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¢similarities and differences among three

reports. The analysis approach:Fehose will compare and contrast each section of all lab reports
separately. I will thoroughly examine each section, the organization of information, and whether
any information was appropriately used. The subjectj:chese#’e research was music and its effect
on the human body. Hfound-threelabreports;each-individually-explain-their-research-in-unique——
ways—The following lab reports will be referenced throughout the analysis by their assigned
numbers. Lab #1: The effects of different music genres on physical performance by Z. Belford,

C. Neher, T. Pernsteiner, J. Stoffregen, and Z. Tariq was written at the University of Wisconsin

in May of 2013. This lab report focuses on how different genres of music can affect the

physiology of a person including heart rate, electrodermal arousal, and maximum grip strength.

Lab #2: The impact of music on the academic performance of undergraduate students by P.
Rajab and M. Pitman was written in the Spring of 2019. This lab report emphasizes on how
music can affect a student’s academic performance such as recollection and encoding new
information. Lab #3: Music and Memory: Effects of Listening to Music While Studying in
College Students was written by Lara Dodge, a student in the Honors College of the University

of Wisconsin-Stout, alongside professor M. Mensink, Ph D. This lab report has similar concepts

A0 e v WSTT
tested in Lab #1 and Lab #2 the authors exﬁgrlmentmea

= T : i 7. 517l g T q‘f‘;.\"i-r'
"’;'}J ‘-\’\e\\ \\'\,‘\\"“g\vh %_ ‘t( "’&'\ Li: I ”/ = \ﬂv’\ §‘w -

eﬁeelleg%tudents I wﬂl break down the standard lab report format below

. | |
A (ﬁ\yw S v \. VIIA - )

genres—eannhaxe«on-the

\/’Ato sections with headings that explain how each report approached the same topic. —

emove-any-———

s %& AR IQ%WED" Brls

’v\’i“-a.x/r‘_“'s J{*’»’*{“’ Wed vealle, 90 od. 0J9§ '&(5\' g+ Ce jﬁ’“
\ s s




EFFECTS OF MUSIC
4( Y

3 5
7 8% d U\/\/{’C’\)\QMC /

W . The abstract is a brief summary of the report. The author w pically present the objéctive of

postract—

eexperiment, provide short details about the procedures, and*any key findings. In Lab #1, the

authors chose to write their key words before the abstract. Also, the authors began the abstract by
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the experimen ..,._&. % caders to have backgro knowledge of the report, they=wilttnot~

, . IR . :
~have-to-spend.time reading the-repert-tofioarc-outovhattie about.(In addition, no go=) LE o hewé"(
/ procedures about data collection wese defified in the abstract but were mentioned in the method
k\b as O
L\:TQS Sectlon Lab #2 doesn’t have giy abstract Weitten-in-their-lab+eport. The readers don’t have a
Q
/\kuf general understa.n;}mg of th Ob]eCtIVC or any information about what they are about to read. This | f
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/ Lab #3 does have an 2 stract but the hypothesis isn’t provided explam one type of method

used and its oyicome. Unlike Lab #1 and #2, a brief description of the procedure is given which ié{( o well

can alleWw readers to understand the setup of the experiment. I belleve I(,ab #1 nd #3 both have O{OV‘L';M
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o\ U § abstracts but has room for improvement. Lab #3 could*ve rov1ded a brie

i \U/ description of their procedure in the abstract. The-authers-of--ab-#2-didn’t write an abstracthso I
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EFFECTS OF MUSIC 4

they did themselves when doing the lab report and talks about what the study aims to prove. All
five authors explain each physiological component including what it is and how it will be tested
in the experiment. For example, various measurements were taken to determine how music can
influence your electrodermal arousal, the skin’s electrical response to sweat secretion. Another

measurement testgd how the different tempos and rhythms can affect a subject’s heart rate.

Lastly, the final method was the conception that listening to certain types of music can activate

feed-forward mechanisms, leading to increases in physical performance. In Lab #2, the. -
introduction is one paragraph long that expresses the research they collected. The authors explain
the history of music and how it has been used in many different ways throughout life.
Furthermore, they explain how research has suggested music can be a distraction and become

information that gets encoded is manipulated for later

N

3

detrimental to cognitive performance
retrieval. In Lab #3, the introduction is an excruciating five pages long. The authors present the
notion of how it is common for college students to listen to music while studying. The methods
and procedures of how they collected their data were explained in the introduction, even though
the report has a separate section for this information. Lab #3 did not do a good job in their
introduction. The information in this section could’ve been placed in better parts of the paper.
For example, the procedure and method are heavily described here. The authors should’ve
provided a brief description in the abstract and removed all details left to be later used to explain
their methods. The information in the introduction shouldn’t give away the whole experiment, it
should allowlreaders to understand the concepts behind the research. Lab #1 has the best written

introduction. Lab #2 and Lab #3 need adjustments.
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EFFECTS OF MUSIC 5

Methods & Procedures

The method section of the lab report provides a clear and precise description of how an
experiment was done, and the rationale for why specific experimental procedures were chosen.
The reader should be able to read your procedure section and imitate the test/experiment exactly.
In Lab #1, the authors specifically explain the subjects of the experiment. They provide the
number of subjects used and their age ranges. In addition, the authors thoroughly explicate fhe :
procedure that takes place. The subjects sat in-a-relaxed position holding a pulse oximeter in their
dominant hand and two EDA sensors in the other. While listening to the audio clips, heart rate
and electrodermal activity\%{z;jrmgégrded. The audio clips were selected based on genre, rhythm,
and tempo characteristics. iiach subject listened to three different audio clips, one song
represented the ambient genre, a white noise audio clip, and an instrumental clip with a 30

second gap between each clip to avoid any influence from the previous clip. The authors were so

descriptive that anyone can reproduce the same experiment. Lab #2 doesn’t deliver the same S
W \

methodology format as Lab #1. The authors of Lab #2 don’t indicate the number of subjects used—é)‘"-

nor their ages. In addition, they explain what the experiment was but don’t provide specific /o p

%
was clear and concise. The participants were broken up into two groups, each group listenedtoa [ {f”
5
different style of music while taking an assessment test that asked you to read a passage, qanswer (?)Q; Y, 47>
Ve 5’ i =

comprehension questions and some mathematical questions. Lab #1 and Lab #3 both did
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excellent jobs in composing their method section of the lab report. Lab #2 has little to no

explanation of the procedure which needs to be fixed.

Results & Figures

In this section, the author is to report the test’s outcome(s). Here, the author is supposed to tell
the readers what the test measured, including any calculations or equations. In Lab #1, the author
doesn’t seem to provide any valid results. The author just explains the figures they formulated
using the research they calculated. There are eight figures that each have their own description
below it. This allows readers to understand what they are looking at. In Lab #2, the author
explains the results they got from the surveys the participants took in the beginning before their
assessment. However, the authors do point out the outcome of the experiment. Lab #2 concluded

that students performed worse on the assessment whilst listening to their own choice of music,

i
with no significant differences in performance noted between either white noise or classical }j\ﬁﬂ WA
music conditions. The figures in Lab #2 do not have any details written about them sg it is lo>
\0Jo \ 7/
confusing when trying to understand the charts. Lab #3 also provides a clear explanation about (p ‘Q \'\p '
their results from the experiment. Lab #3 concludes that participants assigned to read the test in
the silence condition produced more correct answers then those in the music conditions group.
There was no significance between listening to either pop or classical music, the students who
took the assessment in silence performed superior than those listening to music. In addition, Lab
#3 also provides figures with proper labeling and keys to for readers to understand the graphs

like Lab #1. Lab #3 may not have any descriptions about the figures however with the correct

'——_I_-\\
labeling and notation, it is clear\what the figure is about. ; CIQ'F.P R g
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Discussion

In the conclusions, the author is to comment on the outcomes of the test. They might also
speculate about the implications of the results. Lab #lfitsw az(lE)out two pages long. All five authors
explain their understanding of the outcomes of the experiment thoroughly. They’ve concluded
that there is no difference between which music is being listened to and a physiological change
of these variables due to the music. The authors try to explain that many other studies have
proven otherwise. In addition, the authors try to describe any problems that could’ve affected
their results. They believe that if the participant is given too much information about the
experiment, the participant could anticipate their own physiological responses due to their own
expectation. Another problem they talk about is the lack of controlling external stimuli of the
participant. For example, the pulse oximeter was in the view of the participant meaning they
could read their own heart rate and unknowingly influence their arousal and heart rate. I believe
trying to find errors that could’ve influenced the results of the experiment are important in the
process to avoid making the same mistakes when repeating the experiment. In Lab #2, the
authors discussion section is quite short. The authors say the outcome of the experiment with
very little support. They’ve concluded that students’ working memory performance is
significantly worse when they listen to their own choice of music. In Lab #3, the authors repeat
their hypothesis and then provide details about the outcome of the experiment. This makes the
most structural sense because it reminds the reader what the authors thought would happen. The

outcome of the experiment was that the results suggest that the auditory environment has

potentially limited influence on college student’s ability to study. Similarly, to Lab #1, Lab #3

provides a variety of outside factors that may have swayed the results of the study. For example,

it was possible that may participants were not motivated to participate in the experiment, or the
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EFFECTS OF MUSIC 8

five minutes of reading time was not sufficient for full comprehension of the text. The authors of
Lab #3 provide suggestions that they could follow that would reduce the amount of outlier
influences. Lab #1 and #3 both provided sufficient discussion sections for the lab report

however, Lab #2 needed more details and explanations.
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