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 This study describes the effect resulting from using cooperative 

learning model think pair share type of learning outcomes Science 

Class V integrated by the character. The purpose of this study was to 

determine the influence on the learning outcomes of Science Class V 

students caused by the use of cooperative learning model type think 

pair share. This type of research is a True experiment with Pretest-

Postest Control Design. The population in this study are students 

which consists of 3 classes, namely VA, VB, and VC classes. 

Sampling technique in this study using Probabilty Sampling technique 

with Simple Random Sampling technique. After random shuffle 

obtained samples of 2 classes, namely the control class consists of 30 

students, and experimental class consists of 29 students. This research 

activity by providing experimental treatment to the experimental class, 

while the control class was not given treatment. This study obtained 

the results of pretest and postest testing of students. Each obtained the 

pretest results of the control class is = 50.1 while the experimental 

class is = 49.78. After the experimental class was given treatment with 

think pair share type learning model and the control class was not 

given treatment, then the postest results of the control class were = 

56.23 while the experimental class was = 79.37. Based on the results 

of hypothesis testing with t-test using SPSS 22.0 program obtained the 

results of GIS (2-tailed) is 0.000. Referring to the result Sig (2-tailed) 

value 0.000 < 0.05 then Ho rejected and Ha accepted. This means that 

in this study there is a significant difference between the learning 

outcomes of experimental class students and control class students. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Education is important in the life of every human individual (Yayan et al., 2019). Education 

man receives various sciences and improves the abilities inherent in man. Under the National 

Education system Act No. 20 of 2003 Chapter 2 Article 3 explained that education should be 

implemented for students to develop their potential through active and innovative teaching and 

learning activities (Sisdiknas, 2003). Learning is an activity carried out by a person in a conscious 

state to obtain an understanding, concept, and new knowledge to enable changes in thinking, 

feeling, or acting (Susanto, 2019b). According to Bower and Hilgard in the book aryani states that 
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“learning should refer to changes in behavior that are based on the innate response, maturity, or 

momentary state of each person. Learning is also defined as a person's effort to get a change in 

overall behavior, which is obtained from the results of his own experience” (Slameto, 2020). The 

purpose of learning in general is to gain knowledge, instill concepts and skills, and shape one's 

attitude (Sardiman, 2018). 

Learning outcomes obtained by students through the ability of the process of learning 

activities that have been passed (Susanto, 2019a). In bloom's taxonomic theory, learning outcomes 

include 3 abilities, namely cognitive abilities, affective abilities, and psychomotor abilities. 

Cognitive abilities include aspects of knowledge, application, cystesis, analysis, understanding, 

and evaluation. Affective abilities include embedding values, characterizing, accepting, 

responding, and organizing. For psychomotor abilities include aspects of adjustment, imitation, 

habituation and observation (Nursalim, 2018). Learning outcomes are an ability that students 

receive through their learning experience (Rukajat, 2018). Learning outcomes are known from the 

process of learners during the learning process takes place and after learning is complete 

(Setyawati, 2019) 

The role of teachers in using learning models is very important to improve student learning 

outcomes and optimize the role of students in teaching and learning activities. Learning Model is 

a framework that is able to describe the procedures systematically in the teaching process activities 

to achieve the purpose of teaching and learning in the classroom (Octavia, 2020). The learning 

Model is a design pattern that is systematically described starting from step by step learning that 

aims to help students in constructing ideas, information and building thought patterns to achieve 

learning goals (Isrok’atun & Rosmala, 2018). 

Cooperative learning Model is a learning model designed to prioritize students discuss, 

work together in groups, a learning model that focuses on the use of small groups of students to 

work together to maximize learning conditions in the classroom (Prihantini, 2020). The steps of 

the cooperative learning model are to convey goals and motivate students, present information, 

organize students into study groups, guide student groups to work together and learn, evaluate 

learning outcomes, and give rewards to students (Parwanti, 2020). 

In the primary school education curriculum there are basic subjects that must be mastered 

by students, this is contained in the National Education Law No. 20 of 2003 article 37 paragraph 

(1) mentions the subject of science or science is often referred to as a compulsory subject 

controlled by students (Permendiknas, 2006; Sisdiknas, 2003). Basically science subjects have a 

concept of learning related to nature and very broadly tied to human life. In addition, science 

learning is not just a mastery of knowledge but also a process of discovery that must be 

done in learning. Gagne explained “science should be viewed as a way of thinking in the pursuit 

of under-standing nature, as a way of investigating claims about phenomena, and as a body of 

knowledge that has resulted from inquiry” (Widi, 2019). This means that science is seen as a way 

of thinking about the secrets of nature, then as a way of inquiry about the symptoms of nature, and 

as a body of knowledge. Science Learning is described as a system that includes 3 components, 

namely learning input, learning process, and learning output. These components form a learning 

process that aims to achieve established competencies. 

Based on the results of field observations in general, many students still have difficulty 

understanding the concept of Science Learning given and build concepts in their own minds, this 

is because teachers do not optimize the learning model used in the process of teaching and learning 
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activities take place. The teacher is an important role in control in the classroom to create learning 

that actively discusses, creates the character of students who dare to express their opinions. 

Learning that is not done actively is less optimize the role of students in the learning process, so 

that the learning outcomes obtained by students less satisfactory may not even reach the specified 

KKM. 

From the problems that have been described, this makes science learning in the classroom 

less than optimal which creates very low science learning outcomes in the classroom. In addition, 

the character of students in the class is created by students who are not actively discussing, students 

who are passive, and do not work together in groups. This encourages researchers to conduct tests 

by applying the cooperative learning model think pair share type that is integrated with the 

character of students. 

Arends (Octavia, 2020) states the think pair share Model or model used jointly-this sharing 

is a type of cooperative learning model designed to complement student interaction patterns. A 

cooperative Model designed to complement student interaction patterns, Azlina (Aryani, 2021; 

Isrok’atun & Rosmala, 2018) states “Think-pair share is a cooperative learning technique whic is 

said multi-mode discussion in which students listen to a question or presentation, have time to 

think individually, talk with each other in pairs and finally share responses with the larger group”. 

This means that the think pair share learning model has a variety of discussion patterns to create 

an active and conducive learning atmosphere. This discussion process creates the character of 

students who are active in groups, actively discuss, and dare to express their opinions. Character 

is a form of a person's personality character manifested as a habit with moral behavior and ethics 

(Mumpuni, 2018).  

Character is a characteristic of a person who is attached to himself from birth based on a 

lifelong learning process (Hapudin, 2019). Student character is an important role that must be 

formed by the teacher. Teachers in the classroom not only assess a learning outcome in the form 

of numbers, but teachers also have an important role in shaping the character of class students. 

Because teachers are more to interact with students in class, then assess the behavior of students 

in class. Therefore, students are not only formed to be smart in cognitive but students must also be 

formed in terms of character, so that learning outcomes are not only based on numbers but also 

there are changes in the character of students . Think Pair Share type cooperative learning Model 

in Integrated Science Learning to support learning outcomes that not only support numbers, but 

also student behavior that must be formed through the learning process (Novasari et al., 2022). 

Then by using the learning model will be actively discussed learning through concrete thinking 

stages so as to provide a meaningful learning experience for students (Amaliyah, 2020). 

Previous research with think pair share model has been conducted by a previous study by 

Riwayanti entitled “Think Pair Share learning Model research on the findings of Class V 

students”. The results of this study using the Think Pair Share Type Model can be used as an 

alternative to learning that can increase student activity actively to learn and get information in 

understanding the problem so that high learning outcomes will be created. The relationship of 

research with research is in the learning model. The difference between research and research is 

in the method used (Riwayanti, 2019). Further research by (Tussakdia et al., 2022) entitled 

“Application of Cooperative Learning Model Type Think Pair Share (TPS) in Science Learning 

class V of SD Negeri 68 Lubuk Linggau”. The results of thi ls studyl concluded that there i ls a change 



 

SPEKTRA: Jurnal Pendi ldilkan dan Kaji lan Sai lns, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2024: pp. 87-96 

  90  
 

iln the learni lng model of thi lnkilng iln pailrs to Share students ' sci lence learni lng outcomes. The 

dilfference between research and research i ls iln the research method used (Tussakdia et al., 2022). 

 

2. METHODS 

 

 The research method used i ln thils studyl ils a true experi lment. True research thils experilment 

the sample used for the experilment but as a control group was carri led out randomlyl from a certai ln 

populati lon (Sugiyono, 2021). The desi lgn of thi ls studyl ils Pretest-Postest Control Group Desi lgn 

(Sugiyono, 2021) (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. The design of research its Pretest-Postest Control Group Desilgn (Sugiyono, 2021) 

R O1 X O2 

R O3  O4 

 

The studyl was dilvilded ilnto two randomly l selected groups and then gilven a pretest to 

determilne the i lniltilal state of any l dilfferences between the control group and the experi lmental 

group. The populati lon used i ln thils studyl ils the fi lfth grade of 3 classes, namelyl V A, V B and V 

C. Data were obtai lned from the school where the studyl was conducted.  

Sampli lng technilque iln thils studyl ils Probabilliltyl Sampli lng technilque. The sampli lng 

technilque used i ls Silmple Random Sampli lng. Thils means that sampli lng ils silmple because 

samplilng members from the populati lon ils carri led out randomly l wilthout regard to strata i ln the 

populati lon (Sugiyono, 2021; Sundayana, 2020). Thils studyl took the student populati lon of Class 

V. Sampli lng crilterila were taken randomly l through homogeneous classes (Novidiantoko, 2020). 

Then grouped consi lstilng of 2 sample classes, namely l control class and experi lmental class (Table 

2).  

 

Table 2. ample classes, namely l control class and experi lmental class. 

No Class Total 

1 Control class 30 

2 Experilment class 29 

 

ILmplementati lon of the treatment used i ln thils studyl ils that there are two classes V control 

and V experi lmental. Previ louslyl, these 2 classes were gilven pretest fi lrst wilth water cylcle materilal, 

then thils pretest contai lns 30 multi lple choi lce questi lons wilth 4 choi lces (a, b, c, and d). Experi lmental 

class that i ls receilvilng speci lal treatment ils usilng cooperatilve learni lng model thi lnk pailr share tylpe. 

ILn the experi lmental class, after recei lvilng speci lal treatment usi lng the cooperati lve learnilng model 

thilnk pailr share tylpe, then thi ls class was gi lven a posttest of 30 multi lple choilce questi lons wilth 4 

choilces (a, b, c, and d). For the control class, the researcher di ld not gi lve speci lal treatment usi lng 

cooperatilve learni lng model of thi lnk pailr   tylpe, but thi ls control class used conventi lonal learni lng 

model. Silmillar to the experi lmental class, thi ls control class was also gi lven a posttest wi lth the same 

materilal, namelyl the water cylcle. The Posttest i ls gilven wilth 30 multi lple choi lce questi lons wilth 4 

choilces (a, b, c, and d). 

Data collecti lon techni lques used iln thils studyl ils byl usilng a test i ln the form of posttest. The 

form of the test used i ls a multi lple choi lce form. The questi lons are arranged i ln four answer choi lces, 
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namelyl optilons a, b, c, and d, then the answer i ls gilven a value of 1 for the correct one and gi lven a 

value of 0 for the wrong answer. The test i lnstruments that wi lll be used iln the studyl amounted to 

30 objecti lve questilons (multi lple choi lce) wi lth 4 answer choi lces (a, b, c, and d) gi lven to students 

of Class V control and experi lmental V. Before bei lng used, the i lnstrument of sci lence learni lng 

results have been tested for vali ldiltyl byl expert lecturers.  

ILn thi ls studyl, normali ltyl test and homogenei ltyl test was conducted usi lng SPSS 22.0 

program. Hylpothesils testi lng used ils ILndependent Sample t Test usi lng SPSS 22.0 program wi lth 

the followilng test cri lterila : 

a) ilf the si lgnilfilcance value (2-tailled) < 0.05, then Ho i ls rejected and Ha ils accepted. 

b) ilf the si lgnilfilcance value (2-tailled) > 0.05, then Ho i ls accepted and Ha ils rejected. 

Wilth Hylpothesi ls : 

Ho : there ils no silgnilfilcant di lfference between the results of students grades experi lment 

       (Thilnk Pailr Share learni lng model) and control class students 

Ha : there i ls a silgnilfilcant dilfference between the results of the experi lmental clas students 

        learnilng values (Thi lnk Pailr Share learni lng model) and (control class students) 

 

3. RESULTS AND DILSCUSSILON 

 

ILnstrument tri lals were conducted to measure the feasi lbilliltyl of an i lnstrument used i ln thi ls 

studyl. ILnstrument tri lals were conducted to students of Class V, whi lch amounted to 34 students. 

Tests were conducted to determi lne the vali ldiltyl and relilabilliltyl of the i lnstrument. Calculatilon of 

ilnstrument vali ldiltyl test usi lng Bilserilal poilnt correlati lon formula. Based on the calculati lon of the 

trilal (Table 3), 32 valild questi lons were obtai lned. The condi ltilon ils valild ilf rcount > rtable, whille the 

condiltilon ils ilnvalild ilf rcount < rtable. 

          

Table 3. ILnstrument valild ilf rcount > rtable, whille the condiltilon ils ilnvalild ilf rcount < rtable 

Classilfilcatilon Total Number 

Valild 32 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 33, 34, 35 

Drop 3 8, 26, 29 

 

Relilabilliltyl test was conducted usi lng Spearmen Brown formula byl halvi lng (odd even) wilth 

silgnilfilcance level of 0.05 and obtai lned the result of 0.850. Reli lable ilnstrument ilf rcount > rtable at 

the level of α = 0.05 wilth the number of n = 34 (0.338). Then i lt can be seen that rhiltung (0.850) > 

rtabel (0.338), so i lt can be concluded that the i lnstrument ils relilable. The results are then classi lfiled 

ilnto ilnterpretati lons that are veryl strong. 

The frequencyl dilstri lbutilon of control class and experi lmental class i ls shown iln the 

followilng Table 4:  
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         Table 4. Frequencyl dilstrilbuti lon of control class and experi lmental class 

 Control Experilment 

N 30 29 

Mean 50,1 49,78 

Standar Devi lasil 6,98 9,808 

Range 33 33 

Max 66 66 

Miln 33 33 

 

Based on the pretest results of the control group of 30 students who sampled the study l 

obtailned the hi lghest value of 66 and the lowest value of 33, the average value of 50.1; medi lan 

50.50; mode 52; and standard devi latilon of 6.98. Furthermore, the pretest results of the 

experilmental group of 29 students who sampled the study l obtai lned the hilghest value of 66 and the 

lowest value of 33, the average value of 49.78; medi lan 55; mode 51, 7; and standard 

devilatilon of 9.808. 

 

         Tabel 5. Posttest results of control & experi lment classes 

 Control Experilment 

N 30 29 

Mean 56,23 79,37 

Standar Devi lasil 6,80 6,108 

Range 23 27 

Max 66 93 

Miln 43 66 

 

Based on the results of post-test control group of 30 students who sampled the study l 

obtailned the hi lghest value of 66 and the lowest value of 43, the average value of 56.23; medi lan 

57.7; mode 60.9; and standard devi latilon 6.80 (Table 5). Furthermore, the results of the 

experilmental group post test of 29 students who were sampled i ln the studyl obtailned the hi lghest 

value of 93 and the lowest value of 66, the average value of 79.37; medi lan 79.36; mode 79.13; 

standard devilatilon 6.108. 

Furthermore, the normali ltyl test phase i ls carriled out to determi lne whether the pretest data 

ils normallyl dilstrilbuted or not. Normali ltyl testi lng iln thils studyl wilth lillilofers test usi lng SPSS 22.0 

program wi lth test cri lterila ilf the value of si lgnilfilcance > α = 0.05, then the data i ls normallyl 

dilstrilbuted, and i lf the value of si lgnilfilcance < α = 0.05, then the data i ls not normallyl dilstrilbuted. 

The followilng are the results of the calculati lon of normaliltyl test (Table 6): 
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Table 6. Normaliltyl test results wi lth SPSS 22.0 

Class Silgnilfilcance value Categoriles 

Pretest control 0,174 Normallyl dilstrilbuted 

Pretest experi lment 0,153 Normallyl dilstrilbuted 

Postest control 0,110 Normallyl dilstrilbuted 

Postest experi lment 0,139 Normallyl dilstrilbuted 

 

Normali ltyl test results wi lth lillilofers test i ln SPSS 22.0 pretest program control group of 30 

students obtailned silgnilfilcance value 0.524 > 0.05 and experi lmental class si lgnilfilcance value 0.153 

> 0.05. ILt can be concluded that both groups of pretest data are normally l dilstrilbuted. Furthermore, 

the normali ltyl test wilth lillilofers test i ln SPSS 22.0 postest program the control group of 30 students 

obtailned si lgnilfilcance values of 0.110 > 0.05 and the experi lmental class of 29 students obtai lned 

silgnilfilcance values of 0.158 > 0.05. Then i lt can be concluded that the two groups i ln the postest 

are normallyl dilstrilbuted. 

The next step i ls the calculati lon of homogenei ltyl Test homogenei ltyl test i ls performed usi lng 

Levene's test i ln the SPSS 22.0 program wi lth test cri lterila i lf the si lgnilfilcance value (si lg) on The 

based on Mean > 0.05, then the homogeneous data vari lance and i lf the silgnilfilcance value (si lg) on 

The Based on Mean < 0.05 then the varilance of the data i ls not homogeneous (Table 7). 

 

            Table 7. Homogeneiltyl test results wi lth SPSS 22.0 

 
Silgnilfilcance value  

(Based on Mean) 
Categoriles 

Pretest results 0,096 Homogeneous Data 

Postest results 0,268 Homogeneous Data 

 

Based on the homogenei ltyl of the pretest results of both classes wi lth Levene's test usi lng 

SPSS program.22 i ln the calculati lon of the value of si lgnilfilcance obtai lned on the basi ls of the Mean 

that ils 0.96 > α = 0.05. Thils means that both classes i ln thils studyl have homogeneous data varilance. 

Furthermore, testi lng the homogenei ltyl of posttest results of both classes wi lth Levene's test usi lng 

SPSS program.22 i ln the calculati lon of the value of si lgnilfilcance obtai lned on the basi ls of the Mean 

that ils 0.268 > α = 0.05 then Ho i ls accepted. Thils means that both classes i ln thils studyl have 

homogeneous data varilance.  

Furthermore, hylpothesi ls testi lng usilng SPSS 22.0 program. The pretest value hy lpothesi ls 

test iln the control class and experilmental class used i ls a t-test to determilne whether the two groups 

are the same startilng poilnt or not before the treatment. Wi lth hylpothesils Ho: there i ls no dilfference 

between the i lniltilal abilliltyl of the control class and the experi lmental class, Ha : there i ls a dilfference 

between the i lniltilal abi lliltyl of the control class and the experi lmental class. Whi lle the test of the 

dilfference i ln the value of the control class and experi lmental class posttest to determi lne whether 

there ils a si lgnilfilcant i lnfluence between the learni lng outcomes of experi lmental class students who 

were treated usi lng the thi lnk pailr share learni lng model wi lth the control class that was not gi lven 

treatment. Wi lth the hylpothesi ls Ho: there i ls no silgnilfilcant di lfference between the results of the 

learnilng value of experi lmental class students (Thi lnk Pailr Share learni lng model) and control class 

students Ha : there i ls a si lgnilfilcant dilfference between the results of the learni lng value of 
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experilmental class students (Thi lnk Pailr Share learni lng model) and control class students). Both 

tests were conducted wi lth the test cri lterila ilf the value of si lgnilfilcance (2-tailled) < 0.05, then Ho 

rejected and Ha accepted, and i lf the value of si lgnilfilcance (2-tailled) > 0.05, then Ho 

accepted and Ha rejected.    

        

Table 8. Hylpothesi ls testilng wilth SPSS 22.0 

 
Silgnilfilcance value  

(2-tailled) 

Pretest results 0,880 

Postest results 0,000 

 

From the hylpothesi ls test wilth t-test usi lng SPSS 22.0 program on the pretest results of 

control and experi lmental classes to determi lne whether the two groups started from the same abi lliltyl 

or not before the treatment. Based on the tests that have been done, the value of Si lg(2-tailled) i ls 

0.880 > 0.05, Ho ils accepted and Ha i ls rejected. Thi ls means that i ln thils studyl, there i ls no dilfference 

between the i lniltilal abilliltyl of control class students and experi lmental class. 

ILn the post test results of the control class and experi lmental class to determi lne whether to 

know whether there i ls a si lgnilfilcant ilnfluence between the learni lng outcomes of control class 

students wi lthout treatment and experi lmental class were treated cooperati lve learni lng model ty lpe 

thilnk phailr share. Based on the tests that have been carri led out obtai lned the value of Si lg(2-tailled) 

of 0,000 < 0.05 then Ho rejected and Ha accepted. Thi ls means that i ln thi ls studyl there i ls a 

silgnilfilcant di lfference between the results of the learni lng value of experi lmental class students 

usilng the Thilnk Pailr Share learni lng model treatment wilth control class students wi lthout treatment. 

Researchers provi lde treatment to students i ln Grade V to the subjects of sci lence, namelyl iln 

learnilng iln the experi lmental class usi lng cooperatilve learni lng model tylpe thi lnk pailr share, whi lle 

iln the control class wi lthout treatment learni lng model. ILn addiltilon, the researchers also looked at 

the character of each experi lmental class and control class. ILn conducti lng the studyl, manyl students 

between the experi lmental class and the control class amounted to 59 students.  

Based on the data of the research that has been descri lbed above, shows that di lfferent 

treatments obtai ln dilfferent end results between the control group and the experi lmental group 

taught usi lng cooperatilve learni lng model thi lnk pailr share tylpe. ILn addiltilon, the character of acti lve 

students produces the hi lghest grades iln class. 

 

4. CONCLUSILON 

 

Conclusi lon iln thils studyl the average learni lng outcomes of students i ln the experi lmental 

class i ls hilgher than the control class. Then i ln the posttest hy lpothesils test results can Si lg (2-tailled) 

0.000, then Ho rejected and Ha accepted. Thi ls means that there are dilfferences i ln learni lng 

outcomes between experi lmental classes that are gi lven treatment usi lng cooperati lve learnilng model 

tylpe thilnk pai lr share compared to the control class wi lthout treatment. From the results of research 

that has been done the learni lng process byl usilng cooperatilve learni lng model thi lnk pailr share tylpe 

ils able to provi lde a good ilnfluence on the learnilng outcomes of sci lence students. ILn addiltilon, ilt ils 
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able to i lmprove the character of students to be acti lve, thus encouragilng silgnilfilcant changes i ln the 

scilence learni lng process iln the classroom.  
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