CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

A. Research Findings

To find out the difference between the students whoe taught using
Indonesian pop song as a medium and the studemtiswate not taught using
songs in writing descriptive on students’ imagioatin class VIII D and VIII
F of MTs Salafiyah Kajen Margoyoso Pati, the writhd an analysis of
quantitative data. The data was obtained by givesj to the experimental
class and control class after giving a differeaatment of learning process in
both classes. While during the experiment, the amder conducts
observation. In this study, observation only usedupport the data about the
students’ imagination reflected on their engagenrentriting class.
1. Inthe control class

a. Pretest

The pre test in control class was conducted on sty January's

2010 and followed by 34 students. The Activitieghis pre test such

as below:

1) Teacher gave explanation about descriptive texe (8ocial
Function, Generic Structure, and grammar) and thenteacher
showed an example about descriptive text.

2) In pairs, students are discussing and identifyiregdocial function
and grammar about the example given

3) Discussing the correct answer together.

4) Giving assignment for students to write their ideabout
describing something or someone that they know qieae of
paper individually. The result score of studenssignment can be
seen in table below:
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Table5
Pre-test
No. Criterion
Respondenty Content | OrganizatiohScore

1 F-1 35 25 60

2 F-2 45 30 75

3 F-3 40 25 65

4 F-4 41 29 70

5 F-5 40 25 65

6 F-6 50 30 80

7 F-7 30 20 50

8 F-8 38 22 60

9 F-9 35 25 60
10 F-10 45 30 75
11 F-11 42 28 70
12 F-12 40 25 65
13 F-13 45 25 70
14 F-14 38 22 60
15 F-15 45 30 75
16 F-16 35 25 60
17 F-17 42 28 70
18 F-18 40 25 65
19 F-19 40 25 65
20 F-20 45 30 75
21 F-21 30 20 50
22 F-22 42 28 70
23 F-23 40 20 60
24 F-24 41 29 70
25 F-25 40 25 65
26 F-26 40 30 70
27 F-27 45 35 80
28 F-28 35 25 60
29 F-29 45 35 80
30 F-30 40 30 70
31 F-31 30 25 55
32 F-32 42 28 70
33 F-33 35 25 60
34 F-34 35 20 55
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When the researcher taught descriptive text cormaity, some of

the students paid attention to the researcher’tapapon but some of

them not. They did not ask any questions to thearehier but they did

the test enthusiastic, and the percentage of oasenvresult was fair

(see appendix11). Thus are the activities in ppefdmcess.

. Post test

The researcher gave the students a post test winnducted on
Thursday, January 122010 and followed by 34 students. The

Activities in this post test such as below:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The researcher did the explanation about desceipteéxt once

again, and she asked them to make a group eacp gomsists 6
persons. The researcher gave them for 10minutasgrange some
sentences into a good paragraph that researchettiyam.

The researcher asked them to write their assignneentthe

whiteboard.

Then the researcher and students made a correogether about
the paragraph. At the same time, the researcher etplained

some grammatical rules and generic structure that lused in the
paragraph.

Then the researcher gave the students a picturshendsked them
to describe about the picture. Some of the studeete answered.
After that the researcher asked the students temasimple free
writing of descriptive text base on the pictureeTesult score of

students’ assignment can be seen in table below:

Table6
Post-test
No. Criterion
Respondenty Content | Organizatioh Score
1 F-1 35 20 55
2 F-2 35 25 60
3 F-3 41 29 70
4 F-4 50 40 90
5 F-5 42 28 70




48

6 F-6 35 25 60
7 F-7 35 25 60
8 F-8 45 35 80
9 F-9 40 30 80
10 F-10 30 20 50
11 F-11 42 28 70
12 F-12 50 30 80
13 F-13 45 25 70
14 F-14 50 35 85
15 F-15 45 20 65
16 F-16 42 28 70
17 F-17 35 25 60
18 F-18 40 25 65
19 F-19 45 30 75
20 F-20 50 30 80
21 F-21 45 25 70
22 F-22 50 35 85
23 F-23 35 25 60
24 F-24 40 25 65
25 F-25 40 25 65
26 F-26 40 30 70
27 F-27 30 20 50
28 F-28 40 20 60
29 F-29 30 25 55
30 F-30 30 25 55
31 F-31 30 25 55
32 F-32 45 30 75
33 F-33 50 30 80
34 F-34 35 20 55

At that time, some of students enthusiastic to asbut the grammar
that they still did not understand yet, and thecpetage of observation
result was good (see appendix12).
2. In the experimental class
a. Pretest
The pre test in experimental class was conductethomnsday, January
7™ 2010 and followed by 32 students. The Activitiasthis pre test

such as below:



49

1) Teacher gave explanation about descriptive texe (8ocial
Function, Generic Structure, and grammar) and thenteacher
showed an example about descriptive text.

2) In pairs, students are discussing and identifyiregdocial function
and grammar about the example given

3) Discussing the correct answer together.

4) Giving assignment for students to write their ideabout
describing something or someone that they know qieae of
paper individually. The result score of studenssignment can be
seen in table below:

Table7
Pre-test
No. Criterion
Respondents Content | Organizatioh Score
1 D-1 30 25 55
2 D-2 50 30 80
3 D-3 40 25 65
4 D-4 35 20 55
5 D-5 40 25 65
6 D-6 45 30 75
7 D-7 40 25 65
8 D-8 40 25 65
9 D-9 50 30 80
10 D-10 45 25 70
11 D-11 50 35 85
12 D-12 45 30 75
13 D-13 45 25 70
14 D-14 40 30 70
15 D-15 35 20 55
16 D-16 50 30 80
17 D-17 55 30 85
18 D-18 45 25 70
19 D-19 45 25 70
20 D-20 35 20 55
21 D-21 45 30 75
22 D-22 40 30 70
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23 D-23 45 30 75
24 D-24 40 20 60
25 D-25 45 30 75
26 D-26 30 20 50
27 D-27 38 22 60
28 D-28 40 25 65
29 D-29 40 25 65
30 D-30 40 35 75
31 D-31 30 20 50
32 D-32 40 35 75

When the researcher taught descriptive text comueelty without any
media, some of the students paid attention to tbsearcher’s
explanation but some of them not. Some of themddaknenthusiastic
to learn written text. They did not ask any quastito the researcher,
and the percentage of observation result was aie @ppendix 13).

Thus are the activities in pre test process.

. Treatment

The treatment in experimental class was conducteal days on

Thursday (January 142010) and Thursday (January®22010), and

followed by 32 students. The researcher did thatiment by using

Indonesian pop songs as a medium to stimulate aotivate the

students in learning written text. The Activitiesthis treatment such

as below:

1) The researcher played the tape recorder to plajintt@nesian pop
song in the classroom, most of the students wstenlito the song
enthusiastic.

2) The researcher invited them to translate the Insianepop song’s
lyric (Sempurna by Andra and the backbone) to Bhglmost of
the students were very enthusiastic.

3) Then they discuss together what the song descabest. At the
same time, the researcher also explained some grcarules

that have used in the song lyric.



4)

5)

6)

7

8)
9)
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At that time, some of students enthusiastic to abkut the
grammar that they still did not understand yet.

After they felt enough about the grammatical, tbgearcher asked
to the students to make a group, and each groupistoof 6
students to make 5 sentences by imagine someoeeohase title
of Indonesian pop song.

Then the researcher asked to the students to mertheir
sentences and write down on the whiteboard.

After that, the researcher with all of students esak correction
about grammatical rules of the sentences. At iha the students
were paid attention of their mistakes, and somé¢hem asked a
question related their sentences to know how theecbone was.
Then from thus correct sentences, the researchier enparagraph.
The paragraph showed a descriptive text with anrcgp@ate

generic structure.

. Post test

After the treatment, the researcher gave the stadepost test which

conducted on Thursday (January'2D10). The Activities in this post

test such as below:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The researcher gave the students another Indonasasong Kau
Cantik Hari ini by Lobow).

Then the researcher and students do the sametiasti@i previous
steps (in pre test activities)

The researcher gave an assignment, she askedittfentst to make
a simple free writing of descriptive text by imagisomeone base
on the Indonesian pop song that had discussed.

While they were writing, the researcher playedItidonesian pop
song. Thus are the activities in treatment and fesdt The result

score of students’ assignment can be seen in baibev:
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Table8
Post-test
No. Criterion
Respondents Content | OrganizationScore
1 D-1 45 30 75
2 D-2 55 35 90
3 D-3 50 35 85
4 D-4 40 25 65
5 D-5 55 35 90
6 D-6 40 30 70
7 D-7 40 30 70
8 D-8 40 25 65
9 D-9 50 35 85
10 D-10 50 40 90
11 D-11 50 40 90
12 D-12 50 35 85
13 D-13 50 35 85
14 D-14 50 40 90
15 D-15 42 28 70
16 D-16 40 25 65
17 D-17 55 35 90
18 D-18 50 35 85
19 D-19 50 30 80
20 D-20 50 40 90
21 D-21 55 35 90
22 D-22 50 35 85
23 D-23 45 40 85
24 D-24 40 35 75
25 D-25 50 40 90
26 D-26 40 30 70
27 D-27 50 35 85
28 D-28 50 40 90
29 D-29 40 35 75
30 D-30 50 40 90
31 D-31 45 40 85
32 D-32 40 25 65

At the same time, the students were very enthusiastlisten the
explanation and they looked enjoyed to do the assemt. The

percentage of observation result was excellentgppendix 14).



B. Hypothetical Analysis
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Hypothetical analysis is intended to process tha dallected from pre-

test and post-test. The goal of this analysis twe the hypothesis whether it

is accepted or rejected.

Steps adopted in analyzing hypothetical test are:

1. The Data Analysis of Pre-test Value of the ExpentakClass and Control

Class

1) Pre Request-test

a. Searching for the normality of initial data in tbentrol class and the

experimental class.

The normality test is used to know whether the détained

is normally distributed or not. Test data of thesearch uses the

formula of chi-square.

Table9

TheList of Pre-test Value of Control and Experimental Classes

N Experimental class Control class
© Code of Code of
oae O — Y ode O
the X, (% =X) (X, —X)? the X, [(X%=X) | (X, —X)?

students students
1 D-1 55 | -13.3 176.89 F-1 60 -6.2 38.44
2 D-2 80 11.7 137.89 F-2 75 8.8 77.44
3 D-3 65 -3.3 10.89 F-3 65 -1.2 1.44
4 D-4 55 | -13.3 176.89 F-4 70 3.8 14.44
5 D-5 65 -3.3 10.89 F-5 65 -1.2 1.44
6 D-6 75 6.7 44.89 F-6 80 13.8 190.44
7 D-7 65 -3.3 10.89 F-7 50 -16.2 262.44
8 D-8 65 -3.3 10.89 F-8 60 -6.2 38.44
9 D-9 80 11.7 137.89 F-9 60 -6.2 38.44
10| D-10 70 1.7 2.89 F-10 75 8.8 77.44
11| D-11 85 16.7 279.89 | F-11 70 3.8 14.44
12| D-12 75 6.7 44.89 F-12 | 65 -1.2 1.44
13| D-13 70 1.7 2.89 F-13 70 3.8 14.44
14| D-14 70 1.7 2.89 F-14 | 60 -6.2 38.44
15| D-15 55 | -13.3 176.89 | F-15 75 8.8 77.44
16 | D-16 80 11.7 137.89 | F-16 60 -6.2 38.44
17| D-17 85 16.7 279.89 F-17 | 70 3.8 14.44
18| D-18 70 1.7 2.89 F-18 65 -1.2 1.44
19| D-19 70 1.7 2.89 F-19 | 65 -1.2 1.44
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20 D-20 55 -13.3 176.89 F-20 75 8.8 77.44
21 D-21 75 6.7 44.89 F-21 50 -16.2 262.44
22 D-22 70 1.7 2.89 F-22 70 3.8 14.44
23 D-23 75 6.7 44 .89 F-23 60 -6.2 38.44
24 D-24 60 -8.3 68.89 F-24 70 3.8 14.44
25 D-25 75 6.7 44.89 F-25 65 -1.2 1.44
26 D-26 50 -18.3 334.89 F-26 70 3.8 14.44
27 D-27 60 -8.3 68.89 F-27 80 13.8 190.44
28 D-28 65 -3.3 10.89 F-28 60 -6.2 38.44
29 D-29 65 -3.3 10.89 F-29 80 13.8 190.44
30 D-30 75 6.7 44.89 F-30 70 3.8 14.44
31 D-31 50 -18.3 334.89 F-31 55 11.2 125.44
32 D-32 75 6.7 44.89 F-32 70 3.8 14.44
33 F-33 60 -6.2 38.44
34 F-34 55 11.2 125.44
> 2185 2885.48 > 2250 2102.96
X, | 683 X, | 66.2
Based on the table above, the normality test:
Ha: The distribution list is normal.
Ho: The distribution list is not normal
Test of hypothesis:
The formula is used:
<(0-E)
X 2 - i I
2 E
Table 10
Normality Test of Pre-test of Control Class
Class | Limit | Zforthe | Opportunities Size E o | ©-E)
Interval | Class| Limit Class for Z Classes for &
Z
49.5 -1.18 0.47
50-55 0.08 2721 4| 0.60
55.5 -1.21 0.39
56-61 0.05 51| 8 1.65
61.5 -0.99 0.34
62-67 0.29 9.86| 6 1.51
67.5 0.13 0.05
68-73 0.24 8.16| 9 0.09
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735 0.81 0.29
74-79 0.14 476 | 4 | 012
795 148 043
80-85 0.05 17 | 3| 09¢
855 2.16 0.48
Y 34| 496

With @ = 1% and? = 5%, dk = 6-3 = 3, from the chi-square

distribution table, obtaine&(tabIe =11.3 anc}(tab'e = 7.81. Because

X%aom js lower than X’wie (11.3 > 4.96 < 7.81). So, the

distribution list is Normal.

Table1l
Normality Test of Pre-test of Experimental Class
Class | Limit | Zforthe | Opportunities Size E o | 6-E)
Interval | Class| Limit Class for Z Classes for &
Z
49.5 -1.83 0.47
50-55 0.08 256 6 462
555 -1.25 0.3¢
56-61 0.14 448 2 1.37
615 -0.67 0.25
62-67 0.21 672 | 6 0.08
675 -0.09 0.04
68-73 0.15 4.8 6 03
735 0.5C 0.1¢
74-79 0.17 544 | 7 | 045
795 1.08 0.3€
80-85 0.0¢ 288 | 5 156
855 1.66 045
y 8.38

With a= 1% and dk = 6-3 = 3, from the chi-square

distribution table, obtaine . = 11.3. BecauseX “cun iS lower

than X %we (8.38 < 11.3). So, the distribution listN®rmal.
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b. Searching for the homogeneity of the control classd the

experimental class.
Homogeneity test is used to find out whether theupris

homogenous or not.
Hypothesis
H,:0! =0}
H,:0? #0;
Test of hypothesis:

The formula is used:

F= Biggest variant
smallest variant

The Data of the resear ch:

o? =93.08 =32

o5 =63.73 m =34

0_12 — Slz — Z(X_)_()

n -1
S = 288548 _ o0
32-1
\2
o2= SZZ _ Z(X_X)
2 nz _1
S = 210296 _ 6373
34-1

Biggest variant (Bv) = 93.08
Smallest variant (Sv) = 63.73
Based on the formula, it is obtained:

= Biggest variant
smallest variant

9308

6373
F =146
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With a= 5% and dk = (32-1 = 31) : (34-1 = 33), obtained

Fene = 1.71. Becausé,,, is lower thanF, (1.46 < 1.81)gq,

count
Ho is accepted and the +two groups have same
variantH omogeneous.

. Searching for the average similarity of the initita between the
control and the experimental classes.
To test the average similarity, data is analyzedgustest.
Hypothesis
Ho: H1= H2
Ha M1# H2
Description:
Hi: average of experimental class

Ho: average of control class

Table12
The Average Similarity Test of Pre-Test of the Experimental
and the Control Classes

Source variant Experimental clasg Control class
X 68.3 66.2
Variant (S) 93.08 63.73
N 32 34
So, the computation t-test:
_ X1- X2
(n-1)s’+(n, -1l (1 1
n+n,-2 n n,
_ 683 - 662
(32- 19308+ (34~ 3)6373( 1,1 j
32+34-2 32 34
_ 21
(31)9308+(33)6373 (006)
(32+34-2)
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21

J7795(006)

21

- Ja677 216

=097
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With @ = 5% and dk = 32 + 34 — 2 = 64, obtairkg, = 2.00.

Becauseloum 1S lOWer thant,, (0.97 < 2.00)s0, Ho is accepted and

there is no difference of the pre test averageevahhm both groups.

2. The Data Analysis of Post-test Value in Experime@kss and Control

Class

1) The End Phase Analysis

a. Searching for normality data of post-test of thentoml and the

experimental classes

Table 13
TheList of Post-test Value of Control and Experimental Classes
N Experimental class Control class
o]
Code of Code of
the X |4 =X)| (% - X)2 the X, [(%=%X) | (X, — X)2
students students
1 D-1 75 -6.3 39.69 F-1 55 -12.5 156.25
2 D-2 90 8.7 75.69 F-2 60 -7.5 56.25
3 D-3 85 3.7 13.69 F-3 70 2.5 6.25
4 D-4 65 | -16.3 265.69 F-4 90 22.5 506.25
5 D-5 90 8.7 75.69 F-5 70 2.5 6.25
6 D-6 70 -11.3 127.69 F-6 60 -7.5 56.25
7 D-7 70 | -11.3 127.69 F-7 60 -7.5 56.25
8 D-8 65 -16.3 265.69 F-8 80 12.5 156.25
9 D-9 85 3.7 13.69 F-9 80 12.5 156.25
10| D-10 90 8.7 75.69 F-10 | 50 -17.5 306.25
11 D-11 90 8.7 75.69 F-11 70 25 6.25
12| D-12 85 3.7 13.69 F-12 80 12.5 156.25
13| D-13 85 3.7 13.69 F-13 | 70 2.5 6.25
14| D-14 90 8.7 75.69 F-14 85 17.5 306.25
15| D-15 70 -11.3 127.69 F-15| 65 -2.5 6.25
16 | D-16 65 | -16.3 265.69 | F-16 70 2.5 6.25
17 | D-17 90 8.7 75.69 F-17 60 -75 56.25
18| D-18 85 3.7 13.69 F-18 | 65 -2.5 6.25
19| D-19 80 -1.3 1.69 F-19 75 7.5 56.25
20 | D-20 90 8.7 75.69 F-20 | 80 12.5 156.25
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21 D-21 90 8.7 75.69 F-21 70 2.5 6.25
22| D22 | 85 3.7 13.69 F-22] 89 175 | 306.25
23 D-23 85 3.7 13.69 F-23 60 -75 56.25
24| D24 | 75 | 6.3 39.69 F-24 | 65 25 6.25
25 D-25 90 8.7 75.69 F-25 65 -2.5 6.25
26| D26 | 70 | -11.3 | 127.69| F-26| 70 25 6.25
27 D-27 85 3.7 13.69 F-27 50 -17.5 306.25
28| D28 | 90 | 8.7 75.69 F-28 | 60 75 56.25
29 D-29 75 -6.3 39.69 F-29 55 -12.5 156.25
30| D-30 | 90 | 87 75.69 | F-30 55 | -125 | 156.25
31 D-31 85 3.7 13.69 F-31 55 -12.5 156.25
32| D-32 | 65 | -16.3 | 265.69 | F-32 75 75 56.25
33 F-33 80 125 156.25
34 F-34 55 -12.5 156.25
> 2600 2650.08| X 2295 3812.5
X, | 813 X, | 675
Based on the table above, the normality test:
Hypothesis:
Ha: The distribution list is normal.
Ho: The distribution list is not normal
Test of hypothesis:
The formula is used:
< (0 -E)
X 2 - i I
2 E
Table14
The Normality Test of Post-test of Control Class
Class | Limit Z for the | Opportunities| Size classes E; o | 6-E)
Interva | Clas: limit class for Z for Z &
495 -1.59 0.44
50-56 0.11 374 | 7 | 284
565 -0.96 0.33
57-63 0.2 68 | 6 | 009
635 -0.33 0.13
64-70 027 918 | 11 | 036
705 0.2¢ 0.4cC
11-77 021 714 | 2 | 370
775 0.93 0.32
78-84 0.12 408 | 5 | 021
845 156 044




60

85-91

0.04

1.3€

197

915

2.1¢

04¢€

2

34

9.17

With a = 1% anda = 5%, dk = 7-3 = 4, from the chi-square

distribution table, obtaineX,,,, = 13.3 andX_,. = 9.49. Because

2
X count

is lower than X Zupe

distribution list isNormal.

(13.3 > 9.17 < 9.49). So, the

Table 15
The Normality Test of Post-Test of Experimental Class
Class | Limit Z for the | Opportunities Size E o | 6-E)
Interval | Class | Limit Clasg for Z Classes &
for Z
64.5 -2.04 0.47
65-69 0.05 16 | 4 36
695 -15 043
70-74 0.1 32 | 4 0.2
745 -0.96 0.33
75-79 0.17 544 | 3 | 109
795 -041 0.1€
80-84 0.11 352 | 1 | 180
845 0.13 0.05
85-89 0.2 64 | 9 | 105
895 0.67 0.25
90-94 033 |105€| 11 | 002
945 1.21 0.58
5 32| 776

With a = 1% anda = 5%, dk = 6-3 = 3, from the chi-square

distribution table, obtaineX,,,, = 11.3 andX_,. = 7.81. Because

2
X count

is lower than X Zupe

distribution list isNormal.

(11.3 > 7.76 < 7.82). So, the

b. Searching for homogeneity of the experimental céassthe control

class

Homogeneity test is used to find out whether theupris

homogenous or not.
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Hypothesis:
H,:0! =0’
H,:0?#0;
Test of hypothesis:

The formula is used:

F= Biggest variant
smallest variant

The Data of the resear ch:

o? =8549  np=32

05=11553 m=34

0_12 — Slz — Z(X_)_()

n -1
, _ 265008
32-1
S? = 8549
2 Szz - Z(X_X)z
2 nz _1
, 38125
34-1
S? =11553

Biggest variant (Bv) = 115.53
Smallest variant (Sv) = 85.49
Based on the formula, it is obtained:
F= Biggest variant
smallest variant
_ 11553

8549
F =135

With a= 5% and dk = (34-1 = 33) : (32-1 = 31), obtained

Fene = 1.35. Becausé,,, is lower thanF,. (1.35 < 1.83)gq,
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Ho is accepted and the two groups have same varant
Homogeneous.

. Testing the similarity of average between experit@lenlass and
control class.

To test the average similarity, data is analyzedgustest.
Hypothesis

Ho: pl =p2

Ha: u1#£ pu2

Description:

p1: average of experimental class

pu2: average of control class

Table 16
The Average Similarity of Post-Test of Experimental Class and
Control Class

Source variant Experimental class Control class
X 81.3 67.5
Variant ($) 85.49 115.53
N 32 34

So, the computation t-test:

_ X1- X2

\/(nl—l)sf +(n, -1)s2 (1+1j

n+n,-2 n n,

_ 813- 675

\/(32— J)85.49+(34—1)11553[ 1,1 j

32+34-2 32 34
_ 138
~/1009793§006)
138 138

= = = 559
J6.0587625 246145536
With @ = 5% and df = 32 + 34 — 2 = 64, obtaingg, = 2.00

Becausdeu 1S higher thart, . (5.59 > 2.00).
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From the result, it can be concluded that there idifference in
students’ imagination score between students taughtg song and those

taught using non-song. The hypothesis is accepted.

C. Discussion of Research Finding

The result of the research shows that the expetahearass (the
students who are taught using Indonesian pop duagYhe mean mark 81.3.
Meanwhile, the control class (the students whaaught using non-song) has
the mean mark 67.5. It can be said that teachirsgrigive writing using
Indonesian pop song as a medium is more effectnan tconventional
teaching.

Before giving the treatment, researcher checkedbtidance of the
initial ability of the students of both classeseTdata used to test the balance
was the score of pre-test. Analysis of initial datas conducted through
normality test that aimed at showing whether thia d& normally distributed
or not. This can be seen from the normality testhwihi-square, where
XCeount< Xtanies & = 1 % andy = 5 %, df = 3. On the normality test of pre-tefst o
the control class, it can be seToun (4.96)<X *we (11.3) and (7.81) and

the experimental clasé’om (8.38) <XZwe (11.3) and (7.81). Since
homogeneity test showsoun: (1.46)<Fiape (1.81), it can be concluded that the
population is homogeneous. Based on the analysisest at the pre-test, it is

obtainedt_,,, = 0.97 witht,,.= 2.00 which proves that there is no difference

count

of the average of pre-test between both classesndimality test of post-test
of control class resultsX?om (9.17)<X%we (13.3) and (9.49) and
experimental class results %coum (7.76)<X %wne (11.3) and (7.81). The post-
test demonstrate that the hypotheses of those kagses are normal on the
distribution. It is proved withFeount (1.35)<Fiane (1.83) from the homogeneity

test that have the same variant.

From the last phase of the t-test, it is obtaifgg = 5.59 witht,,, =

2.00 with the standard of significant 5%. Becaué_ g, >t.,,., SO the zero
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hypothesis (I is rejected and alternative hypothesis)(ké accepted. It
means that there are significant differences beatwie students’ imagination
who had been taught using Indonesian pop song asedium and the
students’ imagination who had not given the samatinent.

There were many factors that influenced the resfudtudy. One of the
factors was teaching aids or media used in teaclhiiryteacher employs an
appropriate teaching aids or media that is suitabih the method, the
students will enjoy the lesson. Based on the reduksts that had been done,
it can be explained that using Indonesian pop s@ng medium in the process
of learning English at VIIID and VIIIF students ®iTs Salafiyah Kajen
Margoyoso Pati could facilitate students’ imagioatiof how to write
descriptive text. In addition, learning using saigo provide new variation.
So that, students can enrich their vocabulary bggiming the vocabularies
that they heard from the song lyric, and hearirgggbng or music its self can
stimulate the spirit of the students to be activemiaking a free writing of
descriptive text.

In the process of learning, teacher should be restul in determining
the classroom setting in order to make studentsisfaan the lesson. For
example, by the setting of the class tailored te ksarning activities of
students of experimental class, the students weoee niocus and the
atmosphere of the class was not too rowdy. By usipgropriate teaching
aids, students find it easier to understand dedegipext material delivered by
the teacher. A fun learning can stimulate the spirthe students to be active.
Connecting material with the experience or incidehait occurred in
surrounding environment and utilization of teachaigs such as song can
stimulate and increase students’ imagination. Stisdean clearly understand
the process or steps in writing descriptive text.

Meanwhile, teaching learning process in the contcdss was
implemented through lecturing using text. In thisogess, the teacher
explained the material using text. At the beginrnghe process, the students

were given a pre-test to know the initial ability the students. Then, the
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students sat and paid attention to the teachepkeation. However, students
felt saturated with the material presented by #aelier because there were no
interesting teaching aids or media used.

The ability of the students can be seen from thwesof learning.
Based on the research that had been done, it ptbeedverage of students’
imagination that found learning using song as aiomchigher that is 81.3
compared to the average of the students who didetdearning using song as
a medium that is 67.5. The use of song as a mediut@aching descriptive
writing has brought students to realize the minimetandard of score. T-test
shows thateut has positive score. It means that the average s¢@teidents
who had been taught using song as a medium is hitjae the score of
students who had been taught using conventionalites

Thus, it can be concluded that learning Englisimgishdonesian pop
songs to arouse students’ imagination in writingotiptive with the eight
grade students of MTs Salafiyah Kajen MargoyosoiP&tfective to improve

students’ skill in writing descriptive text.

. Limitation of the Research
The writer realizes that this research had not bd@me optimally.

There were constraints and obstacles faced dunmgesearch process. Some

limitations of this research are:

1. Relative short time of research makes this reseaothd not be done
maximally.

2. The research is limited at MTs Salafiyah Kajen Maagso Pati.. So that
when the same research will be gone in other sshdak still possible to
get different result.

3. The implementation of the research process was gegect; this was
more due to lake experience and knowledge of theareher.

Considering all those limitations, there is a nézdlo more research
about teaching descriptive writing using Indonegap songs as the medium.

So that, the more optimal result will be gained.



