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Abstract  
The low learning outcomes of mathematics are not appropriate thought of learning models in the 

classroom. Therefore, the NHT and TPS learning models can be applied to improve the learning of 

outcomes of the student. This study aims to determine the differences in learning outcomes using the 

NHT learning model with the TPS learning model. The sampling technique is used as a random 

sampling cluster with 2 groups of experiments for the first experimental group  (classroom view of 

TPS model) and the second experimental group (classes of NHT modeling). The instrument of this 

research uses the test of mathematics learning result. The hypothesis test is used  T-Test. The 

conclusion of research that are differences in the outcomes of the two learning models (NHT and TPS) 

on learning outcomes, based on the marginal mean of the TPS learning model is better learning 

outcomes than the NHT learning model.  
Keyword: Learning Outcomes; Number Heads Together; Think Pair Share.  

  

INTRODUCTION  

One of Indonesian Purpose in the opening of the 1945 State's Basic Law of the Indonesian 

Republic is to educate of the nation. The achievement of a national goal to educate the nation is 

done through education toon. Education involves the activities of learning and the learning process. 

According to Mulya in (Kusuma, 2017) as one of the processes of learning, the teacher is always 

required to improve the quality of learning. from the aspect of the process and results. In terms of 

process, the teacher can be said  successful if able to involve most learners actively, both 

physically, mentally, and socially in learning, while in terms of results, The Teacher is said 

successful if it can change the behavior of most learners towards the mastery of competence basics 

well are mainly from the students' learning outcomes. Referring to the success of the teacher in 

terms of results, several types of research have commented that students' learning outcomes in the 

past three years have not improved (Amiluddin & Sugiman, 2016; Astuti, Yuanita, & Anggraini, 

2018). This is influenced by several factors that affect student achievement, especially VII  class 

students in the learning mathematics. The Internal factors that influence the student's learning 

outcomes of the students' mathematical communication ability in learning the subject, while the 

external factor is the way of the teaching teacher, or the learning model that is used by the teacher 

in the classroom learning (Chrissanti & Widjajanti, 2017).  Meanwhile, according to Mujib (2016), 

the learning model used in learning mathematics that influences the mathematical learning 

outcomes of learners.  

Based on some issues above, it is certainly inclusive in the learning of mathematics. The 

evaluation of the researcher with some relevant research, it is suggested that the learning model 
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has been used by the teacher in class does not appropriate, the result of the learning outcomes is 

unstratified. Therefore, a proper learning model is needed in The teaching material. According to 

According to Surayya, et al (2014), learning model of think pair share (TPS) can improve students' 

thinking skill. In addition, according to Ni'mah & Dwijananti (2014) learning model of type TPS 

can improve learning outcomes and learning activities of learners. The TPS model is one type of 

cooperative learning model. Think Pair Share cooperative learning (TPS) is a group learning model 

where students are given more time thinking about the answers and helping each other. The 

procedure is used also quite simply because in the group only consists of two people (Jannah, 

Saputro, & Yamtinah, 2013). In addition to the TPS type learning model, cooperative learning 

model type NHT (number head together) is also a model that is able to make students motivated 

in learning math. NHT learning model can reduce the anxiety of learners who always have an 

impact on learning outcomes in learning mathematics (Ardiawan, Budiyono, & Subanti, 2013; 

Winarni, Budiyono, & Sari, 2013). NHT learning model is a learning model designed to influence 

the pattern of student interaction, the goal is to increase academic mastery of learners. In the NHT 

type cooperative model, each student is given the opportunity to share ideas and consider the most 

appropriate answer. In addition, every student will be motivated to improve their spirit of 

cooperation. NHT type cooperative learning can be used in all subjects and for all ages of learners 

(Ardiawan et al., 2013).  

Each of both models can improve the learning outcomes of the student. but both models have 

a more significant effect in improving learning outcomes of the student. So the researcher is 

interested in doing research for looking at the difference between the cooperative model of NHT 

and TPS on the learning outcomes of learners.  

  

THE RESEARCH METHODS  

The research method has been used in this research is using experimental research. The 

collecting data technique using the mathematical learning result test instrument. This test is used 

to obtain data about student learning outcomes. Prior to hypothesis testing, the prerequisite analysis 

is done on the students' initial ability of each class taken from the UAS grade of the odd semester 

for the balance test with significance level of 0.05. The prerequisite analysis test is normality test 

and homogeneity test. if the result is normal and homogenous, then tested the statistical hypothesis 

using t-test.  

 

THE RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH AND THE DISCUSSION 

After the Students' learning outcomes were collected from both experiment classes 1(The 

treatment of TPS learning models) and from Experiment  class 1(The Treatment of NHT learning 

model ) were obtained:  
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Table 1. The Description Data of students learning the result  

Class  Xmaks  Xmin   Central Tendency size  

  Me  Mo  

Experiment 1  85  45  76,55  75  75  

Experiment 2  65  30  55,69  45  40  

  

Furthermore, the analysis of the normality test of the student learning outcomes in the experimental 

group 1 and experimental group 2. The following recapitulation results of students' learning 

outcomes in experimental class 1 and experiment class 2:  

 

Table 2. The Calculation Result of Normality Test  

Class The Number of Samples Lhitung (L(a,n)) Ltabel Description 

Experiment 1 30 0,1117 0,1454 Normal 

Experiment 2 30 0,1016 0,1556 Normal 

 

Based on Table 2, it can be concluded that the data obtained from each group which comes 

from a normally distributed population. Based on Table 2, it can be concluded that the data 

obtained from each group which comes from a normally distributed population.  

Based on the homogeneity test of population variance on learning result data of The 

mathematics Students, obtained 𝜒𝑜𝑏𝑠
2  = 2,4184 less than value 𝜒𝑜𝑏𝑠

2  = 5,991. It means that at the 

0.05 significance level, the decision on homogeneity test of population variance is H0 accepted, so 

that it can be concluded that the comparable populations, that is, the experimental group 1 and the 

experimental group 2 have the same variance (homogeneous).  

Furthermore, hypothesis testing (t-test) is used to test the difference in learners' mathematical 

learning outcomes. The calculation results can be seen in Table 4. below:   

 

Table 3.The Results of T-Test 

Class Average ttable (ta,db) tcount Description 

Experiment 1 30 
2,109 14,333 Reject H0 

Experiment 2 30 

  

Based on Table 3., it is obtained thitung = 14,333 > ttable = 2,109 which means H0 is rejected, it means 

that  there  is a difference of outcome between the TPS learning model and the NHT learning 

model.  

From the average of the students learning outcomes can be seen in table 3 obtained 

experimental class 1 (TPS learning model) obtained a value of 71.985 which while the class 

Experiment 2 (NHT Learning Model) obtain 65,013, It means that the Mathematics Student's 

learning outcomes  between the experimental class 1 (classes treated with TPS) are better than the 
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experimental class 2 (classes treated with the NHT model). The results of this study are suspected 

because in learning TPS, the student looks more active in learning than in learning NHT. In theory 

of the TPS learning model also has advantages when sharing information among the student. The 

results of this research are also in line with the  previous research with the result that the TPS 

research model can help the student in contextual learning process or relate learning in real life, in 

addition, NHT learning model can help learners to understand the ability of  the concept and make 

the student more creative in learning mathematics (Fristady, Noer, & Djalil, 2014; Jannah et al., 

2013; Kusumaningrum, Budiyono, & Subanti, 2015; Nugraha & Masykuri, 2013)   

  

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION   

Based on the theory and supported by the results of analysis and data processing and refers 

to the formulation of problems that have been described, it can be concluded that: there are 

differences in the outcomes of student's mathematics learning with using of models TPS (think 

pair share) with  using of NHT model (number head together) . Furthermore, mathematics learning 

outcomes of the student with using of TPS model (think pair share) is better than the outcomes of 

student's learning mathematics on the material of set number with using of learning model NHT 

(number head together). Based on the conclusions, the researcher suggests that The teacher have 

to use the TPS learning model (think pair share) in the classroom to improve students' learning 

outcomes.  
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