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ARTICLE HISTORY ABSTRACT

The study describes the students’ thinking skill, and metacognitive in problem solving reasoning (PSR) learing
model at SMAN 19 Makassar in the academic year 2018/2019. The design of this research was Classroom
Action Research (CAR) in which subject was students social science eleventh grade students that consisted of
69 students. Data were collected by using a problem-solving reasoning tests in the form of multiple choice, essay,
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KEYWORDS oral and practice tests. Data of problem solving reasoning (PSR) abilities were analyzed quantitatively and

) ] qualitatively. The results of this study show that: (1) The application of problem solving reasoning (PSR) can
Problem Solving Reasoning; improve the statistical students' metacognitive of social science eleventh grade students. In cycle I, the students’
Students’ Metacognitive, English outcomes average reached 59.2, whereas in cycle Il was successfully increased into 84.8, In cycle I, the

students’ sociology and anthropology outcomes average reached 60.9, whereas in cycle Il was successfully
increased into 88.5 and in cycle |, the students’ Art and Culture outcomes average reached 62.3, whereas in
cycle Il was successfully increased into 86.9. (2) The application of problem solving reasoning (PSR) can
improve students' metacognitive of social science XI grade students. These results indicate that there has been
an increasing in percentage mastery learning by 20% from cycle | to cycle Il.

This is an open access article under the CC-BY-SA license.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Students’ activity in building their own knowledge is a
priority in science learning. They are expected to be more

monitoring cognition, such as planning activities and
evaluating the efficacy of monitoring processes and

: . A . . strategies (Jeronenet et al, 2016; and Tanner, 2012).
independent in constructing their knowledge during the ) ) ) )
While Problem Solving Reasoning (PSR) is a problem

learning process. In the process of constructing such as : ] ) i )
solving learning that is learning that focuses on teaching

knowledge, students are required to be able to compare
the prior knowledge with the new knowledge that they
have acquired. Metacognitive plays an important role in
this process (Adhitama, et al, 2014; and Ramadani, et al,
2015). Metacognitive is knowledge and beliefs about
cognitive processes of a person and his conscious efforts to

and problem-solving skills followed by strengthening of
skills through hands-on learning experiences equipped
with steps to support reasoning ability include: (1) basic
thinking; (2) critical thinking; and (3) creative thinking.
Reasoning encompasses the cognitive procedures we use

engage in the process of behaving and thinking (Munir, to make inferences from knowledge and draw conclusions

2016; Scott, 2015) about thinking itself (Nasution & (Dun‘bar' K, and Eugelsang, J, 2006). Reasm.ling is a part
of thinking that is above the level of retention or recall,

reasoning includes: basic thinking, critical thinking, and
creative thinking (Sanjaya, W, 2006). The problem-solving
learning model is a learning model that focuses on
teaching and problem-solving skills followed by skill
enhancement (Shoimin A, 2014). Problem solving is one of

Rezeqi, 2015). There are two components of metacognitive:
knowledge and regulation. Metacognitive knowledge
includes knowledge of their position as learning and the
factors that influence his achievement, knowledge of
strategy, and knowledge of what and why to use the
strategy. Metacognitive regulation includes the process of
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the problem-based teaching strategies where teachers
help learners to learn to solve problems through hands-on
et al, 2009).
Hands-on learning is a learning that requires active

learning experiences (Jacobsen D A,

learners to solve problems. Based on the description above,
the study explored about how the implementation of
Problem Solving Reasoning (PSR) on metacognitive
students.

Problem solving reasoning has the phases, they are:
read and think, explore and plan, select a strategy, find
and answer, reflect and extend, and the principle of
reaction that students have been trained to develop their
reasoning power in solving problems that will later
increase their ability to think critically and creatively.
The learning process of problem solving reasoning
learning model and it is not oriented to the final answer to
a problem presented, but rather how the answer is
obtained. The problems given are problems that are able
to provide opportunities for students to give answers
according to their wishes for reasons that are
responsibility by students.

2. METHODS

This research is a Classroom Action Research (CAR)
which intended to make a contribution to the
improvement of teachers’ style,
technique and method in the classroom, and to give

is

knowledge, model,

insight into the behaviour of both teachers and students
in applying the problem solving reasoning (PSR).

The scheme of Classroom Action Research

Planning

Action

Observation

Reflection

Fig. 1. Scheme of Classroom Action Research

The research was conducted at social science XI grade
students of SMAN 19 Makassar. The numbers of students
were 69 students, it was consisted from two classes, and
they were XI-1 and XI-2 of Social Science classes. It used
an action research design in order to answer the research
problem. In addition, the primary aim of the research is to
improve the quality of teaching and learning of students’

This study tries to describe the
implementation of problem solving reasoning (PSR) to
provide an improved way for teachers to teach. This CAR
employs a collaborative research design. The researchers
and their collaborative classroom directly conducted the
study. To cope with the problems found in the classroom
in teaching English, Sociology Anthropology and Art and
Culture subjects. The researchers applied problem solving

metacognitive.

reasoning (PSR) during the teaching and learning process.
Here, the researchers acted as the practitioners who
taught the students with problem solving reasoning (PSR)
through their metacognitive in learning Sociology
Anthropology and Art and Culture subjects. Sources of
data to get the data about the improvement in the
students’ metacognitive, the researchers used data from
the results of the students" tests in two cycles namely
cycle one and cycle two. Further, to observe the data of the
students" response toward the process of learning by
using problem solving reasoning (PSR), the researchers
got the data using test. In this study, the researchers used
data (1) from observing the students” activities, (2) from
the interviews between the researchers and the students,
(8) from the tests (multiple choice, essay, oral and practice)
and also (4) from the students" answers from each tests
that conducted at the end of each cycle during problem
solving reasoning (PSR) implementation in the teaching
and learning activities.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The researcher showed analysis for each subject that
conducted at SMAN 19 Makassar.

Sociology Anthropology
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Fig. 2. Diagram of students’ Sociology and Athropology outcomes

As described in figure 2 above showed that students got
score of 50 categorized as fair in cycle I. Then 18 students
achieved score of 55 that categorized as fair. Next, 16
students got score of 60 that categorized as fair and 2
students go score of 70 categorized as good. For cycle II,
there were 6 students who achieved score of 80 that
categorized as good. Next, 23 students got 85 that
categorized as very well. Then, 26 students got score of 90
that categorized as very well. Last, 14 students got score of
95 that categorized as very well. It meant that there was
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improvement from score of 55 as small score in cycle I to
score of 80 as small one in cycle II. Furthermore, mean
score of students’ Sociology and Anthropology outcomes
was 60.9 for cycle I, while mean score of students’ Sociology
and Anthropology outcomes was 88.5 for cycle II.

English
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Fig. 3. Diagram of students’ English outcomes

As described in figure 3 above showed that students got
score of 50 categorized as fair in cycle I. Then 18 students
achieved score of 55 that categorized as fair. Next, 16
students got score of 60 that categorized as fair and 2
students go score of 70 categorized as good. For cycle II,
there were 6 students who achieved score of 80 that
categorized as good. Next, 23 students got 85 that
categorized as very well. Then, 26 students got score of 90
that categorized as very well. Last, 14 students got score of
95 that categorized as very well. It meant that there was
improvement from score of 55 as small score in cycle I to
score of 80 as small one in cycle II. Furthermore, mean
score of students’ English outcomes was 59.2 for cycle I,
while mean score of students’ English outcomes was 84.8
for cycle II.

Art and Culture

—l ' o U . l .
55 60 65 70 80 85 90 95

W Cycle |

40
20

W Cycle Il

Fig. 4. Diagram of students’ Art and Culture Outcomes

As described in figure 4 above showed that students got
score of 50 categorized as fair in cycle I. Then 18 students
achieved score of 55 that categorized as fair. Next, 16
students got score of 60 that categorized as fair and 2
students go score of 70 categorized as good. For cycle II,
there were 6 students who achieved score of 80 that
categorized as good. Next, 23 students got 85 that
categorized as very well. Then, 26 students got score of 90
that categorized as very well. Last, 14 students got score of

95 that categorized as very well. It meant that there was
improvement from score of 55 as small score in cycle I to
score of 80 as small one in cycle II. Furthermore, mean
score of students’ art and culture outcomes was 62.3 for
cycle I, while mean score of students’ Art and Culture
outcomes was 86.9 for cycle II.

Based on the data analysis, the reserchers found that
metacognitive can not come suddenly. The students have
to be divided into some groups to create cooperative
learning. By this way, the students can stimulate their
thinking to use prior knowledge, plan a strategy, monitor
their thinking dan modify their thinking so that the
students can build their creative thinking to find solution
of problem.

As described by Jeronenet et al, (2016) and Tanner,
(2012) metacognitive function consisted of metacognitive
awareness, metacognitive evaluation and metacognitive
regulation. The researchers found that students can
improve their metacognitive by using metacognitive
knowledge and metacognitive regulation to problem
solving reasoning, especially in answering assigment
given by teachers.

4. CONCLUSION

Based on the result of the research, it can be concluded
that the application of problem solving reasoning (PSR)
can improve students' metacognitive statistics learning
mastery social science XI grade students. It is proved by
mean score for each subject improving. For Sociology and
Sociology and
Anthropology outcomes was 60.9 for cycle I, while mean
score of students’ Sociology and Anthropology outcomes
was 88.5 for cycle II. Then in English, mean score of
students’ English outcomes was 59.2 for cycle I, while
mean score of students’ English outcomes was 84.8 for
cycle II. Last in Art and Culture mean score of students’
Sociology and Anthropology outcomes was 62.3 for cycle I,
while mean score of students’ Art and Culture outcomes
was 86.9 for cycle II. Hese results indicate that there has
been an increasing in percentage mastery learning by 20%
from cycle I to cycle II.

Antropology mean score of students’
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