“Running fiead: EFFECTS OF MUSIC 1

The Effects of Music on Physical Activity and Academic Performance Lab Report Analysis
Nicholas Christopher Durgadeen

The City College of New York, New York



EFFECTS OF MUSIC e NA i */_ﬁ\:\\{" lieg dmg i 2

Introduction

N

.

This lab report analysis describes the similarities and differences among three reports.
The analysis approach will compare and contrast each section of all lab reports separately. There
will be a thorough examination of each section, the organization of information, and whether any
information was appropriately used. The subject of research was music and its effect on the
human body. The following lab reports Tﬂ be referenced throughout the analysis by their
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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. Lab #3 has similar concepts tested in Lab #1 and Lab #2;

the authors experiment with music genres and how it affects the cognitive behavior of college

students. A standard lab format will be broken down below into sections with headings that

explain how each report approached the same topic.
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The abstract is a brief summary of the report. The author typically presents the objective

of the experiment, provides short details about the procedures, and any key findings. In Lab #1,
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the authors chose to write their key words before the abstract. Also, the authors began the
abstract by asserting the hypothesis and providing the results of the investigation for a clear
clarification of the experiment. However, no procedures about data collection were defined in the

abstract but were later mentioned in the method section. This is a major impact in the

organization of their information. Hreadess-dor'ttrave any informatien-about the procedures in
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Lab #2 doesn’t have any abstract written. Th TS don’t have a general un btzmding(/‘!l&*"_«s~

of the objective or information about what they are about to read. This can be overwhelming for / ta,
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readers because the report doesn’t provide selective details about the experiment. It doesn’t allow o g
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the reader to decide whether it’s worth their time to read the lengthy report. Lab #3 has an
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used and its outcome. Unlike Lab #1 and #2, Lab #3 gives a brief description of the procedure
which can allow readers to understand the setup of the experiment. Overall, Lab #1 and #3 had
the best abstracts written, but the lack of an abstract in Lab #2 prevents the reader from deciding

if the report will interest them.
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The introduction of a lab report'estabhs tpose for doing the experiment. Its main
focus is to bring the reader’s attention on the exact subject of the report. The introduction sets the

tone and path for the paper. Lab #1°s introduction is about a page long, very comprehen%ve. The

authors relate back to the research they did and talk about what the study aims to prové\{ﬂl five
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/ authors é}*{plain each physiological comp'onent, including what it is and how it will be tested 6
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/ the experiment. Thi§ was necessary due to#€aders having no prior knowledge of the subject.
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In Lab #2, the introduction is one paragraph long that expresses the research. Authors
Rajab and Pitman only explained past research that focused on their subject. The lack of

originality and constant repetition of citations in the beginning of an abstract-less report

: . : Nedd evdin
continues to derail-thereadersattractron-to-thexeport. et A 2.3

Lab #3’s introduction is an excruciating five pages long. Dodge and Mensink heavily
describe detailed methods and procedures in their introduction, which is not the appropriate
location for this information. It was not a suitable placement because there is already a separate [ : HNU{; ?
section in :the lab report where this information is to be written. Also, the information in the

introduction gives away the whole experiment. There is no element of SurpriSWk the
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readers interest to further read the report. Cfven@l Lab #1 had the best introduction.’
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X@ s k\NQ " The authors in Lab #1 specifically explain the subjects of the experiment. They provided

the number of students who participated and their age ranges. In addition, the authors thoroughly
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Wt. Lab #2 doesn’t indicate the number of subjects used nor their

ages. Rajab and Pitman explain the experiment but don’t provide specific details about their
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procedure. The assessme{n Vy‘as’n’t formally explained in writing but is visually illustrated
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through the figures. This|is a disadvantage to the readers because it forces them to flip back and
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forth to the figures to understand what Rajab and Pitman are talking about. / ]‘B"\‘ Lol d
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In Lab #3, the authors provide the same information as Lab #1. Their explanation of the
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procedure was clear and concise, this attowsTeaders to follow along withewtuncertainty and =~ "Cae,, o ;>

replicate the experiment without hesitation. Overall, Lab’s #1 and #3 had the best method A
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Results & Figures
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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.

Lab #1 concluded there is still a discrepancy between whether music affects physical
performance. All five authors of Lab #1 provide valid results, including clear explanations of the
figures they formulated using their research. The eight figures each have their own description
below it, allowing readers to understand what they are looking at.

Lab #2 concluded that students performed worse on their assessment whilst listening to
their choice of music. The figures in Lab #2 do not have any details written about them. The
absence of an explanation for the graphics doesn’t help readers digest the information. Without
prior knowledge, readers won’t understand the visuals. Any graphics used in a lab report should
be detailed enough such that an explanation wouldn’t be necessary.

Lab #3 concludes that participants assigned to read a test in silence produced more
correct answers then those in the music condition group. In addition, Lab #3 also provides
figures with proper labeling and keys for readers to understand the graphs, similar to Lab #1.
Although Lab #3 doesn’t have any descriptions about their figures, with informative labeling and
notation, it was clear to know what the figure was about. Overall, Lab’s #1 and #3 had the best

results and figures.
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Discussion

In the conclusion, the author is to comment on the outcomes of the test. They might also
speculate about the implications of the results. Lab #1°s conclusion is about two pages long. All
authors thoroughly explain the outcomes of the experiment. In addition, the authors try to
describe ariy problems that could’ve affected their results. This is appropriate for the conclusion
because it makes the reader know the students who did the experiment are aware of their
mistake.

In Lab #2, the authors discussion section is quite short. Rajab and Pitman say the
outcome of the experiment with very little support. This shows their incompetence to explain
their understanding of the results. Lab #3 repeats the hypothesis and followed by details about
the outcome of the experiment. This makes the most structural sense because it reminds the
reader what the authors thought would happen. Similarly, to Lab #1, Lab #3 provides a variety of
outside factors that may have swayed the results of the study. Also, Dodge and Mensink provide
suggestions that would reduce the amount of outlier influences.

Overall, Lab’s #1 and 3 had the best conclusions. Q’(_{)ISLQ G 8 (\\ u‘;@' S .L‘ @%\;
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