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ABSTRACT 

 

This study is intended to figure out if there is a significant difference in English speaking ability 

between public school students and Islamic school students. The population of this study is the second 

year students of both SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur and Muhammadiyah Islamic School Simeulue Timur. 

The samples of this study were 20 students taken from two classes at SMAN 1 Simeulu Timur and 20 

students taken from two classes at Muhammadiyah Islamic School Simeulue Timur. So, the total 

number of samples from the two schools was 40 students. In collecting the data, the writer gave a 

picture of 26
th
 December 2004 tsunami in Aceh. The students were asked to describe the picture by 

their own words. In analyzing the data, the writer used t-test formula to see the significant difference 

between the students of the two schools in English speaking ability. The mean and standard deviation 

scores for Muhammadiyah Islamic School Simeulue Timur are 35.25 and 8.20. While the mean and 

mean and standard deviation scores for SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur are 39 and 8. The result of t-test of 

the two schools is 13.20. It is considered higher than t value on the table if significance at level 0.05 

and 38 for the degree of the freedom which is stated 2.02. The writer concludes that the speaking 

ability between SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur and Muhammadiyah Islamic School Simeulue Timur is 

significantly different. Furthermore, the writer found that students of SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur are 

better in speaking ability than those of Muhammadiyah Islamic School Simeulue Timur. Therefore, 

the writer suggests that the teachers of boarding school should evaluate their teaching learning 

process and have more motivation to improve their student’s  ability English speaking 

 

Keywords: Speaking, Picture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Indratmoko Ariwibowo, Dosen Prodi Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris – STKIP Bina Bangsa Getsempena, Jalan 

Tgk Chik Di Tiro, Peuniti, Banda Aceh, Telepon 0651-33427, Email: moko@stkipbbg.ac.id  



Indratmoko Ariwobowo, Students’ Ability In English ….. 

 

 

ISSN 2086 – 1397  Volume I Nomor 2. Juli – Desember 2010 | 66  

 

 

A. Background of the study 

English has four major skills. They are 

listening, speaking, reading and writing. 

Among the other skills, speaking is considered 

as the most important skill in learning a 

language. According to Brown and G. Yule. 

(1988:76), “Many language learners regard 

speaking ability as the measure of knowing a 

language”. These learners define fluency as 

the ability to converse with others, much more 

than the ability to read, write, or comprehend 

oral language. They regard speaking as the 

most important skill they can acquire, and they 

assess their progress in terms of their 

accomplishments in spoken communication.  

Speaking skill has become the first 

priority to be taught between the four skills 

since communicative approach 

implementation has been influential in foreign 

language learning. It is based on instruction 

goal of curriculum 2006 of KTSP (Disdiknas 

2006). English teachers should create active 

learning condition and develop their technique 

to help learners communicate more effectively 

by considering suitable activities for each 

group of learner. Brown and Yule (1988:103) 

say that one of the main aims of most English 

teachers is to make their students able to 

communicate and convey information 

effectively in spoken English. Besides, the 

English teachers should create active learning 

condition and develop their techniques. 

Scott (1982:70) states that oral 

communication is an activity involving two or 

more people whom the participants are the 

hearer and the speaker. The hearer is the 

person who gets the message and the speaker 

is the person who gives the message. Student, 

who studies English, certainly has to be active 

in speaking. Before the students are expected 

to speak well and fluently, they should already 

have good knowledge about language aspect 

such as grammar, pronunciation, and 

vocabulary. In order to speak well, Susan 

(1978:43) points out that a learner of a 

language need to know and master grammar, 

pronunciation, and vocabulary. Bourdon in 

Nunan (1993:43) states that spoken language 

needs the mastery of vocabulary habit. This 

means that practice speaking needs much time 

to fulfill the requirements of the mastery of 

spoken English, either from school or the 

environment. 

Speaking is a skill in language 

mastery. Improving speaking skill, a lot of 

practice is needed. As the writer mentioned 

above, there are four skills while learning a 

language. But improving speaking skill is 

different from the other skills. The other three, 

the learner can practice alone, on his/her own, 

without anyone else. He/she can listen to the 

radio alone, read a book alone, write a letter 

alone, but the learner can’t really speak alone. 

That is why in increasing speaking skill, it is 

important to make every effort possible to find 

somebody to speak with.  

In this case the institution like schools 

play an important role in the learning process. 

The writer will try to compare students’ 

speaking ability between two school which 
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have different system. They are 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur.  

At Muhammadiyah, they have English 

and Arabic as the subjects, they have to 

practise both of the languages at school, they 

have to speak with their friends and teachers 

with those both foreign languages every school 

days, six days a week.  

At SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur although 

they just have English as the subject but the 

English teachers also the students have their 

own way to increase their English Speaking 

ability, they make one day to speak only in 

English between English teachers and the 

students. 

Based on this situation, the writer 

considers that this kind of situation help the 

students of Muhammadiyah to increase their 

speaking ability. Otherwise, the students of 

SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur do not have enough 

friends and time to practice their English for, 

they just meet their friends and teacher only at 

school which has limited time. Due to the fact, 

the writer would like to investigate whether 

there are some significant differences in 

English speaking ability between 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School students and 

SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur students due to the 

different system of the two schools. 

                      

B. Result and Discussion 

Before analyzing the collected data, it 

is first necessary to tabulate them in such a 

manner.  Data tabulation is needed to make 

analysis more systematic and easier.  The aim 

of data tabulation is to compare the score 

between the result of oral test at boarding 

school and non boarding school in material 

presentation.  Firstly, the writer gives the score 

to oral proficiency of the samples.  Then, the 

data was made in the table in order to make it 

easy.  After the writer made the data 

tabulation, she employed some statistical 

formulas that are mean score, standard 

deviation and T-test. 

1. Students’ Scores of Oral Test at 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School 

Table 1.  Students’ Scores of Oral Test At 

Islamic School. 

  

Aspects 
 

 

 

 Grammar 
Vocab

ulary 
fluency 

Pronun

ciation 

1 859 1 2 1 2 6 30 

2 764 1 2 2 2 7 35 

3 767 1 2 1 1 5 25 

4 769 1 1 2 2 6 30 

5 774 1 2 2 1 6 30 

6 783 1 2 3 2 8 40 

7 827 1 1 2 1 5 25 

8 827 2 1 1 2 6 30 

9 865 1 1 1 1 7 35 

10 866 2 1 2 1 6 30 

11 829 2 2 3 2 9 45 

12 830 2 3 3 2 10 50 

13 796 1 2 2 2 7 35 

14 797 1 2 2 1 6 30 

15 795 2 2 3 2 9 45 

16 799 1 1 2 1 5 25 

17 873 2 1 1 2 6 30 

18 837 2 2 3 3 10 50 

19 838 2 3 3 2 10 50 

20 802 1 2 3 1 7 35 

TOTAL  705 

 

This table means that the total score 

( 1) for this test was 705. The count of the 

raw score was the sum of the oral proficiency 

score consisting grammar proficiency, 



Indratmoko Ariwobowo, Students’ Ability In English ….. 

 

 

ISSN 2086 – 1397  Volume I Nomor 2. Juli – Desember 2010 | 68  

 

vocabulary, fluency, and pronunciation. Then, 

they were multiplied with five. The highest 

score was 50. It was obtained by three students 

(student 12, 18, and 19).  While the lowest 

score was 25.  It was obtained by three 

students (student 3, 7, and 16).  

The mean score is: 

1

1
1

N

X
X




 

20

705
1 X

        

 = 35.25  

This score means that the average 

score for this test was in the middle.  This 

amount were from the number of score divided 

by the number of sample.  From all the 

students which were took the test, the average 

was 35.25. 

 

Table 2. The Distribution of the Test Result of 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School Students 

 

No

. 

Student 

number 
X1 

1X
 (X - 1X

) (X - 1X
)2 

1 859 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

2 764 35 35.25 -0.25 0.06 

3 767 25 35.25 -10.25 105.06 

4 769 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

5 774 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

6 783 40 35.25 4.75 22.56 

7 827 25 35.25 -10.25 105.06 

8 827 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

9 865 35 35.25 -0.25 0.06 

10 866 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

11 829 45 35.25 9.75 95.06 

12 830 50 35.25 14.75 217.56 

13 796 35 35.25 -0.25 0.06 

14 797 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

15 795 45 35.25 9.75 95.06 

16 799 25 35.25 -10.25 105.06 

17 873 30 35.25 -5.25 27.56 

18 837 50 35.25 14.75 217.56 

19 838 50 35.25 14.75 217.56 

20 802 35 35.25 -0.25 0.06 

  705   1346.7 

 

The Standard Deviation is: 

SD1 =

 2

1

11

N

XX 

    

 = 20

7,1346

 

 =  
33,67

 

 = 
20,8

 

 

2. Students’ Scores of Oral Test at SMAN 

1 Simeulue Timur. 

Table 3.  Students’ Score of Oral Test Of 

SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur 

  

Aspects 
 

 

 

 Grammar 
Vocab

ulary 
fluency 

Pronun

ciation 

1 9930788927 2 2 1 2 7 35 

2 9930789062 3 2 3 3 11 55 

3 9930788974 2 2 3 3 10 50 

4 9930788975 2 1 2 3 8 40 

5 9930788976 2 2 2 2 8 40 

6 9930789066 3 2 2 1 8 40 

7 9930789067 2 2 3 3 10 50 

8 9930789068 2 1 2 1 6 30 

9 9930788928 2 2 2 1 7 35 

10 9930788929 3 2 2 1 8 40 

11 9920123723 1 2 2 2 7 35 

12 9930789041 1 2 3 2 8 40 

13 9920123681 2 1 1 1 5 25 

14 9930789069 1 2 2 1 6 30 

15 9930788983 1 2 2 2 7 35 

16 9930789072 2 2 3 2 9 45 

17 9930788932 2 2 2 3 9 45 

18 9930789086 2 3 2 3 10 50 

19 9930788078 2 1 1 2 6 30 

20 9930789094 2 1 1 2 6 30 



Indratmoko Ariwobowo, Students’ Ability In English ….. 

 

ISSN 2086 – 1397  Volume I No 2. Juli - Desember  | 69  

 

TOTAL      780 

 

This table means that the total score 

( 2)   for this test was 780.  The count of the 

raw score was the sum of grammar, 

vocabulary, fluency, and pronunciation score 

multiplied with five. The highest score was 55. 

It was obtained by one student (student 2). 

While the lowest score is 25. It was obtained 

by one student (student 12).                                                                                                                                           

The Mean score is: 

 2

2
2

N

X
X




 

       20

780
2 X

 

 = 39 

This score means that the average 

score for this test was high. These amounts 

from the number of the score divided by the 

number of sample.  From all the students 

which was took the test, the average was 39.   

Table 4. The Distribution of the Test 

Result of SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur Students. 

 

No

. 

Student 

number 
X2 

2X
 (X2 - 2X

) (X2 - 2X
)2 

1 14064 35 39 -4 16 

2 14071 55 39 16 256 

3 14072 50 39 11 121 

4 14074 40 39 1 1 

5 14077 40 39 1 1 

6 14078 40 39 1 1 

7 14086 50 39 11 121 

8 14095 30 39 -9 81 

9 14098 35 39 -4 16 

10 14104 40 39 1 1 

11 14111 35 39 -4 16 

12 14116 40 39 1 1 

13 14123 25 39 -14 196 

14 14125 30 39 -9 81 

15 14144 35 39 -4 16 

16 14156 45 39 6 36 

17 14169 45 39 6 36 

18 14176 50 39 11 121 

19 14180 30 39 -9 81 

20 14185 30 39 -9 81 

  780   1280 

 

 

 The Standard Deviation is: 

SD2 =

 2

2

22

N

XX 

    

  = 20

1280

 

  =  64  

  = 8  

 

3. Data Analysis  

After getting the Mean score (X) and 

the Standard Deviation (SD) of oral tests both 

at Islamic school and Public school, the writer 

then analyzed the data. The writer used of T-

score formula in order to know whether there 

were any  significant differences between 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur in oral test. 

Table 5. Mean Score and Standard Deviation 

of Oral Test of Muhammadiyah Islamic 

School   and SMAN 1Simeulue Timur 

 

 

Furthermore the data are applied into 

the T-score formula to see the differences from 

these tests whether significant or not. For the 

first test and second test (test I and test II) 

T score = 
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















2121

2211

21

11

2

)1()1(

NNNN

sdNsdN

XX

 

T-score = 

















20

1

20

1

22020

8)120(20,8)120(

3925,35

 

              = 














20

2

240

8)19(20,8)19(

75,3

 

             = 

 1,0
38

1528,155

75,3



 

            = 

 1,0
38

8,307

75,3

 

            = 
 1,01,8

75,3

 

            =  1,084,2

75,3

 

 = 284,0

75,3

 

 = 13.20 

After calculating the data to T-score, it 

is found that T-count is 13.20. The writer used 

0.05 in the level of significance in certain 

degree of freedom. In this study, the degree of 

freedom was 38. It was obtained from N1 + 

N2 - 2  =  20 + 20 - 2  =  38. 

From the table by Henry E. Garrett 

(1954:427) as quoted by Anas Sudijono 

(1987:374) it was obtained that 38 degree of 

freedom on the significance level of 0.05 was 

2.02, while the T-test value was 13.20. This T-

test was bigger that T-table. It means that there 

was any significant difference between 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur in speaking ability. The result 

proved that SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur students 

as the representative of public school is better 

than Muhammadiyah Islamic School students 

as the representative of Islamic school in 

speaking ability. 

 

4. Discussion  

The writer used statistical formulas to 

analyze the data of this study in the previous 

sub-title. After analyzing the data of 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur by using statistical analysis, it 

was found that the mean score for 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur were different. The mean 

score for Muhammadiyah Islamic School was 

35.25, while the mean score for SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur was 39. Actually, it was clear 

that there is different performance between the 

two schools in speaking ability compared from 

their mean score. Based on the mean score of 

the two groups which has been gotten, it was 

shown that the mean score of SMAN 1 

No Test 

Mean score 

( X ) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(SD) 

 

Number of 

Students (N) 

1 Oral test of 

Muhammad

iyah 

Islamic 

School’s 

students 

35,25 8,20 20 

2 Oral test of 

SMAN 1 

Simeulue 

Timur’s 

students 

39 8 20 
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Simeulue Timur was higher than the mean 

score of Muhammadiyah Islamic School. It 

indicated that SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur 

performance was better than Muhammadiyah 

Islamic School  in speaking ability. 

However, the writer needed to prove 

the hypothesis by using statistical procedure to 

see if there is any significant difference 

between the two groups. In this case, the writer 

used t-test formula and got 13.20 for the score. 

In this study, the writer wanted to see whether 

T-count is bigger than T-table for 38 degree of 

freedom on the level of significance 0.05 or 

not. It was found that T-table for 38 degree of 

freedom on the level of significance 0.05 is 

2.02. So, from the result of calculation above, 

the writer found that T-count > T-table (13.20 

> 2.02). If the T-count value was bigger than 

T-table value, it indicated that research 

hypothesis is accepted and null hypothesis is 

rejected. The writer has proven statistically 

that the difference in speaking ability between 

Muhammadiyah Islamic School and SMAN 1 

Simeulue Timur  is highly significant. On the 

other words, SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur 

students performed better in speaking ability 

than Muhammadiyah Islamic School students. 

From the results above, the writer 

found a fact that although students in Islamic 

school have their full school days to practice 

English, it does not guarantee their speaking 

ability could be better. However, the students 

of public school can also be better in speaking 

ability.  

 

C. Conclusion 

In the previous chapter, the writer 

stated that the aim of this research is to see 

whether there is any significant difference 

between islamic school students and public 

school students in speaking ability. In this 

case, the writer used statistical procedure to 

see if there is any significant difference 

between the two groups. The statistical 

procedure in this study was T-test formula. But 

before T-test procedure had been calculated, 

the writer needed to calculate the mean and 

standar deviation of both groups first. The 

writer got 35.25 as the mean score and 8.20 as 

standard deviation for Muhammadiyah Islamic 

School. Meanwhile, for SMAN 1 Simeulue 

Timur, the writer got 39 as the mean score, 

and 8 as the standard deviation. The result 

indicated the mean score and standard 

deviation of SMAN 1 Simeulue Timur is 

bigger than Muhammadiyah Islamic School.  

After finding the value of mean and 

standard deviation of both groups, the writer 

applied the scores into t-test formula. T-test 

formula was used to know if there is any 

significant difference between the two groups 

mentioned above. After calculating, the writer 

got 13.20 as the T-test value. Then, this T-test 

value was consulted with T-table value. The 

value of T-table was 2.02. It was stated on the 

table by the level of significance 0.05 and the 

degree of freedom for this study was 38.  

In this case, the T-count was much 

bigger than T-table (T-count > T-table). The 

result shows that there is significant difference 

in English speaking ability between the two 

schools. It is indicated that the students of 

SMAN 1 as public school, they are better in 

speaking ability than those of Muhammadiyah 
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Islamic School as an Islamic school. The 

writer can conclude that Islamic school system 

with a good learning atmosphere and some 

rules about speaking foreign language in their 

daily activities does not guarantee the speaking 

ability.  

.  
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