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ABSTRACT

Developing writing skills is a formidable task and is often regarded as the most intricate and demanding
aspect of language acquisition. This study aims to determine the impact of CTL (Contextual Teaching
and Learning) and PBL (Problem-Based Learning) on enhancing students' writing proficiency with
varying levels of discourse marker. The study was analyzed using two-way ANOVA with a 2 x 3
factorial design, employing inferential analytical methods. The analysis included 250 students from
State Islamic Senior High Schools in Serang Regency, Indonesia. The sampling method employed
random selection. The research findings showed a notable impact of learning methods (CTL and PBL)
on students' writing proficiency. Then, students' mastery of markers substantially impacted their writing
proficiency. Furthermore, there was a substantial interaction impact between learning methods and
knowledge of discourse markers on students' writing proficiency. A research gap that explicitly
investigates the combined impact of educational approaches and proficiency in discourse markers has
been identified. The existing literature has concentrated chiefly on teaching methods such as
collaborative learning and direct instruction and the specific functions of discourse markers in literary
composition. This gap underscores the necessity for a complete examination considering pedagogical
technigues and linguistic components in writing training. The findings of this study should also serve as
a reminder to schools to adequately equip their students with the necessary English language skills to
compete in the global arena effectively. Additionally, schools should offer their students additional
chances to engage in English writing activities within the school premises.
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INTRODUCTION

Developing writing skills is a formidable task and is often regarded as the most intricate
and demanding aspect of language acquisition (Harmer, 2007; Hyland, 2021). Writing demands
various techniques, including advanced grammatical structures, stylistic competence,
mechanical proficiency, meticulous vocabulary choice, and critical thinking abilities (Hedge,
2005). Furthermore, many students experience hesitancy in passionately participating in writing
tasks (Harmer, 2007). Foreign language authors often encounter substantial obstacles when it
comes to strengthening their writing abilities (Evans et al., 2010). In writing, instructors'
primary obstacle is ensuring that students learn from their past errors and achieve proficiency
and precision in their writing (Hemmati & Soltanpour, 2012). The study of writing has become
a subject of extensive global inquiry in recent decades. Students must clearly comprehend their
intended content, the rationale behind the chosen writing style, and the ultimate manifestation
of the text they will generate to initiate the writing process. Students across all educational
levels are required to generate texts, ranging from basic to more intricate. For instance,
undergraduate students in higher education are required to compose a synthesis after perusing
the material (Ockenburg et al., 2019). While perusing the source material, students must
carefully evaluate the pertinent information that is both pertinent to their objective and
significant enough to be incorporated into their synthesis text.

An argumentative text is one of the required texts for students to write. Daily assignments
or a thesis require students to compose an argumentative text (Hasani, 2016)). However, a
typical task for advanced college students, writing an argumentative essay can be extremely
challenging (Deane & Song, 2015). According to Hasani (2016), students often encounter
challenges such as constructing insufficient arguments, failing to highlight the components of
the argument, ambiguously presenting the argument, lacking sufficient evidence to substantiate
the argument, and lacking comprehension or response to alternative perspectives.

Teachers must offer substantial support in meaningful situations, foster peer participation,
use primary texts, provide valuable comments, and offer direction throughout the writing
process (Hyland, 2021). As a result of the challenge of developing writing abilities, educators
employ several strategies. This paper examines two learning approaches, specifically
Contextual Teaching and Learning (CTL) and Project-Based Learning (PBL). Both educational
approaches aim to cultivate reflective practice using social interaction. The Contextual
Teaching and Learning approach is a pedagogical model that entails integrating students'
learning material with the specific environment in which the material might be used. Aligning
material with its surrounding circumstances is crucial to imbuing significance into acquiring
knowledge (Risan et al., 2021).

Meanwhile, Project-Based Learning (PBL) emphasizes comprehension through hands-on
implementation, using projects or activities as instruments for learning. The PBL method is
highly efficient in instructing students on tackling interdisciplinary activities, effectively
managing resources, and collaborating with peers (Dinda & Septiana, 2024). Given the inherent
challenges of writing as a language skill, using discourse markers (DMs) in academic writing
has garnered interest from several research studies. Not only non-native speakers but also native
speakers of the language encounter this difficulty (Alahmed et al., 2020).
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The existing literature has demonstrated a correlation between it and the writing abilities
of students (Arifanita et al.,, 2019; Ariyanti & Fitriana, 2017; Hasan & Marzuki, 2017,
Melissourgou & Frantzi, 2015; Novariana et al., 2018; Rahmatunisa, 2014; Toba et al., 2019;
Zhan, 2015). Meanwhile, the contextual learning strategy dramatically enhances students'
abilities to produce analytical expositions (Novelti et al., 2022; Rahman & Ekkayokkaya, 2024;
Windi & Suryaman, 2022). A research gap that explicitly investigates the combined impact of
educational approaches and proficiency in discourse markers has been identified. The existing
literature has concentrated chiefly on teaching methods such as collaborative learning and direct
instruction and the specific functions of discourse markers in literary composition. This gap
underscores the necessity for a complete examination considering pedagogical techniques and
linguistic components in writing training. This research introduces an innovative approach that
combines teaching modalities with proficiency in discourse markers. It suggests that the
efficacy of writing education can be significantly improved by focussing on both aspects
simultaneously. The results will enhance the comprehension of how to improve teaching
interventions to enhance student's writing abilities, namely in terms of the logical and cohesive
structure of their writing.

This study aims to determine the impact of CTL (Contextual Teaching and Learning) and
PBL (Problem-Based Learning) on enhancing students' writing proficiency with varying
discourse marker knowledge levels and examine the notable disparities between the two
approaches. This study is distinct from prior studies since it uses CTL and PBL to teach writing,
as seen by the differences in discourse marker competence. Therefore, the purpose of this study
is to address the following inquiries:
1. Does using the CTL and PBL methods result in a disparity in students' writing proficiency?
2. Does the level of discourse marker mastery among students differentiate their writing

abilities into high, medium, and low levels?
3. Does the use of CTL and PBL learning methods and mastery of discourse markers have an
interactive effect on students' writing ability?

RESEARCH METHODS

A total of 250 students took part in the research. One hundred and twenty-five students
comprised each group. The whole student body consisted of native Indonesian speakers. The
initial experimental group received instruction using the CTL learning approach, whereas the
second group received instruction using the PBL learning model. The present study additionally
examines the variability in students' proficiency in discourse markers. The analysis included
250 students from State Islamic Senior High Schools in Serang Regency, Indonesia. The
sampling method employed random selection. Their writing must be grammatically accurate
and have coherence and consistency. Discourse markers are crucial for maintaining text
coherence and should be carefully considered while designing training materials. Indeed, the
significance of discourse markers in English literature remains uncertain. Undeniably, discourse
markers substantially impact the coherence and uniformity of writing. Argue that the generation
of coherent discourse markers indicates the connection between discursive units or utterances
and extended sections of text, as well as between text and extralinguistic context.
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The instruments used for data collection comprised written assessments and Discourse
Marker tests. An evaluation was conducted on each instrument throughout the first semester.
The experimental sample consisted of eleventh-grade students from Madrasah Aliyah Negeri
Serang, Indonesia, whose characteristics accurately represented the actual students. Preliminary
normality and homogeneity tests were performed before data analysis using SPSS. The
researcher administered a writing test to assess the student's writing abilities. The experimental
group participants in this study completed a pretest and a posttest after developing detailed
instructions. The second test was explicitly created to assess students' proficiency in using
discourse markers. Upon analyzing students' writing projects, the researcher examined their
utilization of discourse markers. Fraser's framework (Fraser, 1990) was employed in the
discourse marker test. The theory proposed by Fraser aims to elucidate the many classifications
of discourse markers (DMs) used by students of Madrasah Aliyah Negeri 1 Serang, Indonesia,
in written materials, as well as their purposes and interconnections.

The first step in this study was to administer a writing skills and discourse markers
assessment in the experimental and control groups before receiving any intervention. Moreover,
the experimental group employed the CTL learning method as an initial phase throughout the
treatment. Within the experimental group, the knowledge acquired from the textbook was
organized based on their themes or subjects. The experimental group received instruction
utilizing the CTL method. During the second phase, the control class received instruction on
implementing the PBL learning approach. During the third phase, the researcher elucidated the
function of discourse markers in written communication. During each session, the researcher
delivered detailed instructions on the unit's five distinct kinds of discourse markers.

Furthermore, the students in the experimental group were partitioned into three groups,
each consisting of an equal number of students, specifically when all students were present. By
employing the CTL learning method in the experimental class and the PBL learning approach
in the control class, the researcher emphasized and promoted collaboration among students to
enhance their understanding of the function of discourse markers. In the fourth phase, each
group was tasked with composing a text and assigned the responsibility of identifying the
discourse markers. In addition, each group was directed to compose a written piece by assuming
a distinct character. Furthermore, the discussion was refined to collect input from colleagues
and, if needed, from the researcher. The ultimate step was to complete assigned tasks for the
upcoming session. By illustration, the researcher instructed the students to peruse a literary
work. Subsequently, the narrative had to be condensed using discourse markers for the
upcoming session.

While the intervention was provided to students in the experimental group, students in
the control group did not get specific instruction on discourse markers. Instead, the students
were directed to peruse designated storybooks, listen to written materials, and participate in text
composition activities. The therapy was conducted over a series of 15 sessions, each lasting 50
minutes, under the guidance of an English facilitator. The therapy intervention was conducted
between February 2024 and April 2024. During the first session, pupils underwent
standardization. Students were administered an initial assessment during the second session.
For 12 sessions, students were directed to employ discourse markers with the CTL and PBL
learning approaches. During the last session, both groups completed a posttest that specifically
assessed the students' academic writing abilities.

Moreover, the data were examined to attain the findings. For example, the researcher
instructed the students to read narrative literature thoroughly. Subsequently, the following
session required a concise story summary using discourse markers. Both cohorts were evaluated
in the concluding session utilizing the writing posttest and discourse markers. Researchers and
English instructors at Madrasah Aliyah prepared examination questions. The data was then
assessed to derive the results.
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The data analysis methodology commenced with presenting descriptive-analytical
statistics guided by the problem and hypotheses described in this study. The analysis comprised
mean scores, measures of variability (standard deviation), lowest and highest scores recorded,
and Marginal Mean Estimates, all about the writing proficiency of pupils. The study was
analyzed using two-way ANOVA with a 2 x 3 factorial design, employing inferential analytical
methods. The present data analysis evaluated the teaching approach's impact on promoting the
acquisition of discourse markers and their subsequent use in enhancing students' writing
competency. Preceding any analysis, all data underwent verification to confirm compliance
with the necessary normality, homogeneity, and correlation criteria.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The present study examines the variations in enhancing students' writing abilities by
different learning methods and levels of proficiency in high, medium, and low discourse
markers. The present study additionally emphasizes the impact of the interplay between
learning methods and proficiency in high, medium, and low discourse markers on students'
writing abilities. The study results are categorized into three research findings: (1) disparities
in writing abilities among students who received treatment using the CTL and PBL learning
approaches, (2) disparities in writing abilities among students with high, medium, and low
proficiency in discourse markers, and (3) interactions between learning methods and
proficiency in high, medium, and low discourse markers on students' writing abilities, as
observed from the average pretest and posttest assessment.

The present study investigates the influence of several learning methods on students'
writing proficiency. The control group employed the Problem-Based Learning (PBL) method,
whereas the experimental group used the CTL method. The pretest and posttest evaluations
were carried out to assess students' writing abilities both before and after the intervention. The
findings revealed notable disparities in writing proficiency across the two class cohorts,
suggesting that incorporating didactic approaches enhances the acquisition of discourse
markers. Significant variations in discourse markers were observed between the two courses.
Considerable variations were seen among students with high, medium, and poor proficiency in
discourse markers. This is evident from the disparity in mean scores reported by the groups.
The results of this preliminary investigation prompt the inquiry of whether there exists a
discrepancy in students' writing proficiency when comparing those who received instruction
using the CTL learning approach with those who received instruction using the PBL learning
approach. The statistics are displayed as the mean value of the pretest and posttest scores and
their corresponding standard deviations. Hence, Tables 1 and 2 can depict students' writing
proficiency before and after applying the learning approach by incorporating English
conversation markers among various groups.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Experimental Group

Statistic Discourse Pretest N Posttest N
markers

Means High 77.83 50 92.50 50
Medium 60.42 100 80.00 100
Low 56.50 100 60.20 100

Std deviation High 3.041 50 4.056 50
Medium 7.406 100 7.389 100
Low 5.200 100 8.075 100
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By comparison, the pretest findings in the experimental group indicated that persons with
a high level of proficiency in discourse markers had an average writing skill score of 77.83,
with a standard deviation of 3.041. Individuals with moderate proficiency in discourse markers
attained an average score of 60.42 in writing skills, with a standard deviation of 7.406.
Conversely, individuals with little proficiency in discourse markers achieved a mean score of
56.50 in writing skills, with a standard deviation of 5.200. The posttest results of the
experimental group indicated that persons with a high level of proficiency in discourse markers
had an average writing skill score of 92.50, with a standard deviation of 4.056. Individuals with
moderate proficiency in discourse markers achieved an average score of 80.00 in writing skills
(SD=7.389). In contrast, those with a low level of proficiency had a score of 60.20 in writing
skills (SD=8.075). The findings of this investigation elucidate.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Control Group

Statistic Discourse Pretest N Posttest N
markers

Means High 60.00 50 65.22 50
Medium 50.00 100 58.17 100
Low 40.50 100 50.00 100

Std deviation High 7.497 50 7.975 50
Medium 6.174 100 8.389 100
Low 3.200 100 4975 100

The pretest results of the control group, as shown in Table 2, indicate the following: the
group with the lowest proficiency in discourse markers has the lowest average writing skill
score (M=40.50, SD=3.200); the group with moderate proficiency in discourse markers
(M=50.00, SD=6.174); and the group with high proficiency in discourse markers (M=60.00,
SD=7.497). The results of the posttest indicate that the mean writing skill score in the group
with low competency in discourse markers is (M=50.00, SD=4.975), in the group with high
proficiency in discourse markers is (M=65.22, SD=7.975), and in the group with moderate
proficiency in discourse markers is (M=58.17, SD=4.975).

The present study investigated the effect of different learning methods and variations in
proficiency levels of high, medium, and low-level discourse markers on the English writing
abilities of students. Data analysis was conducted using two-way ANOVA to assess the
correlation between the independent and dependent variables. Study findings indicated that the
decision of learning method and the proficiency in discourse markers substantially impacted
students' writing abilities.

Table 3. Test of ANOVA 2 ways

Dependent Variable: Writing Skill

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 9127.404a 4 1825.481 27.951 .000
Intercept 134118.102 2 134118.102  2120.697 .000
Learning Method 1639.704 1 1639.704 29.915 .000
Discourse Markers 1252.707 2 626.354 15.899 .000
Learning Method* 1782.804 2 891.402 20.088 .000
Discourse Markers

Error 5947.596 245 63.272

Total 393300.000 250

Corrected Total 15075.000 249

a. R Squared = .865 (Adjusted R Squared = .884)
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Table 3 indicates that the two-way ANOVA analysis reveals a statistically significant
disparity in the English writing abilities of students who received instruction utilizing the CTL
or PBL learning method. This is demonstrated by the outcomes of the two-way parametric test
or analysis of variance (ANOVA), in which the computed F value is contrasted with the
predicted F value from the F table at a significance level of 5%. The computed F value (F =
29.915) surpasses the critical F value from the F table (3.936), suggesting statistical
significance. Furthermore, the significance value (0.000) is lower than the required threshold
of significance of 0.05. The present study employed a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
to examine the differential variance among several groups. This methodology aligns with the
researcher's predetermined study goals and problem definitions. Analysis of variance,
sometimes referred to as two-way ANOVA, is a statistical method employed to examine the
interaction among groups of variables.

Moreover, proficiency in discourse markers significantly impacts students' capacity to
write in English. The results of the 2-way parametric test or analysis of variance (ANOVA)
demonstrate this phenomenon since the computed F value is compared to the F table value at a
significance level of 5%. The calculated F value (F = 15.899) exceeds the critical F value from
the table (3.936), suggesting statistical significance (Sig. Value = 0.000 < 0.05). The discovery
above aligns with the second research inquiry. The findings of the third study indicate a notable
correlation between different learning approaches and students' proficiency in English writing,
particularly their understanding of discourse markers. The results of the 2-way parametric test
or analysis of variance (ANOVA) demonstrate this phenomenon since the computed F value is
compared to the F table value at a significance level of 5%. The calculated F value of 20.08
exceeded the critical F value from the table of 3.936, suggesting statistical significance.

Moreover, the significance value (0.000) is lower than the set significance level of 0.05.
Conversely, the R-squared value of 0.865 suggests that the combined impact of learning
methods and discourse marker proficiency can explain 86.5% of the variability in students'
English writing skills. Furthermore, the effect of learning methods on writing results is
contingent upon students' proficiency levels in applying discourse markers. The research results
were corroborated by a two-way ANOVA data analysis, which revealed a significant
relationship between the utilization of various learning approaches and students' proficiency
levels (high, medium, and poor) in discourse markers. This interaction had a substantial impact
on the English writing proficiency of the students. The researcher performed a further test using
the Scheffe test. This activity aims to enhance the precision of the two-way ANOVA test
outcomes and minimize bias in the study's conclusions. The findings shown in Table 3
demonstrate that the two-way ANOVA analysis reveals a statistically significant and
advantageous impact of competency in discourse markers at different levels (high, medium,
and low) on the English writing skills of students.

Moreover, the two-way ANOVA analysis reveals a statistically significant disparity in
students' writing skills who were exposed to the CTL and PBL learning approaches. The
findings from the third study, which used two-way ANOVA, demonstrate the interaction effect
between the utilization of learning techniques and proficiency in discourse markers on the
English writing abilities of students. The present study underscores the need for teachers to
exercise caution in providing instructional strategies for acquiring discourse markers.
Furthermore, instructors must incorporate a more comprehensive array of technology-based
learning approaches.
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Table 4. Using Tukey Test

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Writing Skills

Tukey HSD

(I) Discourse  (J) Discourse Mean Std. Error ~ Sig. 95% Confidence Interval

Markers Markers Diftference Lower Bound  Upper

(I-)) Bound

High Moderate 9.85* 2.736 .002 2.96 16.63
Low 3.94 2.631 125 3.16 11.04

Moderate High 9.89* 2.736 .002 16.63 -2.96
Low 3.86 2.523 153 11.18 1.47

Low High 3.94 2.631 145 11.02 1.16
Moderate 4.56 2.723 173 1.47 11.18

Based on observed means.
The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 68.142.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Table 4 presents the correlation between learning methods and the level of mastery in
high, medium, and low discourse markers on students' English writing proficiency. The findings
are presented below 1). The correlation coefficient between high and medium proficiency in
discourse markers is M=9.85. A significance value below 0.05 indicates that the null hypothesis
is rejected. The present study establishes a disparity in the English writing proficiency of
students with high and medium mastery of discourse markers. 2). The correlation coefficient
between high and low proficiency in discourse markers is M=3.94. Based on a Sig value greater
than 0.05, Ho is approved. The present study establishes no disparity in the English writing
proficiency of students with high and low understanding of discourse markers. 3). The
correlation coefficient between moderate and high proficiency in discourse markers is M=9.89.
A significance level below 0.05 indicates rejection of Ho. This study concludes that a disparity
exists in the English writing proficiency of students with moderate and high mastery of
discourse markers. 4). The interaction coefficient between medium and poor discourse marker
mastery is M=4.86. A Sig value greater than 0.05 indicates that Ho is accepted. The results
suggest no disparity in the English writing proficiency of students with medium and low
mastery of discourse markers. 5). There is an interaction coefficient 3.94 between poor and high
discourse marker mastery. Sig>0.05, then the null hypothesis is accepted. The results indicate
no disparity in the English writing proficiency of pupils across low and high levels of discourse
marker competence. 6). The interaction coefficient between low and medium discourse marker
mastery is 4.56. Sig>0.05 indicates that Ho is accepted. The results suggest no disparity in the
English writing proficiency of pupils across low and medium levels of discourse marker
competence.

The present study poses three research inquiries. This article analyses the impact of CTL
and PBL learning approaches on students' proficiency in discourse markers. The present section
examines the outcomes of employing learning methodologies, namely CTL and PBL, and
student's proficiency level in using discourse markers. Three primary conclusions are derived
from this study, according to the findings on the impact of contextual teaching and learning
(CTL) and problem-based learning (PBL) with proficiency in discourse markers on students'
writing competency. Based on the proficiency in vocabulary and discourse markers, many high
school pupils still lack proper and accurate mastery of these items. Many Indonesian students
require assistance in comprehending the intricate grammatical framework of the English
language. In addition to grammatical challenges, students typically need assistance in
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effectively communicating the substance of their work due to the cultural disparities between
their native language and English. Students shall articulate their thoughts in written form by
employing the grammatical framework of their native language.

Consequently, the aspects of their writing fail to adhere to the principles of English
rhetoric. Conversely, teachers require assistance in instructing writing in large classrooms,
which hampers the effectiveness of teaching and learning (Ariyanti, 2016). The research
conducted by (Ali & Hasanah, 2024; Kusumahati et al., 2023; Mairani, 2022; Moybeka et al.,
2023; Wahyuni, 2017) examines the CTL and PBL learning methods. Existing data indicates
that the CTL and PBL approach substantially influence students' writing proficiency. The
present study distinguishes itself from prior research by including integrated learning
methodologies and assessing students' proficiency in discourse markers, enhancing their
writing abilities. Despite being exposed to and able to articulate discourse markers in the
procedural text genre, Indonesian students still struggle with mastering this linguistic device.

Concerning the second research question: Does the writing proficiency of students with
high, medium, and poor mastery of discourse markers vary? We want to emphasize that our
findings suggest that the impact of high, medium, and low proficiency in discourse markers on
students' writing abilities differs based on the level of achievement in these markers. Tukey's
follow-up test (Table 4) revealed that two groups of students demonstrated proficiency in
discourse markers, indicating notable writing performance (High vs. Medium group and
Medium vs. High group). Furthermore, the outcomes for the four categories of discourse
markers (High vs. low, medium vs. low, low vs. high, and low vs. medium) were insignificant.
Furthermore, the statistical analysis using a two-way ANOVA test (Table 3) revealed a
significant difference in students' writing abilities with high, medium, and poor proficiency in
discourse markers. However, the findings of this study reveal specific issues, particularly the
presence of a significant number of students with inadequate proficiency in discourse markers
compared to those with advanced proficiency. Despite having already employed discourse
markers, students at the State Islamic Senior High School in Serang Regency, Indonesia, were
nevertheless required to acquire knowledge of them. These findings are corroborated by several
studies that highlight the positive impact of mastering discourse markers on students' writing
skills (Al-khazraji, 2019; Al-Qahtani, 2015; Alsaawi, 2022; Fox Tree, 2014; Manan & Raslee,
2018; Mughrabi, 2017; Riznanda, 2021; Vahdat et al., 2016). However, the results of this study
contradict the study conducted by Kalajahi & Abdullah (2015), who proposed that there is no
significant correlation between writing proficiency and the use of discourse markers (DMs)
among Malaysian ESL students. Despite the significance of discourse markers in the education
of secondary school students in Indonesia, there is a lack of dedicated study on the mastery of
discourse markers. According to our research conducted at Madrasah Aliyah Negeri 1 Serang,
Indonesia, a significant challenge in teaching discourse markers is the restricted time allocated
for English sessions based on Indonesian language proficiency standards. Hence, incorporating
discourse markers (DMs) with other pedagogical methods or instructional materials might
augment the educational process and effectively enhance students' writing abilities (Sun, 2013).

The present study investigates the potential relationship between learning methods and
the varying degrees of discourse marker mastery among students, depending on their writing
proficiency. The objective is to use the obtained data, which demonstrate a correlation between
the interplay of learning methods (CTL and PBL) and the varying degrees of proficiency in
discourse markers on students' writing proficiency. The research aims to give further empirical
evidence that substantiates the efficacy of instructors' instructional techniques in writing
proficiency. Moreover, this study aims to investigate the influence of different learning methods
on the acquisition of discourse marker abilities during the learning process. It is recommended
that future studies investigate the learning methodologies and students' proficiency in discourse
markers across all educational levels in Indonesia. Drawing from the analysis of the research
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results, this study presents novel insights into the incorporation of learning methods and
proficiency in discourse markers on students' writing proficiency. The findings of this study
should also serve as a reminder to schools to adequately equip their students with the necessary
English language skills to compete effectively in the global arena.

Additionally, schools should offer their students additional chances to engage in English
writing activities within the school premises. The present investigation is subject to many
constraints. One of the most apparent limitations is the sample size, which is constrained by the
relatively brief timeframe of the research and is restricted to high school subjects. Finally, this
study was influenced by various issues in the research design, including the imbalanced
distribution of students among the groups.

CONCLUSION

The present study investigates the influence of different learning methods (CTL and PBL)
and varying proficiency levels in discourse markers (high, medium, and low) on the writing
proficiency of eleventh-grade students at a State Islamic Senior High School in Serang Regency,
Indonesia. The data indicate that the impact of learning methods on enhancing students' writing
abilities is contingent upon the degree of proficiency in discourse markers acquired by students
with high, medium, and low proficiency levels. The research findings showed a notable impact
of learning methods (CTL and PBL) on students' writing proficiency. Then, students' mastery
of markers substantially impacted their writing proficiency. Furthermore, there was a
substantial interaction impact between learning methods and knowledge of discourse markers
on students' writing proficiency. Future studies should be undertaken at all levels of education
in Indonesia to investigate the impact of discourse marker mastery and learning methods on
students' writing or speaking proficiencies. The present investigation is subject to many
constraints. Most evident is the small sample size, followed by the very brief period of the study
and its restriction to just high school-level participants. Ultimately, this study was challenged
by various issues in the research design, including the unequal distribution of students
throughout the groups.
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