CHAPTER III

RESULTS

This research study aims at the development of a
teaching model based on metacognition with the main objective
of improving music improvisation ability. The study adopted

the pretest-posttest controll group design. The tests were
conducted at the end o %-‘\‘wﬁélaﬂ owledge/techniques of
improvisation session >‘ est é& end of the treatment

session (posttest I : ,,

had to perform t ,gﬂZ? {‘ﬁiﬁﬁ$§§;“

2 beat, and Latingé =) >4 s n'- wstandard deviations

\\

of music improvisagiod paricormance Scores for the pretest,

EeRsat ter finishing the

test, each subject

treatment session
mances (8 beat,

posttest 1, and Sos it tf 2. d¢ two groups were summarized
b
in Table 3. To getthe

music improvisation

the changing level in

or pretest, posttest 1,
and posttest 2 of thefg “themusic improvisation perfor-
mance scores of each su oth groups were plotted as

shown in Figure

Vommm— Y

;
ﬂ‘lJEl’JVlEW]ﬁWEﬂﬂ‘E
QW'\@Nﬂ‘iﬁu UNIINYAY



66

Table 3 The means and standard deviations of music improvi-
sation performance scores for the pretest, at the
end of the treatment session (posttest 1), and at
4 weeks after finishing the treatment session
(posttest 2) of the experimental group and the
control group

Nz

Training Subject M1 1c ation performance score
_"‘h..,_‘
group number , -"-j
Trotes fgsttest 1 Posttest 2
1 /) N 23.00
2 18.67
Experimental
e 3 19.33
1 15.67
5 16.00
X 18.53
s. i ",:‘ 2.97
15,67 17.67
ﬂ’LIEl’J Vi%Wl‘ﬁ“WBﬂﬂ‘i
Control
group IE'HU 16.33
q W?ﬁ\‘iﬂ‘imﬂﬁdmﬁlﬂ%ﬂa ) sidzee
9.67 11.33 13,67
X 12.80 14.60 15.47

5.D. 3.06 2.50 1.76
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Figure 5 The music improvisation performance scores for
the pretest, at the end of the treatment session
(posttest 1), and at 4 weeks after finishing the
treatment session (posttest 2) of subjects in
the experimental group and the control group
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From Figure 5, the graphs show that the music impro-
visation performance scores in each subject are increasing
from pretest to posttest 1 and further tu'posttest 2; except
subject 4 and 6, the gained scores of posttest 2 are lower
than those of posttest 1. Nevertheless, in comparing the
means of music improvisation performance scores between the
two groups, the gained score of posttest 1 is higher than
that of pretest and also the gained score of posttest 2 is

sing level of music
graphs show that t Svinereasing Hfained scores of pretest
to posttest 1 an ) to of the experimental
group are much m control group.
The music 1 pel ance scores gained
from the pretes effe fuged  TE atehing the subjects, then
subjects were randot ;Fl,'g-i iAto either the experimental
group or the contrg : ? _ of music improvisation
performance scores fo ve o t\;' the experimental group
and the ceontrol group 'f—;: ‘ nd 12.80 respectively. The
test in mean dlfferE!ﬁEfF?f git provisation performance
scores using t;*L________;_i;_;______;,- 2 treatment groups
for the pretest vas don lkd sure that they
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Table 4 The test in mean differences of music improvisation
performance scores in the experimental group and
the control group for the pretest

Training group Number Mean Standard t-test

of subjects deviation

Experimental 2.20
group 0.12
Control 3.06
group
t.ﬂ5 = 2.036
Table 4 sho@s ‘:\- & statistically signifi-

cant difference in me imp ovisation performance

scores in the experi |"the control group for
the pretest.

Subjec .W;f . test - atment session.
Table 5 shows th

music improvisatiop aerf ormance scores, using t-independent
test, in th ral group for
the test at%ﬁﬁ?%ﬂﬁtﬂm ﬂon (posttest 1).
Table r fter
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Table 5 The test in mean ences of music improvisation
performance scores in the experimental group and the
control group for the test at the end of the treat-

ment session (posttest 1)

Training group Number Mean Standard t-test
of subject deviation

Experimental 2.98
group 1.23
Control 2.50
group
_05 = 1.860

Table & The test in of music improvisation
experimental group and the

at 4 weeks after finishing

performance séG:
control grg
the txe

Training group ¢ Number ‘JHean Standard t-test
|~ 8|7 Fyayistion
=11
Exper1menta1 3
g”“ﬂ Wqﬂﬂﬂim NW\'JV]EHQEI 1.99+*
Contral 15.47 1.76
group
P=.05 (df = 8) t = 1.860
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Table 5 shows that there is no statistically signi-
ficant difference in means of music improvisation performance
scores in the experimental group and in the control group for
the test at the end of the treatment session (posttest 1).
But, for the test at 4 weeks after finishing the treatment
session (posttest 2), there is difference in means of music
improvisation performance scores in these 2 treatment groups
at .05 level of significance as shown in Table 6. The means
of music improvisation perfdrmange scores are 16.73 and 14.60
47 for the posttest 2 in
the experimental groUp-aii : atrel group, respectively.

Ax'venesa of the treat-

ment in music impr \f -way analysis of
variance with re

differences of mus .fﬁt ;&:ﬁ*

pretest, at the end foff thedt .-551on (posttest 1), and

d for testing in mean

fermance scores for the

at 4 weeks after f eatment session (posttest 2)

in both groups. The T test for the experimental

group are shown in Ta the control group in

Table 8.
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Table 7 The one-way analysis of variance with repeated
measure of music improvis?tion performance scores
in the experimental group at the pretest, at the
end of the treatment session (posttest 1), and at
4 weeks after finishing the treatment session
(posttest 2)

Source of variaane MS F
Between subj 20.61
Within subje; 8.72
Tests F 773308 | 39.83 42 _.53*
Residus = S . P 0D.94
f, |-" ‘
. ')
Total P 169.62 14 12,32

2 (2,8 = 4.46
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Table 8 The one-way analysis of variance with repeated

measure of music improvisation performance scores
in the control group at the pretest, at the end
of the treatment session (posttest 1), and at 4
weeks after finishing the treatment session
(posttest 2) .

Source of varian MS F
Between sub 16.42
Within subje 2.76
Tests 9.24 B.1l1*
LA
Residu ~‘.-—=--=— e 1.14
LY. Y
H "
| J,J |
Total 93. 29 6.66
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Table 7 shows that there is difference in mean of
music improvisation performance scores in the experimental
group at the pretest, at the end of the treatment session
(posttest 1), and at 4 weeks after finishing the treatment
session (posttest 2) at .05 level of significance. The
result is also the same for the control group as shown in
Table 8.

on differences betw*‘ﬁ;:;'- df Micaris is then analyzed by

Newman-Keuls methodewiFhe re:s “ﬂ test for the experi-

mental group are "SH 2 9-.an or the control group

in Table 10.
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Table 9 Test on differences between pairs of means of music
improvisation performance scores in the experimental
group at the pretest, at the end of the treatment

session (posttest 1), and at 4 weeks after finishing
the treatment session (posttest 2) '

Tests Posttest 1 Posttest 2
92.67
Pretest . | o0 /| \\ B.66 * 27.67=*
Posttest 1 9.01
Posttest 2 -
aelE8) 4.04
nMS o , 8.74
* o & _05
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Table 10 Test on differences between pairs of means of music

improvisation performance scores in the control
group at the pretest, at the end of éhe treatment
session (posttest 1), and at 4 weeks after finishing
the treatment session (posttest 2)

Tests Posttest 1 Posttest 2
& 73 .00 77.34
Pretest \ :99 # 13.33 %
\
Posttest 1 4.34
Posttest 2 -
4.04
nHSres 7 9.64

AN TUAMINYAE

AL, - T ’I

* oo = _05
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The results from Table 9, tested at .05 level of
significance, show that in the experimental group, the means
of music improvisation performance scores for posttest 1 and
posttest 2 are higher than that of the pretest, and also the
mean of music improvisation performance scores for posttest 2
is higher than that of posttest 1.

In the control group, the results from Table 10,

: | ce, show that the means of
-rforma £efres for posttest 1 and
posttest 2 are highé¥ th : ﬁpretest, but there is

no difference betysg ‘Fe means. £0F" test 1 and posttest 2.
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