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CHAPTER 111

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter elaborates the methodology of thearebe which has been briefly
introduced in Chapter I. The discussion of thisptba covers statement of the
problem, research method, variables, subjects efrésearch, instruments, data
collection procedure, and data analysis. Furtheemthis chapter also provides

the preparation, tabulation, and implementatiogedan analyzing the data.

3.1  Statement of the Problem

This research tried to investigate two problemssehproblems are formulated in

the following research questions.

1) Is there a significant difference between theug that used collaborative
writing method and the group that did not use this method?

2) What are the students’ perceptions towardsisieeof collaborative writing

methodin the writing class?

3.2  Research Method

This research was conducted: through a quantitatesearch, which is a
systematic scientific investigation involving arsil/of data collection in the form
of numbers and statistics. According to Neill (2DGhe aims of the quantitative
research are to classify and count features, alsonstruct the statistical models

in an attempt to explain what is observed in aaede
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Since the research designs of the quantitativeareseare varied (such as:
pre-experimental, true experimental, quasi-experimental, ex post facto, and
factorial designs), a careful choice of design will help the writbtoreover, based
on Mason and Bramble (1978: 107), the quasi-exparins different from the
true-experiment because in the former case, thearelser does not control over
the experimental variables completely, or the stibjevill not be assigned to
treatments randomlyT herefore, in this research, the writer chose tastroct a
quasi-experimental design: nonequivalent-control-group design (Mason and
Bramble, 1978: 100) represented in the followirgyife.

Figure 3.1 The Nonequivalent-control-group Design

Experimental (o) X 0O,

Control O, O,

From Figure 3.10 symbol refers to process observation or measurement
and X symbol represents the exposure of a group to aargmental variable (the
treatment). In order to examine whether or nottteatment has an effect on the
performance of experimental group, the differermetsveenO; andO, in the two
groups are further compared. Besides, the dashedédéparating the parallel rows
in the figure indicates that the experimental andtol| groups have not been
equated by randomization; that is why this desiggsithe term ‘nonequivalent’.

Like a control group pretest-posttest design, this research also engaged
control group and experimental group, in which thgeoups were given a pre-test
and a post-test. Here, the pre-test was given pouca students’ initial ability

from the experimental and control groups beforetthatment was delivered to
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the experimental group, while the post-test wagmiafter the treatment in order
to find out the significant improvement in the expeental group.

Based on the above Figure 3.1, further, the rebedesign can be
simplified into the following table.

Table 3.1 Research Design

Group Category Pre-test Treatment Post-test
Experimental Class T X T,
Control Class T - T,

According to Table 3.1T; refers to the pre-test given to both experimeatal
control groups. FurtheX refers to the treatment of collaborative writingthod
given to the experimental group, while refers to the post-test given to both
experimental and control groups. Finally, the restdn be recognized by

compared the differences betwearandTs.

3.3 Research Variables
Sutrisno Hadi (cited in Arikunto, 2006: 116) defiha variable as an object of the
research that varies. Besides, based on Hatchahedhy (1982: 12), a variable is
defined as “an attribute of a person or of an dbyduch varies from person to
person or from object to object”. Furthermore, gneral, variables are divided
into quantitative and qualitative variables.

However, in order to assess the influence of atrtreat in research,
variables can be defined as independent and deperdgables. According to
Hatch and Farhady (1982: 15), the independent baria the major variable that

a researcher hopes to investigate, and the depewndeable is the variable that
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the researcher observes and measures to detefmeiredféct of the independent
variable. Also, in this research, the independemtiable was known as the
treatment variable. Thus, the independent variadlethis research was the
effectiveness of using collaborative writing methadd the dependent variable

was the students’ writing ability.

3.4 Subjects of the Resear ch

Based on Arikunto (2006: 129), subject where datagained is called as the
source of data in a research. Further, based orsubgct where the data are
placed, Arikunto (2006: 129) identified the sourcéglata into three levels @f
which areperson, place, andpaper. Besides, Arikunto (2006: 130) also classified
the sources of data based on the areas made sslijeet of the research. In this

case, those sources that many researchers ussalbrgoopulation andsample.

3.4.1 Population
In the Encyclopedia of Educational Evaluation (cited in Arikunto, 2006: 130),
population is defined as “a set (or collection) of all elenseptocessing one or
more attributes of interests”. Moreover, Coolidg8d0: 24) stated that population
is “most often a theoretical group of all possiBres with the same trait or
traits”. Simply, a population is the whole subjeats research.

Referred to the above definitions, the populatibthes research was the
second grade of SMPN 7 Bandung enrolled in acadeye&r 2008/2009
spreading into ten classes from VIII.A to VIII.Jh@ writer conducted the research

to the second grade students due to the followaagans: the writer thought that
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the second grade students of SMPN 7 Bandung w@m@@pate to be engaged in
this research; there were limitations of time, ggemand fees; and the previous
research conducted by Hadriyansyah (2006) had dlredosen the UPI's

students as the subjects. Besides, based on ther'svrexperience when she
conducted teacher training in SMPN 7 Bandung, #eoisd grade students still

had difficulties and made some mistakes in writing.

3.4.2 Sample

Based on Arikunto (2006: 131), sample is a halftter representative of the
examined population. In addition, Coolidge (200@) 2tated that sample is “a
smaller group of scores selected from the populadioscores”. Further, sample
should be chosen with a certain technique in otolgret a sample that describes
the real population.

Since a research needs a technique to get the sa®eliyadi (2006)
exposed two models of sampling procedure, whichpaobability sampling and
non-probability sampling, in a quantitative resear&urther, Setiyadi (2006)
stated that a kind of probability sampling is caustample, which is defined as a
procedure of taking sample in a population invaljvBome different groups that
are in the same stratum. Therefore, by considehegabove definition and that
the second grade of SMPN 7 Bandung consists otlesses relatively having
same characteristics, the writer chose two claggds A and VIII.B) as the

samples based on cluster sampling.
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After the samples were selected, those two classes determined to be
the experimental group and the control group. Heeeclass VIIILA became the
experimental group, while class VIII.B became tloatool group. Further, both
experimental and control groups would fill out thee- and post- tests. In this
case, the experimental group would get a treatrasimg collaborative writing
method, yet the control group learned in the cotivaal way.

Table 3.2 Subjects of the Research

Group Category Class Number of Students
Control Class VIII.B 37 students
Experimental Class VIIILA 37 students

Total 74 students

3.5  Research Instruments
The next step in this chapter is aimed at chooaimdjorganizing the instruments.
According to Arikunto (2006: 149), instrument isme@edium of collecting data
used when the research is delivered by using ainartethod. In other words, this
research must gain some information and data attveutopic of this research
before the data were analyzed. Furthermore, Ariku(®006) noted that
instruments can be in the form t@&t, questionnaire, check-list, interview guide,
documentation guide, andcheck-list.

For the purpose of collecting data, the instrumeftthis research were
“test” and “questionnaire”. In this case, the t@as specifically categorized as an
achievement test. Additionally, Arikunto (2006: }Stated thatchievement test
is a test used to measure the students’ achieveaitant those students learn

something. Since this research aimed at finding tbat effectiveness of using
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collaborative writing methotb increase students’ writing ability, the testedias
instrument in this research were in the form ofitivg tests”, which were divided
into “pre-test” and “post-test”.

Firstly, the pre-test was designed to measure the initial ability of the
students from both groups before the experimemtalgreceived the treatment of
collaborative writing method. Secondly, tpest-test was further managed after
the treatment had been completed. The test usdabfbrtests was in the form of
free composition. Here, the writer created the whdet by herself and chose
descriptive text as the appropriate genre for du®sd grade students. At last, this
research used “questionnaire” as the instrumegetanore information from the

respondents in terms of their individual reportikéinto, 2006: 151).

3.6  Data Collection Procedure

Collecting data is one important work in a reseaidmerefore, in collecting the
data, this research applied some procedures. \rif$te writer prepared the
research by observing on the spot and preparingehehing material for the
instruments. Secondly, the writer searched maeyalitire related to the research
from the library and network in order to gather ttreeoretical foundation
supporting this research. Thirdly, the writer detied a try-out test to the class of
VIII.C. Next, the subjects of this research (classeVIIl.A and VIII.B) took the
pre-test. Furthermore, the experimental group veckia treatment that was
collaborative writing method, yet the control grolgarned in the conventional

way or did not get the treatment. After receivihg treatment, the experimental
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and control groups were given the post-test. Rmalhe experimental group
would also fill out the questionnaire relating tbet treatment of using
collaborative writing method. Briefly, the writerilvexplain those procedures in

the following details.

3.6.1 Research Preparation

In preparing the research, the writer observedsfitg of the research. After that,
the preparation was focused on the teaching mhgerthinstruments. Besides, the
writer needed to arrange the time allocation ofrdsearch.

Firstly, the term “material” or often “lesson” i®fined as “a unified set of
activities that cover a period of classroom timBtgwn, 2001: 149). Since this
research engaged the second grade students of higlo school, the classroom
time ranged from forty to eighty minutes. Moreovier, the materials, the writer
adapted witlschool Based Curriculum Development, English syllabus, textbooks,
and certain topics learned by the second gradeestsicdbf SMPN 7 Bandung.
Here, the books used by the students vi#fective English 2 by Soegeng H. S.
and BKS PILA Bahasa Inggris by Emed Hidayatt al. Besides, the writer also
searched and added the materials from network ler atources, and the writer
focused the materials on writing skill by stilla&hg to one or two of other skills.

Secondly, to accomplish every event of this reseatss research needed
to be planned in a well-organized time schedulethla case, this research was
held for about one month from October to Novemi#& Thus, the treatments’

schedule of the research is presented below.
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Table 3.3 Schedule of Teaching

No. Date . Material
Experimental Group Control Group

1. | October 27 Pre-test Pre-test
2. | October 31 Lesson 1: Descriptive Text Lesson 1: Descrefiext
3. | November 8 Lesson 2: Short Functionalesson 2: Short Functional

Text “Invitation” Text “Invitation”
4. | November ¥ Lesson 3: Recount Text Lesson 3: Recount Text
5. | November 10 | Lesson 4: Daily Activity Lesson 4: Daily Actiyit
6. | November 14 | Post-test and Questionnaire  Post-test

3.6.2 Research Implementation

3.6.2.1 Library Research

Library research is one of procedures in collectilagg to gather the theoretical
foundation that supports the research. For thegaarf completing the theories
relating to writing skill, teaching writing, and l&borative writing in the
theoretical foundation, the writer read researcheps books, journals, articles,
and other literature related to the research. hd those literature, the writer

mostly searched in the library and network.

3.6.2.2 Try-out Test
Based on Heaton (1995), a good test must be vadidible, and practicable.
Besides, Arikunto (2006: 168) stated that a gostriiment must achieve at least
two important requirements, which are valid andat#é. For that purpose, in this
research, the writer first tried out the instrumgnanother class in the same grade
(VIII.C) before the pre-test was administered.

Moreover, the writer first consulted the instrumémtthe supervisors of

this research before the instrument was testdgetgstudents. This try-out test was
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conducted in one meeting consisting of two housdriction (2 x 40 minutes),
and this test only involved 31 students becauseesstodents were absent at that
time. In this research, the students were askedotopose a descriptive text

consisting at least two paragraphs (identificatiad description).

3.6.23 Pre-Test

According to the teaching schedule, the pre-tess wae first writing test
administered to both experimental and control gsoap the beginning of the
research. The pre-test was aimed for gaining tha dé the students’ initial
writing ability. Besides, this test was administete ensure that the students of
both groups had the same English background anficiercy before the
experimental group received the treatment. In aditthis pre-test was carried

out to find out the equivalent of experimental aodtrol groups.

3.6.2.4 Treatment
In this research, collaborative writingas used for implementing the treatment in
teaching writing to the experimental group, yet ttemtrol group was treated
using the conventional method. The writer conduthedtreatment for four times
to the experimental group (class of VIII.A) afteetwriter consulted this matter to
the supervisors. Here, the experimental group vs&edato write a composition
based on the certain genre and adapted to thesBrgylilabus of the second grade
of junior high school (see Section 3.6.1).

The procedures of the treatment were precededyfitst asking the

students to compose a certain text based on tioderts’ ideas. The second step
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was changing each work to other students in eachpgm order to revise the
work collaboratively and to give comments on therkvorhe next step was
editing the revised work by each student. Findhpse students had to collect the

works in the form of portfolio to be further assesddy the writer.

3.6.2.5 Post-Test

Similar to the procedures of doing pre-test, pest-tvas the second writing test
delivered to both experimental and control grouxisthe end of the research, the
writer administered post-test in order to find the result of the treatment. The
aim of this test was for finding whether or notréhare any significant differences
between students’ scores of the experimental anaralogroups after the

treatment was conducted to the experimental grivupther words, the post-test
was carried out in order to investigate the effestess of collaborative writing

method in teaching writing to the second gradeesitslof SMPN 7 Bandung.

3.6.2.6 Questionnaire

In this research, questionnaire was applied aadidéional instrument to find out
the students’ responses towards the treatment o usollaborative writing
methodand factors contributing to the success of thishein teaching writing.
This questionnaire was only distributed to the expental group because this
group received the treatment. Here, the questiomnaias created by using
Indonesian language after the writer consideredbihglish level of the second
grade students of junior high school. Besides, duisstionnaire was delivered in

the form of close-ended questionnaire.
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3.7 DataAnalysis
The data gained from the first test to the questine had to be calculated and
analyzed in order to find out the result of theegsh. Since this research was
basically intended to investigate the effectivenelssising collaborative writing
method to increase students’ writing ability in SMFP7 Bandung, the data
obtained from the research would be analyzed udiirngosoft Office Excel 2007,
SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation Version, and the certain statistical formula by
following some certain procedures.

As Arikunto (2006: 235) stated, analyzing the dgaerally includes three
stages that arpreparation, tabulation, and implementation. Briefly, the writer

will explain those procedures in the following dista

3.7.1 DataPreparation
In this preparation stage, the writer made soméyses in order to check and
arrange the data for the next stage. Firstly, aftex writer delivered all
instruments to the students, the writer checkedctmpleteness of the students’
identity, the completeness of data, and the stglanswers in each instrument.
Further, since the main data were gained in thenfaf written
achievement tests, the writer needed to assesscanel those writing tests before
the writer analyzed the result of those tests & riext stage. Therefore, in this
research, the scoring system of the students’ emrittorks was based dESL
Composition Profile created by Jacobst al. (1981 cited in Weigle, 2007: 116),

and the scoring standard BSL. Composition Profile is described in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4 ESL Composition Profile

Aspects of Writing | Score Level Criteria
30-27 Excellent to very knowledgeablg substan'Five thorough development of thesis
good relevant to assigned topic
26-22| Good to average some knowledge qf subject adequate range limited .
Content Qeyelopment of thesrsmost.ly relgvant to topic, bu.t lacks detail
21-17 Fair to poor limited knowledge _of subject little substances inadequate
development of topic
16-13 Very poor doe§ not show knowledge of subjectnon-substantive not
pertinent: OR not enough to evaluate
20-18 Excellent to very| fluent expression ideas clearly stated/supportedsuccincte
good well-organizec logical sequencing cohesive
17-14 | Good to average so_me_zwhat choppy Io'osely organized but main id_eas stand out
Organization * limited support logical but mcomplete sequencing .
13-10 Fair to poor non-fluent« ideas confused or disconnectedlacks logical
sequencing and development
9.7 Very poor does not communicate no organizatiorr OR not enough tg
evaluate
20-18 Excellent to very| sophisticated range effective word/idiom choice and usage
good word form mastery appropriate register
17-14| Good to average adequate range occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice,
Vocabulary gsggebut meaning not obscured g .
13-10 Fair to poor limited ranges frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice,
usages meaning confused or obscured
9.7 Very poor _e;sentially translation little knowledge of English vocabulary,
idioms, word forme OR not enough to evaluate
Excellent to very effective complex constructions fevv_ errors _of agreement,
25-22 good tense, _ _number, word order/function, articles, pro®
prepositions
effective but simple constructiomsminor problems in complex
2118 Good to average constructiqns sevgral errors of agreement, tense, numb_er, word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositiobgt meaning
Language Use seldom obscured
major problems in simple/complex constructionsfrequent
: errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word
158 Fainglpest order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions d/an
fragments, run-ons, deletionsneaning confused or obscured
105 Very poor virtually no mastery of sente_nce construction rule®minated
by errorss does not communicateOR not enough to evaluate
5 Excellent to very| effective demonstrates mastery of conventierfew errors of
good spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing
occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, cajaigdion,
4 Good to average paragraphindput meaning seFI)dom ?)bSCE)JI’ed e
: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitsiian,
Mechanics 3 Fair to poor paragraphinge poor handwritinge meaning confused or
obscured
no mastery of conventions dominated by errors of spelling,
2 Very poor punctuation, capitalization, paragraphngandwriting illegible

* OR not enough to evaluate
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3.7.2 Data Tabulation

In this second stage, after the writer describetl dassified the scoring standard
of the writing test based on the ESL Compositioofiler (Jacobet al., 1981 cited
in Weigle, 2007: 116), the writer firstly scoredettstudents’ writing tests.
Furthermore, the scoring standard invohemtent, organization, vocabulary,

language use, andmechanics as applied in Appendix 5.

3.7.3 Datalmplementation

3.7.3.1 Test Instrument Analysis

As Hatch and Farhady (1982: 243) stated, threecbelsaracteristics of tests
involve reliability, validity, and practicality. Tus, in this research, the writer first
tried out the instrument to another class in thmesgrade (class of VIII.C) before
the pre-test was administered. This try-out test @aried out in order to measure
reliability, validity, and practicality of the ingtment. To gain the result of the try-
out test, those three characteristics will be arelyin the following details by
using the certain statistical formula.

1) Reliability Analysis

Reliability is a crucial characteristic of a go@st, for a test must first be reliable
as a measuring instrument before the test is adtamed in a research. Based on
Hatch and Farhady (1982: 244), reliability is “#aeent to which a test produces
consistent results when administered under sinaditions”. For that purpose,
in administering the try-out test, the studentsusth@lo the test within specified

time period, and they were not allowed to taketést at home.
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Since the main instrument of this research wahénform of essay test,

firstly, the writer assessed students’ compositignusing the analytic scales in

ESL (Jacobst al., 1981 cited in Weigle, 2007: 116). Furthermores thriter

analyzed the instrument reliability by usiA¢pha Cronbach formula (Arikunto,

2006: 196; Sugiyono, 1999 cited in Sintiani, 208®:31), and the procedures are:

a.

2)

determining the variance of itesf);

2 K JKs

S
14 n n2

where
JK; = sum of square of item, JK;=sum of square of subject,
n =number of sample.

determining the variance of total scasf)(

2 2
@ = i_ Gw

determining the insterent reliability) (vith the Alpha formula;

- E)(-%)
where

k =number of item

checking the finding with the criteria of relikiy.

Table 3.5 Criteria of Reliability

Criteria Category
0.00-0.199 Very Low
0.20-0.399 Low
0.40-0.599 Moderate
0.60-0.799 High
0.80-1.000 Very High

(Riduwan, 2005 cited in Sintiani, 2006: 31)

Validity Analysis

Validity is also one of crucial characteristicstthagood test must have. Based on

Heaton (1995: 159), the validity of a test is “#dent to which it measures what
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it is supposed to measure”. Therefore, in thisaede the instruments would be
valid if those instruments were able to measurestudents’ writing ability.

Furthermore, Hatch and Farhady (1982) classifigeettbasic types of
validity: content validity, criterion-related valtgl, and construct validity. Since
the main instrument of this research was in thenfof written achievement test,
the content validity was used for analyzing thetrimaent validity. Based on
Hatch and Farhady (1982: 251), a content validstydéfined as “the extent to
which the test measures a representative sampihe aslubject matter content”.

In order to analyze the content validity of thistmument, the writer used
the formula of determining the discrimination powgmoposed by Sugiyono
(2008) and was helped by usiNgcrosoft Office Excel 2007, and the procedures
are as follows:

a. determining the high and the low scores;
b. taking 27% of the highest score and the lowastes
C. preparing the table in order to calculate easily

Table 3.6 Calculation Form of the Lowest and Higlgcores

Highest Scores L owest Scores
X1 = X2 =
S1 = S2 =
512 = 522 =
d. calculating the discrimination power by using tiest formula;

t = X1~ X2

Stotal i‘l'i

npomn
where
s _ (n1— 1)5%+ (ny —1)5%
total - (nl + nZ)_ 2

e. determining the degree of freedaif);(
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df = ny +n, - 2 at the level of significance = 5%
f. comparing the deriveti(topserve) t0 the criticalt (tiapie);
g. reporting the findings: if thRusrve > tiane Meaning that the discrimination

is significant, the instrument is considered aslavinstrument.

3) Practicality Analysis

After the reliability and validity of the instrumenwere investigated, the
practicality of the instrument should also be ametly As Heaton (1995: 167)
stated, a test must be practicable. In additiorticid@and Farhady (1982: 254)
stated some practical consideration as follows: ti&t should be easy to
administer, the test should be as inexpensive ssilfle, the test should be easily
to be scored, and the scores should be easy tmriete For the purpose of

practicality, the writer conducted the try-out tbgtconsidering those rules.

3.7.3.2 Pre-test Data Analysis
Pre-test was the first writing test delivered te #xperimental and control groups
in order to find out the data of the students’iahitwriting ability. Since this
research engaged two groups of participants, theeremental design and
procedure were statistically analyzed by ussR&S 15.0 for Windows Evaluation
Version, in which the formula ofindependent-Samples t Test was used for
calculating the data.

Based on Coolidge (2000: 143), to use thest appropriately, there are

several specific assumptions that must be metllsvi& the participants must be
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different in each group (independent groups), tageddent variable values come
from a population of values that is normally distiied, and the variances of the
two groups about the respective means will be eguahpproximately equal
(homogenous). For that purpose, the writer willlgre those assumptions in the
following details.
1) Testing the Normality of Distribution
The aim of testing the normality of distributionf@ finding out whether or not
the samples are from a population of values thaorsnally distributed. In this
research,Kolmogorov-Smirnov formula in SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation
Version was applied in testing the normality of distributicand the procedures
are as follows:
a. stating the hypotheses in sentence and selten¢evel of significance at
0.05 (two-tailed test of significance);
Ho, : The scores of the experimental and control groaps normally
distributed.
Ha : The scores of the experimental and control grangsnot normally
distributed.
b. calculating the normality of distribution by ngi Kolmogorov-Smirnov
formula inSPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation Version;
C. comparing the significant valudgymp. Sg.) to the level of significance
for testing the hypothesis and reporting the figdin“H, is accepted if
significant value exceeds level of significancedd5, meanwhileH, is

rejected if significant value does not exceed l@falignificance at 0.05”.
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2) Testing the Homogeneity of Variance

After the result of testing normality of distribati was found, the writer must also

test the homogeneity of variance in this reseaschdingLevene Test formula in

SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation Version. The procedures are as follows:

a. stating the hypotheses in sentence and seltendgvel of significance at
0.05 (two-tailed test of significance);

Ho : The variances of the experimental and control ugso are
homogeneous.

Ha : The variances of the experimental and controlugso are not
homogeneous.

b. calculating the homogeneous of variance by uksevgne Test formula in
SPSS 15.0 for Windows Evaluation Version;

C. comparing the significant valu&Sg.) to the level of significance for
testing the hypothesis and reporting the findirfg4s; is accepted if the
significant value $ig.) exceeds the level of significance at 0.05,
meanwhile,H, is rejected if significant valueS(@@.) does not exceed the

level of significance at 0.05".

3) Testing théndependent-Samplest Test

If the data of this research were proved as noamdlhomogeneous data, the next
step was to test the hypothesis of the researctthBbpurpose, the writer decided
to use thelndependent-Samples t Test presented inSPSS 15.0 for Windows

Evaluation Version.
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a. stating the hypotheses in sentence and seltendpvel of significance at
0.05 (two-tailed test of significance);

Ho : There is no significant difference between the-f@st means for
experimental group and control group.

Ha : There is significant difference between the m®-tmeans for
experimental group and control group.

b. calculating thelndependent-Samples t Test by using SPSS 15.0 for
Windows Evaluation Version,

C. comparing the significant valu&ag.) to the level of significance for
testing the hypothesis and reporting the findirfg4s; is accepted if the
significant value $ig.) exceeds the level of significance at 0.05,
meanwhile,H, is rejected if significant valueS(.) does not exceed the

level of significance at 0.05".

3.7.3.3 Post-test Data Analysis

Post-test was delivered in order to find out whetbie not there is significant
difference between students’ scores of the expetiahend control groups after
the treatment was conducted to the experimentaipgrdince this test was similar
to pre-test, the procedures of analyzing data efpbst-test were also similar to

the procedures of analyzing data of the pre-test.

3.7.3.4 Questionnaire Data Analysis
The questionnaire was analyzed to get a cleareleree of the effectiveness of

using collaborative writing method in increasing tsecond grade students’
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writing ability in SMPN 7 Bandung and to investigahe students’ perceptions
towards the use of collaborative writing method vimiting class. After the
students took the post-test, those students ween djst of simple questions to be
answered based on the students’ opinions. In #search, the questionnaire was
in the form of close-ended questionnaire includibgjuestions.

For that purpose, the questionnaire consistedesfetlthree aspects:

1) Do the students think that collaborative writmgthod is helpful to them?
2) If collaborative writing method is helpful, wido the students think this
method is helpful to them (in term of the advansagkthis method)?

3) What are significant factors contributing to gwecess of writing that uses

collaborative writing method?

In term of the second aspect, the advantages usétsi research were
based on the research of Hadriyansyah (2006) duketsuggestions from the
supervisors. Finally, based on Ningrat (2000 citedsofianti, 2007), the data
were analyzed quantitatively by using the formuigercentage and considering

the criteria of percentage as follows:

_ Fx100
P==3
where
P = percentage, N = response,
F = frequency, 100 = constant.
Table 3.7 Criteria of Percentage Categories
No. | Percentage of Respondent Criteria
1. 1-25% Small number of the students
2. 26 — 49% Nearly half of the students
3. 50% Half of the students
4, 51 -75% More than half of the students
5. 76 —99% Almost all of the students
6. 100% All of the students




