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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

 

 In this chapter, the data of the research result will be presented and 

analyzed. The data are try-out, pre-test, and post-test result. The writer describes 

and analyses the data. First, is analyzing the result of try-out test. The second is 

analyzing the result of pre-test, treatment activities, post-test, t-test statistical, and 

discussion of the research findings. The writer also gave pre-test and post-test to 

know whether it is effective or not to use spinner as a media in improving 

students’ vocabulary. The writer wanted to know whether any significant 

difference between the students vocabulary mastery taught with and without using 

spinner.  

 The writer took two classes, class VIIA has 29 students and VIIB has 26 

students. There were fifty-five students of MTs Mambaul Ulum Mambak, who 

were given pre-test and post-test.  

 

4.1 Try-Out Analysis 

 This analysis was meant to find out the validity and the reliability of the 

instrument before it was used as pre-test and post-test. This test was 

conducted on July 31, 2018. Try-out test was conducted for VII A class. 

There were twenty-nine students as respondent. There were 30 questions in 

the try-out test. The try-out test is available in Appendix 6. 

4.1.1 Validity 

 The vocabulary test consists of thirty item numbers. From the try-

out test that was conducted, it was obtained that item numbers were 

valid. As mentioned in the third chapter, the test is said to be valid if 

the result rxyare greater than rtable. The data was calculated by using 

Product moment and the result showed that index validity of item 

number 5 was 0.413. Then, the writer consulted the table of r with N = 

29 significance level 5% in which then rtableis 0,367. The complete 

result can be seen in Appendix 6.………………………………………. 



27 
 

 
 

The item test is valid if rcount>rtable 

The item test is invalid if rcount<rtable 

rtable= N 

N = 29 

In the table 5% shows that 29 = 0,367 

Table 4.1 

The validity of the try-out test 

Criteria Number of Item 
The Total 

Number 

Valid 5,7, 8, 9,10,12,13,16,17,18,21,25,28,30,  14 items 

Invalid 1,2,3,4,6,11,14,15,19,20,22,23,24,26,27,29, 16 items 

  

 From the table above, it can be seen that the try-out instruments 

had 14 Valid and 16 Invalid items. The complete result of try-out 

analysis can be seen in Appendix 5.  

 

 4.1.2 Reliability  

 Reliability showed how dependable an instrument it is. A good 

instrument has to be valid and reliable. After validity of instruments had 

been done, the next analysis was to test the reliability of instrument. 

The test is reliable if the result of r11 is greater than r-table. The writer 

used spearman Brown to computation the validity item number 5 and 

the result showed that the r11 was 0.584 for α = 5%, N = 29, and the rtable 

was 0.367.  The complete result can be seen in Appendix 7. 

 

Table 4.2 

The Reliability Computation Using SPSS Calculation 

Case Processing Summary 

 N % 

Cases Valid 29 100.0 

Excludeda 0 .0 
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Total 29 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 

procedure. 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.480 30 

 

 From the SPSS calculation above showed that in Cronbach’s Alpha 

column was 0.480.  

The result if Cronbach’s Alpha>rtable= the item reliable 

  If Cronbach’s Alpha<rtable= the item not reliable 

The rtable= 0.367 

Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.480 

 From the SPSS calculation above, showed that in Cronbach’s 

Alpha column was 0.480 and in the rtable0.367. In this analysis rtable 

from the N. All of the students are 29. In the table significant 5% 

showed that number 29 is 0.367. The reliability can be said reliable if 

Cronbach’s Alpha>rtable. In this part showed that 0.480>0.367. It 

means that the instrument of the research was reliable.  

 

4.2 Pre-test Analysis  

 The pre-test was conducted on August 2, 2018 for the Control group class 

and on August 5, 2018 for the Experimental group class. This pre-test was 

held in the first meeting and was conducted to know the initial condition of 

students’ vocabulary in English lesson. The students were asked to answer 14 

questions of multiple choices test in thirty (30) minutes. The instrument can be 

seen in Appendix 4.  

Table 4.3 

The Data Pre-test Score of Experimental and Control Group Class 

No Code 
Pre-test 

Result 
No Code Pre-test result 
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1 E-01 65 1 C-01 65 

2 E-02 58 2 C-02 58 

3 E-03 65 3 C-03 58 

4 E-04 65 4 C-04 58 

5 E-05 72 5 C-05 65 

6 E-06 58 6 C-06 58 

7 E-07 65 7 C-07 58 

8 E-08 58 8 C-08 58 

9 E-09 65 9 C-09 65 

10 E-10 51 10 C-10 51 

11 E-11 65 11 C-11 65 

12 E-12 58 12 C-12 51 

13 E-13 65 13 C-13 65 

14 E-14 51 14 C-14 58 

15 E-15 65 15 C-15 58 

16 E-16 58 16 C-16 58 

17 E-17 51 17 C-17 65 

18 E-18 58 18 C-18 51 

19 E-19 72 19 C-19 51 

20 E-20 58 20 C-20 72 

21 E-21 65 21 C-21 65 

22 E-22 44 22 C-22 58 

23 E-23 65 23 C-23 65 

24 E-24 65 24 C-24 58 
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25 E-25 51 25 C-25 65 

26 E-26 65 26 C-26 65 

27 E-27 58 

SUM 1546 

28 E-28 72 

29 E-29 65 

SUM 1773 

MEAN 61,14 MEAN  60.15 

 

The table above showed the students’ pre-test score of the 

experimental group and control group. The test was given to the students in 

the preliminary meeting before giving any treatment. The table showed that 

the mean of pre-test in experimental group class was 61.14 and the mean of 

pre-test in control group class was 60.15.  

Table 4.4 

The T-test of Pre-Test Score in Experimental Group and the Control 

Group 

Group Statistics 

 groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Value experimental group 29 61.14 6.896 1.281 

control group 26 60.15 5.519 1.082 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

Mean 

Differ

ence 

Std. 

Error 

Differe

nce 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Val

ue 

Equal variances 

assumed 

1.417 .239 .580 53 .564 .984 1.697 -2.420 4.388 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  

.587 52.3

64 

.560 .984 1.677 -2.380 4.348 
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In this calculation pre-test score using SPSS above, the tcount was 

0.580. The df was 53, in the table statistic 53 was 1.674. If to find out the 

different significant from this score between control group and experimental 

group, the result tcount>ttable, if the result tcount<ttable the result is there is no 

significant between experimental group and control group. If there is no 

significant, this is good result because if there is no significant between this 

classes, it means that the classes are same, the classes have the same quality.  

The ttable53 in the table t-test showed that 1.674. It means that the result 

from this calculation 0.580 < 1.674. It means there is no significant difference 

between experimental group and control group. Both of them have same 

quality and it is good result. The average score both of the 61.14 and 60.15. It 

is good score to compare them because they have the same quality.  

 

4.3 Treatment Activities 

Treatment activities were conducted, after the pre-test was given to the 

experimental and control group class. Each group has given twice meetings. 

For the experimental group, the treatment was given by using spinner in 

teaching and learning. for the control group, the treatment was given by using 

picture/ book media. The schedule of the research can be seen in the following 

table:  

Table 4.5 

The Schedule of the Research 

Date 
Experimental Group 

(VIIB) 
Date Control Group (VIIB) 

August 

5, 2018 

Pre-test for experimental 

group  

August 2, 

2018 

Pre-test for control 

group  

August 

12, 2018 

First treatment by using 

spinner  

August 9, 

2018 

First treatment by using 

picture 

August Second treatment by using August Second treatment by 
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13, 2018 spinner  11, 2018 using picture  

August 

23, 2018  

Pos-test for experimental 

group  

August 

25, 2018 

Post-test for control 

group  

 

During the twice meetings, each group was given some topics. In the 

first meeting, the topics were greeting and hobby, in the second meeting were 

understanding about previous material and job and things around you. Here is 

the activity of the research. 

 

Table 4.6 

The activity of the research 

Activity  Experimental Group  Control Group  

Pre-test  The teacher gave the pre-

test consisted of 14 

questions. 

The teacher gave the pre-

test consisted of 14 

questions. 

First treatment  - The writer engaged 

students relate to the 

material of greeting, job, 

hobby, and things 

around you. 

Students were divided 

into 4 groups then each 

group learnt about every 

topic they gotten after that 

each group present their 

discussion in front of the 

class. 

- The teacher gave little 

explanation about the 

topics ( greeting, hobby, 

job and things around 

you) 

The teacher asked the 

students to found some 

vocabularies related to 

the topics. 

Second treatment  - The writer reviewed the 

previous material 

Students still learn the 

- The researcher reviewed 

material in previous 

meeting. 



33 
 

 
 

same material and the 

writer reviewed the 

student’s vocabulary one 

by one in front of the 

class. 

Students were asked to 

presents their discussion 

in front of the class. 

Post-test  The teacher gave the test 

to the students that 

consisted of 14 questions. 

The question of post-test 

is same with the pre-test’s 

questions.  

The teacher gave the test 

to the students that 

consisted of 14 questions. 

The question of post-test 

is same with the pre-test’s 

questions. 

 

4.4 Post-test analysis 

The post-test was held after the treatment given. The pot-test for 

experimental group class was conducted on August 23, 2018 and the post-test 

for control group class was held on August 25, 2018. The post-test consisted 

of 14 questions. The writer used the same questions as the pre-test. The 

instrument can be seen in the Appendix 4. 

Table 4.7 

The Post-test Score of Experimental and Control Group Class 

No Code 
Post-test 

Result 
No Code 

Post-test 

result 

1 E-01 79 1 C-01 86 

2 E-02 79 2 C-02 79 

3 E-03 86 3 C-03 72 

4 E-04 86 4 C-04 72 

5 E-05 93 5 C-05 79 

6 E-06 72 6 C-06 65 

7 E-07 86 7 C-07 72 

8 E-08 72 8 C-08 79 
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9 E-09 86 9 C-09 72 

10 E-10 79 10 C-10 79 

11 E-11 79 11 C-11 65 

12 E-12 86 12 C-12 79 

13 E-13 93 13 C-13 79 

14 E-14 79 14 C-14 65 

15 E-15 72 15 C-15 79 

16 E-16 79 16 C-16 72 

17 E-17 72 17 C-17 79 

18 E-18 79 18 C-18 65 

19 E-19 93 19 C-19 72 

20 E-20 79 20 C-20 86 

21 E-21 79 21 C-21 79 

22 E-22 65 22 C-22 72 

23 E-23 79 23 C-23 79 

24 E-24 79 24 C-24 65 

25 E-25 79 25 C-25 72 

26 E-26 86 26 C-26 79 

27 E-27 79 

SUM 1949 
28 E-28 93 

29 E-29 86 

SUM 2354 

MEAN 81.17 MEAN 74.69 

 

The table above showed post-test score after gave the treatments by the 

writer.  From the computation above, the mean of pre-test in experimental 

group was 81.17 and the mean of post-test in control group was 74.69. It 

means the mean  of post-test in experimental group had higher score than the 

control group.  
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 Table 4.8 

The T-Test of Post-Test Score in the Experimental Group and the Control 

Group 

Group Statistics 

 
groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Val

ue 

experimental 29 81.17 7.026 1.305 

Control 26 74.69 6.285 1.233 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differen

ce 

Std. 

Error 

Differe

nce 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

val

ue 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.045 .833 3.588 53 .001 6.480 1.806 2.858 10.10

2 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

3.610 53.0

00 

.001 6.480 1.795 2.880 10.08

0 

 

From calculation post-test score using SPSS above, the tcount was 

3.588. The df was 53, in the table statistic 53 was 1.674. If to find out the 

different significant from this score between control group and experimental 

group, the result was tcount>ttable, if the result tcount>ttablethe result is there is 

significant difference between experimental group and control group in the 

post-test score. If the result tcount<ttable, there is no significant difference 

between experimental group and control group in the post-test score.  

From this calculation showed that the ttable53 in the table t-test showed 

that 1.674. It means that the result from this calculation 3.588 > 1.674. It 

means there is significant difference between experimental group and control 
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group in post-test score. From the calculation above, it conclude that there is 

significant difference between students vocabulary taught by using spinner 

and without using spinner. The average score both of the 81.17 and 74.69. 

 

Table 4.9 

The T-test of Gained Score in the Experimental and Controlled Class 

 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed

) 

Mean 

Differ

ence 

Std. 

Error 

Differe

nce 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

val

ue 

Equal variances 

assumed 

.191 .663 3.797 53 .000 5.227 1.377 2.466 7.988 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  

3.806 52.75

5 

.000 5.227 1.373 2.472 7.982 

 

The table above describes that there is significant difference of the 

experimental group and control group from measurement score. Based on the 

result of the statistic calculation above, the score tobserve is 3.797. By using 

degree of freedom 5%, the value of 53 (the degree of significance) as stated in 

the t-table 1.674. 

 

4.5 Hypotheses Testing  

 In this research, the writer proposes null hypotheses (H0) and alternative 

hypotheses (Ha).  

Group Statistics 

 
groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

val

ue 

experimental 29 20.03 5.199 .966 

control 26 14.81 4.980 .977 
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H0 : There is no significant difference between the vocabulary mastery of the 

seventh grade students of Mts Mambaul Ulum taught with and without using 

spinner 

Ha :There is a significant difference between the vocabulary mastery of the 

seventh grade students of Mts Mambaul Ulum taught with and without using 

spinner. 

The assumption of these hypotheses as follows: 

 If to > t table, the null hypotheses is rejected and alternative hypotheses 

(Ha) is accepted. It means the use of spinner is effective in teaching 

vocabulary in the seventh grade students’ of MTs Mambaul Ulum Mambak. 

 If to < t table, the null hypotheses is accepted and alternative hypotheses 

(Ha) is rejected. It means the use of spinner is not effective in teaching 

vocabulary in the seventh grade students’ of MTs Mambaul Ulum Mambak. 

 Based on the description of the data calculation, it can be inferred that: 

1. The value of to is 3.797 

2. The degree of freedom (df) is 53, so the value of t table in the significance 

5% = 1.674 

 It shows that to>ttable, it means that the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected and 

the alternative hypothesis (Ha) is accepted.  

 According to the analysis of the result above, there was significant 

difference between the post-test score in experimental group and control 

group. The result showed that the experimental group got higher score than 

the control group. Thus, there was significant measurement score in the 

experimental group and control group. The result repost that the effectiveness 

of using spinner in teaching vocabulary at seventh grade students of MTs 

MambaulUlum was significant.  

 

4.6 Discussion of the Research Findings 

 The study was meant to answer the problem of the research. It was to find 

out the effectiveness of using spinner in improving students’ vocabulary for 

the seventh grade students of MTs Mambaul Ulum Mambak Pakis Aji Jepara 
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in the Academic Year of 2018/2019. In conducting this research, the writer 

took two classes that is VIIA and VIIB. The Experimental group class was 

VIIA, it consists of 29 students and the control group class was the VIIB, it 

consists of 26 students. The writer gave the treatments to the experimental 

group class by using spinner. Meanwhile, the control group class taught 

without using spinner. The average score for experimental group was 61.14 

(pre-test) and 81.17 (post-test). The average score of control group class was 

60.15 (pre-test) and 74.69 (post-test). The following was the table of the pre-

test and post-test students’ average score. 

 

Table 4.10 

The pre-test and post-test students’ average score of the experimental group 

and control group 

No. Group 
The Average 

percentage of Pre-test 

The Average 

percentage of Post-test 

1. Experimental 61.14 81.17 

2. Control 60.15 74.69 

 

 From the result above, the mean score of the students’ of experimental 

group and control group in pre-test and post-test. The writer found that the 

mean of each group almost have the same average score. It could be seen that 

there is no significant difference in their vocabulary. 

 After conducting the treatment, the mean score of the students’ of 

experimental group was higher than control group. The mean score of the 

experimental group was 81.17 and the control group was 74.96. It can be 

concluded that students in experimental group after getting the treatments by 

using spinner have higher score in improving vocabulary than control group 

who taught without using spinner. 

This result related to the previous study that is by Purnata (2013). The aim 

of this study was to improve the students vocabulary mastery of seventh grade 

students by using guessing game. The improvement of students in learning 
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vocabulary can be seen by comparing the students’ scores of pre-test, post-test 

in every cycle and questionnaire. The grand mean calculated of IR, X1, and 

X2 consecutively 46.6, 62.3, and 81.1 showed guessing games could 

significantly improve vocabulary mastery of the students. 

 Another result of the computation shows that the result of t-test is 3.797, 

then the writer uses degree of significance 5% and 1%. It can be seen that on 

df 53 in significant 5% and 1% the value of the degree significance are 1.674 

and 1.299. it can be seen that t-test > t-table. The conclusion is there is 

significant difference between the students in improving students’ vocabulary. 

Therefore, the hypothesis stating that “Spinner is effective in improving 

students’ vocabulary at the seventh grade students of MTs 

MambaulUlumMambak Pakis AjiJepara” is accepted. …..… 

……………………………….... 


