CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A. First Analysis

After the researcher was done some treatments xjoerenental

group and control group. There are some differenstsdents’

achievement between experimental group and cogitooip.

1. Students’ achievement of experimental group aftes taught by using

video clip

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

Students are more enjoyable in teaching learninggss because
using video clip is very interesting.

Students get some new vocabulary from video clip.

Students can learn how to pronounce some vocabatagy native
speaker. Students not only watch video clip bub &ear native
speaker’s speaking, students can imitate the speakes.

Students can understand hortatory exposition tesilye Video
clip gives describing a case with some argumendspansuade the
listeners to do something.

Students have idea when they present and reteltatboy
exposition text orally.

Students are more fluency in speaking hortatorysitjpn text.

2. Students’ achievement of control group after wasgté without video

clip

a)

b)

Students feel bore in teaching learning processaussc using text
book only.

Teacher has to explain hortatory exposition texdlyabecause
Students just read a text and they get difficultesunderstand

hortatory exposition text.
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c) Students lost meaning when they have to presentatboy
exposition text orally. They get difficulties to merize
vocabulary from text book.

It was researcher’s analysis after done some tegdgsrfor experimental
and control group. Actually, there are some readbias video clip is
effective to facilitate students in teaching spegkhortatory exposition
text.

Before doing second analysis, the researcher aatilgnd tested
hypothesis pre-requisite test as the first analygisch contained of
normality test and homogeneity test to make sua¢ ¢kass social 3 and
class social 4 were normally and homogeneous.

1. Test of Normality
Test of normality in pre-requisite test was usedfimal out
whether data of class social 3 and class socialhithwhad been
collected from the previous examination score fittwn teacher came

from normal distribution or not. The result compitta of Chi-

2
score

quadrate K- _.) then was compared with table of Chi-quadrate

2
score

(X2,.) by using 5% alpha of significance. X2 . < XZ2,. meant
that the data spread of previous examination resuthally.

Based on the previous examination result of classak 3,
before they were chosen as the experimental chass found that the
maximum score was 80 and minimal score was 60. sTileéches of
score were 20. So, there were 7 classes with larfgtlasses 3. From

the computation of frequency distribution, it wasufid &f, x) =

2756, and Efi_xiz) = 200900. So, the average scob_é)(was 72.526

and the standard deviation (S) was 5.243. Aftenting the average
score and standard deviation, table of observafiequency was

needed to measure Chi-quadra¥e( ).
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Table 1. Table of the Observation Frequency of C&acial 3

2
Class Bk z P(Z) D;”e"’;zh Ei | oi| ©QZES EE)
595 248 -04936
60 - 62 00214| 08 2| 17234
625 191 -04721
63 — 65 00622 | 24 3| 01713
655 -1.34 -0.4099
66 — 68 01312| 50 3| 0.7899
685 -077 -02787
69 - 71 02011| 7.6 6| 03529
715 -020 -00776
2 - 74 02243| 85 8| 0.0320
745/ 038 01467
75— 77 01819| 69 9| 06314
775 095 03286
78 - 80 01073 41 1 20977
805 152 04358
X2 | = 5.7986

Based on the Chi-quadrate table 2(X) for 5% alpha of
significance with df 7 — 3 = 4, it was found’), = 9.49. Because of

XZ,e < XZye» SO the initial data of class social 3 distributed

score
normally.

While from the previous examination result of clasgial 4
before they were chosen as the control class, wasdf that the
maximum score was 80 and minimal score was 60. stileéches of
score were 20. So, there were 7 classes with larfgtlasses 3. From

the computation of frequency distribution, it wasufid &f, x,) =

2657, and Efi_xiz) = 187031. So, the average scob_é)(was 69.921

and the standard deviation (S) was 5.814. Aftenting the average

score and standard deviation, table of observafiequency was

needed to measure Chi-quadra¥e( ).
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Table 2. Table of the Observation Frequency of Cascial 4

_ Luas | i | o | Q-Ef
Class Bk Z P(2) Daerah Ei Oi ?
59.5| -1.79 -0.463bH
60 _ 62 0.0644 2.4 5 2.6662
62.5| -1.28 -0.3991
63 - 65 0.1226 4.7 6 0.3862
65.5| -0.76/ -0.276%
66 — 68 0.1799 6.8 4 1.1778
68.5| -0.24| -0.096%
69 - 71 0.2036 7.7 7 0.0699
71.5 0.27) 0.1070
72 - 74 0.1775 6.7 6 0.0823
74.5 0.79 0.2845%
75 - 77 0.1193 4.5 6 0.4749
77.5 1.30] 0.4038
78 - 80 0.0618 2.8 1.1630
80.5 1.82| 0.4656
= 6.0203
X2

Based on the Chi-quadrate table 1X) for 5% alpha of significance

with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found ¥,

= 9.49. Because ofX?

score

< XZye» SO the initial data of class social 4 distributedmally.

3. Test of Homogeneity

Test of homogeneity was done to know whether sainplbe

research came from population that had same variantot. In this

research, the homogeneity of the test was measyredmparing the

obtained scoreK,,.) withF_,.. Thus, if obtained scoreM,.) was

lower thanF,_,, or equal, it could be said that the Ho was accegte

meant that the variance was homogeneous.
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Table 3. Test of Homogeneity

Variant Sources Class Social 3 Class Social 4
Sum 1606 1578
N 38 38
X 73.000 71.73
Variance (5 24.76 36.30
Standard deviation (S) 4.98 6.03

The researcher was able to test the similarity hef two
variants in the previous examination between céassal 3 and class
social 4 by knowing the mean and the variance. ddmaputation of
the test of homogeneity as follow:

_ Biggest Variance
Smallest Variance

F

36.3000
24.760(

=1. 466
On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) = 38— 1 = 37 alid
denominator (nk — 1) = 38 — 1 = 37, it was fouRgd,, = 1. 73.

Because ofF_,, < F_,., SO, it could be concluded that both class

score —

social 3 and class social 4 had no differences.r&healt showed both

classes had similar variants or homogenous.

B. Second Analysis
The researcher analyzed and tested hypothesigeguésites which
contained of normality test and homogeneity testorge tested the
hypothesis that had been mentioned in the chapterbly using t-test

(test of difference two variants) in pre-test andtpest.
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1. Analysis of Pre-test
The experimental class (class social 3) and thér@odass
(class social 4) were given a pre-test off ®6January 2011. They
were asked to give arguments on smoking in health.

a. Test of Normality

The result computation of Chi-quadrat¥] ) then was

compared with table of Chi-quadratX{,,.) by using 5% alpha

2
score

of significance. If X < XZ,. meant that the data spread of

research result distributed normally.

Based on the research result of students in expatah
class, before they were taught speaking hortatoppstion text
by using video clip, was found that the maximumreoeas 76
and minimal score was 52 and the stretches of seere 24. So,
there were 7 classes with length of classes 4. Ftbhm

computation of frequency distribution, it was fou(af; x,) =

2445, and f_fi_xiz) = 159330. So, the average scoP_G)(was 64.
342 and the standard deviation (S) was 7. 376lerAfhe

researcher counted the average score and standardtiah,

table of observation frequency was needed to mea€ini-

Square Q(szcore)'
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Table 4. Table of the Observation Frequency of Erpental

Class

Luas . . _g)

Class BK| Z | P@) | paos | Ei| O (@ FE)
515 1 74| 0.4592

52 - 55 0.0745 | 2.8 5| 1.6639
55.5| -1.20 | 5g,7

56 - 59 0.1405 | 53 7| 05181
59.5|  -0.66 (2440

60 — 63 0.1988 | 7.6 6| 0.3197
635 011 ( 14es

64 — 67 02112 | 80 6| 05107
675 043 0.165

68 - 71 0.1684 | 6.4 7| 0.0567
715 097 0334

72 - 75 0.1007 | 3.8 4| 0.0077
755 151 0434

76 - 79 0.0452| 1. 0.954p
795/  2.08 0.480

X2| = | 4.0313

Based on the Chi-Square table(X) for 5% alpha of

significance with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found2)X = 9.49.

Because ofX?

score

class distributed normally.

< XZ,., SO the initial data of experimental

While from the result of students in control clalssfore

they were taught speaking hortatory exposition textusing

conversational method, was found that the maximooneswas

76 and minimal score was 40 and the stretchesaré sgere 36.

So, there were 7 classes with length of classeErém the

computation of frequency distribution, it was fou(af, x,) =

2389, and Efi_xiz) =153112. So, the average sco?é)(was 62.

9 and the standard deviation (S) was 8. 8819. Abenting the
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average score and standard deviation, table of nedotsen

frequency was needed to measure Chi-quadiéfg ().

Table 5. Table of the Observation Frequency of biitlass

Class | Bk| Z | P@ |2 | & |oi @
39.5] 2.63 | -0.4957

a0 45 00210 | 2 | 18093
455] 1.08 04747

a6 51 00750 4| 1 | 1.2015
515 128 -0.3997

52 57 01725 | 7 | 0.0302
575 060 02270

58 63 02556 o | 9 | 0.0521
635 007 00288

64 69 02440 (|11 03218
605 0759 02728

70 75 01502 | 5 | 0.0873
755 142 04225

76 8l 00508 .| 3| 02409
815 210 04820

Xz | = | 3.7431

Based on the Chi-Square table(X) for 5% alpha

of

significance with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found2)X = 9.49.

Because ofX2

score

< XZye» SO the initial data of control class

distributed normally.

b. Test of Homogeneity

In this research, the homogeneity of the test was

measured by comparing the obtained scdfg, () withF_,..

Thus, if the obtained score~( ) was lower than theé_,, or

equal, it could be said that the Ho was acceptadebnt that the

variance was homogeneous.
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Table 6. Test of Homogeneity (Pre-test)

Variant Sources Experimental C Control C
Sum 2388 2368
N 38 38
X 62. 84 62. 32
Variance () 55.41 75.22
Standard deviation (3) 7.81 8.67

By knowing the mean and the variance, the researche
was able to test the similarity of the two variamghe pre-test
between control and experimental class. The cortipataf the
test of homogeneity as follows:

_ Biggest Variance

F =
Smallest Variance

_ 75.2200
54.410(

=1.382
On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) = 38— 1 = 37 dhd
denominator (nk — 1) = 38 — 1 = 37, it was fouRg,, = 1. 73.

Because ofF

wore = Fupe, SO it could be concluded that both
experimental and control class had no differenddse result
showed both classes had similar variants or honmmgen
. Test of Difference Two Variants in Pre-test between
Experimental and Control Class

After counted the standard deviation and variante,
could be concluded that both classes have no diftas in the
test of similarity between two variances in pre-t®re. So, to
differentiate whether the students’ results of Epeahortatory
exposition text in experimental and control claggsessignificant
or not, the researcher used t-test to test the thgps. The

researcher used formula:
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Where:

o \/(nl—l)sf+(n2 -1)s;

n+n,-2

Based on table 6, the researcher had to find dayt &ing

the formula above:

s = (38-154.4100+ (38— 1)75.7900
38+38-2

=8.06846

After S was found, the next step was to measugstt-t

62.84-62.32

8.06848/ L+ 1
38 38

t =

=0284
After getting the result, then it would be consdlte the

critical score of t,, to check whether the difference is

significant or not. For a = 5% with df 38 + 38 =270, it was

found t,e(0075a2) = 1. 99. Because df . <t,,., SO it could be

concluded that there was no significance of difieeebetween
the experimental and control class. It meant thathb
experimental and control class had same conditefore getting
treatments.
2. Analysis of Post-test
The control class and experimental class were gavgrost
test on 2% of January 2011. Post-test was conducted aftewcail
treatments. Video clip was used as media in thehteg speaking
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hortatory exposition text to experimental class.il/for students in
control class, the researcher gave treatments wiithdeo clip. Post-
test was aimed to measure students’ ability in ldgpgahortatory
exposition text after treatments. Both classes vesieed to give
arguments on smoking in health.

a. Test of Normality

It was same to test of normality in the pre-teste Tesult

computation of Chi-SquareX?,,.) then was compared with
table of Chi-quadrateX?,.) by using 5% alpha of significance.

If X2, < X2, meant that the data spread of research result

score
distributed normally.

Based on the research result of Social 3 studentee
experimental class after they were taught speakiodatory
exposition text by using video clip, they reachkd maximum
score 84, minimum score 60 and the stretches aotseere 24.
So, there were 7 classes with length of classebrdm the

computation of frequency distribution, it was fou(gf, x,) =

2909, and Efi.xiz) = 224145.5. So, the average scor_e)(was

76.5526 and the standard deviation (S) was 6.268%&: seeing
the average score of students in experimental ,ciassuld be
concluded that there was an improvement of stutlectse after
they got treatments by using video clip.

After counting the average score and standardateni

table of observation frequency was needed to meaSQin-

quadrate K2 _.).

score
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Table 7. Table of the Observation Frequency of Exrpental

P

\ 2
Clgss Bk | Z | P@ | oo | E |oOi (0.-E7E.)2
505 -2.72 -0.496 '
60| & 63 00154 | 06 1] 02941
o 635 208 -0481
64| — | 67 00557 | 21 3| 0.3691
s 675 -1.44 0425
68| — | 71 01358 | 52 2| 19343
715 081 -0.289
72| = | 75 02232| 85 11 0.7475
o 755 -0.17 -0.066
76| — | 79 02476 | 94 8| 02106
a 795 047 0.180
80| — | 83 01852 | 7.0 7| 0.0002
> 835 111 0.366
esa| — | 87 00935 36 6 16856
d 875 179 0.459
X2 | = | 52413

Based on the Chi-Square table(X) for 5% alpha of

significance with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found2)X = 9.49.

Because ofX 2

score

getting treatments distributed normally.

< XZ,., SO the data of experimental class after

While from the result of Social 4 students in cohalass,

after they were taught speaking hortatory expasitixt by using

conventional method, was found that the maximumese@s 80,

minimal score was 56 and the stretches of score \2ér So,

there were 7 classes with length of classes 4. Ftbhe

computation of frequency distribution, it was fou(af; x,) =

2697, and Efi_xiz) = 193574. So, the average sco%)(was

70.9737 and the standard deviation (S) was 7.63BIheant

that there was an improvement of students’ scaex #iiey got

treatments.
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After the researcher counted the average score and
standard deviation, table of observation frequenag needed to

measure Chi-Squarex(,.).

Table 8. Table of the Observation Frequency oftfobelass

Luas , o|(Q-Ef

Class Bk| 7 | P@ || &S Q-Ef EE)
55.5| -2.03| -0.4786

56 - 59 0.0451 1.7 4 3.0474
59.5| -1.50| -0.433%

60 63 0.0974 3.7 4 0.0242
63.5| -0.98 -0.3361

64 - 67 0.1607 6.1 4 0.7274
67.5| -0.45/ -0.1754

68 — 71 0.2029 7.7 6 0.3791
71.5 0.07| 0.02751

72 - 75 0.1959 7.4 7 0.0263
75.5 0.59| 0.2233

7% - 79 0.1446 55 8 1.1428
79.5 1.12| 0.3679

80 - 83 0.0816| 3.3467 & 0.8167
83.5 1.64| 0.4494

xXz| = 6.1640

Based on the Chi-Square table(X) for 5% alpha of
significance with dk 7 — 3 = 4, it was found2) = 9.49.

Because of X?

score

< X2, SO the data of control class after

getting treatments distributed normally.

b. Test of Homogeneity
By knowing the mean and variance, the researcher wa
able to test the similarity of the two variancetire post-test

between experimental and control class.
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Table 9. Test of Homogeneity (Post-test)

Variance Sources Experimental C Control C
Sum 2852 2640
N 38 38
X 75.05 69.47
Variance () 38.29 58.31
Standard deviation (3) 6.27 7.64

The computation of the test of homogeneity as ¥asto

F

_ Biggest Variance

5831
39.29

=1.484

~ Smallest Variance

On a 5% with df numerator (nb - 1) =38 — 1 = 3d dh

denominator (nk — 1) = 38— 1 = 37, it was fouRg\(opog)(2220) =

1.92cause offF,. < F,,., SO it could be concluded that both

score —

experimental and control class had no differenddse result

showed both classes had similar variance or honoagen

Test of Difference Two Variants

Experimental and Control Class

in Post-test wexn

It was same to test of difference two variantshe pre-

test that both classes have no differences inasiedf similarity

between two variances in post-test score. So, fferdntiate if

the students’ results of speaking hortatory expositext in

experimental and control class after getting tresis were

significant or not, the researcher used t-testgdiothe difference

between both classes, the researcher used formula:



57

Where:

S= (nl _1)812 +(n2 _1)522
n +n,-2

Based on table 9, the researcher had to find dayt &ing
the formula above:

B (38— 139.2900+(38- 1583100
38+38-2

= 6.9857

After S was found, the next step was to measusstt-t
7505- 6947

69857 = + -
38 38

= 3481

t =

After getting t-test result, then it would be coltsd to

the critical score oft,, to check whether the difference is

significant or not. For a = 5% with df 38 + 38 =270, it was

found tie(00g42) = 1.99. Because o, >ty SO it could be

concluded that there was significance of differebhetwveen the
experimental and control class. It meant that erpanrtal class
was better than control class after getting alittreents.

After doing the analysis, the researcher conclutihed
since the obtained t-score was higher than theariscore on
the table, the difference was statistically sigmifice. Therefore,
based on the computation there was a significarifferehce
between the teaching speaking hortatory exposit#x using
video clip and without video clip for the elevergrade students
of MAN 1 Kebumen. In this research, teaching spegki
hortatory exposition text with video clip was mafective than
teaching speaking hortatory exposition text withadeo clip. It
can be seen from the result of the test. Wheratildents taught
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speaking by video clip got higher scores than thdents taught

speaking without video clip.

C. Discussions
1. Students’ Condition in Control Class

In the control class, students were taught by using
conventional method, so, there wasn’'t new expeéencstudents.
Teacher used text as an aid in the teaching leaprocess. Students
could not enjoy in speaking and explore their iddasvas proven
with the average of the control class in the pest-tvas 69.47 which
was lower than the experimental class was 75.0%ho#agh, the
average of the control class in the pre-test wa826and the
experimental class was 62.84.

2. Students’ Condition in Experimental Class

Before getting treatments, the students are gaverd test.
In the pre-test, students’ ability in speaking htoty exposition text
was low. From the result of pre-test, it was knahat students had
many difficulties in giving arguments. Sentencegjolv were used
by students to convey the idea, were influencedIrmonesian
language. Moreover they don’t know what should tkay when
they want to convey their meaning. Students’ abwitas in low
level when they had to arrange words to be a gendeace that
comprehensible by considering main function. It ni¢hat the idea
was not clearly stated and the sentences were elbbrganized to
support the transformation of meaning. Students’rdw@oice
(Pronunciation and fluency) was also far from bepegfect. Not
only the way they convey their idea was not cleair &lso there
were many difficulties in grammar and vocabularyhefiefore,
students’ ability of speaking hortatory exposittert was hard to be
understood. To minimize the number of students'takiss in their

speaking,, the researcher collected students’ spgak writing
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form after they performance, gave correction, atdrned the paper
to them in the next day. From the correction ofirthmistakes,
students’ were supposed to learn more and imprioeie &bility in
speaking hortatory exposition text.

Based on the analysis of students’ ability, it visnd that
after getting treatment, students’ ability improve&tudents were
given video clip in the treatments. They were givateo clip of cell
phone in classroom, learning English and smokinghegalth,
because the researcher thought that the videowdipe happening
and could make students enjoy in their lesson.

The finding showed that students’ ability was iroddevel;
although, there were some mistakes that studends nhade in
grammar. It could be concluded that the implememabf using
video clip as media in the teaching speaking horyaexposition
text was effective. It was proven with studentsemage score in
experimental class was higher than control class.

Before doing t-test analysis, it was found that trezore
(3.481) was higher than t-table by using 5% alphaignificance

(1.99). Sincet, >t,., it proved that there was a significant

difference between the improvement of studentsexeiment that
was taught using video clip and without video clip.
. Students Average Scores in Pre-test and Postites

The average score for control class was 62.32Zergst and
69.47 in post-test. The average score for expet@hartass was
62.84 in pre-test and 75.05 in post-test. And tilWwing was the

simple tables of pre and post-test students’ aeesagre.
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Table 11. The Pre-test and Post-test StudentsyayeeScores

of the Control and Experimental Class

The Average The Average
No Class Percentage of Pre1  Percentage of
test Post-test
1 Experimental 62.84 75.05
2 Control 62.32 69.47

Table 12. The Pre-test and Post-test StudentgayeeScores of the

Experimental and Control Class

No | Component of Group The The
Speaking Average | Average
Score of | Score of
Pre-test | Post-test
1 Pronunciation Experimental 3,1 3,8
Control 3,2 3,7
2 Grammar Experimenta 3.1 3,7
Control 3,1 3,3
3 Vocabulary Experimenta 3,3 4,9
Control 3,2 3,8
4 Fluency Experimenta 3,3 3,8
Control 3,1 3,4
5 Comprehension|  Experimental 3,2 3,9
Control 3,2 3,4

D. Limitation of Research
The writer realized that there were somealtainces and barriers in
doing this research. The hindrances and barriecsirced was not
caused by inability of the researcher but causeth&yimitation of the

research like time, fund, and equipment of research



