




III. METHODOLOGY

This research was carried out at SMK 7 Medan. The study
was carried out in March 2019  in class X . The sample in this
study consisted of two classes namely class  X-PM1 totaling
34  students as an experimental class, and class X-PM2
totaling 34 students as a control class. The experimental class
and control class are taken by Cluster Random Sampling
technique, which is the technique of taking samples from the
population randomly without regard to the strata in the
population. The variables in this study are PMR and MED
learning models as independent variables, students
'mahematics learning outcomes as dependent variables and
students' creative thinking  as moderator variables. The
research design was done by Postes Only Control Group
Design and can be seen in TABLE I.

TABLE I. POSTEST ONLY CONTROL GROUP DESIGN

Learning Model

(A)

Creative Thingking (B)

PMR
(A1)

MEA
(A2)

High (B1) A1B1 A1B2

Low (B2) A2B1 A2B2

To observe students' creative thinking that is after students
are grouped based on the type of creative thingking, then the
students will have low  and high creative thinking. The
research design used is factorial design 2 x 2, which compares
PMR learning models and MEA. The instrument in this study
was to use 25 multiple choice test questions to measure
learning outcomes, and test to detect who have a high creative
thingking  and low creative thingking. Hypothesis testing
using two-way variance analysis technique (2x2 factorial
design) with a significant level of 5%.

IV. RESEARCH AND CONCLUSION

From the results of the analysis calculation about the
difference in mathematich learning outcomes students who are
taught with PMR learning models are = 79,00 and MED

models learning = 74,79 obtained the calculation result of
Fh is 80,02 and the Ft table price is 3,99. With according to
research findings concluded, that the research hypothesis
which states: mathematics learning outcomes students taught
with PMR learning models higher than the results of studying
mathemaics students taught by the MED model at the level
confidence  = 0,05 has been tested the truth.

The results of the analysis of variance analysis about
the difference in learning mathematich outcomes between
students who have a high creative thingking and low creative
thinking with an average of = 84,27 and = 71,77 . Fh =

8,81 and price table for  = 0.05 with dk (1) obtained Ft =
3,99 so it canstated Fh (8,81)> Ft (3,99).  students who have a
high creative thingking at the level of trust  = 0,05 the truth
has been tested

Results of Calculation of Interaction Between Learning
Model and Creative Thingking Against Student Mahematic
Learning Outcomes done with Factorial 2 x 2 ANOVA
obtained results Fh calculation = 7,42 with table price Ft for
the confidence level () of 0.05 with dk = 1 is Ft = 3,99 so it
can be stated Fh (7,42)> Ft (3,99), thus can concluded the
hypothesis statement research which states: there interaction
between learning models and creative thingking towards the
results of learning mahematics students have tested the truth at
the level significant α = 0,05.
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