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Abstract: This study aims to determine: (1) differences of Civic Education learning outcomes that are taught by
CTL learning approach with Civic Education learning outcomes that are taught by Expository learning
approach; (2) differences of Civic Education learning outcomes that have higher critical thinking with Civic
Education learning outcomes that have low critical thinking; and (3) the interaction between CTL learning
approaches and critical thinking on learning outcomes of Civic Education. The population of this study is all
students of VII grade Imelda Junior High School on School Year 2017/2018 for even semester which consist 2
classes. The sample of this study is determined randomly by cluster random sampling technique, by taking two
classes with the total of each class is 30 children. This research method uses Quasi Experimental Research. The
instrument that is used in this study is a test of Civic Education learning outcomes in the form of multiple choice
as many as 40 questions and Critical Thinking Study questionnaire instrument as many as 25 statements. The
data analysis that is used is 2 x 2 factorial ANOVA. Based on the research results obtained: (1) learning result
of Civics Education student of CTL learning approach is higher than the result of learning of Civics student of
Expository Learning Approach with average score of CTL approach = 80,29 and the average score of
Expository approach = 61,48 (2) The result of Civic learning of students who have higher learning critical
thinking is higher than the result of Civics learning of students who have low critical thinking with high average
critical thinking score = 79.89 and average low critical thinking score = 61.51; and (3) there is and interaction
between learning approach and critical thinking of learning toward student's learning result with average score
of CTL approach with high critical thinking = 87,25 and low = 73,33 while mean score of Expository approach
with high critical thinking = 72.53 and critical thinking is low = 49.7. The results of the research are expected
to be applied for teachers and schools in using CTL learning approach in improving student learning outcomes.
In addition, it is necessary to improve students' critical thinking in learning in the classroom.
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I.  Introduction

Learning is a complex process that occurs in all individuals and both in terms of adult, children and
parents. The process of learning lasts a lifetime, from infancy to death. [1] "Learning is a process whereby
behavior is generated or changed through practice or exercise.” [2]"Learning is a process of doing an individual
effort to gain a whole new behavioral change, as a result of the individual's own experience in interaction with
his environment." [3] From some expert opinions about the meaning of learning, it can be concluded that
learning is a series of activities of body and soul to obtain a change in behavior as a result of individual
experience in interaction with the environment that involves cognitive, affective, and psychomotor. Based on
field observations that are found, the average value of mid terms examination (UTS) is still relatively low from
the value of KKM that has been implemented by SMP Imelda.

Table 1. Data UTS Case SMP Imelda

No Subject School Year Average Value
1 Civic Education 2013-2014 68.34
2 Civic Education 2014-2015 69.75
3 Civic Education 2015-2016 71.00
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The data above show that the acquisition of learning outcomes of Civics is still relatively low where the
subject of Civics has 70 KKM, but the fact is still low in which the value that is obtained by students is still
under the criteria of completeness that has been set. It is caused by the lack of understanding of students on the
concept of learning Civics. They consider that the Civics is a boring subject. Another issue that is put forward is
the lack of attention of teachers in developing learning skills. To overcome various problems in the
implementation of learning above, it takes a more effective and inovative model of learning that makes students
be more active during the learning lasts, so that there is a paradigm shift learning that originally centered on the
teacher (teacher centered) which is switched to student-centered learning (student centered); the methodology
that is originally more dominated by Expository learning turned to the CTL learning model. There is an
assumption about learning that connects that the students will learn well if the environment is created naturally.
Learning will be more meaningful if students experience what they learn, not knowing. Learning-oriented
assignment of learning outcomes proves to fail to equip students to solve problems in life they face. Learning
outcomes are the learning outcomes that have been achieved from a learning process that has been done by
learners, so to know a job is successful or not, it requires a measurement. The results are raw scores that have
not been able to provide information on the ability of the learners. In order to provide the expected information
about the learner's abilities, an assessment of the entire teaching-learning process will be performed so that it
will show many things that are achieved during the teaching and learning process. According to the researchers,
the use of CTL learning model will be very memorable and meaningful to the learners because the educational
process that aims to help learners to see the meaning in Social Science learning with daily life, will be able to
help learners to develop skills in the cognitive process of the introduction of learners.

LITERATUREREVIEW

[5] defines that learning is an active process in which students build new knowledge based on the experience /
knowledge they already have. In the view of constructivism 'learning' is not merely the transfer of knowledge
that exists outside of itself, still learning more about how the brain processes and interprets the new experience
with the knowledge it already has in the new format. This development process can be either assimilated or
accommodated. Based on some of the opinion above, the researcher concludes that learning is a series of
activity of body and soul to obtain a change of behavior as a result of individual experience in interaction with
its environment which concerns cognitive, affective, and psychomotor.

Il. Method
Research method that is used by the researcher is "Quasi Experimental Method™ with research design
as the base of research implementation. It is to distinguish the influence of learning model of CTL and influence
of model of Expository learning toward the result of Civic learning in high critical thinking and low critical
thinking where the treatment class is VIl A and class VII B with the total number is 60 people, the sample is all
students of class VII. The instruments used are observation sheets and objective tests. Data analysis techniques
are normality test, homogeneity test, test and normalized gain test, and hypothesis technique using ANOVA test.

I11. Results
Table 2. Normality Test of Pretest Data

Test of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig.
Pretes_CTL ,154 30 ,068 ,946 30 ,131
Pretes_eks ,134 30 ,180 ,943 30 ,108

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

In table 2. shows that the value of normality pretest CTL class of 0.946 with significance of 0.131
because of the significance is greater than 0.05 then the data pre-test of CTL is normal distribution.
Furthermore, the normality value of the Expository class is 0.943 with significance is 0.108 because of
significance is greater than 0.05 then the data pre-test Expository is normally distributed.

Table 3. Test of Homogeneity of Variences
Pre-test CTL

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
2,596 5 16 ,067

Test results show the value of F for pre-test is 2.596 with significance is 0.067. This value indicates that pre-test
data has the same variance because the value of sig. is 0.067> 0.05. In other words the pre-test results of both
homogeneous classes.
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Post-test Learning Outcomes

Table 4. Result of Normality Test Result of Student Post-test Study
Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic Df Sig.
Post-test_CTL ,206 30 ,002 ,951 30 175
_epkggt():f;ry 135 30 171 937 30 074
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Table 5. Interagency Homogeneity Test
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Post-test CTL
Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
2,409 8 15 ,068
Result of Questionnaire Critical Thinking
Tabel 6. Grouping Students Based on Critical Thinking
Critical Thinking Critical Thinking
Learning Model High (H) Low (L) Learning Model High (H) Low (L)
96,6 88,6 80,7 59,1
96,6 86,4 80,7 58,0
96,6 85,2 75,0 58,0
94,3 84,1 73,9 56,8
94,3 77,3 73,9
94,3 73,9 73,9
93,2 73,9 73,9
93,2 65,0 72,7
93,2 72,7
93,2 71,6
93,2 71,6
92,0 71,6
CTL 92,0 Expository 05
90,9 70,5
90,9 65,9
90,9 65,9
90,9 65,9
90,9 65,9
89,8 65,9
89,8 64,8
89,8 63,6
89,8 63,6
62,5
61,4
61,4
60,2
N 22 8 N 26 4
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Next is grouping of students with high and low critical thinking in each class. Grouping is done based
on average critical thinking of all students. Students with above-average critical thinking are classified as high
critical thinking groups, while students with critical thinking below average are classified as low critical
thinking groups. The mean total critical thinking in the CTL class is 89 so that the value> 89 is classified as high
critical thinking whiles the value <89 is considered low critical thinking. The result of grouping can be seen in
table 6. Based on table 6 the number of students with high critical thinking CTL class is 22 students while low
critical thinking for 8 students, while the number of students with high critical thinking in Expository class is 26
students while critical thinking low is 4 students. So from 60 students, the total students think critically high as
many as 48 students and low critical thinking as many as 12 students

Table 7. Grouping Post-test Based Student Value Level of Critical Thinking

Experiment Class Control Class
No No. Result Value Level No. Result Value Level
Respondent Study of of Respondent Study of of
Critical Critical Critical Critical
Thinking | Thinking Thinking | Thinking
1 C8 82,4 96,6 High C1 52,9 80,7 High
2 C20 85,3 96,6 High Cc2 58,8 80,7 High
3 C28 97,1 96,6 High c4 52,9 75,0 High
4 C2 94,1 94,3 High C12 67,6 73,9 High
5 Cc9 82,4 94,3 High C16 79,4 73,9 High
6 C22 76,5 94,3 High C18 76,5 739 High
7 C13 82,4 93,2 High C19 79,4 739 High
8 C18 88,2 93,2 High C3 58,8 72,7 High
9 C19 73,5 93,2 High C26 70,6 72,7 High
10 c21 70,6 93,2 High C15 64,7 71,6 High
11 C26 794 93,2 High C22 735 71,6 High
12 C6 82,4 92,0 High C29 50,0 71,6 High
13 C17 82,4 92,0 High C8 50,0 70,5 High
14 C1 82,4 90,9 High c17 41,2 70,5 High
15 c4 76,5 90,9 High C5 52,9 65,9 High
16 C15 82,4 90,9 High C10 44,1 65,9 High
17 C25 82,4 90,9 High C13 61,8 65,9 High
18 C30 85,3 90,9 High C24 70,6 65,9 High
19 C11 82,4 89,8 High c27 82,4 65,9 High
20 C16 82,4 89,8 High Cc7 82,4 64,8 High
21 C23 82,4 89,8 High C25 61,8 63,6 High
22 c27 82,4 89,8 High C30 55,9 63,6 High
c23 41,2 62,5 High
C14 52,9 61,4 High
C28 41,2 61,4 High
C6 55,9 60,2 High
Average 82,5 92,6 60,7 69,2
23 C14 76,5 88,6 Low Cc9 76,5 59,1 Low
24 C7 91,2 86,4 Low C20 41,2 58,0 Low
25 C24 70,6 85,2 Low c21 79,4 58,0 Low
26 C5 76,5 84,1 Low C11 55,9 56,8 Low
27 C29 82,4 77,3 Low
28 C3 91,2 73,9 Low
29 C12 82,4 73,9 Low
30 C10 82,4 65,0 Low
Average 81,6 79,3 63,2 58,0
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Based on table 8. can be explained that the average of student learning outcomes in the CTL class is
82.5 with high critical thinking is 92.5 and average student learning outcomes is 81.6 with low critical thinking
is 79.3 while the average learning outcomes in the Expository class is 60, 7 with high critical thinking 69.2 and
learning outcomes is 63.2 with low critical thinking is 58.0. Pre-test t test is used to examine differences in
student learning outcomes applied with the CTL model and the expository model. After the data of the research
result is known the distribution of data is normal, and has homogeneous variance, and then t test can be used. If
value> 0,05 then Ho accepted and Ha rejected. If the value of sig <0,05 then Ha accepted and Ho rejected.

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
Sig. (2 Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
F Sig. t Df tzligi]ie(ci)- Differenc | Differenc of the Difference
e e Lower Upper
Gain Equal
variances 1,464 236 | 111 28 912 ,32667 2,94503 -5,70595 6,35928
assumed
Equal
variances not 111 | 26,163 913 ,32667 2,94503 -5,72508 6,37842
assumed

Based on the result of t test output above can be known sig score of equal variances assumed value 0,65> 0,05
hence concluded Ho accepted (Ha rejected) which mean there is no difference of learning result of student with
model of CTL and Expository

4.4.3. t Test Post-test
Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
: Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. T Df tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper
Gain  Equal variances | ) ea | 039 | o011 | 28 370 | 420000 | 460779 |-5,23863 | 13,63863
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed 911 | 23,172 ,371 4,20000 4,60779 -5,32803 | 13,72803

Based on the result of t test output above can be known sig score of equal variances assumed value is
0,39 < 0,05 then concluded Ha accepted (Ho rejected) which mean there is difference of learning result of
student with model of CTL and Expository

Hypothesis testing
Table 9. Factual Design Facts 2x2

" Lo Average of the Result Stud Average
Critical Thinking CTL . Expositoryy Totalg
High 87,5 64,95 76,22
Low 80,45 60,6 70,52
Average Total 83,97 62,77

To see the difference of Critical Thinking and student learning outcomes to the learning given, Two
Way Anova Test is used by selecting the General Linear Model (GLM) Univariate on SPSS 20. The test also
aims to see how the Critical Thinking effect on student learning outcomes, whether students with Thinking
Critical high has high learning outcomes or vice versa, as well as whether the interaction of learning models and
Critical Thinking affects student learning outcomes.

Table 10. Inter-Factor Factor Data
Between-Subjects Factors

Value Label N
Critical Thinking 1 High 30
2 Low 30
Model Learning 1 CTL 30
2 Expository 30
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Description of output statistics from Anova data Critical thinking and learning outcomes are presented in Table
10. This table shows that the overall total of students with high critical thinking and critical thinking is low on
CTL and Expository classes. Overall students with high critical thinking as many as 43 students and low critical
think as many as 17 students.

Furthermore, the results of the two Anova tests are shown in Table 10.

Table 11. Two Path ANOVA Test Results
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Result of Study

Type Il Sum of
Source Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 10692,183% 3 3564,061 108,621 ,000
Intercept 299485,350 1 299485,350 9127,338 ,000
Critical Thinking 5510,417 1 5510,417 167,940 ,000
Model Learning 4878,017 1 4878,017 148,666 ,000
Critical Thinking * Model 303750 1 303,750 9,257 004
Learning
Error 1837,467 56 32,812
Total 312015,000 60
Corrected Total 12529,650 59

a. R Squared =,853 (Adjusted R Squared = ,845)

V. Discussion

Learning outcomes is the achievement of educational goals in students who follow the learning
process. Learning outcomes are the realization of the achievement of educational goals, so that the measured
learning outcome depends on the purpose of education. Learning outcomes need to be evaluated as intended to
reflect whether the established goals have been achieved and whether the teaching-learning process has been
effective for achieving learning outcomes. Morality is a willingness to accept, exercise rules, values and moral
principles. A person can be said to be morally if the person's behavior is in accordance with the value of moral
values that are upheld by his social group. A good person is a person who has a moral and a bad person is a
moral person. Moral can not be achieved by memorizing or learning rules, but requires interaction with the
external environment.

V. Conclusion
1. The first hypothesis
HO: pA1 = pA2: no effect of CTL learning model on student learning outcomes
Ha: pAl # pA2: there is an influence of CTL learning model on student learning outcomes
Based on the results of Anova in table 11 obtained value of learning model significance of 0,000 because
sig.0,000<0.05 then the hypothesis test results reject HO or receive Ha in the level of 5% alpha. This shows that
there is an influence of CTL learning model on student learning outcomes. Because the average of learning
outcomes of students taught with CTL learning model is higher than that taught with Expository learning it can
be concluded that the learning model of CTL gives better influence to student learning outcome than Expository
model.
2. Second hypothesis
HO: uB1 = uB2: there is no effect of critical thinking on learning outcomes of students' Civics learning
HO: uB1 # uB2: there is an effect of critical thinking on learning outcomes of students' Civics learning
Based on the results of Anova in Table 4:13 obtained the significance value of critical thinking learning by
0,000 because sig 0,000 <0.05 then the hypothesis test results reject HO or accept the Ha in the level of 5%
alpha. This shows that there is influence of critical thinking learn to student learning result of Civ. Because
mean of result of student learning which have high critical thinking higher than those having low critical
thinking hence can be concluded high critical thinking give better influence to result of student learning than
think critically low.
3. Hypothesis third
HO: A> B = 0: there is no interaction between the learning model and the critical thinking of learning on student
learning outcomes
Ha: A><B # : there is an interaction between the learning model and the critical thinking of learning on student
learning outcomes
Based on the results of Anova in table 4:13 obtained significance value of learning model of students' critical
thinking is 0.000 because sig.0,000 <0.05 then the hypothesis test results reject Ho or accept Ha in 5% alpha
level. This shows that there is an interaction between the learning model and critical thinking of learning on
student learning outcomes.
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