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INTRODUCTION 

In ithis ichapter,  the iresearcher iwill 

iexplain Ithe ibackground iof ithe istudy, 

ithe  study's iproblem, ithe istudy's 

iobjective, ithe isignificance iof ithe 

iresearch, iand ithe iscope iof ithe iproblem. 

Background iof iStudy  

Many ipeople iare irequired ito 

ispeak iEnglish ibecause iit iis ian 

iinternational ilanguage. iMastering 
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iEnglish ican ipositively iimpact isocial, 

ieducational, iand iprofessional ilife. iFor 

istarters, iwhen ipeople ihave ia igood 

icommand iof ithe iEnglish ilanguage, ithey 

ican ireadily icommunicate iwith iothers. 

iAs ipreviously istated, iEnglish iis ian 

iinternational ilanguage ithat ia ilarge 

igroup ispeaks iof ipeople; itherefore, iif 

ipeople iunderstand iEnglish, ithey iwill 

iinteract ieasily iwith iforeigners. iSecond, 

iunderstanding iEnglish ican iassist ipeople 

iin iobtaining ia ihigher ieducation iand ia 

ibetter ijob. iFurthermore, ifor istudents, 

iEnglish ihas ibecome ia isignificant ifactor 

iin igetting ia ischolarship, iallowing ithem 

ito iachieve ithe ieducation ithey ichoose. 

English iis ia iforeign ilanguage iin 

iIndonesia ithat ineeds ito ibe itaught ifrom 

ielementary ischool iuntil iuniversity. iThe 

iIndonesian igovernment ihas ideclared 

ithat iEnglish iis iessential iin iall ipublic 

ischools. iThe iIndonesian igovernment 

ihas irecently imodified ithe icurriculum. 

iThe iformer icurriculum iwas iKTSP 

i(Kurikulum iTingkat iSatuan iPendidikan), 

ior ithe i2006 iCurriculum. iHowever, ithe 

i2013 iCurriculum iis inow ibeing iused iin 

iIndonesia. iEnglish isubjects iare istill 

irequired iin ithe i2013 icurriculum, ibut 

itheir iforms ihave ibeen ireduced. 

iFurthermore, ithe icurriculum itakes 

icenter istage iin ithe iteaching-learning 

iactivities. iRegardless iof ichanges iin ithe 

icurriculum, iEnglish iremains ione iof ithe 

icourses iin ithe iIndonesian iNational 

iExamination. iMany ischools inow iuse 

iCurriculum i2013 iin itheir ilessons. iOne 

iamong ithem iis iSMPN i7 iMedan, iwhich 

iforms ithe ifocus iof ithis istudy. 

There iare ifour iprimary iskills ithat 

ithe iteacher iat ithe ischool ishould iteach. 

iListening, ispeaking, iwriting, iand 

ireading iare iall iexamples iof iskills. 

iStudents imust ibe iable ito imaster iall 

iskills. iGrammar, ipronunciation, 

iphonology, iand ivocabulary iare ionly ia 

ifew iaspects iof iEnglish ithat ishould ibe 

iwell-understood. i"Without igrammar, 

ivery ilittle ican ibe iconveyed, iand 

inothing ican ibe iconveyed iwithout 

ivocabulary," iWilkins i(in iThornbury, 

i2002:13) inotes. iThen, ito ibe igood 

iEnglish ilearners, istudents imust 

iunderstand iall icomponents. iWhen 

istudents iunderstand iall iof ithe ielements, 

ithey iwill iutilize iEnglish ias ieffectively 

ias ipossible iin itheir idaily ilives. 

Reading iis ione iof ithe iEnglish 

iskills. iAccording ito iTarigan i(2008: i7), 

ireading iis ia iprocess ithrough iwhich ia 

ireader iacquires ia imessage ithat ia iwriter 

idelivers ithrough iwords ithat ithe ireader 

ican isee iand iunderstand. iIt's icrucial ito 

iread ieffectively, iand istudents iwill iget ia 

ilot iof iknowledge iby ireading. iStudents 

ican ialso ilearn inew ithings ivia ireading 

iperiodicals, inewspapers, itabloids, iand 

iother ipublications. iMoreover, istudents 

imight ialso ipass ithe itime iby ireading 

inovels, ishort istories, iand iother iliterary 

iworks. iLearning iEnglish ican ialso ihelp 

ithem ibecome imore icreative. iStudents 

ican iuse itheir iimagination ito iwrite iif 

ithey iare icreative. iFor ithis ireason, 

iunderstanding iEnglish, iparticularly 

ireading, iis icritical. 

There iare imany iissues ithat 

iteachers iand istudents iface iwhen 

iteaching iand istudying ireading. 

iTeaching ireading iis ia idifficult itask ifor 

iteachers. iEnglish iteachers ihave ia 

isignificant iresponsibility ito iensure ithat 

itheir istudents icomprehend ian iEnglish 

itext. iTeachers ishould iselect ia isuitable 

iteaching iapproach ifor itheir istudents 

iwhen iteaching iEnglish. iIn ireality, 

iteachers iteach itheir istudents iby iold 

imethodologies isuch ias ireading ibooks 

iand iregular ipractice. iStudents iwill ibe 

ibored iif ithey ihave ito iattend ian iEnglish 

iclass. iTeachers iused ito iteach ia ibook 

iby ihaving istudents iread iit iand ithen 

icomplete ithe itask iin ithe iclassroom. 

iThese istrategies ihave ilittle iimpact ion 

istudents' icomprehension iof ithe itext. 

iStudents iare ilacking iin ivocabulary. 

iOne iof ithe imajor iissues iis ithat ithey 

icannot imemorize inew iwords. 

iVocabulary iis icrucial iin ithe iteaching 

iand ilearning iof ireading. iStudents ican 
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ireadily ilearn iand icomprehend ithe 

icontent iif ithey ihave ia ilarge 

ivocabulary. 

One ialternative ito iteaching 

ireading iis ito iuse ia igame ito iovercome 

ithese iissues. iHuyen iand iNga i(2003) 

ialso iagree ithat i"Students ibenefit ifrom 

igames ibecause ithey ihelp ithem irelax 

iand ihave ifun. iThey imake iit ieasier ifor 

ikids ito iremember iand iunderstand inew 

iwords i". iThe iSpelling iBee iGame iis ian 

iexcellent igame ifor iincreasing ikids' 

ivocabulary. iAccording ito iUranga i(in 

iRahayu, i2009), ia iSpelling iBee iis ia 

icompetition iwhere iparticipants icorrectly 

ispell iwords. iTeachers ican iquickly iand 

isuccessfully iteach itheir istudents iwith 

ithis igame. iStudents iwill igain imore 

ivocabulary iby iaccurately ispelling ithe 

iterms iand icomprehending itheir 

imeanings. iStudents iwill ibe imore 

imotivated ito iparticipate iin ithe iEnglish 

iclass ilearning iprocess iif ithey iuse ithis 

igame.  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Design iof ithe iResearch 

 This iresearch iwill icarry iout 

iusing ithe iexperimental iresearch 

iquantitative imethod. iAccording ito 

iCohen i(2007), iquasi-experimental 

iresearch idesign ihas isome ifundamental 

icharacteristics iof ian iactual iexperiment. 

iThe iresearch idesign iincludes ian 

iexperimental igroup iand ia icontrol igroup 

ito idetermine ithe ieffect iof ithe iSpelling 

iBee iGame ion iReading iComprehension. 

i 

Table i1. iResearch iDesign 
Class Pretest Treatment Post-

test 

  

Experimental Y1 X Y2 Y1-

Y2 

Compare 

Control Y1 - Y2 Y1-

Y2 

 

 

Note: Y: iPretest ito iexperiment iclass 

iand icontrol iclass. 

Post-test ito iexperiment iclass iand 

icontrol iclass. 

X: iReceiving itreatment, ithat iis iusing 

ithe iSpelling iBee iTest itechnique 

John. iW. iCreswell, iEducational 

iResearch, ifourth iedition, i(United iStates 

iof iAmerica: iPearson iEducation,2012), 

ip.294 i 

 

The iLocation iand iPopulation iof ithe 

iResearch 

According ito iCreswell i(2012), 

i"survey idesigns iare iprocedures iin 

iquantitative iresearch iin iwhich iyou 

iadminister ia isurvey ior iquestionnaire ito 

ia ismall igroup iof ipeople i(called ithe 

isample) ito iidentify itrends iin iattitudes, 

iopinions, ibehaviors, ior icharacteristics 

iof ia ilarge igroup iof ipeople i(called ithe 

ipopulation)." i 

The iresearch iparticipants iare 

ieighth-grade istudents' ifrom iSMPN i7 

iMedan, ilocated ion i iJl. iH. iAdam iMalik 

iNo.12, iSilalas, iKec. iMedan iBar., iKota 

iMedan, iSumatera iUtara. iThis istudy 

iwill iundertake ifour imeetings ifrom 

iJanuary i17th iuntil iJanuary i19th,2022. iAs 

ia iresult, ithe iresearcher iwill iutilize i40 

istudents ias isamples iin ithis iresearch, 

idivided iby i20 istudents ifrom iVIII-4 ias 

iexperimental iclass iand i20 ifrom iVIII-7 

ias icontrol iclass. iHere's ia ilook iat ia 

isampling iof ithe iresearch: 

 

Table i2. The iTotal iSample iof ithe 

iResearch 

 
Classes Total  

VIII-4 20 Experimental 

iClass 

VIII-7 20 Control iClass 

 

Instrument iof ithe iResearch 

 Arikunto i(2009: i53) istates iThere 

iare itwo itypes iof iresearch iinstruments. 

iThey iare itest iand inon-test. iThis 

iresearch iinstrument iuses ia itest. iThe 

itype iof itest iis ia ivocabulary itest ibased 

ion ia ishort istory. iThe itest iconsists iof 

itwo iparts: ia ipretest iand ia ipost-test. 

iThe itest iconsists iof i20 iquestions, iof 

iwhich iten imultiple-choice iquestions 

icontain ifour ioptions ifor ieach inumber. 
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iAnd iten imore iquestions, istudents iare 

icreated ito iwrite idown ithe imeaning iof 

i10 iwords. i i 

Technique iof iCollecting iData 

 This iinstrument iwould ievaluate 

istudents' ireading icomprehension 

idifferences ibetween ipretest iand ipost-

test iand icheck iif ithe itreatment 

iinfluenced ithe ipost-test iresults. 

1. Pretest 

Before ithe istudents iteach iabout ithe 

iSpelling iBee iGame, ia ipretest iis 

iperformed ito iobtain idata ion istudents' 

ireading icomprehension iof ia ishort itale. 

iBoth ithe iexperimental iand icontrol 

igroups ireceived iit. 

2. Treatment 

The itreatment iwill igive iby ithe 

iresearcher, iwho iuses ithe iSpelling iBee 

igame ito iteach ireading. iDuring ithe 

itreatment, ithe iresearcher iwill icarefully 

iexplain ithe icontents iso ithat istudents 

imay igrasp ithem. iIt iwas igiven ito ithe 

iexperimental igroup ionly. iIn ithis 

itreatment, ithe iresearcher iwill iprovide ia 

ishort istory itext ito ithe istudents, iand ithe 

iteacher iand ithe istudents iwill ilook ifor 

iwords ithat ijunior ihigh ischool istudents 

irarely ihear. iAfter ithat, ithe iresearcher 

iwill itell ithe istudents ito ispell ithe iwords 

icorrectly. 

3. Post-test 

After ithe istudents iteach iabout ithe 

iSpelling iBee iTest, ia ipost-test iis 

iperformed ito iobtain idata ion istudents' 

ireading icomprehension iof ia ishort itale. 

iBoth ithe iexperimental iand icontrol 

igroups ireceived iit. 

 

Technique iof iAnalysis iData 

 The itest idata iis iutilized ito 

idetermine ithe ioutcome iof istudents' 

ivocabulary iby iusing ithe ispelling ibee 

igame iin ithe iexperimental iclass iand 

iwithout iusing ithe ispelling ibee igame iin 

ithe icontrol iclass. iBefore ianalyzing ithe 

idata, ithe iresearch icollected iit iand 

ianalyzed iit iusing ithe ifollowing 

iprocedures: 

1. Analyzing ithe ipretest idata iin iits 

iraw iform. iEach istudent iwill 

ireceive i i5 ifor ithe icorrect 

ianswer iand i0 ifor ithe iincorrect 

ione. 

2. Using ithe ifollowing iformula, iraw 

iscores iwill ibe itransformed ito ia 

iset iof icore imaximums iof i100. i 

3. Score =
The itotal iof ithe istudents′ icorrect ianswer i

total inumber
x 𝑖100 

4. The iresearcher iwill iuse ithe 

ifollowing icriteria ito iclassify ithe 

itest's iscore: 

 

Table 3.The iClassification iof iStudents' 

iScore 

The iScore iLevel Category 

90-100 Verry iGood 

70-89 Good 

50-69 Enough 

30-49 Less 

0-29 Fail 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

 The iresearcher iexplains ithe 

ifindings iand ithe iresearch's iexamination 

iinto iusing ithe ilanguage igame iof 

iSpelling iBee ias ia istrategy iin iteaching 

ireading iin ithis ichapter. iThe idata 

ianalysis iand istandard ideviation iare ialso 

ipresented iin ithis ichapter. 

 

Data iDescription i 

 The iresearcher iused iquasi-
experimental iquantitative ianalysis iin ithis 

istudy. iThe isample iof ithis istudy iis 

iSMPN7 iMedan ieighth-grade istudents iin 

ithe ischool iyear i2021/2022. iThe 

iresearcher idecides ito icollect isamples 

ifrom itwo iclasses iof ithe ipopulation. 

iThe iresearcher ichooses ithe 

iexperimental igroup iand ithe icontrol 

igroup. iThe iexperimental igroup iis iclass 

iVIII i-4, iwhich iconsists iof i20 istudents, 

iand ithe icontrol igroup iis iclass iVIII-7, 

iwhich iconsists iof i20 istudents. iThe 

itotal inumber iof istudents iin ithis 

iresearch's isample iis i40. iThe idata iis 

icollected iby iassigning ia ipretest iand ia 

ipost-test ito ithe isample. iThe itest 
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iconsists iof i20 iquestions idivided iinto 

iten imultiple-choice iquestions iand ia 

itask ito iwrite idown ithe imeanings iof iten 

iwords. 

1. Pretest 

The iresearcher iheld ithe 

iexperimental iand icontrol igroup ipretest 

ion iApril i17th i– i19th, i2022. iThe itest 

iconsists iof i20 iquestions iand iis ia 

imultiple-choice iand itranslation itest. iThe 

iresearcher icalculates ithe iexperimental 

iand icontrol igroups' ipretest iin ithis 

idiscussion. iThe iexperimental iand 

icontrol igroups' ipretest iresults iare ilisted 

ibelow. 

 

Table 4. The Result of Pretest from 

iExperimental iand iControl iGroup 
No. 

i 

Sample i Score i 

Experimental Control i 

1 i Sample i1 

i 

80 55 

2 i Sample i2 

i 

60 75 

3 i Sample i3 

i 

10 70 

4 i Sample i4 

i 

55 30 

5 i Sample i5 

i 

65 45 

6 i Sample i6 

i 

60 65 

7 i Sample i7 

i 

70 40 

8 i Sample i8 

i 

15 55 

9 i Sample i9 

i 

60 35 

10       Sample 

i10 

45 70 

11 Sample 

i11 

90 65 

12 Sample 

i12 

45 40 

13 Sample 

i13 

55 55 

14 Sample 

i14 

35 50 

15 Sample 

i15 

40 25 

16 Sample 

i16 

55 30 

17 Sample 

i17 

65 65 

18 Sample 

i18 

80 15 

19 Sample 

i19 

75 70 

20 Sample 

i20 

60 55 

 

 The iexperimental iand icontrol 

igroups' ipretest iresults iare idistributed iin 

ithe ifollowing itable ibased ion iArikunto's 

i(2009: i245) iclassification iof istudents' 

iachievement: 

 

Table i5. iThe iFrequency iof iStudents' 

iScore iin iPretest 
Interval Interpretation Frequency Percentage 

Exp Cont Exp Con 

90-100 Very iGood 1 0 5% 0% 

70 i– i89 Good 4 4 20% 20% 

50 i-69 Enough 9 8 45% 40% 

30 i– i49 Less 4 6 20% 30% 

0 i- i29 Fail 2 2 10% 10% 

Total 20 20 100% 100% 

 

The ipost-test iresearch ifindings iare ialso 

ipresented iin ithe iform iof ia ichart, ias 

ifollows: 

 
Picture 1.  iThe iFrequency 

iDistribution iof iStudents' iScore iin 

iPretest 

The ichart iabove ishows ithe 

ipretest iresult ifrom ithe iexperimental iand 

icontrol igroup. iIn ithe iexperimental 

igroup, ione istudent ibelongs ito ithe ivery 

igood icategory, ifour istudents ibelong ito 

ithe igood icategory, inine istudents ibelong 

ito ithe ienough icategory, ifour istudents 

ibelong ito ithe iless icategory, iand itwo 

istudents ibelong ito ithe ifail icategory. i 

In ithe icontrol igroup, ino istudent 

ibelongs ito ithe ivery igood icategory. 

iFour istudents ibelong ito ithe igood 

0

2

4

6

8

10

Experimental

Control
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icategory, ieight istudents ibelong ito ithe 

ienough icategory, isix istudents ibelong ito 

ithe iless icategory, iand itwo istudents 

ibelong ito ithe ifail icategory. 

 

2. Post-test  

 

On iApril i17th i– i19th, i2022, ithe 

iresearcher iheld ia ipost-test ifor iboth ithe 

iexperimental iand icontrol igroups. iThe 

iresearcher iestimates ithe ipost-test iresults 

iof ithe iexperimental iand icontrol igroups 

iin ithis idiscussion. iThe iexperimental 

iand icontrol igroups' ipost-test iresult 

iscores iare ilisted ibelow. 

 

Table i6. iThe iPost-test iResult iof 

iExperimental iand iControl 

iGroup 
No. Sample i Score 

Experimental Control 

1 i Sample i1 

i 

100 75 

2 i Sample i2 

i 

90 80 

3 i Sample i3 

i 

95 85 

4 i Sample i4 

i 

100 50 

5 i Sample i5 

i 

90 55 

6 i Sample i6 75 70 

7 i Sample i7 

i 

65 55 

8 i Sample i8 

i 

100 65 

9 i Sample i9 

i 

100 50 

10 Sample 

i10 

75 70 

11 Sample 

i11 

50 65 

12 Sample 

i12 

80 55 

13 Sample 

i13 

95 65 

14 Sample 

i14 

60 40 

15 Sample 

i15 

85 60 

16 Sample 

i16 

80 65 

17 Sample 

i17 

90 35 

18 Sample 

i18 

100 40 

19 Sample 

i19 

70 70 

20 Sample 

i20 

100 25 

 

The iexperimental iand icontrol 

igroups' ipost-test iresults iare idistributed 

iin ithe itable ibelow ibased ion iArikunto's 

i(2009: i245) iclassification iof istudents' 

iachievement: 

Table i7. iThe iFrequency 

iDistribution iof iStudents' iScore iin 

iPost-Test 
Interval Interpretation Frequency Percentage 

Exp Cont Exp Con 

90-100 Very iGood 10 0 50% 0% 

70 i– i89 Good 7 6 35% 30% 

50 i-69 Enough 3 10 15% 50% 

30 i– i49 Less 0 3 0% 15% 

0 i- i29 Fail 0 1 0% 5% 

Total 20 20 100% 100% 

 

The ipost-test iresearch ifindings iare ialso 

ipresented iin ithe iform iof ia ichart, ias 

ifollows: 

 
Picture 2. iThe iFrequency iDistribution 

iof iStudents' iScore iin iPretest 

 

The ichart iabove ishows ithe 

ipretest iresult ifrom ithe iexperimental iand 

icontrol igroup. iIn ithe iexperimental 

igroup, iten istudents ibelong ito ia ivery 

igood icategory, iseven istudents ibelong 

ito ithe igood icategory, ithree istudents 

ibelong ito ithe ienough icategory, iand ino 

istudent ibelongs ito ithe iless iand ifails 

icategory. i 

In ithe icontrol igroup, ino istudents 

ibelonged ito ithe ivery igood icategory. 

0
2
4
6
8

10
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iSix istudents ibelong ito ithe igood 

icategory, iten istudents ibelong ito ienough 

icategory, ithree istudents ibelong ito ithe 

iless icategory, iand ione istudent ibelongs 

ito ithe ifail icategory. 

3.2 Data iAnalysis 

 

 The iresearcher iuses ia istatistical 

iprocedure ito iestimate ithe imean ivalue 

i(M) iand istandard ideviation i(SD). i 

1. Pre-test Experimental and Control 

Group 

 

a) iMean 

To idetermine ithe imean iscore, 

iuse ithe iformula ibelow: 

iExperimental iGroup  i  

 Control iGroup 

 

 𝑖 𝑀 =
∑X

N
 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖𝑀 =

∑X

N
 

 𝑖𝑀 =
1120

20
 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖𝑀 =

1010

20
 

  𝑀 = 56 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖  𝑀 = 50,5 

b) iMedian i 

The iexperimental igroup's imedian 

iis i60, iwhile ithe icontrol igroup's 

iis i55. 

c) iMode 

The iexperimental igroup's imode 

iis i60, iwhile ithe icontrol igroup's iis I

 55. i 

d) iMaximum i 

The iexperimental igroup's ihighest 

iscore iis i90, iwhile ithe icontrol 

igroup's iis i75. i 

e) iMinimum i 

The iexperimental igroup's ilowest 

iscore iis i10, iwhile ithe icontrol 

igroup's iis i15. 

f) iStandard iDeviation 

The istandard ideviation iis 

icalculated ias ifollows: i 

  Experimental iGroup

    iControl iGroup 

𝑆𝐷 = √
∑(𝑥 − 𝑦)2

𝑛 − 1
 𝑖 𝑖𝑆𝐷 = √

∑(𝑥 − 𝑦)2

𝑛 − 1
 

𝑆𝐷 = √21,68 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖  𝑖𝑆𝐷 = √15,77 

𝑆𝐷 = 4,65 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖𝑆𝐷 = 3,97 

 g) iVariance 

The icomputation iof ivariance iis 

ias ifollows: 

       Experimental iGroup       

      iControl iGroup 

𝑆2 =
∑(𝑥 − y)2

𝑛 − 1
 𝑖 𝑖𝑖𝑆2 =

∑(𝑥 − y)2

𝑛 − 1
 

𝑆2 =
412.10

20 − 1
    𝑆2 =

299,73

20 − 1
 

𝑆2 =
412,10

19
 𝑖 𝑖𝑆2 =

299,73

19
 

𝑆2 = 21,68 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖𝑆2 =  i15,77 

h) iRange i 

The iformula ito icalculate ithe 

irange iis ias ifollows: 

Range i= ithe ihighest iscore i– ithe 

ilowest iscore i 

1) iExperimental iGroup i 

The ihighest iscore i= i90 i 

The ilowest iscore i= i10 i 

Range i= i90-10 iRange i= i80 i 

According ito ithe icomputation, 

ithe irange iof ithe iexperimental 

igroup iis i80. 

2) iControl iGroup i 

The ihighest iscore i= i75 i 

The ilowest iscore i= i15 i 

Range i= i75 i– i25 iRange i= i60 

According ito ithe icomputation, 

ithe irange iof ithe icontrol igroup iis i60. 

 

2. Post-test Experimental and Control 

Group 

a) iMean 

To idetermine ithe imean iscore, 

iuse ithe iformula ibelow i: i 

   i iExperimental iGroup

   Control iGroup 

 

 𝑖 𝑖   𝑀 =
∑X

N
 𝑖 𝑖𝑖𝑀 =

∑X

N
 

 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖𝑀 =
1700

20
 𝑖𝑀 =

1175

20
 

       𝑀 = 85 𝑖   𝑀 = 58,75 

b) iMedian i 

The iexperimental igroup's imedian 

iis i90, iwhile ithe icontrol igroup's iis I

 62.5. 
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c) iMode 

The iexperimental igroup's imode 

iis i100, iwhile ithe icontrol igroup's iis 

 i65. i 

d) iMaximum i 

The iexperimental igroup's ihighest 

iscore iis i100, iwhile ithe icontrol 

igroup's iis i85. i 

e) iMinimum i 

The iexperimental igroup's ilowest 

iscore iis i50, iwhile ithe icontrol I

 group's iis   i25. 

f) iStandard iDeviation 

The istandard ideviation iis 

icalculated ias ifollows i: i 

      

    Experimental iGroup  

    Control iGroup 

 𝑖𝑆𝐷 = √
∑(𝑥 − 𝑦)2

𝑛 − 1
 𝑖𝑆𝐷 = √

∑(𝑥 − 𝑦)2

𝑛 − 1
 

𝑆𝐷 = √12,04 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑆𝐷 = √12,58 

𝑆𝐷 = 3,46 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑆𝐷 = i3,54 

g) iVariance 

The icomputation iof ivariance iis 

ias ifollows: 

 Experimental iGroup  

  iControl iGroup 

𝑆2 =
∑(𝑥 − y)2

𝑛 − 1
 𝑖  𝑖𝑆2 =

∑(𝑥 − y)2

𝑛 − 1
 

𝑆2 =
228,94

20 − 1
 𝑖 𝑖𝑆2 =

239,14

20 − 1
 

𝑆2 =
228,94

19
 𝑖 𝑆2 =

239,14

19
 

𝑆2 = 12,04 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖  𝑆2 = 12,58 

h) iRange i 

The iformula ito icalculate ithe 

irange iis ias ifollows: 

Range i= ithe ihighest iscore i– ithe 

ilowest iscore i 

1) iExperimental iGroup i 

The ihighest iscore i= i100 i 

The ilowest iscore i= i50 i 

Range i= i100 i- i50 iRange i= i50 i 

According ito ithe icomputation, 

ithe irange iof ithe iexperimental igroup 

 iis i50. 

2) iControl iGroup i 

The ihighest iscore i= i85. i 

The ilowest iscore i= i25. i 

Range i= i85 i- i25 iRange i= i60. 

According ito ithe icomputation, 

ithe irange iof ithe iexperimental igroup 

 iis i60. 

  

Based ion ithe icalculations iabove, 

ithe iexperimental iand icontrol igroups' 

ireading icomprehension iscores iare 

ireported iin ithe itable ibelow. 

 

Table i8. iThe iReading iComprehension 

iResult iPre-Test iof iExperimental iand 

iControl iGroup 
Group i H 

i 

L 

i 

R 

i 

Me 

i 

Mo 

i 

T 

i 

M i SD 

i 

Experimental 

i 

90 10 80 60 

i 

60 20 56 4,65 

Control i 75 15 60 55 55 20 50,5 3,97 

 

Table i9. iThe iReading iComprehension 

iResult iPost-Test iof iExperimental 

iand iControl iGroup 
Group i H i L 

i 

R 

i 

Me 

i 

Mo 

i 

T 

i 

M i SD 

i 

Experimental 

i 

100 50 50 90 100 20 85 3,46 

Control i 85 25 60 62,5 65 20 58,75 3,54 

 

Note: i 

H i: ithe ihighest iscore i i  

 Mo i: ithe imode i 

L i: ithe ilowest iscore i i  

 T i: ithe itotal iof ithe istudents i 

R i: ithe irange i i   

 M i: ithe imean i 

Me i: ithe imedian i   

 SD i: ithe istandard ideviation i 

 

The ifollowing iis ithe ioutcome iof 

istatistical ianalysis iusing iSPSS ito 

icheck ithat ithe imanual icomputation iis 

icorrect. 

 

Table i10. iDescriptive iStatistic 
Statistics 

 Pre-

Exp 

Pre-

Con 

Post-

Exp 

Post-

Con 

N Valid 20 20 20 20 

 Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 56 50,5 85 58,75 

Median 60 55 90 62,5 

Mode 60 55 100 65 
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Standard 

iDeviation 

4,65 3,97 3,46 3,54 

Variance 21,68 15,77 12,04 12,58 

Range 80 60 50 60 

Maximum 90 75 100 85 

Minimum 10 15 50 25 

Sum 356 260 475 235 

 

 As ia iresult, ithe ilatest iresults 

imay ibe iable ito ianswer ithe ifollowing 

iproblem iformulation: 

1. The iexperimental igroup's ireading 

icomprehension iat iSMPN i7 

iMedan iin ithe i2021/2022 

iacademic iyear. iThe iexperimental 

igroup's ihighest iand ilowest 

iscores iare i100 iand i50, 

irespectively. iThe iexperimental 

igroup's imean iis i85, iwith ia 

istandard ideviation iof i3,46 iand ia 

ivariance iof i12,04. iIt isignifies 

ithat ithe ieighth-grade istudents iin 

ithe iexperimental igroup iat 

iSMPN i7 iMedan ihave iexcellent 

ireading icomprehension iscores. 

iFrom ia itotal iof i20 istudents, 

i50% i(10 istudents) ireceived ithe 

ivery igood icategory, i35% i(7 

istudents) ireceived ithe igood 

icategory, iand i15% ireceived 

ienough icategory i(3 istudents). 

2. The icontrol igroup's ireading 

icomprehension iat iSMPN i7 

iMedan iin ithe i2021/2022 

iacademic iyear. iThe iexperimental 

igroup's ihighest iand ilowest 

iscores iare i85 iand i25, 

irespectively. iThe icontrol igroup's 

imean iis i58,75, iwith ia istandard 

ideviation iof i3,54 iand ia ivariance 

iof i12,58. iThe ieighth-grade 

istudents iin ithe icontrol igroup iat 

iSMPN i7 iMedan ihave 

isufficiently ireading 

icomprehension iscores. iFrom ia 

itotal iof i20 istudents, i30% i(6 

istudents) ireceived ithe igood 

icategory, i50% i(10 istudents) 

ireceived ienough icategory, i15% 

ireceived iless icategory i(3 

istudents), iand i5 i% ireceived ithe 

ifail icategory i(1 istudent). 

3. The iresearchers ifound ithat iafter 

itreating ithe iexperimental igroup, 

ithe ipost-test iscore iwas ihigher 

ithan ithe ipretest iscore. iThat 

imeans ieighth-grade ireading 

icomprehension iat iSMPN i7 

iMedan iwas iaffected iin ithe 

i2021/2022 iacademic iyear. 

iAccording ito ithe idata ianalysis 

ifindings, iemploying ithe ilanguage 

igame iof iSpelling iBee ias ia 

istrategy ifor iteaching ireading 

icomprehension iis ieffective. i 

 

CONCLUSION 

 Based ion ithe idata ithat ihave 

ibeen icollected iand ianalyzed, iit 

imay ibe iconcluded ias ifollows: 

 Reading icomprehension iof ithe 

ieighth-grade istudents iof iSMP iN i7 

Medan iin ithe iacademic iyear iof 

i2021/2022 iwas iaffected iafter iusing the 

ispelling ibee igame. iThe iexperimental 

igroup's ireading comprehension 

iachievement ihas ian i"excellent" iresult 

ion itheir ireading comprehension ifrom 

ithe ianalyzed idata. iFrom i i20 isamples, 

ithe students ithat igot ia ivery igood 

icategory iis i50% i(10 istudents), ia igood 

category iis i35% i(7 istudents), iand 

ienough iis i15% i(3 istudents). iThen, the 

ireading icomprehension iachievement iof 

ithe icontrol igroup ihas ia good iresult ion 

itheir ireading icomprehension. iFrom i20 

isamples, ithe students ithat igot ivery 

igood icategory iis i0% i(0 istudents), 

igood category iis i30% i(6 istudents), 

ienough icategory iis i50% i(10 istudents), 

and iless icategory iis i15% i(3 istudents) 

iand ifail icategory iis i5% i(1 student). 

 Based ion ithe idata icollected iand 

ianalyzed, iit imay ibe iconcluded that 

iusing ithe ilanguage igame iSpelling iBee 

ias ia istrategy iin iteaching reading 

icomprehension iis i"effective,", 

iespecially ifor ithe iexperimental group iof 

istudents iwho iget itreatment iafter itheir 

ipretest. 
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