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ARTICLEINFO Abstract
Article history: Problem-solving ability learning (PSA) is a fundamental problem that needs to be
Received 7 October 2019 developed in learning mathematics at school. In this research mathematical modeling

strategies (MMS) are developed for problem solving. This study aims to investigate
how the implementation of MMS for problem-solving in mathematics learning. This
study was conducted at SMP Negeri 34 Semarang. This research used sequential
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with the nonequivalent posttest-only control group design. Data collection

Keywords: techniques used in this study are documentation, tests, scale, interview, and
Problem Solving Ability; observation, then processed with a classical completeness test, t-test, and proportion
Mathematical Modeling test. The results of this study indicate that (1) PSA on the application of
Strategies; mathematical modelling strategies on Brain-Based Learning (BBL) has achieved

Brain-Based Learning;

Self-Efficacy classical mastery learning; (2) the PSA of the experimental class by applying

mathematical modeling strategies to Brain-Based Learning is better than the control
class that uses the Problem Based Learning; and (3) two subjects with high category
self-efficacy (SE) have high PSA, two SE subjects are categorized having middle
PSA, and two low SE subjects have a low PSA.
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The ability in solving the problems is
developed by some experts, including by Polya
(1981), Krulick & Rudnick (1996), Zalina (2005),
Canadas (2009), and Tambychik (2010).
According to Tambychik (2010), there are three
steps in problem-solving abilities, namely (1) the
phase of reading and understanding problems, (2)
the phase of the organizing strategy and solving
problem, and (3) the phase of confirming of the
answer and process.

The problem-solving ability is significant to
master because it affects the cognitive
development aspect of students, but in reality, it
has not been matched with students’ mathematical
achievements. The report of the Education and
Culture Education Ministry Assessment Center in
2018 also showed that the percentage of mastery of
material on the National Examination (UN) in the
junior high school/islamic junior high school
mathematics study year 2017/2018 gets a low
percentage, including in one junior high schools in
Semarang (Puspendik, 2018). Based on the
National Examination (UN) report in mathematics

1. Introduction

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics or
NCTM (2000) writes that five basic mathematics
abilities must be mastered by students, namely
problem-solving abilities, reasoning  and
probability, mathematical communication abilities,
mathematical connection abilities, and
representation abilities. The National Education
Association (2015) wrote that “The Importance of
Teaching the ‘Four Cs’: critical thinking and
problem solving, communication, collaboration,
and creativity and innovation”. Problem-solving is
an important ability in mathematics that students
need to apply and combine several mathematical
concepts and decision making (Tambychik &
Thamby, 2010). That statement above drive that
problem solving is one of the most important
abilities that must be developed in students
because in students’ problem-solving abilities are
required to use structuralized processes and
strategies in solving mathematical problems.
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subject in one of the junior high schools in the city
of Semarang, it is obtained that mastery of the
mathematic material is still low, especially
algebraic ~ test  material, geometry  and
measurement. In line with Asikin (2011) which
states that one of the biggest problems in the world
of mathematics education is mathematics subjects
are still considered as difficult, frightening, and
less useful subject for daily activity.

Strategies that are considered as an appropriate
strategy that can connect the students to be able to
understand and solve the abstract mathematical
test, one utility to solve them is by using
mathematical modelling. According to Ang
(2010), “Mathematical modelling is commonly
regarded as the art of applying mathematics to a
problem to better understand the problem. As such,
mathematical modelling is related to problem-
solving”. General steps which are taken to solve
the problem based on mathematical modelling
according to Kharisudin (2018), namely: (1)
identify all the quantities involved in the problem,
then the quantities identified are given symbols,
are assigned units (in a unit system), and sort out
which variables and which are constants; (2)
determine the law that controls the problem, these
laws form a mathematical model that defines the
relationship between each variable and constant;
(3) determine model solutions; and (4) interpreting
model solutions in the form of problem solutions.

Besides the cognitive aspects, it is needed the
affective aspects. The affective aspects are the
aspects that influence a person’s values and
attitudes. The existence of affective aspects in
learning mathematics trigger the students having
pleasure,  curiosity, interest in  learning
mathematics, having a diligent attitude and
confidence in solving mathematical problems.
Then, one of the affective aspects that need to be
instilled in students is self-efficacy. According to
Bandura (1997), “Self-efficacy is defined as one of
the beliefs that she or she can complete specific
tasks successfully and this confidence in
performance and perseverance in a variety of
endeavours”.  According to Bandura (2006), the
measurement of a student, self-efficacy refers to
three dimensions, namely: (a) level, (b) strength,
and (c) generality.

Meanwhile, according to Bandura (Sukoco,
2016), individual beliefs about efficacy can be
developed through four main sources, namely
performance experience, vicarious experience,
verbal approach or social approach, and
psychological and affective states. That sources

making the self-efficacy is important to be
implanted to students. The goal is to be able to
form confidence in students characteristic because
students will be trained to learn from their
experience and not quickly discouraged in doing
the tasks assigned.

One of the learning models that can provide
opportunities for students to optimize learning,
self-efficacy and improve problem-solving skills is
Brain-Based Learning (BBL). According to Jensen
(2008), BBL or brain-based learning ability is
learning that is aligned with the workings of the
brain that are scientifically designed for learning,
not only focused on sequencing but also
prioritizing the fun and love to students so that
students can easily absorb the material that is
studied. The BBL method is divided into seven
stages, namely: (1) pre-exposure, (2) preparation,
(3) initiation and acquisition, (4) elaboration, (5)
incubation and insertion of memory, (6)
verification and checking of beliefs, and (7)
celebration and integration. All stages above must
be fulfilled so that learning activities can run well.

Nursyarifah’s research result (2016) shows that
an increase significantly in problem-solving skills
in social arithmetic materials uses mathematical
modelling rather than not using mathematical
modelling method. This statement was supported
by the statement of Dewi (2018) shows that the
results activity of students who received Brain-
Based Learning were assisted by the website is
higher than students who received conventional
learning. Nahar (2018) states that students in the
middle and low self-efficacy groups need to be
accustomed to concluding with daily sentences
from a problem.

Based on the description above, as an effort to
improve the problem-solving abilities in terms of
self-efficacy in one of the junior high schools in
Semarang, the researcher was interested in
researching entitled “An Analysis of Problem
Solving Ability Using Mathematical Modeling
Strategies in Brain-Based Learning Based on Self-
Efficacy”.

2. Methods

The method used in this research is mixed method.
Mixed method research is an approach to inquiry
involving collecting both quantitative and
qualitative data (Creswell, 2013). In this research
used sequential explanatory design. Sequential
explanatory design is a mixed method strategy
involving a two-phase research project where
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quantitative data is collected in the first phase,
analyzing the data, then using the result to plan the
second phase, the qualitative phase. The collection
and analysis of qualitative data in the second stage
aims to strengthen the result of qualitative data in
the first stage (Creswell, 2013). The quantitative
research design is a quasi experimental design with
the nonequivalent posttest-only control group
design.

The population in this study were all students
of class VII in SMP Negeri 34 Semarang in the
even academic year 2018/2019. Then, the samples
were taken by simple random sampling technique,
so that in class VII A was obtained as the
experimental class. The research subjects were
taken using purposive sampling technique so that
six subjects were selected based on self-efficacy
categories by considering students’ problem-
solving abilities. Six subject were chosen
consisting of 2 students from the high group self-
efficacy, 2 students from the middle group self-
efficacy, and 2 students from the group low self-
efficacy.

Those variables in this study are divided into
two variables, namely problem-solving variables
and self-efficacy. The method used in this study is
the method of documentation, tests, scale,
interview, and observation. Documentation
method was used to get math test data values in the
middle of the even semester. The test method was
used to collect data on students’ problem-solving
abilities before and after learning mathematics
with the application of mathematical modelling
strategies. It was named Brain-Based Learning.
Scale method which is used to measure students’
self-efficacy so that, it can classify high, middle,
and low groups. The interview method is carried
out to know and capture all information directly
from the research subject related to the problem-
solving abilities and student self-efficacy. The
observation methods were wused to obtain
information about the behaviour and the meaning
of the research object behaviour.

first. The following Table 1 is presented about
descriptive statistics on problem solving abilities.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of PSA.

PSA n % s Min Max
Test Score Score
Initial

PSA 32 74,03 9,282 57 90
Final

PSA 31 75,71 8,661 60 95

Based on Table 1, it can be seen that in
learning with the application of mathematical
modelling strategies to BBL, the average final
PSA (posttest) test results are better than the initial
PSA average. Based on the results of the final PSA
test (posttest), the average problem-solving ability
is 75,71, with a standard deviation of 8,661.
Many students achieved twenty-six learning
completeness scores, while students who had not
achieved the learning completeness score were five
students. Furthermore, the test scores for problem-
solving abilities are grouped according to the
criteria presented in Table 2 (Azwar, 2005).

Table 2. Criteria for grouping in problem solving

capabilities.
Group Interval

High X > 84,371
Middle 67,049 < X < 84,371
Low X < 67,049

Note:
X: the value of the problem-solving ability test
Based on the results of the problem-solving
ability test obtained as many as five students
included in the high PSA group, as many as 21
students included in the middle PSA group, and as
many as five students included in the low PSA
group. The percentage of each level for problem-
solving ability is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Percentage of each problem solving
ability group against problem solving
ability test results.

3. Results & Discussions

The data about problem-solving ability was
obtained based on the initial ability score. That
score is obtained from the Middle Semester
Assessment score (MSA) and the experimental
class problem-solving ability test (posttest) score.
The data score on problem-solving abilities that
have been obtained is then analyzed descriptively

Group iﬁgﬁ?}tt Percentage(%)
High 5 16,13
Middle 21 67,74
Low 5 16,13
Total 31 100

Based on the results of the problem-solving
ability test after getting learning with the
application of mathematical modelling strategies to
Brain-Based Learning, 26 from 31 students
achieved individual learning completeness or
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about 83,87% of students in the experimental
class. Based on the results of hypothesis 1 test on
classical completeness obtained z.,yn: = 1,6955
and  Zzyupe; = 1,64. Obviously z = 1,6955 >
Ziaper = 1,64, so that H, is rejected. Indeed, the
problem-solving ability of students in the
quadrilateral with square sub-material and
rectangle in the application of mathematical
modelling strategies in Brain-Based Learning has
reached classical completeness criteria. Previous
research by Pambudiarso (2016) stated that the
results of the problem-solving ability tests of
students who got SPS model learning achieved
completeness.

Based on the posttest results showed that the
average value of problem-solving abilities of
students in the experimental and control classes
sequentially is 75,71, and 68,72 with the standard
deviation of the experimental class was 8,661, and
the standard deviation in the control class was
9,242. Based on the calculation obtained t,,,n: =
3,732 and tygpe = 1,671. Obviously teunt =
= 3,732 > tiape = 1,671, SO H, is rejected. So
the posttest average problem-solving ability of
students with mathematical modelling strategies in
Brain-Based Learning is better than the average
posttest of students’ problem-solving abilities in
conventional learning.

Furthermore, the hypothesis 2 test was
conducted to find out whether the proportion of
experimental class problem-solving ability was
better than the proportion of problem-solving
abilities in the control class. Based on the
calculation obtained z.,yn: = 26,74 and zi g =
1,64. Obviously  z.oune = 26,74 > Zigpe =
1,64, so that H, is rejected. The posttest
proportion of students problem-solving abilities
with mathematical modelling strategies in Brain-
Based Learning is better than the posttest
proportion of students’ problem-solving abilities in
conventional learning. The data above shows that
the problem-solving abilities of the experimental
class by applying mathematical modeling
strategies to Brain-Based Learning is better than
the control class that uses the Problem Based
Learning. Same as with Sari statement (2018)
which states that there is an increase in problem-
solving abilities in students who use mathematical
modelling significantly rather than not using
mathematical modelling.

The determination of these research subjects in
this study uses purposive sampling technique. The
research subjects in this study were determined

based on grouping the level of self-efficacy (SE)
by considering the results of the problem-solving
ability test. Then two students from the high self-
efficacy group, two students from the middle
group self-efficacy, and two students from the low
self-efficacy group were selected. Based on the
results of grouping the experimental class self-
efficacy, six research subjects were selected, which
can be seen in Table 4.

Table 4. Research subject.

No  Student Code  Subject Code SE Level
1 E-31 S-01

High
2 E-19 S-02
3 E-23 S-03

Middle

4 E-03 S-04
5 E-21 S-05

Low
6 E-08 S-06

The research subjects were then interviewed to
find out students’ problem-solving abilities
description based on self-efficacy and in purpose
to strengthen quantitative data. Interviews were
conducted on six research subjects, namely S-01,
S-02, S-03, S-04, S-05, S-05, and S-06.

S-01 and S-02 subjects are students in high
group self-efficacy with problem-solving abilities
classified as high. The following is presented by
the results of a qualitative analysis of problem-
solving abilities in high group self-efficacy in
Table 5.
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Table 5. The results of qualitative analysis ability
to solve the problems in the high self-

efficacy group.

Research  Question Problem Sc_)lving Ability

Subject Number Indicator
1 2 3
1 M M M
2 M M M
S-01 3 M NM NM
(High 4 M M M
PSA) 5 M M M
6 M NM M
7 M M M
1 M M M
2 M M M
S-02 3 M NM NM
(High 4 M NM M
PSA) 5 M M M
6 M NM M
7 M M M

Note:

Meet: It meets the indicators of problem-solving
capabilities, and

Not Meet: It does not meet the indicators of
problem-solving capabilities.

Based on the results of qualitative analysis of
problem-solving abilities in high group self-
efficacy, it was obtained information that on
indicator 1 namely reading and understanding
problems, subject S-01 and subject S-02 were
consistently able to correctly identify quantities
and units, characterized by S-01 and S-02 subjects
were able to write down what was known and
asked correctly. In indicator 2, namely organizing
strategy and solving the problem (compiling a
solution strategy and solve the problems), subject
S-01 and subject S-02 are consistent in being able
to provide the symbols/variables of the question
correctly, able to compile mathematical models
based on the law that controls, and able to
determine the model solution correctly. The S-01
subject characterizes it, and the S-02 subject can
model the problem given, able to write the formula
used and be able to complete the modelling that
has been made by utilizing the concepts that it has.
Then, on indicator 3, namely confirmation of the
answer and process (checking the correctness of
the answer), subject S-01 and subject S-02 are
consistently able to determine the solution to the
problem correctly, characterized by S-01 subject
and subject S-02 able to write conclusions on the
results obtained correctly. The following is
presented in one of the student task in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Subject test result with problem-
solving abilities in the high self-
efficacy groups.

In the middle group self-efficacy, there were
two research subjects selected, namely S-03 and S-
04. Subjects s-03 and S-04 are students who have
problem-solving abilities that are classified as
middle groups. The following is presented the
results of qualitative analysis of problem-solving
abilities in the middle group self-efficacy in Table
6.

Table 6. The qualitative analysis result of the
ability to solve problems in the middle
self-efficacy group.

Problem Solving Ability

Research Question

. Indicator
Subject Number 1 2 3
1 M M M
2 M M M
S-03 3 NM NM NM
(Middle 4 M NM M
PSA) 5 M M M
6 NM NM NM
7 M M M
1 M M M
2 M M NM
S-04 3 NM NM NM
(Middle 4 M M M
PSA) 5 M M M
6 M NM M
7 M NM M
Note:

Meet (M): It meets the indicators of problem-
solving ability, and

Not Meet (NM): It does not meet the indicators of
problem-solving ability.
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Based on the results of qualitative analysis of
problem-solving abilities in the middle group self-
efficacy, information was obtained that on
indicator 1 namely reading and understanding
problems, the S-03 subject and S-04 subject were
consistently able to correctly identify the quantities
and units, characterized by S-03 subject and S-04
subject were able to write what was known and
asked correctly. In indicator 2, namely organizing
strategy and solving the problem (compiling a
solution strategy result and solving the problems),
subject S-03 and subject S-04 are able to provide
symbols/variables of the question correctly, but are
less capable of compiling mathematical models
based on the controlling law, besides that the
subject of S-03 and S-04 is less able to determine
the model solution. It is characterized by subject S-
03 and S-04 weakly able to model the problem
given, able to write the formula used but less able
to perform mathematical operations correctly and
less able to complete the modelling which he/she
made. On indicator 3, namely confirmation of the
answer and process (checking the correctness of
the answer), subject S-03 and S-04 are less able to
determine the solution of the problem. The subject
of S-03 characterized this indicator, and the S-04
subject was able to write conclusions obtained but
not by the actual results. This case has happened
because of the inadequacy of subject S-03 and
subject S-04 in modelling and performing
mathematical operations correctly. The following
is presented in one of the student's test in Figure 2.

[ Students are consistently able to identify quantities ]
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Figure 2. Subject test result with problem-
solving abilities in the middle self-
efficacy.

In the low group self-efficacy, there were two
research subjects selected, namely S-05 and S-06.
S-05 and S-06 subjects are students who have
problem-solving abilities that are classified as low.

The following is the result of the qualitative

analysis of problem-solving abilities in the low
group self-efficacy in Table 7.

Table 7. Results of qualitative analysis of the
problem solving ability in the low self-

efficacy group.
Research  Question Problem S(_)Iving Ability
Subject Number Indicator
1 2 3
1 M M M
2 M M M
3 M NM M
S-05 4 M M M
> M NM NM
6 NM NM NM
7 NM NM NM
1 M M M
2 M M M
3 NM NM NM
S-06 4 M M M
5 M M M
6 NM NM NM
7 NM NM NM
Note:

Meet (M): It meets the indicators of problem-
solving ability, and

Not Meet (NM): It does not meet the indicators of
problem-solving ability.

Based on the results of the qualitative analysis
of problem-solving abilities in low group self-
efficacy, information was obtained that on
indicator 1 was reading and understanding
problems, the S-05 subject and S-06 subject were
consistently able to identify quantities and units
correctly, characterized by S-05 subject and S-06
subject were able to write down what was known
and asked correctly. On indicator 2, namely
organizing strategy and solving the problem
(compiling a solution strategy and solving a
problem), the S-05 subject and subject S-06 can
correctly provide the symbol/variable of the
question. The S-05 subject and the S-06 subject
were unable to compile a mathematical model
based on the controlling law, thus making the S-05
subject and subject S-06 unable to determine the
model solution correctly. This is characterized by
the S-05 subject, and the S-06 subject can provide
the symbol/variable of the question correctly, but
they are unable to model the problem given. The
S-05 subject and the S-06 subject were able to
write the formula used, but they were unable to do
mathematical operations correctly and were unable
to complete the modelling he made. On indicator
3, namely confirmation of the answer and process
(checking the answer correctness), subject S-05
and subject S-06 are not able to determine the
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solution to the problem, because they are less able
to model the problem given. This indicator was
characterized by the S-05 subject, and the S-06
subject had not been able to complete the
modelling on some of the questions given. The S-
05 subject and S-06 subject were able to write
conclusions obtained but not by the actual results.
This was obtained because the S-05 subject and S-
06 subject were inadequate in modelling and
performing mathematical operations correctly. The
following is presented in one of the student tests
result in Figure 3.

3Dk gp ACD b 1 ppluas
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Students are
consistently able to
identify  quantities
and units.

v

Students are able
to  write  the
symbols / variables
of the questions
correctly, but have
not been able to
apply MMS

[ Stidents are ahle tn dediice resilts ]

Figure 3. Subject test result with problem-
solving abilities in the low self-

efficacy groups.

4. Conclusion

Based on this research, mathematical modelling
strategies can be used as an alternative to utilize
problem-solving learning. However, the results of
the students’ test (worksheet) show that from the
three indicators of problem solving according to
Tambychik (2010), the indicator of organizing
strategy and solving the problem is not met at most
or in other words students still find the difficulty to
form the model and complete the model they made
correctly.

The results obtained in this study are (1)
problem-solving ability in the application of
mathematical modelling strategies in Brain-Based
Learning has not achieved in classical mastery
learning point of view; (2) the problem-solving
ability of the experimental class by applying
mathematical modeling strategies to Brain-Based
Learning is better than the control class that uses
the Problem Based Learning; and (3) two subjects
in the high SE category have high PSA, two
middle SE subjects currently have middle PSA,
and two low SE subjects have a low PSA.

179

References
Ang, K. C. (2006). Mathematical modeling,
technology and H3 mathematics. The

Mathematics Educator, 9(2), 33-47.

Asikin, M. (2011). Daspros Pembelajaran
Matematika 1. Semarang: FMIPA UNNES.

Azwar, S. (2005). Penyusunan Skala Psikologi.
Yogyakarta: Pustaka Pelajar.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy The Exercise of
Control. New York: W. H. Freeman and
Company

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for Constructing Self-
efficacy Scales. In F. Pajares, & T. Urdan (Eds)
Self-efficacy Beliefs of Adolescents, 5, 307-337.
Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.

Canadas, M. C., & Castro, E. (2009). Using a
Model to Describe Students’ Inductive
Reasoning in Problem Solving. Electronic
Journal of Research in  Educational
Psychology. 7(17): 261-278.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design:
Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods
Approaches. Sage publications.

Dewi, N. R. (2018). Kemampuan Koneksi
Matematis Mahasiswa Calon Guru pada Brain-
Based Learning Berbantuan Web. Jurnal
Matematika Kreatif-Inovatif. 9(2):204-212.

Isfayani, E., Johar, R., & Munzir, S. (2018).
Peningkatan Kemampuan Koneksi Matematis
dan Self-efficacy Siswa Melalui Model
Pembelajaran Kooperatif Tipe Rotating Trio
Exchange (RTE). Jurnal Elemen. 4(1): 80-92.

Jensen. E. (2008). Brain Based Learning.
Terjemahan Narulita Yusron. Yogyakarta:
Pustaka Pelajar.

Kharisudin, 1. (2018). Buku Pembinaan OSN SMP
2018. Tidak diterbitkan.

Krulick, S., & Rudrick, J. A. (1996). Reasoning
and Problem Solving. A Handbook for
Elementary School Teacher. Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.

Nahar, S. F., Walid, Dewi, N. R. (2018). Analisis
Kemampuan Penalaran Matematis Siswa pada
Model Guided Discovery Learning Berbantuan
Media Powerpoint Ditinjau dari Self-Efficacy.
Unnes Journal Mathematics Education. 7(1):
1-8.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
(NCTM). (2000). Principles and Standars for

Unnes J. Math. Educ. 2019, Vol. 8, No. 3, 173-180



A. A. Rahman, I. Kharisudin

180

School Mathematics. United States of America:
The National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics, Inc.

National =~ Education  Association.  (2015).
Preparing 21% Century Students for a Global
Society: An Educator’s Guide to the “Four
Cs”. Boston, Massachusetts.

Nursyarifah, N., Suryana, Y., & Lidinillah, D. A.
M. (2016). Penggunaan Pemodelan
Matematika untuk Meningkatkan Kemampuan
Pemecahan Masalah Aritmetika Sosial Siswa
Sekolah Dasar. Jurnal Pedadidaktika: Jurnal
llmiah Pendidikan Pendidikan Guru Sekolah
Dasar. 3(1):138-149.

Polya, G. (1981). Mathematical Discovery on
Understanding  Learning and  Teaching
Problem Solving. New York: John Wiley and
sons.

Pambudiarso, R. P., Mariani, S., & Prabowo, A.
(2016). Komparasi Kemampuan Pemecahan
Masalah Materi Geometri antara Model SPS
dan Model SPS dengan Hand On Activity.
Jurnal Matematika Kreatif-Inovatif. 7(1): 1-9.

Puspendik Balitbang Kemdikbud. (2018). Laporan
Hasil Ujian Nasional. Jakarta: Pusat Penilaian
Pendidikan.

Sari, D. P., Darmawijoyo, & Santoso, B. (2018).
Pengaruh Pendekatan Pemodelan Matematika
Terhadap Kemampuan Koneksi Matematis
Siswa Kelas VIII MTs Aisyiyah Palembang.
Jurnal Matematika Kreatif-Inovatif. 9(1): 71-
17.

Sukoco, H., & Mahmudi, A. (2016). Pengaruh
Pendekatan Brain-Based Learning terhadap
Kemampuan Komunikasi Matematis dan Self-
efficacy Siswa SMA. PYTHAGORAS: Jurnal
Pendidikan Matematika. 11(1): 11-24.

Tambychik, T & Thamby M. M. (2010). Students’
Diffuculties in Mathematics Problem-Solving
What do they Say? International Conference on
Mathemarics  Education  Research 2010
(ICMER 2010). Procedia Social and Behavior
Science 8 (2010) 142-151: Elsevier.

Unnes J. Math. Educ. 2019, Vol. 8, No. 3, 173-180



