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ABSTRACT
This study aims to describe the learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts
among eleventh-grade students taught by investigating the multiliteracy and
conventional methods, the difference in learning outcomes of students taught by
investigating the multiliteracy and conventional methods for those with a high and
low prior ability, and the effect of investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability
on learning outcomes in SMA Posigadan state senior high school. Furthermore, an
experimental method was employed with a 2x2 factorial design. It was shown that (1)
students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method got higher learning
outcomes (an average score of 79) than those who studied using a conventional
method with an average score of 62.81. (2) the average learning outcome of students
with the high prior ability and taught by the investigation multiliteracy arrived at 78;
no major difference from those with the high prior ability and relying on a
conventional method (an average learning outcome of 75). Likewise, the average
learning outcome of students with the low prior ability and taught by the
investigation multiliteracy reached 52.81; no major difference from those with the low
prior ability and studying with a conventional method (an average learning outcome
of 46.94). (3) the p-value in the interaction between the investigation multiliteracy
method and prior ability got 0.007 or less than α = 5%. Thus, H0 was rejected and
accepted H1, meaning that the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability
influence students’ learning outcomes.

1. Introduction 1
Learning is an interaction between students, teachers, and learning resources in an educational environment. Teachers develop
the learning process to improve students’ creative thinking and the ability to construct new knowledge as an effort to better
learning topic mastery. According to Arifin (2010), the learning process is a systematic and systemic activity that is interactive
and communicative between teachers, students, learning resources, and the environment to create classroom learning.
If the students are actively engaged in the learning process, even discover and construct their own knowledge, the outcomes will
be more satisfying. This is due to the fact that what is found by students themselves will remain in their memory. Teachers do
not need to require the students to memorize as they will automatically remember what has been learned. For this reason, it is
essential to employ a method that can involve and engage students to learn, develop their thinking ability to discover
knowledge personally, as well as correctly understand the learning concept. By this, the learning process becomes enjoyable.
In Indonesian Language learning, students must master four skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. They are inextricably
linked and complement each other, as teachers and students interact during the learning process in order to achieve the
determined basic competencies.
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One of the basic competencies of eleventh-grade students that also serves as this research object is basic competence 4.3:
constructing information (knowledge and series of events) in explanatory texts in writing or orally (Kemendikbud, 2017).
Students are expected to collect information in an explanatory text, reconstruct the text based on its structure, and present the
explanatory text.
The observation and interview with Indonesian Language teachers of eleventh graders in SMA Posigadan, South Bolaang
Mongondow Regency show that 50% of students find it hard to construct explanatory texts. When the teacher directs the
students to construct this text, it is difficult for them to reconstruct its structure based on the series of events. Besides, they pay
less attention to the cohesiveness between paragraphs, sentence structures, spelling, and punctuation.
The above issue is generally related to teachers’ role in the learning process, in which they are yet to rely on a creative method.
Slameto (2010) opines that teaching methods can be applied in the teaching process. Teaching methods being used should
motivate students to involve in the lesson actively. Nevertheless, a conventional method (lecture) dominates classroom learning,
so that teachers make students an object and lead to one-way communication. In addition, students become indolent, less
creative, less critical, and less enthusiastic in responding to something. They also have fewer opportunities to discover or
construct knowledge by themselves; instead, they accept the information from books or teachers.
If the students get engaged actively with the learning process, even discover and construct their own knowledge, the outcomes
will be more satisfying. This is because what is found by students themselves will remain in their memory. Teachers do not need
to require the students to memorize as they will automatically remember what has been learned. For this reason, it is essential to
employ a method that can involve and engage students to learn, develop their thinking ability to discover knowledge personally,
as well as correctly understand the learning concept. By this, the learning process becomes enjoyable.
Regarding the issue mentioned above, the investigation multiliteracy method is applied. The method can improve reading
multiliteracies (especially if the data source is documentation), writing data, and speaking. The term ‘investigation’ refers to any
activities to investigate various data sources, including location, event, and documentation (Abidin, 2015). Investigation
multiliteracy is able to enhance students’ comprehension of learning materials as they actively participate during the
investigation process.
Another factor to be concerned about during the learning process is students’ prior ability. Prior ability plays a vital role in the
effectiveness of a learning process since it depicts students’ readiness to absorb the delivered topic. Uno (2010) points out that
prior ability refers to learning outcomes gained before achieving high capability. At the beginning of the teaching process,
teachers should recognize students’ prior ability to lead them to plan and implement the learning process. The expected learning
outcomes are thus acquired.
Explanatory texts inform us of a procedure or process of an event. Readers can have a clear and logical understanding of why
something happens. The texts use facts and statements in connection with causality (Kosasi, 2014). Next, Restuti (2013) notes
that explanatory texts describe or explain the process of a natural or social phenomenon.
Drawing from experts’ ideas discussed earlier, explanatory texts explain how a natural or social phenomenon takes place. Such
texts contain causality to explain a phenomenon observed in real life, e.g., tsunami. Despite this, it is quite challenging for
students to grasp the concept of constructing explanatory texts to identify a phenomenon, describe the series of events,
interpret or review the phenomenon that occurs. It is because they only memorize, not personally discover, the phenomenon
going on in their neighbourhood. By relying on the investigation multiliteracy method, it is expected that students can play an
active role during the lesson of constructing explanatory texts.
The following problems then need to be addressed (1) how do learning outcomes construct explanatory texts among students
taught by the investigation multiliteracy method and a conventional method?; (2) how do learning outcomes of constructing
explanatory texts among students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method differ from the ones taught by a
conventional method, specifically those with high and low prior abilities?; (3) how do investigation multiliteracy and prior ability
influence learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in SMA Posigadan?
On this ground, this study aims to describe the learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among students taught by
investigation multiliteracy and conventional methods, the difference in learning outcomes of students taught by investigation
multiliteracy and conventional methods for those with a high and low prior ability, and the effect of investigation multiliteracy
method and prior ability on learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in the site area.
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2. Methodology
This research was conducted in SMA Posigadan, South Bolaang Mongondow Regency, because the researcher is a teacher in this
school. It was conducted from January to February 2020, in the academic year of 2019/2020. An experimental method was used
with a 2x2 factorial design and a manipulated variable (investigation multiliteracy method) and an attribute variable (prior
ability). The research design is presented in the following Table 1.

A
A1
A2
Description:
A
A1
A2
B
B1
B2
A1B1
A2B1
A2B1
A1B2
A2B2

Tabel 1. Research Design
B
B1
A1 B1
A2 B1

B2
A1 B2
A2 B2

= Learning methods
= Investigation multiliteracy method
= Conventional method
= Prior ability
= High prior ability
= Low prior ability
= the average learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in SMA
Posigadan with high prior ability and taught by investigation multiliteracy method.
= the average learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students
= the average learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in SMA
Posigadan with high prior ability and taught by conventional method
= the average learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in SMA
Posigadan with low prior ability and taught by investigation multiliteracy method
= the average learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade students in SMA
Posigadan with low prior ability and taught by conventional method

The present study is comprised of independent and dependent variables. The independent variables included manipulated
variables (investigation multiliteracy or A1 and conventional method or A2) and attribute variables (high prior ability or B1 and
low prior ability or B2). Meanwhile, the dependent variable was the learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts.
As many as 70 eleventh-grade students within three classes in the site area were involved as the population. Random sampling
was carried out to select experimental class 1 and experimental class 2, assuming that the population was homogeneous
because the class distribution was not based on students’ achievement or rank. The selected samples were 21 students in XI MIA
class and 21 students in XI IIS class. Research procedures encompassed preparation, implementation, and evaluation, as
elaborated below.
2.1 Research Procedures
2.1.1 Preparation
The steps in this stage consisted of: (1) Observing the school and consulting with Indonesian Language teachers of eleventh
grade regarding the selected classes, research time, and materials being examined; (2) Requesting permit from relevant agencies
in connection with the practice of this research; (3) Arranging the lesson plan for every meeting of the experimental class; (4)
Arranging implementation plan and assessment rubric towards the outcomes of constructing explanatory texts; (5) Validating the
lesson plan, student worksheet, and research instruments.
2.1.2 Implementation
The steps in this stage consisted of: (1) Identifying students’ prior ability by using a prior ability test to find out the number of
students with high and low prior abilities, as well as to determine whether or not the prior ability of the students in experimental
and control classes were averagely the same; (2) Implementing the learning process in each class selected as the sample. The
experimental class was taught by the investigation multiliteracy method, and the control class relied on the conventional
method; it was performed according to the learning steps of each method; (3) Providing a post-test of explanatory text
construction to the students in both experimental and control classes after the learning process in order to identify students’
learning outcomes after treatment.
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2.1.3 Evaluation
The steps in this stage consisted of: (1) Processing the data of students’ prior ability test results under the determined category;
(2) Processing, analyzing, and interpreting the data of explanatory text construction test results to discover the effect of the
applied learning method and prior ability.
2.2 Data Collection Techniques
The data were collected from observation, prior ability test, and test, in which observation was done directly in the field. The
researchers came to the research area and observed the teaching and learning activity in the classes to be examined. However,
this technique was carried out during a pre-research. Students’ prior ability is knowledge and skills possessed by the students
before the learning process and depicts their readiness in learning next materials. Analyzing prior ability is a crucial step in
developing the lesson. A multiple-choice test was utilized to identity such prior ability. On top of that, measuring students’
understanding and skills required a test in the form of product.
2.3 Data Analysis Techniques
The collected data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. A descriptive statistical analysis was to describe the
learning outcomes (score) of constructing explanatory texts of students in the experimental class, including mean, median,
standard deviation, variance, range, maximum and minimum score.
Moreover, the data analysis was processed with SPSS 20 for Windows as the statistical analysis software. The learning outcomes
of the explanatory text construction test before being analyzed through the software mentioned above was determined
following assessment criteria that were adapted from the determination of learning outcomes by Arikunto (2011), as follows:
𝑜𝑏𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒
Score
=
x 100
𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑖𝑚𝑢𝑚 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒

Inferential statistical analysis was to test the validity of the proposed hypotheses. Before doing this analysis, analysis prerequisite
tests, including data normality and homogeneity tests, were performed with the assistance of SPSS 20 for Windows.
2.3.1
Normality Test
The normality test was calculated using the One-Sample-Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test analysis with the assistance of SPSS 20
software. The tested hypotheses were as follows.
H0
H1

: Data were normally distributed
: Data were not normally distributed

The testing criterion was rejecting H0 if the sig. value or p-value < α = 5%. Presented in the following table is the result of the
normality test.
Table 2. Result of Data Normality Test of Learning Outcomes Based on Learning Methods

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Statistic
Df
sig.

Learning Outcomes
Investigation Multiliteracy
Conventional Method
Method
0.121
0.161
21
21
0.200
0.164

Source: SPSS 20 output
The above table illustrates that the sig. Value or p-value of students’ learning outcomes taught by investigation multiliteracy and
conventional methods are 0.200 and 0.164, respectively. Alternatively stated, the p-value > α = 5% or accepts H0, indicating that
the data of students’ learning outcomes taught by investigation multiliteracy and conventional methods have been normally
distributed. Therefore, the normality assumption is fulfilled.
After testing the data normality of learning outcomes based on learning methods, the data normality of learning outcomes
following students’ prior ability was done. Given in the following table is the result of the normality test.
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Table 3. Result of Data Normality Test of Prior Ability
Prior Ability
KolmogorovSmirnov

statistic
df
sig.

0.104
42
0.200

Source: SPSS 20 output
Table 3 shows that the sig. value or p-value of students’ prior ability gets 0.200. Simply put, the p-value > α = 5% or accepts H0,
implying that students' data of learning outcomes with high and low prior abilities have been normally distributed. Therefore,
the normality assumption is met.
2.3.2
Homogeneity Test
The homogeneity test of students’ learning outcomes data was carried out with the assistance of SPSS 20 with the Levene Test of
Equality of Error Variance analysis. The tested hypotheses were as follows.
H0
H1

: Data had the same variance (homogeneous)
: Data did not have the same variance (inhomogeneous)

The testing criterion was rejecting H0 if the sig. value or p-value < α = 5%. Provided in the following table is the result of the
homogeneity test.
Table 4. Result of Data Homogeneity Test of Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts
F
df1
df2
Sig.
Learning Outcomes
0.866
3
38
0.467
Source: SPSS 20 output
The above table displays that the sig. Value or p-value of students’ learning outcomes is 0.467. In other words, the p-value > α =
5% or accepts H0, implying that the data of students’ learning outcomes have the same variance (homogeneous). Accordingly,
the homogeneity assumption is met.
Since the normality and homogeneity assumptions had been fulfilled, the analysis was continued to inferential statistics, i.e.,
hypothesis testing applying the two-way analysis of variance.
2.3.3

Gain Factor Test
Table 5. The Result of Gain Factor Test
Learning Methods
Categories
Investigation Multiliteracy
Conventional
Total
B1
B2
B1
B2
High
0 (0%)
3 (14%)
14%
0 (0%)
1 (5%)
Moderate
1 (5%)
12 (57%)
62%
1 (5%)
5 (24%)
Low
4 (19%)
1 (5%)
24%
2 (10%)
12 (57%)
Sum
5 (24%)
16 (76%)
100%
3 (14%)
18 (86%)
Source: Appendix 7

Total
5%
29%
67%
100%

Description:
B1
= High prior ability
B2
= Low prior ability
The above table shows the N-Gain score of students’ learning outcomes in each learning method based on prior ability. In a
class with the investigation multiliteracy method, no students with high prior ability are included in the high category, 5% of the
students in the moderate category, and 19% in the low category. Meanwhile, 14% of students with low prior ability are included
in the high category, 57% in the moderate category, and 5% in the low category. On this ground, the increase in students'
learning outcomes with the low prior ability is higher than that of students with the high prior ability. In contrast, in a class
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employing a conventional learning method, no students with high prior ability are included in the high category, 5% of the
students in the moderate category, and 10% in the low category. Next, 5% of students with low prior ability are included in the
high category, 24% in the moderate category, and 57% in the low category. Hence, the increase in learning outcomes of students
with low prior ability is higher than that of students with high prior ability. On the whole, students with the high prior ability and
taught by the investigation multiliteracy method get higher learning outcomes than those taught by a conventional method.
Students with a low prior ability and taught by a conventional method have higher learning outcomes than those taught by the
investigation multiliteracy method.
2.3.4
Hypothesis Test
The results of the statistical test for hypotheses I and III using two-way analysis of variance are given in Table 6 below.
Table 6. The Result of Hypothesis Testing with Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Sum of
Mean
pSource
Df
F
Squares
Square
value
Model
214752.69 4
53688.17 529.45 0.000
Learning
457.40
1
457.40
4.51
0.040
Methods
IM
821.16
1
821.16
8.10
0.007
Method*
Ability
Error
3853.31
38 101.40
Total
218606
42
Source: SPSS 20 Output
Research hypotheses were tested through the two-way analysis of variance assisted by SPSS 20. The testing criterion was
rejecting H0 if the sig. value or p-value was less than α = 5%. Table 4.12 reveals that the model simultaneously gives a significant
effect, as seen in the p-value of 0.000 or less than α = 5%. Thus, H0 was rejected and accepted H1, implying that the variables of
learning methods, prior ability, and the effect of learning methods and prior ability simultaneously significantly affect students’
learning outcomes. Since the model is significant, it is then valid or can be used for further discussion. A full discussion regarding
each hypothesis is provided in the next chapters.
1) The difference in investigation multiliteracy and conventional methods towards students’ learning outcomes (Hypothesis I)
Tested statistical hypotheses:
H0 : µA1
= µA2
H1 : µA1
 µA2
Where:
H0 = no effect of multiliteracy and conventional methods on students’ learning outcomes
H1 = there is an effect of multiliteracy and conventional methods on students’ learning outcomes
Table 6 displays that the learning methods simultaneously give a significant effect, as seen in the p-value in the learning
methods variable measuring at 0.04 or less than α = 5%. Thus, H0 was rejected and accepted H1, indicating that the variable of
learning methods significantly influences students’ learning outcomes. In short, there is a difference in multiliteracy and
conventional methods towards students’ learning outcomes
2) The Effect of Investigation Multiliteracy Method and Students’ Prior Ability on Students’ Learning Outcomes (Hypothesis III)
The tested hypotheses were as follows.
H0
: µA1B1 = A1B2 = µA2B1 = µA2B2
H1 : µA1B1  µA1B2  µA2B1  µA2B2
Where:
H0
= no effect of investigation multiliteracy and students’ prior ability on learning outcomes of constructing
explanatory texts
H1
= there is an effect of investigation multiliteracy and students’ prior ability on learning outcomes of constructing
explanatory texts
By referring to Table 4.12, it is shown that the p-value in the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability is 0.007 < α =
5%. Accordingly, H0 was rejected and accepted H1, meaning that the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability
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significantly affect students’ learning outcomes. To sum up, investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability influence
students’ learning outcomes in constructing explanatory texts.
3. Results
3.1. The Difference in Students Learning Outcomes Taught by Investigation Multiliteracy Method (IMM) and Conventional
Method (CM)
3.1.1. Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts with IMM
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes using the investigation multiliteracy method based on post-test results can
be seen in Table 7.
Table 7. Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts with IMM
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
with IMM
N
21
Mean
79
Median
79
Variance
67.2
Std. Deviation
8.19
Range
24
Minimum Score
67
Maximum Score
91

The previous table shows the learning outcomes of 21 students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method with an average
score (mean) and a median of 79. Moreover, the variance and standard deviation arrive at 67.2 and 8.19, respectively. In terms of
maximum and minimum scores of learning outcomes through the investigation multiliteracy method, they get 91 and 67 each.
3.1.2. Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts with CM
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes relying on the conventional method based on post-test results can be seen
in Table 8.
Table 8. Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts with CM
Learning Outcomes
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
with Conventional Method
with IMM
N
21
Mean
62.81
Median
63
Variance
167.76
Std. Deviation
12.95
Range
58
Minimum Score
33
Maximum Score
91
The above table informs the learning outcomes of 21 students taught by the conventional method with an average score (mean)
of 62.81 and a median of 63. Further, the variance and standard deviation measure at 167.76 and 12.95 sequentially. In terms of
maximum and minimum scores of learning outcomes through a conventional method, they reach 91 and 33 each.
3.2. The Difference in Learning Outcomes of Constructing Explanatory Texts with IMM and CM
The following table presents a descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes using the investigation multiliteracy and
conventional method based on post-test results.
Table 9. The Difference in Learning Outcomes with IMM and CM
Statistics
Learning Outcomes
IMM
CM
N
21
21
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Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum Score

79
79
67.2
8.19
24
67

Maximum Score

91

62.81
63
167.76
12.95
58
33
91

Table 9 illustrates that the average score of students studying with the investigation multiliteracy method is 79, higher than that
of students taught by the conventional method with an average score of 62.81. This is evident by the median (79) and minimum
score (79) of students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method that are higher than those of students learning with a
conventional method (63). The maximum score of students who learn employing both methods is 91; the variance and standard
deviation achieve 167.76 and 12.95 higher than those of students taught by investigation multiliteracy method with 67.2
(variance) and 8.19 (standard deviation). This signifies that a class using a conventional method is more varied compared to the
class with the investigation multiliteracy method. The following Figure 1 visualizes the learning outcomes based on learning
methods.
91
100.00
80.00

91

79.00
67

62.81

60.00

33

40.00
20.00
0.00
mean
metode konvensional

min

max

metode multiliterasi investigasi

Figure 1. The Learning Outcomes Based on Learning Methods
Description:
Metode Konvensional: Conventional Method
Metode Multiliterasi Investigasi: Investigation Multiliteracy Method
3.3. The Difference in Learning Outcomes through Investigation Multiliteracy Method (IMM) and Conventional Method
(CM) among Students with High and Low Prior Ability
3.3.1. Learning Outcomes with IMM and CM for High Prior Ability
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes that is grouped based on high prior ability is given in Table 10 and 11.
Table 10. Learning Outcomes with IMM and High Prior Ability
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
High Prior Ability
N
5
Mean
78
Median
75
Variance
45
Std. Deviation
6.71
Range
15
Minimum Score
75
Maximum Score
90
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The previous table reveals that five out of 21 students have a high prior ability with a mean of 78 and a median of 75 as the
learning outcomes. Additionally, the variance and standard deviation get 45 and 6.71, respectively. Those five students reach 90
and 75 each in maximum and minimum scores.
Table 11. Students’ Learning Outcomes with CM and High Prior Ability
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
High Prior Ability
N
Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum Score
Maximum Score

3
75
75
0
0
0
75
75

The above table presents that three out of 21 students have a high prior ability with both mean and median of 75. Meanwhile,
both variance and standard deviation also get 0. Those three students score 75 as the maximum and minimum score.
3.3.2. Learning Outcomes with IMM and CM for Low Prior Ability
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes based on low prior ability is presented in Tables 12 and 13.
Table 12. Learning Outcomes with IMM and Low Prior Ability
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
Low Prior Ability
N

16

Mean
Median

52.81
55

Variance

189.89

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum Score

13.78
45
25

Maximum Score

70

The above table informs that 16 out of 21 students have the low prior ability with a mean of 52.81 and a median of 55
as the learning outcomes. Besides, the variance and standard deviation measure at 189.89 and 13.78 sequentially. In terms of
maximum and minimum score, those 16 students reach 25 and 70 each.
Table 13. Students’ Learning Outcomes with CM and Low Prior Ability
Learning Outcomes
Statistics
Low Prior Ability
N

18

Mean
Median

46.94
50

Variance

229.82

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum Score

15.15
60
10

Maximum Score

70
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Table 13 shows that 18 out of 21 students have the low prior ability with a mean of 46.94 and a median of 50 as the learning
outcomes. Moreover, the variance and standard deviation account for 229.82 and 15.15, respectively. In terms of maximum and
minimum score, those 18 students reach 10 and 70 each.
3.4. The Difference in Learning Outcomes of Students Learning with IMM and CM and Having High and Low Prior
Ability
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes grouped based on high and low prior ability is provided in Table 14.
Table 14. Difference in Learning Outcomes of Students Taught by IMM and CM with High and Low Prior Ability
Prior Ability
Learning
Statistics
Methods
High
Low
N
16
Investigation
5
Mean
52.81
Multiliteracy
78
Std.
13.78
(A1)
6.71
Deviation
N
18
3
Conventional
Mean
46.94
75
(A2)
Std.
15.15
0
Deviation
The above table shows that students with the high prior ability and taught by the investigation multiliteracy method get higher
learning outcomes than those taught by the conventional method. Likewise, students with the low prior ability and taught by the
investigation multiliteracy method have higher learning outcomes compared to those taught by the conventional method. This is
proven by:
a. The mean of students’ learning outcomes with the high prior ability and taught by investigation multiliteracy and
conventional methods is 78 and 75, respectively.
b. The mean of students’ learning outcomes with the low prior ability and taught by investigation multiliteracy and conventional
methods is 52.81 and 46.94 each.
To sum up, students with high and low prior abilities taught by the investigation multiliteracy method get higher learning
outcomes than those learned using a conventional method. The detail of learning outcomes based on prior ability is provided in
the following Figure 2.
78.00 75
80.00

52.81

60.00

46.94

40.00
20.00
0.00
kemampuan awal
tinggi

kemampuan awal
rendah

multiliterasi investigasi

konvensional

Figure 2. The Detail of Learning Outcomes Based on Prior Ability
Description:
Metode Konvensional
Metode Multiliterasi Investigasi
Kemampuan Awal Tinggi
Kemampuan Awal Rendah

: Conventional Method
: Investigation Multiliteracy Method
: High Prior Ability
: Low Prior Ability
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3.5. The Effect of Investigation Multiliteracy Method and Prior Ability on Learning Outcomes of Constructing
Explanatory Texts among Eleventh-Grade Students
A descriptive analysis of students’ learning outcomes grouped based on learning methods and prior ability is shown in Table 15.
Table 15. The Effect of Investigation Multiliteracy Method and Prior Ability on Students’ Learning Outcomes of Constructing
Explanatory Texts
Prior Ability
Learning
High
Low
Statistics
Method
PrePostPrePosttest
test
test
test
N
5
5
16
16
Mean
78
73,40
60,16
85,08
IMM
Minimum
75
67
25
67
Maximum
90
83
70
91
Std.
6.71
6.07
13.78
8,13
Deviation
The above table indicates that only five students have high prior ability, with the mean of pre- and post-test arrives at 78 and
73.40, respectively. On the other hand, there are 16 students with low prior ability, in which the mean of the pre-test is 60.16, and
the mean of the post-test gets 85.08. The mean score of students with the high prior ability and taught by the investigation
multiliteracy method have gone down from 78 in the pre-test to 73.40 in the post-test. Similarly, their minimum and maximum
scores in the pre-test also get lower from 75 to 67 and from 90 to 83, consecutively. This gives the idea that the investigation
multiliteracy method is not able to improve the learning outcomes of students with high prior ability.
In contrast, those with the low prior ability and taught by the method mentioned above get a quite significant increase in mean
scores from 60.16 in the pre-test to 85.08 in the post-test. Likewise, their minimum and maximum scores in the pre-test also get
higher from 25 to 67 and from 70 (pre-test) to 83 (post-test), respectively. This brings out that the investigation multiliteracy
method can increase students' learning outcomes with the low prior ability.
All in all, the investigation multiliteracy method is able to better students’ learning outcomes. The detail of learning outcomes
based on the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability is visualized in the following Figure 3.
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Figure 3. The Detail of Learning Outcomes Based on the Investigation Multiliteracy Method and Prior Ability
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Description:
Kemampuan Awal Tinggi: High Prior Ability
Kemampuan Awal Rendah: Low Prior Ability
4. Discussion
The investigation multiliteracy method can facilitate, master, and develop the scientific process, concept, and attitude being
learned. McKee and Ogle (as cited in Abidin, 2015) note that multiliteracy learning can enhance thinking ability in criticizing,
analyzing, and evaluating information from different sources in any disciplines and communicating it. Students are given
opportunities to discover observation results during the application of the multiliteracy method so that the results will last longer
and be unforgettable.
On the contrary, the conventional method is a lecture way of teaching, in which the teacher is more active than the students. The
teacher dominates the learning process, from explaining materials to providing sample problems and answering students’
questions. Djamarah (2010) opines that conventional or lecture method can be considered traditional as it has been used for a
long time as a communication tool between teachers and students in the teaching and learning process.
Based on the findings, the average score (mean) of students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method accounted for
79.00. Meanwhile, those using a conventional method reached an average score of 62.81. In conclusion, the investigation
multiliteracy method leads the students to get a higher score than the conventional method. This is in line with Lilik (2018) study
revealing that multiliteracy learning significantly influenced students’ learning outcomes. In addition, Gina Elvina Soyan states
that investigation multiliteracy is able to better the learning process and students’ learning outcomes.
4.1. The Difference in Students’ Learning Outcomes Taught by Investigation Multiliteracy Method (IMM) for Students with
High and Low Prior Abilities
Every individual has different learning abilities. Students’ prior ability refers to the one possessed by students before
participating in the learning process. Such an ability depicts their readiness to absorb the materials delivered by the teacher.
Prior ability is crucial for teachers to find out before they start the lesson as it serves as the requisite to take part in the learning
process. Teachers, consequently, can design the learning process more effectively.
Drawing upon the findings, there was a difference in the average learning outcomes (78) of students with the high prior ability
and taught by the investigation multiliteracy that was higher than those of students taught by a conventional method (75).
Meanwhile, students with low prior ability and taught by the investigation multiliteracy method reached an average score of
52.81, higher than those taught by a conventional method with an average score of 46.94. Therefore, students with high and low
prior abilities taught by the investigation multiliteracy method get higher learning outcomes than those who learned using a
conventional method.
4.2. The Effect of Investigation Multiliteracy Method and Prior Ability on Students’ Learning Outcomes of Constructing
Explanatory Texts
The Multiliteracy method can enhance students’ ability as it always associates their experience with scientific concepts. By
referring to the findings, the p-value in the interaction of investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability was 0.007 or less
than α = 5%. Accordingly, H0 was rejected and accepted H1, meaning that the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability
significantly affect students’ learning outcomes. In other words, the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability influence
students’ learning outcomes in constructing explanatory texts. Similarly, Dafit’s research discovered that the investigation
multiliteracy method had an effect on students’ learning outcomes.
5. Conclusion
The main purposes of this study are to describe the learning outcomes of constructing explanatory texts among eleventh-grade
students taught by investigating the multiliteracy and conventional methods, the difference in learning outcomes of students
taught by investigating the multiliteracy and conventional methods for those with a high and low prior ability, and the effect of
investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability on learning outcomes in SMA Posigadan state senior high school. From the
result, it can be concluded that the average learning outcomes of students taught by the investigation multiliteracy method are
higher than those who were taught by the conventional methods, both for high initial ability and low initial ability. The p-value
evidence this in the interaction of investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability reaches 0.007 or less than α = 5%. Thus, H 0
was rejected and accepted H1, implying that the investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability significantly influence
students’ learning outcomes. All in all, there is an effect of investigation multiliteracy method and prior ability on students’
learning outcomes in constructing explanatory texts.
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The findings of this study provide theoretical and practical contributions. Theoretically, the results of this study support and
complement the theories associated with previous learning models/methods, and practically can be used as a reference for
educators to choose learning methods that are in accordance with the characteristics of the teaching material. This research is
only limited to the effect of this method on student learning outcomes in constructing explanatory text. Therefore it is suggested
that further researchers be able to study it in other aspects.
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