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	Abstract: The urgency and proficiency of students’ mathematical literacy in Bandung that have not been optimal are the basis of this study. The aim of this study is to explain the enhancement of students' mathematical literacy proficiency due to the implementation of the inquiry co-operation model (experimental class) and conventional learning (control class) in terms of basic mathematical proficiency. This study is a quasi-experimental study with a non-equivalent control group design, and the research subjects were seventy students of class VIII of Bandung that were selected through a purposive sampling technique. The research data was obtained through mathematical literacy tests of material in a polyhedron. The results of the data analysis showed that: (1) the enhancement in mathematical literacy proficiency of the experimental students class was better than the control students class in terms of the basic mathematical proficiency (high and medium); (2) there is no significant difference in the increase of mathematical literacy proficiency in experimental students class in terms of the basic mathematical proficiency. It can be concluded that inquiry co-operation model espouses the enhancement of students' mathematical literacy proficiency.
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A. INTRODUCTION
One of the international standard assessments used as benchmarks to determine the quality of mathematical proficiency in Indonesia is the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA). The PISA study was conducted by OECD countries (Organization of Economic Corporation Development) and the UNESCO (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization) Institute for Statistics (OECD, 2015). The mathematical proficiency measured by PISA is mathematical literacy. Mathematical literacy is the proficiency to formulate, apply, and interpret mathematics in various contexts. There are six levels of mathematical literacy proficiency in the PISA framework(OECD, 2016b). Level one is the proficiency to complete routine procedures, level two is the proficiency to apply basic algorithms, level three is the proficiency to implement problem-solving strategies, level four is the proficiency to combine different representations, level five reflects the results of work, and level six is the proficiency to develop strategies and new approaches in dealing with problems(OECD, 2015).
The importance of having mathematical literacy skills is also implied in the goals of mathematics education which are stated by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM, 2000). The importance of having mathematical literacy skills is in contrast with the results of the PISA study taken by Indonesian students. Based on the results of the PISA study in 2006, 2009, 2012, 2015, 2018 it can be concluded that the mathematical literacy proficiency of Indonesian students needs to be improved (OECD, 1 C.E., 2003, 2007, 2016b, 2019). It turned out that the results of the PISA study were in line with the results of a preliminary study conducted by the author at one of the junior high schools in Bandung. The results of the preliminary study revealed that junior high school students in Bandung were still experiencing various difficulties in working on mathematical literacy problems. The questions used in the preliminary study are a matter of mathematical literacy created by PISA in 2012. Following in Figure 1 performed representations of student answers when answering mathematical literacy questions.
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Figure1. Representation of Student Answers [PISA Problem(OECD, 2016a)]

Refer to Figure 1, it appears that students answer these questions by calculating the beam volume. This means students have understood that the cubes will form the building blocks. However, students still experience obstacles in making block image representation. These results indicate that students are still experiencing difficulties with the content of the mathematical literacy process, which is to formulate mathematical problems with a description of the process of sketching to build a flat side space. In addition, students also have obstacles in reflecting the meaning of the questions given. In other words, students do not understand the purpose of the problem, so the students' answers do not match expectations.
Same as the results of the preliminary study, the study of Wulandari (2015) found that junior high school students in Bandung were still experiencing various problems in solving mathematical literacy problems. The constraints faced by students were not being able to identify data on the problem, reflect the meaning of the statement given, make conclusions from two unrelated facts, and interpret three related dimensional objects. 
One solution that can be done to improve mathematical literacy is through learning mathematics in schools. Good mathematics learning has some criteria. Those are the relationship between the taught material and real-life, the enjoyable and interesting learning atmosphere, the encouragement of student participation, and the improvement of students’ thinking habits(Yang, 2012, p. 83). One learning method that meets these criteria is the Inquiry Co-operation Model (ICM). ICM learning is a combination of guided inquiry learning and free inquiry. ICM learning is a learning model that emphasizes student activity in the process of inquiry, the discovery of a mathematical concept and solving problems related to daily life (AlrØ & Skovsmose, 2002). Several studies such as Effendi (2012), Purwatiningsih (2014), and Hasibuan & Irwan (2014) found that guided inquiry learning was better than conventional learning in enhancing a variety of mathematical proficiency.
This study not only focuses on learning that is carried out but also pays attention to aspects of students' Basic Mathematical Proficiency (BMP) because it is related to the effectiveness of learning implementation. BMP students have a role to learn new mathematical material that will be studied as Bruner’s connectivity theorem, that in mathematics between one concept with another concept there is a close relationship, not only in terms of content but also in terms of formulas that are studied (Takaya, 2008). The purpose of paying attention to the BMP aspect is to find out whether the improvement in students' mathematical literacy proficiency is evenly distributed in all BMP categories (high, medium, and low) or only certain BMP categories. If the improvement of mathematical literacy proficiency is evenly distributed in all BMP categories (high, medium, and low), then this study can be generalized that the application of ICM learning in mathematics learning is appropriate for all levels of proficiency.
B. LITERATURE REVIEW 
1. Inquiry Co-operation Model
The Inquiry Co-operation Model (ICM) learning was initially introduced under the name of cooperative inquiry by John Heron. Initially, ICM was designed as a model of communication between teachers and students. Then, it was developed into a learning model to teach mathematics by AlrØ and Skovsmose(2002). According to AlrØ and Skovsmose(2002), ICM is an example of modified free inquiry learning. Modified free inquiry learning is a combination of guided inquiry and free inquiry (Basaǵa et al., 1994). ICM implementation consists of eight components as shown in Figure 2 below.
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Figure 2. Inquiry Co-operation Model Components [AlrØ&Skovsmose(2002, p. 63)]

Referring to Figure 1, it appears that eight ICM components facilitate the relationship between students and teachers. So that students are active in expressing their perspectives, formulating concepts, and solving mathematical problems. A more detailed description of the eight ICM components is as follows.
Getting in Contact
Students are given mathematical problems. Then, students use the knowledge they have in collaboration with other students carrying out the process of inquiry and problem-solving. The component of getting in contact is in line with Piaget's theory  that students develop knowledge through schemes contained in cognitive structures(Santrock, 2014, p. 168). The schemes will develop and be renewed through the process of assimilation (the process of inserting new knowledge into the schemes contained in the cognitive structure that students already have) and accommodation (the process of adjusting the schemes that students have to process new knowledge). Thus, learning not only accepts new knowledge, but also there is a process of rearranging old knowledge to accommodate new knowledge(Barrouillet, 2015; Carey et al., 2015; Oesterdiekhoff, 2016).
Locating
Students bring up hypothetical ideas or questions that lead to the possibility of solving mathematical problems.
Identifying
Students identify things that are known and asked in mathematical problems. Identifying an information is used to determine problem-solving strategies.
Advocating
Prompts can be implemented by teachers or students(Hsu et al., 2016). Teachers provide guidance when students require it. Also, students can advocate for other students or themselves.
Thinking Aloud
The process of expressing thoughts, ideas, and feelings during the investigation process.
Reformulating
Reformulating has the meaning of repeating what has been done through different words. In this stage, students are guided to conclude with their own words and solve mathematical problems.
Challenging
In this process, there are challenges given to students by providing mathematical problems with a higher level of difficulty. The challenge is aimed at students to not quickly settle for every achievement and always try hard to solve other more complex problems. The teacher's role is to support students who have difficulty in solving problems. This component is in line with Vygotsky's theories namely the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) and scaffolding. ZPD is a range of tasks that are too difficult for students to master independently but can be learned through guidance from teachers or other students who understand better (Shooshtari et al., 2014; Stiles & Caro, 2016). Scaffolding is adjusted direction in guiding students who have difficulty(Cooper & Robinson, 2014; Howell & Saye, 2017).
Evaluating
Evaluation is carried out by students’ way to answer several mathematical questions. Based on students' answers, the teacher can measure the students' mastery of the material, and determine the next learning step.
Based on the explanation of the eight components of ICM learning above, it appears that ICM learning stimulates students to construct mathematical concepts so that they can solve mathematical problems. This process is in line with Bruner's theory that learning is not only reflects the transmission and acceptance of knowledge, but also there is a process of building knowledge(Stoilescu, 2016).

2. Mathematical Literacy
Mathematical literacy is the knowledge to use mathematics tosolve life problems. The proficiency to think in mathematics is to reason logically, think problem-solving, and communicate mathematically(Ojose, 2011). Mathematical literacy is not only the proficiency to count, but also includes extensive knowledge as revealed by De Lang (2006, p. 15) that mathematical literacy includes spatial literacy, numeracy, and quantitative (see Figure 3).
 (
Mathematical Literacy
Quantitative Literacy
Change & Relationship
Uncertainty
Numeracy
Spatial Literacy
Space & Shape
Quantity
)










Figure 3. Mathematical Literacy Structure [Modification De Lange (2006:15)]

Referring to De Lange (2003) as shown in Figure 3, spatial literacy is the proficiency to relate to spatial. While numeracy literacy, referring to De Lange (2003) as shown in Figure 3, is the proficiency to manage numbers and data. Quantitative literacy is more complex than numeracy literacy. Someone who has quantitative literacy can apply quantitative statements in familiar or unfamiliar contexts to manage numbers and data. The complex proficiency is quantitative literacy. Someone who has quantitative literacy can apply quantitative statements in familiar or unfamiliar contexts.
There are seven competencies needed in mathematical literacy proficiency according to PISA (PISA 2015 Mathematics Framework, 2017, p. 68), namely communication, mathematizing, representation, reasoning, and argument, devising strategies for solving problems, using symbolic, and using mathematical tools. Communication is the proficiency to communicate problems. Mathematizing is the proficiency to make mathematical models of real-world problems. Representation is the proficiency to restate mathematical objects. Reasoning and Argument involve the proficiency to reason and give reasons. Devising Strategies for Solving Problems is the proficiency to use strategies to solve problems. Using Symbolic is the proficiency to speak symbol, formal language, and technical language. And Using Mathematical Tools is the proficiency to use mathematical expressions.
In addition to the competencies needed in mathematical literacy, there are three proficiency process which are to formulate, apply, and interpret mathematics in problems’ solving. Explanation of the three process components, according to the OECD(2016b),firstly is formulating the situation mathematically. One of the formulating activities is to understand the mathematical structure of the problem. Second is to apply concepts, facts, procedures, and mathematical reasoning. The activity is designing and implementing strategies to solve mathematical problems. Third is to interpret, use and evaluate mathematical results. Among its activities is being able to fix suggestions and identify the limitations of the model used to solve mathematical problems. The three components’ process are used as indicators of mathematical literacy proficiency tests in this study.
C. METHODS
This study aims to examine the effect of ICM learning on mathematical literacy proficiency. In its application, the sample is not randomly selected and the variables in this study cannot be controlled entirely, so this study is quasi-experimental. The research design used was a non-equivalent control group design modified from Ruseffendi (2010, p. 53) as below:
Experimental Class	:	O	X	O
	Control Class		:	O		O
Annotation:
O	: measurement of pre response and post response to the dependent variable
X	: treatment of inquiry co-operation model learning
: experimental class and control class are not randomly selected

The subjects in this study were students of class VIII at one of the junior high schools in Bandung. Students of class VIII E as an experimental class (ICM study) and students of class VIII F as a control class (conventional learning). The instrument used was a mathematical literacy proficiency test on the material in polyhedron with indicators (1) formulating mathematical problems; (2) applying concepts, facts, procedures, and mathematical reasoning; (3) interpreting, using and evaluating mathematical results (OECD). Mathematical literacy proficiency in this study is reviewed from the BMP students. BMP is grouped into three groups, (1) high BMP, (2) medium BMP, and (3) low BMP, with the following criteria(Lestari & Yudhanegara, 2017, p. 233).

                                                     Table 1. Grouping Students Based on BMP
	Criteria
	Category

	
 + 
	High group students

	
 -  + 
	Medium group students

	
 + 
	Low group students



The magnitude of the enhancement in students' mathematical literacy proficiency on experimental class and control class is calculated using the normalized gain (normalized gain) developed by Meltzer(2002)as follows:

                                                 (1)
[bookmark: _Hlk484374959]The results of the n-gain calculation are then interpreted using the classification from Hake (1999) which can be seen in the following table.

             Tabel 2. n-gain (g) Category
	n-gain (g)
	Kategori

	g < 0,3
	Low

	0,3 ≤ g < 0,7
	Medium

	g ≥ 0,70
	High



D. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
1. Result
The pre-test, post-test, and n-gain scores of mathematical literacy proficiency of students who obtained ICM learning and who obtained normal learning were processed in descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistical calculations include determining the maximum score, minimum score, average score, and standard deviation of the score. A description of the mathematical literacy proficiency of students who obtained learning of ICM and conventional is presented in Table 3
Table 3. Students’ Mathematical Literacy Proficiency Description
	[bookmark: _Hlk483732431]BMP Category
	

	ICM 
	CL

	
	
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test
	n-gain
	Pre-Test
	Post-Test
	n-gain

	High
	

	7
20
	22
62,86
	0,54
53,64
	7,29
20,82
	16,71
47,76
	0,34
33,88

	
	
	1,92
	3,59
	0,12
	1,70
	2,14
	0,08

	Medium
	

	5,65
16,57
	19,50
55,71
	0,47
47,11
	6,44
18,41
	16,61
47,46
	0,35
35

	
	
	1,56
	4,21
	0,14
	1,69
	1,68
	0,06

	Low
	

	5,43
15,51
	19,29
55,10
	0,46
46,81
	4,8
13,71
	15,8
45,14
	0,36
36

	
	
	0,53
	4,79
	0,16
	1,55
	1,39
	0,05

	Ideal score = 35 and ideal n-gain = 1



Referring to Table 3, the basic mathematical literacy proficiency of high and medium BMP students who get conventional learning is higher than students who receive ICM learning. However, for the low BMP category, the initial literacy proficiency of students who get ICM learning is higher than students who get conventional learning. While the final achievement of the mathematical literacy proficiency of the experimental class students based on the high, medium and low BMP categories wererespectively62.86%, 55.71%, and 55.1% of the ideal score. However, the percentage of post-test achievement of control class students in the high, medium, and low BMP categories wasrespectively47.76%, 47.46%, and 45.14% of the ideal score. Post-test scores of experimental class students when viewed from BMP are more diverse than control class students. Pre-test and post-test scores were processed to obtain n-gain values. The n-gain value serves to measure the increase of students' mathematical literacy proficiency. When viewed from the BMP category, the average percentage of n-gain categories of the high, medium, and low BMP who obtained ICM learning was higher than students who obtained normal learning.
The n-gain data test of mathematical literacy proficiency based on the BMP category is used to test the hypothesis that students who get ICM learning is better than students who obtain conventional learning in increasing mathematical literacy proficiency when viewed from the initial mathematical proficiency (high, medium, low).Previously, the prerequisite tests, normality and homogeneity tests, were carried out first. The normality test used is the Shapiro Wilk test at the significance level α = 0.05. Shapiro Wilk's test results showed that the n-gain of each BMP category in both classes was normally distributed. While for the homogeneity test, a Levene test with significance level α = 0.05 was used. Levene test results revealed that the high and low n-gain BMP had homogeneous variance. These results indicate an increase in the mathematical literacy proficiency of high and low BMP students to spread evenly. Conversely, n-gain BMP is having an inhomogeneous variance.
After concluding that the n-gain mathematical literacy proficiency of high BMP is normal and homogeneous distribution, then the average difference test with a t-test is performed. While the n-gain mathematical literacy proficiency of medium and low BMP is normally distributed but not homogeneous, then it is continued with a t-test with a significance level α = 0.05 as shown in Table 4.
Table 4. n-gain Difference Test Result Base on BMP
	BMP
	T
	t'
	
	
(1-tailed)
	Decision
	Annotation

	High
	3,634
	-
	13
	0,0015
	H0 Rejected
	Better

	Medium
	-
	3,184
	36
	0,002
	H0 Rejected
	Better

	Low
	-
	1,712
	13
	0,066
	H0 Rejected
	Not Better



Referring to Table 4, it can be concluded that students who obtain ICM learning is significantly better than students who obtain normal learning in the high and medium BMP category students who have an average n-gain mathematical literacy proficiency. On the other hand, low BMP students who get ICM learning are no better than low BMP students who get conventional learning.
Hypothesis testing is then carried out to determine differences in the increase of mathematical literacy proficiency of students in each BMP category who obtained ICM learning. Previously, a homogeneity test was carried out through the Levene test with the significance level α = 0.05. Levene test results show that overall n-gain has a homogeneous variance. So that the test continued with One Way ANOVA test at the level of significance α = 0.05 as shown in Table 5.
Table 5. The Result of One Way ANOVA
	

	
	Decision
	Annotation

	0,687
	0.510
	H0 Accepted
	There is no difference



Table 5 shows that there is no significant difference in increasing the mathematical literacy proficiency of students who obtain ICM learning when viewed from the BMP category (high, medium, and low). Table 4 and Table 5 present the results of mathematical literacy proficiency tests in inferential statistics. For descriptive statistics, see Figure 4.


[bookmark: _Hlk484377235]Figure 4. Percentage of Mathematical Literacy Proficiency Achievement
Figure 4 shows that the percentage of students achieving mathematical literacy proficiency for each item who gets ICM learning was higher than students who get conventional learning. The highest percentage of students answering the questions correctly at level 1 questions was 93.33% for the experimental class and 83.80% for the control class. Meanwhile, the smallest percentage of students answering questions correctly at level 6 questions was 19.71% for the experimental class and 15.14% for the control class.
The results of the achievement at level 6 questions was in line with the PISA study which states that the proficiency of Indonesian students in answering questions at level 6 is still low (OECD, 2016c). The entire content of the process on mathematical literacy skills is contained in level 6 questions so that it made a complexity at level 6. The content of the process is to formulate problems mathematically; apply concepts, facts, procedures, and mathematical reasoning; and interpret, use, and evaluate mathematical results.
2. Discussion
The n-gain test results show that increasing the mathematical literacy proficiency of high and medium BMP students who obtain ICM learning in the moderate category is significantly better than high and medium BMP students who obtain normal learning in the medium category. On the other hand, the increase on mathematical literacy skills of low BMP students who received medium category ICM learning was not significantly better than those of low category BMP students who obtained normal learning. The factor that caused this finding to occur was the existence of advocating stages in ICM learning. The advocating stage raises the scaffolding process between high BMP students, medium BMP students, and low BMP students. 
As expressed by Vygotsky that with the scaffolding process between students, it will cause students to reach the upper limit of ZPD (Zone of Proximal Development) (Fani & Ghaemi, 2011; Muhonen et al., 2016; Zhang & Whitebread, 2017). The scaffolding process helps students of the medium and low BMP categories because all students can exchange ideas during the process of solving problems, and gain learning experiences from students of the high BMP category. However, low BMP category students did not maximize the scaffolding process in this study. This is consistent with Galton's statement (Ruseffendi, 1991) that there are students with high, medium, and low proficiency where they have different individual proficiency in a group of students. Some problems usually arise in students with low proficiency in learning mathematics. They are more likely to be slow than moderate or high proficiency students. Although, they are given the opportunity to share and ask questions in discussion activities, but their opportunity is not often utilized as well as possible.
A more in-depth review of the differences in the improvement of mathematical literacy proficiency of BMP students (high, medium, and low) who obtained ICM learning revealed that there was no significant difference in the increase on mathematical literacy skills of students who obtained ICM learning when viewed from BMP (high, medium, and low). The results of this statistical test indicate that the increased literacy proficiency of high, medium and low proficiency students is statistically similar. These results are in line with the findings of Pujiastuti, et al (2014). This finding arises as a result of ICM learning in the process of linking prior mathematical proficiency when learning new material, especially at the stages of locating, identifying, advocating, reformulating, and challenging. Thus, all students become accustomed to recalling previous mathematics material which is useful for learning new material.
In addition to statistical analysis as explained. Next is an analysis of increasing students' mathematical literacy proficiency through the results of the pre-test and post-test. Mathematical literacy problems level 1 to level 3 were constructed by (Malasari et al., 2017).  While the mathematical literacy problems level 4 to level 6 were constructed by researchers. The following is a mathematical literacy problem at level 3 (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Mathematical literacy problem at level 3
Presented the results of the pre-test and post-test at level 3 of mathematical literacy problem (see Figure 6 and Figure 7).
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[bookmark: _Hlk484377308]Figure 6. The Result of Pre-test
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[bookmark: _Hlk484377317]Figure 7. The Result of Post-test

Referring to Figure 6, in the results of the pre-test, students write120 pieces as the number of boxes to fill into the container based on. However, in the post-test Figure 7, an increase was seen in determining the number of boxes already in the box and determining the final result of the number of boxes needed to fill the container. An example of an increase at the time of the post-test was, students wrote if there were as many boxes already in the box 22 pieces, the number of boxes still needed to fill the container is 120 boxes - 22 boxes = 98 boxes. Based on the dimensions of the cognitive process of bloom revision taxonomy, level 3 questions are the dimensions of applying (C.3.). This is because level 3 questions require students' ability to implement volume formulas and surface area of flat side space(Krathwohl, 2002, p. 215). The ability to apply turns out to be in harmony with higher levels of thinking according to Anderson and Krathwol(Aksela, 2005, p. 38).
E. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS
Based on the results of the quantitative analysis and the discussion in the previous description, it can be concluded into two conclusions, namely as follows:
First, increasing the mathematical literacy proficiency of students who get ICM learning is significantly better than students who get conventional learning when viewed from the high and medium BMP categories. This finding apparently did not occur in students with a low BMP category. Students who get ICM learning are not significantly better than students who get normal learning in the category when reviewed by BMP in the low category. The cause of this finding occurs because high and medium BMP students can maximize the stages of advocating on ICM learning so that the process of exchanging ideas, asking questions, and supporting each other in solving mathematical literacy problems can run optimally. Conversely, low BMP students apparently cannot maximize the advocating stage.
Second, there is no significant difference in the increase on mathematical literacy skills of students who get ICM learning when viewed from the high, medium, and low BMP categories. The second finding arises because the stages of locating, identifying, advocating, reformulating, and challenging in ICM learning supports the process of attributing students’ mathematical proficiency when learning new material. Although the statistical test results showed no difference, the average n-gain value actually showed an increase on mathematical literacy proficiency of students in the high BMP category which is higher than students in the moderate and low BMP categories.
The next findings are that the percentage of student achievement in solving level 6 of mathematical literacy questions is still low, it would be better to maximize the process of implementing the challenging stages of ICM learning through giving mathematical literacy problems which are more challenging and solved in groups. In addition, it is better to maximize students' proficiency to solve mathematical literacy problems from questions level 1 to level 5 firstly because level 6 are the highest level in mathematical literacy proficiency.
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Susan ingin membangun blok dari kubus-kubus kecil seperti gambar berikut:
Susan mempunyai banyak kubus kecil seperti gambar di atas. Dia menggunakan
lem untuk menggabungkan kubus-kubus tersebut menjadi blok. Pertama, Susan
menggabungkan delapan kubus kecil untuk membuat blok seperti yang
ditunjukkan pada Diagram A S

B

Diagr ul.)l A
Kemudian Susan membuat blok yang solid yang dltun_]ukkan pada Diagram B dan
diagram C berikut:
| | P

Diagram B Diagram C

Sekarang Susan ingin membuat blok dengan ukuran panjang 6 kubus kecil, lebar 5
kubus kecil, dan tinggi 4 kubus kecil. Susan ingin menggunakan kemungkinan
terkecil dari banyaknya kubus dengan kemungkinan terbesar adanya ruang kosong
yang ada di dalam blok. Buatlah gambarnya! Dan berapa banyak minimal kubus
yang Susan perlukan untuk membuat blok tersebut?
Jawaban
Yarg ) dbudub e

~'xL Xk

2 bxyxg

= 0.

—

;___]-4_._ ,\/‘

Gambar 1. Hasil Studi Pendahuluan [Adaptasi soal PISA (OECD, 2012) ]
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Akan dicari jaring-jaring kubus yang memenuhi aturan bahwa total angka dari titik pada

dua buah sisi dadu yang berlawanan selalu berjumlah tajuh. Untuk setiap jaring-jaring di
atas, lingkari “ya” atau “tidak™ pada tabel di bawah ini:

Jaring-jaring | Memenuhi aturan Jelaskan Alasannya
1 Karena | £teta Aua buah gisi dada
Yalidak) | yong ber-lawondn jum lahnga tidai
Bujuh
i} kareno, dua buoh Sisi dodu yong
@‘idak berlawanan Jumiohnyn Eujuh
I kareno, dua buah sist dadu yang
@Tidak berlawanan jumtah nya tujuh
v karena, dua buah $151 dadu yang
Y@ berlawonon jumlahayo tidak
bujuh

3. Perhatikan gambar peti kemas ci samping.
Peti kemas tersebut akan diisi dus berbentuk kubus. ;
Ukuran peti dan banyaknya dus yang sudzh berada = '1
di dalam peti kemas dan dapat dilihat seperti gambar berikut:

Berapa banyak dus yang masih diperlukan untuk
memenuhi  peti kemas tersebut? Berikan
alasannya!

@Onsak dus untuic imengisi peti kemas adaleh 120 buah
V= pPxLzt
Vel xsxu
V2 12p buah
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Akan dicari jaring-jaring kubus yang memenuhi aturan bahwa total angka dari titik pada

dua buabh sisi dadu yang berlawanan selalu berjumlah tujuh. Untuk setiap jaring-jaring di
atas, lingkari “ya” atau “tidak™ pada tabel di bawah ini:

Jaring-jaring | Memenuh: aturan Jelaskan Alasannya o . -
I korena, dua Sigi yang berlowanan v ‘kOA.,Uum\ah
: - S Jkeon ook
Y@ Jixa dijumch kan hasilnga t\o\y begumloh 7
Euguh, Misalnya: Bink \ dan &
I arena , Aua gist yang bertawanan 1o Jika o&dwm)
@Tidak Bila ol“\Jum\ctNeoﬁ hastinya Selalu lobhop bha-
be[)um\ah tt})u\\ ,conkoh =it Ydon 3 Silngo. 7
I karena, dua gigt Yang berlowanan Lo diko dijum'oh
idak | bilg dijumlohican basilnya celoly i hesiiig
bep“,\m\Qk tu]ulf\ , conkoh=titil | dang
v kareno, dua ¢isi Yong berlawanan [Vdf‘w A‘J‘gf'
Y Jika dijumlah kan hasilnga tidak ;l‘;;kb‘;: i
berjumich tuyuh | conkohs btk LdanB o 7

3. Perhatikan gambar peti kemas di samping.
Peti kemas tersebut akan diisi dus berbertuk kubus.
Ukuran peti dan banyaknya dus yang sudah berada ;
di dalam peti kemas dan dapat dilihat seperti gambar berikut:

Berapa banyak dus yang masih diperlukan untuk

memenuhi
alasannya!

| Uolume peki kemas = Px £ xt

Volume pett kema s - 6dug x Sdus x U dus
lome peki kemas - 120 dus

Jika, dus yorg sudah adg dalam peki Sebanyak 22 buah

ma\\m, Banyak dus yang macih diperlukan untuk meme-
Muhi pekl kemas ¢ = 5 '
pek’ adolah 120 dug - 22 Aug = w

peti kemas tersebut? Berikan
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