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Abstract
The aim of the research is to determine the effect of using the Project Based Learning model on students' ability to write narrative text. This research method is quantitative and experimental research with a pre-test post-test control group design. The population in this study were students of class X of SMA Negeri 4 Tanjung Balai. The sample for this research consisted of 72 students taken by random sampling. The learning activities of students who are taught using a Project Based Learning model are better than students who are taught not using a Project Based Learning model the experimental class there was an average result of 86.86, while in the control class there was an average percentage of 67.42. From the results of hypothesis testing using the t test, the tᶵ value was 2.042. It can be concluded that tʱ > tᶵ (9.894 > 2.042). It can be stated that there is a significant difference in the increase in learning outcome scores in the experimental group and the control group. Thus, it can be concluded that Ho is rejected and Ha is accepted, meaning there is the effect of Project Based Learning model on students' ability in writing narative text at grade X SMA Negeri 4 Tanjung Balai in 2024/2025 Academic Year.


Keywords: Project Based Learning Model, Writing, Narrative Text

[bookmark: _Hlk202792508][bookmark: _Hlk202792509]JEELi
Journal of English Education and Linguistics

Vol. 4 No. 1, Januari 2026, p. 81 – 90
Available online http://jurnal.una.ac.id/index.php/jeeli/index   

2

INTRODUCTION

              English is used globally. Although officially taught from elementary school until university, English is regarded as a first foreign language in Indonesia. Due to the significant differences between the English and Indonesian languages in terms of grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, spelling, meaning and sound, English is difficult for Indonesian students to be learnt. Reading, writing, speaking, and listening are the four skills that should be mastered when studying English. In addition to speaking, listening and reading, writing is a crucial English language skill.
 Writing is an essential ability for anybody speaking their native tongue, as well as for speakers of other languages (Hamer, 2004;3). Siahaan and Sinaga (2020: 4) say writing is a medium for sharing ideas, experiences, tales, issues, and solutions in an easy-to-understand format. Students must have a clear objective for their writing and organize their ideas.(Tondang et al., 2023). Richards and Renandya (2002) explain that writing is regarded as the most difficult skill for students to learn. This problem causes students to be lazy when writing an English text because they do not understand what they are going to do.
 There are various types of writing text, such as narrative text, descriptive text, explanation text, recount text, report text, and so on. They are extremely beneficial to teachers in achieving the instructional goals of the teaching-learning process, and they can also be enjoyable for students. Many students struggle to write, particularly when writing narrative texts. 
              Sari & Sabri (2017) say narrative text is a retelling of a prior event or activity for entertainment purposes. A narrative text is one that tells stories such as legends, fables and so on. Falihah et al., (2022) states that some students do not understand the processes involved in composing narrative material. They lacked vocabulary and did not evaluate the narrative text's generic structure or language elements. Some students struggle to organize and develop their thoughts when writing narrative text in English.
              However, based on interviews and observations with The English teacher in SMA Negeri 4 Tanjungbalai. The students at this school have difficulty learning English. Especially in writing narrative text material. For example, students are asked to write narrative text but there are still some students who do not understand the general structure and language feature in narrative material. Students also cannot develop ideas and organize narrative text because they have lack of vocabularies.
              Therefore, this research wants to provide a solution to solve this problem by implementing the project-based learning model in teaching writing narrative text. Project based learning is one of the model learning used to teach narrative text. Project based learning is a learning model that allows students to work independently to work constructing authentic products that come from real problems that occur in everyday life. 
	
METHOD
               The research in this study used quantitative methods. Quantitative research is research that is based on calculation studies with data and numbers, collection, interpretation of data and collection of results (Arikunto, 2012; 27). A pre-experimental research design was used in this study. Researchers used this design to find out the differences before and after learning using the project-based learning model.
              This study employed an experimental research design known as group pretest-post-test. This study included pre, treatment, and post-tests. Before beginning teaching with the Project Based Learning Model, the first class took a pretest without it. The process of teaching and learning to create narrative texts, as well as student development and grouping, serve as learning models. A post-test on narrative text composition will be administered following the treatment.
               Data from the pre-test and post-test will be collected to measure the effectiveness of the Project-Based Learning model in teaching writing.
Table 1. The following is a representation of the design:
	Group
	Pre-test
	Independent
Variable
	Post-test

	Experimental Group
	Y1
	X
	Y2

	Control Group
	Y1
	Y
	Y2



Where,
	X = Using by project based learning model	
	Y = Using Conventional Way

               Research instrument is a device used to collect data that must be valid and reliable. A research instrument is useful if it can measure what it is supposed to measure. More scientific experiments required a data collection apparatus. The device’s primary role is to collect data. This research used a test instrument. The goal of the test was to measure the student's score before and after teaching with the Project Based Learning Model. 
              Writing test will used in this study to gather data. There are two versions of this test: pre-test and post-test. Students will be required to create a narrative text as part of the pre-test. The pre-test will be used to assess the student's abilities before they receive treatment. In addition, a post-test will be given to measure the student's writing skills after using the Project Based Learning Model.
1.     	Pre-test
             Before beginning treatment, the sample will be subjected to a pre-test. The experimental and control group both take the pre-test. The group will given a pre-test, and their assignment will be graded. 
2. 	Treatment
              The treatment will be given to both experiment and control groups. The project-based learning model will be used to teach the practical course, while the conventional method will used to teach the control class.
3.     	Post-test
              Following the completion of the pre-test and treatment for the students, the post-test will be administered. The goal of the test is to find differences in mean scores between the control and experimental groups. It is used to assess how the Project Based Learning Model affects the experimental group.
4.     	Scoring Test
               Students' writing must be evaluated and scored. Teachers can benefit from knowing their students' skills and efforts. According to Weigle, the score profile is based on Jacob et al. (1981).
Score= The number right answer, The number of items x 100

Table 2. The criteria for Assessing Writing
a. Content
	Score
	Criteria

	30-27
	Excellent to very good; knowledgeable, substantive, through development of thesis, relevant to assigned topic

	26-22
	Good average; some knowledge of subject, mostly relevant topic, but lacks detail; adequate range; limited development of thesis; mostly relevant to topic; but lacks detail

	21-17
	Fair to poor; limited knowledge of subject, little substance, inadequate development of topic.

	16-13
	Very poor; does not show knowledge or subject, no substantive, not pertinent, or not enough to evaluate



   b. Organization
	Score
	Criteria

	20-18
	Excellent to very good; fluent expression; idea clearly stated /supported; succinct, well-organization, logical sequencing, and cohesive

	17-14
	Good to average: somewhat choppy, loosely organized but main idea stands out; limited support; logical but incomplete sequencing.

	13-10
	Fair to poor; non-fluent; ideas confused or disconnected; lacks logical sequencing and development

	9-7
	Very poor; does not communicate; no organization; or not enough to evaluate



  c. Vocabulary
	Level
	Criteria

	20-18
	Excellent to very good; sophisticated range; effective word/idiom usage, word form mastery; appropriate register

	17-14
	Good to average: adequate range; occasional errors of word/ idiom form, choice, usage, but meaning is not obscured

	13-10
	Fair to poor; limited range, frequent idiom/word form, choice, usage, meaning confused or obscured

	9-7
	Very poor: essentially translation; little knowledge of English vocabulary, idioms, word form; or not enough to evaluate



   d. Language use
	Level
	Criteria

	25-22
	excellent to very good; effective complex construction; few errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, prepositions, articles, pronouns

	21-18
	good to average; effective but simple constructions; minor problems in complex constructions; several errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/functions, articles, pronouns, prepositions but meaning is seldom obscured

	17-11
	Fair to poor; major problems in simple/complex constructions; frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-ons, deletions, meanings confused or obscured

	10-5
	Very poor; virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules; dominated by errors; does not communicate; or not enough to evaluate



    e. Mechanic
	Level
	Criteria

	5
	Excellent to very good; demonstrates mastery of conventions, few errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalizations, paragraphing

	4
	Good to average; occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing but meaning not obscured

	3
	Fair to poor; frequently errors spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, poor handwriting, meaning confused or obscured

	2
	Very poor; no mastery of conventions, dominated by errors of spelling punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, handwriting illegible, or not enough to evaluate



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The result of the students’ test can be seen on the following table score.
Table 3. The Score of Pre-test and Post-test in Control Group
	No 
	Initial Name
	Score of Pre-Test (X)
	Score of Post-Test (Y)
	X²
	Y²
	XY

	1
	AL
	55
	65
	3025
	4225
	3575

	2
	A
	65
	55
	4225
	3025
	3575

	3
	AI
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	4
	AZU
	65
	50
	4225
	2500
	3250

	5
	A
	55
	70
	3025
	4900
	3850

	6
	DS
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	7
	DA
	75
	70
	5625
	4900
	5250

	8
	FI
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	9
	H
	70
	80
	4900
	6400
	5600

	10
	L
	65
	50
	4225
	2500
	3250

	11
	MY
	70
	75
	4900
	5625
	5250

	12
	M
	60
	65
	3600
	4225
	3900

	13
	MI
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	14
	MS
	55
	75
	3025
	5625
	4125

	15
	MA
	65
	55
	4225
	3025
	3575

	16
	MR
	60
	65
	3600
	4225
	3900

	17
	MR
	75
	75
	5625
	5625
	5625

	18
	NA
	55
	65
	3025
	4225
	3575

	19
	ND
	50
	65
	2500
	4225
	3250

	20
	NC
	70
	70
	4900
	4900
	4900

	21
	        NA
	70
	80
	4900
	6400
	5600

	22
	N
	65
	55
	4225
	3025
	3575

	23
	P
	55
	65
	3025
	4225
	3575

	24
	PR
	65
	70
	4225
	4900
	4550

	25
	RA
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	26
	RAA
	65
	70
	4225
	4900
	4550

	27
	RY
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	28
	SS
	70
	55
	4900
	3025
	3850

	29
	S
	50
	70
	2500
	4900
	3500

	30
	SU
	50
	65
	2500
	4225
	3250

	31
	SER
	65
	70
	4225
	4900
	4550

	32
	SRY
	50
	65
	2500
	4225
	3250

	33
	SP
	70
	50
	4900
	2500
	3500

	34
	SD
	65
	65
	4225
	4225
	4225

	35
	SI
	55
	55
	3025
	3025
	3025

	36
	WS
	55
	55
	3025
	3025
	3025


Total ⅀X=2060     ⅀Y=2275     ⅀ X²=139375     ⅀Y²=149975     ⅀XY=142800
From the data above, it can be seen that highest and lowest values in the Pre-Test are:
a. Students who got 75 score was 2 students.
b. Students who got 70 score was 6 students.
c. Students who got 65 score was 15 students 
d. Students who got 60 score was 2 students
e. Students who got 55 score was 7 students
f. Students who got 50 score was 4 students
From the data above, it shown that the highest and the lowest score in Post-Test was:
a. Students who got 80 score was 2 students.
b. Students who got 75 score was 3 students.
c. Students who got 70 score was 7 students.
d. Students who got 65 score was 15 students.
e. Students who got 55 score was 6 students.
f. Students who got 50 score was 3 students.
            From the data above, there is a difference in the scores of the control class in the pre-test and post-test, where the highest score in the pre-test is 75 and the highest score in the post-test is 80 with the average difference between the class pre-test and post-test scores. The highest control score was 15, and there was an average score presentation from the pre-test and post-test control class of 265.

Table 4. The Score of Pre-test and Post-test in Experimental Group
	No
	Initial Name
	Score of Pre-test (X)
	Score of Post-test (Y)
	Y-X

	1
	AMN
	65
	90
	25

	2
	AWS
	65
	85
	20

	3
	CP
	65
	85
	20

	4
	CA
	65
	90
	25

	5
	DFT
	65
	90
	25

	6
	F
	70
	85
	15

	7
	M
	55
	80
	25

	8
	MR
	65
	90
	25

	9
	NA
	65
	90
	25

	10
	NS
	70
	90
	20

	11
	ND
	55
	80
	25

	12
	NI
	55
	85
	30

	13
	PL
	65
	85
	21

	14
	R
	55
	85
	30

	15
	RS
	55
	85
	30

	16
	RCP
	55
	85
	30

	17
	R
	65
	95
	30

	18
	RI
	70
	95
	25

	19
	SA
	75
	100
	25

	20
	SK
	65
	85
	20

	21
	SA
	50
	85
	35

	22
	SI
	65
	85
	20

	23
	SN
	75
	85
	10

	24
	SAN
	65
	85
	20

	25
	SIA
	65
	85
	21

	26
	TSS
	50
	85
	35

	27
	TYR
	60
	85
	25

	28
	WI
	75
	90
	15

	29
	WR
	65
	85
	20

	30
	WE
	50
	80
	30

	31
	WO
	50
	80
	30

	32
	YM
	60
	85
	25

	33
	YU
	70
	100
	30

	34
	YI
	65
	85
	20

	35
	Y
	60
	85
	25

	36
	WS
	60
	85
	25

	
	TOTAL
	X = 2190
	Y = 3040
	X-Y = 852


        From data above, it can be seen that highest and lowest values in the Pre- Test are:
a. Students who got 75 score was 3 students.
b. Students who got 70 score was 4 students.
c. Students who got 65 score was 15 students.
d. students who got 60 score was 4 students.
e. students who got 55 score was 6 students.
f. students who got 50 score was 4 students.
        Based on the table above, it can be seen that the Post-Test score in Experimental group was the highest with a score of 100 and the lowest values with a score of 80.
a. Students who got 100 score was 2 students.
b. Students who got 95 score was 2 students.
c. Students who got 90 score was 7 students.
d. Students who got 85 score was 21 students.
e. Students who got 80 score was 4 students. 

               Based on the analysis above, it can be seen that the student's score on the post-test is higher than the student's score on the pre-test. Where the average pre-test score in the experimental class is 2190 and the average score in the post-test in the experimental class is 3040. And the average difference in scores between the pre-test and post-test in the experimental group is 852. This means that there is an influence Project Based Learning model on students' ability to write narrative text. To see more clearly the influence of the Project Based Learning model on the ability to write experimental class narrative text, pay attention to difference in students' highest scores below:

1. SA = Pre-Test ( 75)  Post-Test (100) difference (25)
2. YU= Pre-Test ( 70)  Post-Test (100) difference (30)
3. TTS= Pre-Test ( 50)  Post-Test (85) difference (35)
	From the explanation above regarding the difference between the results of the pre-test and post-test scores for the experimental class, a very significant increase can be seen where the initial TTS pre-test score (50) and post-test score (85) are different from the pre-test and post-test scores. TTS is 35.

CONCLUSION
                Based on the result of research that has been conducted on the effect of project-based learning model on students’ ability in writing narrative text at grade X of SMA Negeri 4 Tanjungbalai, it can be concluded as follows:
             The learning activities of students who are taught using a project-based learning model are better than students who are taught not using a project-based learning model. This can be seen from the results of the average percentage of the two classes, namely the experimental class with a percentage score of 86.86 and the control class of 67.42. There are differences in the learning outcomes of students who are taught using the project-based learning model and the learning outcomes of students who are taught not using project-based learning model in class X SMA Negeri 4 Tanjung Balai, this can be seen from the test results. hypothesis by using the t test to obtain a value. it can be concluded that tʱ > tᶵ (9.894 > 2.042) and the significance value is more than 0.05 (p= <0.05). Thus, it can be concluded that H0 is rejected and Ha is accepted, meaning that there is an influence of the use of the project-based learning model on students' ability in writing narrative text at grade X of SMA Negeri 4 Tanjung Balai in 2024/2025 Academic Year.
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