Despite it is not
happening in many cases, it is still problematic. Brumberger (1999) mentions that
collaborative writing does not seem to consistently result in a better product, nor
does it necessarily result in visibly improved writing skills.

It has been said that students can learn best in a more learner-centered,
collaborative learning context compared with individualistic and competitive
learning settings (D. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1994). Learners participate actively
in a collaborative learning context and construct their linguistic knowledge through
interacting with other learners. It also influence the way students learn.
Furthermore, it can substitute the teacher’s role and make the students becoming
more independent.

This led us to this study, since the use of collaborative learning on teaching
writing has been widely used. The idea to determine what impact that collaborative
learning gives as a result is considered to be the case including in MTS Negeri 1
Konawe. Some thinks that it will be easier and will give a direct feedback on their
achievement when working in a group, but not every student have the same
learning style. Some may feel uncomfortable when dealing with others. Therefore, it
is important to investigate the impact as a consideration.

Having a positive impact towards the use of a technique, collaborative
learning in particular, will help for students better achievement. Besides, it will be
affecting teachers and students interest to utilize these kind of technique in the
teaching and learning process. It means that knowing the impact and how do the
collaborative learning impact their writing ability should be investigated. This study
will be conducted at SMP Negeri MTS Negeri 1 Konawe. This is inspired by the fact
that the use of collaborative learning may have been applied some schools.

Therefore, this study believes that the result of this study can be used as
reference in the upcoming teaching and learning process.

2. RESEARCH METHODS
The study adopted the quantitative research method. The one-group time series
design was employed for the quantitative research method since it involved ongoing
measurement and the group experienced experimental treatment within a period of
time. This study was conducted at seventh grade of MTS Negeri 1 Konawe. Based on
the target content and the syllabus in this school, this study was conducted on May
2018. The data were drawn from two form one classes of intermediate level in an
urban government school. The classes had approximately 42 students of mostly
intermediate proficiency level in English Language in MTS Negeri 1 Konawe. VII A
class is a control group that received no collaborative learning activities and VII B
class an experimental group that received collaborative learning activities. In
experimental group, the sample consisted of 32 females and 10 males who had never
experienced cooperative learning before the treatment.

This study involved two variables, they are independent and dependent
variables. The independent variable in this research is collaborative learning;
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meanwhile the dependent variable is writing ability and students” motivations in
writing. Therefore, this study will examine the impact of independent variable
(writing ability and students” motivations in writing) towards dependent variables
(collaborative). This research was conducted on the cooperative learning group
using a quasi experimental design. The data was analyzed using pre-test and post-
test. The researcher conducted the research for eleven weeks. One week was used to
administer the pre-test for the narrative essay. The researcher give pre-test to the
subjects prior to the research. From the result of the pre-test, the researcher could
prepare the material before giving the treatment and also determine the post-test.
Two weeks were then allocated to brief the students on cooperative learning
approaches which were Learning Together by Johnson and Johnson (2000) and
Kagan Structures by Kagan (1994). Six weeks were then allotted for the execution of
the cooperative learning lesson plans. Finally, after the treatment, the final two
weeks were used to administer the post-test. The researchers conducted a post-test
in the form of a written test in the end of meeting to measure the impact of
collaborative learning towards the treatment being implemented for writing ability
in the classroom. The writing test will be selected from students” writing book which
will be used both as the pretest of study and posttest at the end. After that,
researcher gave them a Motivation Questionnaire to find out students” motivations
in writing.

In order to collect the data, the following instruments will be employed in the
research were Achievement Test and Motivation Questionnaire. The writing text will
be measure by Jacob Writing Scale (Appendix 1). To find out the for the impact of
collaborative learning on students” writing ability, the reseach will analyze the data
use Independent Sample T test an for correlation between students” motivation and
their achievement in writing will analyzed by using corelation analisis in SPSS.

3. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. Findings

Regarding the significant impact of collaborative learning on students’ writing
ability, this section presents the result of the pre-test and pos-test of class control and
pre-test and pos-test of class experiment. Moreover, this section also described the
corellation between students” motivation and their achievement in writing. The data
obtained from class control and class experiment and also the questionnaire that
were descriptively analyzed and presented in terms of frequencies.

Is there any significant impact of collaborative learning on students’ writing ability?
Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N SFd'. Std. Error Mean
Deviation
Pair1 Pretest 65.52 42 9.630 1.486

Postest  79.38 42 5.468 844
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Paired Samples Correlations

N  Correlation  Sig.
Pair1l DPretest & Postest 42 =125 429

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Mean Std. Std. 95%
Deviation Error Confidence
Mean Interval of the
Difference

Lower Upper

Pair 1 Pretest- -13.857 11.655 1.798 -17.489 -10.225 -7.705 41 .000
Postest

The correlation between these two variables is 0.426, it means that the
relationship is strong and positive. While, the level of significance of the relationship
is 0,000, which means that the significant is at the 0.01 level. The p value is 0,000.
Means, there is a difference between before and after treatment. Cause: p value >
0.05 (95% confidence). Mean is -13.857 with Negative Value: This means that there is
no tendency to increase students' writing ability after treatment. The average
decrease is -13.857.

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
for Equality
of Variances
Sig. t df Sig. Mean  Std. Error 95%
(2-tailed) Difference Difference Confidence
F Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Class Equal 2167 145 -17.43 82 .000 -.37981 02179 -.4232 -3365
variances
assumed
Equal -17.43  75.60 .000 -.37981 02179 -.4232 -3364
variances
not
assumed

Based on the above table, it can be seen that the value of significance with
equal variance assumed is 0.145 higher than 0.05 then it can be stated that the data is
homogeneous. The score of P Value is 0.000 lower than value a = 0.05. It means that
Ho is rejected and H1 is accepted, so it can be concluded that there is significant
difference of collaborative learning on students” writing ability.
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Is there any correlation between students’ motivation and their achievement in writing?
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
Motivation 107.19 13.777 42
Score 79.38 5.468 42

Based on the data above, it can be seen that the mean score of Students’
Motivation is 107.19 with a standard deviation is 13.777 and total data is 42. The
mean score of Students” Writing Score is 79.38 with a standard deviation is 5.468 and
total data is 42.

Correlations
Motivation Score
Motivation Pearson Correlation 1 .524™
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 42 42
Score Pearson Correlation .524™ 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 42 42

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The output shows that the correlation between Motivation in writing and
Students' writing score is 0.154. This number means that the two variables have a
very weak correlation because it is under 0.5. Then it can be concluded that, based
on the table of correlation analysis above, there is no correlation between motivation
in learning and the value of writing students.

3.2. Discussion

Significant Impact of Collaborative Learning On Students” Writing Ability

The analysis of the findings of the pre-test and post-test of the narrative genre using
descriptive statistics showed that the students performed better in the post-tests
compared to the pre-tests. This proved that the incorporation of collaborative
learning had culminated positive outcomes in enhancing the students” writing
performance. The students not only performed better in the composite scores but
they also showed enhanced performance in the five components of writing which
were content, vocabulary, organization, grammar and mechanics. The analysis based
on inferential statistics revealed that there was a significant difference between
students’ pre-test score and post-test score in narrative writing in terms of the
composite scores and the scores for the five writing components which were content,
vocabulary, organization, grammar and mechanics.

The findings indicated that students obtained significantly higher post-test
scores than pre-test scores in narrative essay writing. This proved that the inclusion
of collaborative in the writing lessons had positive effects of all the five writing
components which were important components in producing quality essays and for
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essay assessment. The effects of collaborative learning in enhancing students™
performance which had been proven in various studies had also been proven in this
study. The elements and effects of collaborative learning had made it feasible for the
students to perform better in their writing after they had experienced collaborative
learning in the writing lessons.

The increase in the students’” writing performance for the composite scores
could be due to the fact that collaborative learning provided a shared cognitive set
between students (Johnson, Johnson & Smith 1991). When students discuss examples
and viewpoints on a common issue, they are able to grasp what their peers think and
understand the issue better. Besides, collaborative learning provides the opportunity
for students to learn the material. When peer interaction is incorporated in learning
writing, the students generate ideas, understand sentences and provide assistance.

This effect concurs with the findings of many previous studies: for example,
Waring and Evans (2014) stated that students must engage with each other,
especially on long-term tasks, in order to gain more knowledge and share ideas,
which will make them learn better than they would if working individually. It
also supports Gulbahar and Alper’s (2011) finding that most learners have
different learning styles based on their individual characteristics, and thus prefer
to choose facilitating and learning situations and interactions individually,
especially in asynchronous learning activities (like the poster task in this study).

However, Gulbahar and Alper (2011) also found that learners prefer
collaborative learning in synchronous learning activities such as exercises and
exams, but the present findings do not support this. Moreover, this study agreed
with Lee and Kim (2014), who found that Korean students prefer individual learning
to collaborative learning styles. It also found that most students prefer diverging and
assimilating learning styles to converging and accommodating styles. Moreover,
Shen, Hiltz and Bieber (2008) found a significant relationship between collaborative
learning and students' exam scores, as their collaborative class achieved higher exam
scores than the individual class, and this was agreed with by with the current study.
In addition, Adas and Bakir (2013) found a significant difference in students'
achievement scores, with the experimental class performing better than their peers
in the control class. The experimental students stated that they enjoyed relating
inside instructions and illustrations to outside activities using technology.
Additionally, Frey and Kaff (2014), in a study focusing on a comprehensive school,
found a positive effect of course content and teaching in collaborative learning on
the post-course knowledge of students in terms of awareness of the school’s
practice for students with disabilities and enhancing their knowledge.

However, the present findings disagree with the results reported by Hassan,
Fong and Idrus (2011), which showed a significant difference on post-test skills
between students who followed collaborative learning and students who followed
individual learning in a blended learning environment. In contrast, Yang (2012)
found a positive significant effect in the experimental class (collaborative students
using a digital game- based learning strategy) in terms of improvement in their
problem-solving skills. There was no significant improvement in the control class C
using traditional instruction. The experimental class also had higher learning
motivation than the control class C. The present findings also disagree with
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Hassan and Fook (2014), who found that scores on Arabic language achievement for
students using collaborative learning were significantly higher than those of
students without collaborative learning in a blended learning environment.

Moreover, Zhu (2012) indicated that collaborative learning might improve
not only the total individual performance, but also class performance, through
raising the quality of tasks completed, such as improving the formulation of ideas
and opinions. Zhu also found that collaborative learning increased the learning
activities for knowledge construction by class interaction. In addition, Cash (2013)
showed that students undertaking collaborative learning scored significantly better
than those engaged in individual learning in the performance of high-risk reading
taught with the Reciprocal Mapping intervention.

The present findings also disagree with Essaid et al. (2011), who found a
significant difference in post-test scores between students using collaborative and
non- collaborative learning, with those engaged in collaborative learning achieving
higher scores. They also found a significant difference between learning
achievement and performance. Additionally, Rosen and Rimor (2009) found a
significant relationship between students' achievements and different learning
styles. Collaborative students scored better in the collective standards of knowledge
building than did individual students, while individual students achieved higher
scores in the personal standard of knowledge construction (arguing and debating
theoretical considerations to verify their performance) than did collaborative
students. Collaborative students had more collective knowledge than did individual
students. Similarly, Bostrom and Hallin (2013) found a significant difference
between collaborative students and individual students in admission scores. All the
students in their study preferred collaborative learning. They found that nursing
students preferred a converging and accommodating learning style. On the other
hand, one-third of the students in their second and third years preferred a diverging
and assimilating learning style.

Maesin et al. (2009) found that all the undergraduate students in their study
preferred collaborative learning in English lessons. Moreover, Azani (2010)
found a positive relationship between cooperative learning and students'
achievement in face-to- face and online environments. They stated that collaborative
learning enabled students with low abilities to improve their knowledge of tasks,
which led them to increase their grades in tests. In addition, Azani (2010) indicated
that all students in their study believed that collaborative learning would improve
their achievements better than individual learning.  Furthermore, Khan (2013)
indicated that collaborative learning improves students’ empowerment in a
blended learning environment.

The present findings supported those reported by Al-Saai et al. (2011), who
found no significant difference in students' pre- and post-achievement scores
between individual learning and collaborative learning in a blended learning
environment. However, they disagree with the significant difference in the scores
gained by students wundertaking individual and collaborative learning, with
higher scores for those using collaborative learning. In addition, Cooley, Holland,
Cumming, Novakovic and Burns (2014) found that some students stated that the
collaborative learning develops and improves their interpersonal skills, while others
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showed negative attitudes towards collaborative learning because they did not have
enough ability to collaborate well in groups without direct intervention. A positive
significant difference was also found in pre- and post-course scores between the
collaborative group and individual learners, with the collaborative group scoring
higher through evaluation of continuation of collaborative learning when returning
to university, as well as perceived group supportiveness and effectiveness.

Based on the descriptive analysis, it can be concluded the incorporation of
collaborative learning can enhance students’ writing performance in narrative
writing. The elements and effects of collaborative learning can provide an avenue for
the students to excel themselves in the writing classes for the narrative genre. The
findings proved that the incorporation of collaborative learning in the writing classes
for narrative genre produced significantly positive outcome. Students showed a
significant improvement in the post-test compared to the pre-test. This proved that
students performed better in the composite scores and the five writing components
after the inclusion of collaborative learning in the writing lessons. Thus the null
hypothesis was rejected.

The enhancement of the students’ writing performance for the composite
score and the five writing components could be due to the fact that collaborative
learning provides a platform for students to analyze and synthesize ideas which
could lead to a higher level thinking and understanding (Kaur 2000). Besides,
collaborative learning had helped them in terms of generating ideas and realizing
their own errors when writing (Mariam & Napisah 2005). They also enjoyed
themselves working with friends in exchanging ideas, interacting and getting to
know their friends better.

Correlation Between Students” Motivation and Their Achievement in Writing

The main finding of this research was whether there is significant correlation
between the students’” motivation and their writing ability. Based on the table of
correlation between the students” motivation and their writing ability, it showed that
motivation influenced writing ability. From those tables, it could be seen that the
tirst variable (motivation) rises and the second variable (writing ability) also rises. It
means that two variable correlate each other. In relation to the studies above, it was
clear that motivation correlated significantly with writing ability. The result of the
research which was done by the researcher also showed that there was a significant
correlation between the students” motivation and their writing ability. By looking at
the result the researcher assumed that motivation influenced the students’
writing ability and the students who had higher motivation tended to have
better writing ability.

The external factor had close relationship to the writing ability test and also
the teacher. They were related to one another. The students” achievement in writing
depended on the level of the difficulty of the text. Thus, it could influence the
students” achievement if the text given was not at the right level of the difficulty of
the writer. The teacher should have been careful in choosing topic for the text and
giving the tasks because they were related to the students’ writing ability or the
students. However, motivation itself could not be ignored in teaching learning
process. Motivation played a role in decision to write. From the analysis of result it
showed that motivation was one of factors influencing writing ability improvement.
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