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Abstract 

The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) is a program managed 

by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). PISA 

is an international study that measures student achievement in reading literacy, 

mathematics literacy, and science literacy. Indonesia's low ranking in each PISA 

period is due to several supporting factors that are not running optimally. This 

study aims to find out the pre-service teachers' difficulties in solving PISA reading 

literacy questions levels 5 and 6 at the English Education Study Program FKIP 

Sriwijaya University. The instrument in this study consisted of two stages, such as 

reading literacy test and interview test, which were analyzed based on PISA 

proficiency standards. The sample used in this study was the 6
th

-semester 

preservice teacher at the English Education Study Program FKIP Sriwijaya 

University. The result of this study indicates that preservice teachers faced 

difficulties in solving PISA reading literacy questions levels 5 and 6. The 

difficulties faced consist of finding information, understanding, evaluating, and 

reflecting processes. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 This chapter presents the background, the problem of the research, the 

objectives of the research, and the significance of the research. 

 

1.1  Background 

Reading is a way of getting new information. People in the world can get a 

lot of new information that is very useful for their future. Chettri (2013) states that 

reading opens the door to a treasure trove of knowledge because it is one of the 

literacy skills people want to succeed in their future. Especially for the next 

generation in one nation, reading as the primary way to obtain knowledge, also 

reading is one of the ways to increase self quality. Of course, reading is a skill that 

everyone must have to be successful in the future because people who are less 

able to read are empty. Empty means they are not having knowledge, which will 

affect their future. 

The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) is a program 

regulated by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD). PISA is an international study that assesses student achievement in the 

field of reading literacy. In addition, PISA also assesses mathematics and science 

literacy skills. However, reading literacy is a significant area that needs more 

discussion. Because Rinzin (2019) defines that poor reading literacy affects 

student performance in other fields because they cannot understand the language. 

Indonesia is one of the countries joining this program. Indonesia has been 

following the PISA program since 2000 until the latest PISA results are in 2018 

Indonesia is still joining this program. Harsiati (2018) states that the purpose of 

The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) is to set up its effective 

education system from an international perspective. PISA results have been used 

by policymakers to understand better the factors associated with educational 

success in a certain context compared to other countries. Harsiati (2018) defines
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that PISA becomes an international measuring or benchmarking tool for the 

quality of education. That way, the government can measure the quality of 

education in Indonesia and help the government to make better education design 

for the future. 

Even though reading is very important, many students in Indonesia do not 

realize it. Based on the results of a survey from the program of  International 

Students' Assessment (PISA), the achievement of reading literacy rank of 

Indonesia is always ranked below when compared with the scores of other 

countries. Indonesia's achievement in each PISA period is still below average 

from the international reading literacy score. In 2000 the average reading literacy 

score of Indonesia was 371. In 2003 the average reading literacy score of 

Indonesia was 382. In 2006 the average reading literacy score of Indonesia was 

393. In 2009 the average reading literacy score in Indonesia was 402. In 2012 the 

average reading literacy score of Indonesian students was 396. In 2015 the 

average reading literacy score of Indonesian students was 397. In 2018 the 

average reading literacy score of Indonesian students decreased by 371. Even 

though, OECD (2009) states that the minimum average score for international 

reading literacy should be 500. This is a problem for Indonesia's educational field. 

Supposedly, Indonesia can evaluate its previous failures by paying attention to the 

weaknesses for the eighth time Indonesia has participated in the PISA period. 

The low score of Indonesian reading literacy in each PISA period is 

because many Indonesian students do not good at reading literacy. This is proven 

by Puspita (2017) in a research conducted at SMA N 2 Metro showed that there 

are 80% of students had difficulties in five aspects of reading, two of which are 

finding specific information and understanding the English reading text. Another 

fact was discovered by Harida (2014) in research conducted at the IAIN Padang 

Sidimpuan English Study Program shows that students' proficiency in 

understanding texts was still low. They faced several difficulties in understanding 

English texts. This fact does not only occur in national research but also 

international research. One research conducted by Mullis, Martin, Foy, and 

Drucker (2012) also shows a report from international research by the Progress in 
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International The Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), which investigates student 

reading achievement shows that Indonesian students are all levels of education do 

not have adequate proficiencies to understand texts. Therefore, this causes 

students in Indonesia only to be able to solve PISA reading literacy questions at a 

low level. Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan Indonesia (Ministry of 

Education and Culture of Indonesia) (2013) presents an analysis of the 2009 PISA 

results show that almost all Indonesian students are only competent to solve PISA 

questions up to level 3, and only a few students are competent to solve questions 

up to level 4. At the same time, students in other countries have achieved an 

average level of 5 and 6. This is confirmed by the results of PISA 2018 in the 

OECD (2019)  states that the low percentages of students in Indonesia that have 

the best performance in reading literacy. In the PISA reading literacy questions 

levels 5 and 6, Indonesia's percentages are 9% from the OECD average, while 

students in other countries have reached more than 10%. The low literacy skills of 

students in Indonesia as prooved by each PISA period indicate that several 

supporting factors are not optimal. Thus, this problem has an impact on the low 

score of PISA reading literacy. 

Based on several previous problems, it is necessary to evaluate several 

roles that act as factors that influence the high and low quality of education in 

Indonesia. Based on the research by Malaty (2006), the results show that the main 

reason a country with higher education qualifications, such as Finland, can get the 

top ranking in PISA is the success of preservice teachers. In other words, the 

country has a high quality of preservice teachers. Ustun & Eryilmaz (2018) state 

that the quality of preservice teachers is the most prominent factor in this system. 

Also, this is an important factor in the success of each PISA period. This is an 

important point for Indonesia to improve the quality of preservice teachers to 

create a better quality of education in the future. However, other problems arise, 

this is evidenced by the results of research conducted by Saenz (2009) the results 

show that preservice teachers in Indonesia do not yet have qualified proficiency, 

preservice teachers have difficulty in solving PISA questions, especially 

difficulties in understanding and reflecting on these questions. One similar study 
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conducted by Sulastri, Johar & Munzir (2014) showed that the preservice teachers 

faced difficulties in solving high-level PISA questions (levels 5 and 6), they were 

unable to solve the questions correctly, and preservice teachers only tried to 

answer the high-level questions by using instinct, trial, and system error. 

According to the OECD (2019), if a subject has difficulty solving high-level 

questions, it is important to know what kind of difficulty is faced. In fact, Widjaja 

(2009) states that giving PISA questions to prospective teachers as training 

materials would be very useful for teaching purposes. Moreover, if they are 

equipped with it, they will be able to face the challenges or difficulties required by 

the students, and of course, this makes them complete and be qualified teachers. 

FKIP Sriwijaya University is one of the institutions that preservice 

teachers, especially in South Sumatra, Indonesia. Following the mission of the 

FKIP Sriwijaya University, namely to make high-quality English teachers, the 

lack of competence of prospective teachers regarding PISA needs to be further 

reviewed, especially in PISA reading literacy, whose scores declined again in the 

last period. FKIP Sriwijaya University is responsible for investigating what 

difficulties preservice teachers face when solving PISA reading literacy levels 5 

and 6. This study aims to find the difficulties faced by preservice teachers on 

PISA reading literacy question levels 5 and 6. So this study is expected to 

contribute directly to the preservice teacher itself in designing appropriate 

teaching styles for Indonesian students by adapting from the difficulties they have 

personally experienced. 

 

1.2  The Problem of the Research 

Based on the background that has been described before, the problem of 

this research formulated in one research question; 

1. What is the difficulty of preservice teachers at English Education Study 

Program FKIP Sriwijaya University in solving PISA reading literacy 

questions levels 5 and 6? 
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1.3  The Objective of the Research 

Based on the research questions that have been formulated, the objectives 

of this study aims to: 

1. Find out the difficulty faced by the preservice teachers at English 

Education Study Program FKIP Sriwijaya University in solving PISA 

reading literacy questions levels 5 and 6. 

 

1.4  The Significance of the Research 

 This research is expected to contribute as motivation and reference for 

improving the quality of education in Indonesia. By knowing the types of 

difficulties in solving PISA reading literacy questions levels 5 and 6, it is hoped 

that they can be minimized and evaluated to improve the quality of preservice 

teachers in Indonesia. Also, preservice teachers can prepare themselves for 

preparation to become more competent teachers. So, it can improve Indonesia's 

ranking for the next PISA period. In addition, this research is expected to be 

useful for several roles in the field of education. In detail, the significance of this 

research is explained in the points below: 

a. Preservice teachers are expected to have superior knowledge in PISA 

reading literacy after knowing what difficulties they faced in solving PISA 

reading levels 5 and 6 questions. It is expected that preservice teachers can 

evaluate themselves more and create effective teaching styles/method for 

their students in the future.  

b. Students are expected to explore their competencies so that they can 

improve their proficiency on high-level questions, such as solving PISA 

questions at levels 5 and 6. Also,  by understanding the difficulties often 

faced in solving high-level questions, students are expected to have high 

thinking skills and foster enthusiasm to improve their quality in competing 

internationally. 

c. Teachers are expected to understand the models and difficulties in PISA 

reading literacy questions, especially at level 5 and 6. So, teachers can 

create effective teaching strategies for students and create students who 
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have superior proficiency. Teachers are expected to be able to make 

questions and introduce students to the types of questions that exist at high 

levels, such as levels 5 and 6, which are assessed in PISA and are included 

in the student competency assessment curriculum in Indonesia as well as 

introducing PISA reading literacy model questions which aim to invite 

students to connect with real-life with the character of PISA questions so 

that students are accustomed to working on questions with a high level of 

difficulty. 

d. Government, this research is expected to be a reference for the government 

to find out the difficulties faced by preservice teachers that can affect the 

quality of teacher's teaching styles. It is hoped that the government can 

make improvements and re-evaluate so that the government can make a 

more effective curriculum in improving the quality of education in 

Indonesia, especially providing prospective debriefing teachers as well as 

teachers regarding the concept and model of PISA questions, to create 

educators who are of superior quality and able to educate students to be 

able to compete at the international level, especially in efforts to increase 

PISA reading literacy ratings in the next period. 

e. Other researchers, this research is expected to be helpful as a reference for 

conducting other development research, significantly improving on 

reading literacy skills in Indonesia in the PISA ranking for each period. 

 

1.5  Limitation of Terms in Research 

  For a different term that used in this study, it is necessary to define the 

terms as follows: 

a. The description referred to in this research is a presentation or explanation 

of the difficulties faced by the preservice teachers in PISA reading literacy 

questions. 

b. The difficulties referred to in the research are errors, problems, and 

obstacles faced by the preservice teachers in solving PISA reading literacy 

questions. 
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c. The PISA questions in this research are reading literacy questions that are 

tested on the PISA 2018 assessment. 

d. The type of difficulty referred to in this study is the type of difficulty faced 

by the preservice teachers in solving PISA reading literacy questions that 

are adjusted to the proficiency standards at each level set out in the PISA 

2018 framework. This type of difficulty consists of several aspects, 

namely, find information, understand, evaluate and reflect. 
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