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Abstract

Students often struggle to transfer their procedural knowledge of linear equations into
meaningful solutions when faced with word problems, revealing a persistent gap in integrating
conceptual understanding, strategic reasoning, and metacognitive evaluation. This study
investigates students’ cognitive profiles in solving mathematical word problems involving
single-variable linear equations. Grounded in a synthesized framework from Polya’s heuristic
model and the NCTM problem-solving process, the research focuses on five cognitive stages:
understanding, analyzing, strategizing, executing, and evaluating. Using a qualitative
descriptive method, data were collected from 30 eighth-grade students through written tasks
and semi-structured interviews. The findings indicate strong performance in problem
comprehension; however, there was a notable decline in evaluation and reflection stages.
Interview data revealed that low-performing students often lacked conceptual understanding
and demonstrated limited metacognitive awareness, whereas high performers integrated
conceptual, procedural, and reflective thinking. This study highlights the gap between
procedural fluency and strategic reasoning across performance levels, emphasizing the need for
instructional approaches that integrate metacognitive scaffolding to enhance problem-solving
competence. A diagnostic framework is proposed to support teachers in identifying and
addressing students' cognitive needs.
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Introduction

Problem-solving has been widely acknowledged as a core competency in 2Ist-century
mathematics education (Albay, 2020; Fayakuun & Agoestanto, 2023; Fitriati & Marlaini, 2020;
Olivares et al., 2021; Szabo et al., 2020). It plays a central role in equipping students with
essential skills to deal with real-life situations by applying mathematical reasoning. Beyond
demonstrating mastery of mathematical content, the ability to solve problems also reflects
students’ critical, logical, and reflective thinking capacities (Harahap et al., 2024; Widyawati
& Rahayu, 2020). These competencies are essential in fostering students’ readiness for future
academic and professional challenges. As such, cultivating problem-solving proficiency is not
only a pedagogical goal but also a strategic educational priority.

Mathematical word problems—defined as verbal descriptions of mathematical tasks that
require students to extract relevant information, model the situation mathematically, and solve
for unknowns—are an integral component of mathematics instruction (Agusfianuddin et al.,
2024; Prasetya et al., 2019; Teo Lian Wan & Abdullah, 2023; Verschaftel et al., 2020). These
problems serve as meaningful contexts that challenge students to translate everyday or
academic scenarios into formal mathematical representations. This process is cognitively
demanding, as it involves understanding the problem scenario, formulating appropriate
mathematical models, selecting and executing relevant strategies, and interpreting results in
context. Success in solving word problems, therefore, depends on the coordination of multiple
cognitive domains. Furthermore, mathematical word problems provide opportunities to foster
higher-order thinking skills such as reasoning, communication, and the ability to connect
abstract mathematical ideas to real-world applications (Ida et al., 2021; Irmayanti et al., 2020).
These features make them a powerful pedagogical tool for promoting deep mathematical
understanding.

Despite their instructional value, many students still struggle significantly with word
problem solving. The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) has consistently
reported that Indonesian students perform poorly in mathematical literacy, which encompasses
the capacity to solve real-world problems using mathematical knowledge. According to the
2018 PISA report, over 70% of Indonesian students failed to attain Level 2, the minimum
benchmark indicating the ability to interpret and apply simple mathematical models in everyday
contexts (Ismail et al., 2018; Nurutami et al., 2018). This alarming statistic underscores the
pervasive gap in students’ cognitive readiness to engage with problem-solving tasks. It suggests
that many students lack the ability to move from verbal descriptions to symbolic reasoning,
which is a critical component of mathematical problem solving (Ruamba et al., 2024).

Additional studies corroborate this finding by showing that students face difficulties in
several key aspects of problem solving, including identifying relevant information, converting
text into mathematical symbols, choosing suitable operations, and analyzing problem structure.
These challenges suggest a disconnect between procedural knowledge and conceptual
understanding. Addressing such issues requires not only improved instruction but also a deeper
insight into students’ cognitive processing during problem solving. A promising avenue for
tackling this challenge lies in mapping students’ cognitive profiles to better understand their
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thinking processes. Cognitive profiling enables educators to pinpoint where and why students
encounter obstacles and how instruction can be tailored accordingly (Irianti, 2020; Pradestya et
al., 2020).

To that end, the current study adopts a cognitive diagnostic approach by integrating two
prominent frameworks in mathematical problem solving: Polya’s problem-solving steps and
the process standards proposed by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM).
Both frameworks consist of key stages—understanding the problem, devising a plan, executing
the plan, and reviewing the solution—yet they have rarely been synthesized into a unified,
operational framework. Such integration is necessary to develop a more comprehensive and
measurable model of student cognition. By aligning these stages with observable indicators,
educators can more precisely assess students’ problem-solving processes. This also creates
opportunities for more targeted assessment tools and instructional designs.

This study synthesizes the two models into five cognitive stages: (1) understanding and
formulating the problem, (2) analyzing and diagnosing the problem, (3) designing a solution
strategy, (4) executing the strategy and solving the problem, and (5) evaluating and reflecting.
Each stage is accompanied by specific indicators to support cognitive analysis. For example, in
the first stage, students are expected to identify given and required information, while in later
stages, they must be able to apply accurate procedures and verify their results. These indicators
serve not only as diagnostic tools but also as formative assessment instruments that can inform
instructional improvement. The integration of Polya and NCTM’s approaches within this
framework provides both theoretical depth and practical utility.

Recent studies have highlighted persistent challenges students face in solving linear
equations in one variable, particularly when presented in contextualized or word problem
formats (Mondal et al., 2025; Sanders et al., 2025; Schreiber, 2025; Sigus & Midamiirk, 2025).
These difficulties often stem from students’ limited ability to construct mathematical
representations from verbal descriptions and a lack of understanding of the inverse relationship
between operations (Kania et al., 2023; Kania & Juandi, 2023; Tao et al., 2025). Word problems
involving linear equations have been shown to require not only procedural fluency but also
conceptual understanding and strategic competence (Jupri & Drijvers, 2016; Kellman et al.,
2010). However, few studies have systematically classified such problems based on cognitive
demands and difficulty levels. The current study aims to fill this gap by developing and
analyzing word problems involving linear equations according to defined cognitive stages
defined in this study.

The significance of this study lies in its contribution to both theory and practice in
mathematics education. The proposed framework supports the development of differentiated
and responsive pedagogical strategies that address students’ individual cognitive needs
(Jimenez et al., 2024). It also provides empirical grounding for the design of process-based
assessments that go beyond evaluating final answers to capturing the quality of students’
thinking. In doing so, this research responds to the urgent need for instructional practices that
are aligned with the goals of 21st-century education. Moreover, by focusing on a foundational
topic—single-variable linear equations—this study ensures high applicability and relevance to
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secondary mathematics instruction (Rohimah et al., 2022). The cognitive profiles generated
through this framework can serve as a reference for future studies and educational interventions.

Existing studies have predominantly focused on procedural fluency or strategy use in
isolation, leaving limited insights into how students cognitively navigate the entire problem-
solving process. Addressing this gap, the present study explores students’ cognitive profiles in
solving mathematical word problems involving single-variable linear equations. Based on the
synthesized problem-solving framework combining Polya’s and NCTM’s models, at which
stages are students able to solve word problems involving single-variable linear equations, and
where do they experience cognitive difficulties?

Methods

This study employed a qualitative descriptive approach to explore students' mathematical
problem-solving abilities in depth. The participants were 30 eighth-grade students from a
Madrasah Tsanawiyah (Islamic junior high school) located in Majalengka Regency, West Java,
Indonesia. At the time of the study, students had previously been introduced to linear equations
in one variable as part of the national mathematics curriculum for Grade 8 in the previous
semester, but had not yet received formal reinforcement or problem-based instruction related
to real-life applications. Preliminary classroom observations and discussions with the
mathematics teacher indicated that while most students demonstrated basic procedural fluency,
their conceptual understanding and ability to apply mathematical reasoning in contextual
problems remained limited. The sample included 18 female and 12 male students, with an
average age of 14.1 years. The school is located in a peri-urban area with students coming from
varied socioeconomic backgrounds.

Data were collected during the second semester of the 2024/2025 academic year through
a written mathematical problem-solving test. The test was administered over 80 minutes (2
40-minute sessions) under controlled conditions. Students were not permitted to use notes,
calculators, or reference materials, and the administration was closely supervised to ensure the
authenticity of individual responses. This setting was designed to elicit students’ natural
cognitive strategies and provide valid insight into their mathematical thinking processes.

The instrument consisted of a structured set of three open-ended word problems, each
representing a distinct level of difficulty—Ilow, moderate, and high. The instrument consisted
of a structured set of three open-ended word problems, each representing a distinct level of
difficulty—low, moderate, and high. To ensure content validity, the instrument was reviewed
by three experts in mathematics education: a professor, an associate professor, and a senior
secondary school mathematics teacher with decades of teaching experience. Their evaluations
confirmed that the problems were appropriate, clear, and aligned with the cognitive demands
targeted in this study. Reliability was addressed by piloting the instrument with a group of
students not involved in the main study to ensure clarity of wording and consistency of student
interpretation.

The items were carefully constructed to assess students’ ability to solve contextual
problems involving single-variable linear equations. Each task was systematically aligned with
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five cognitive stages adapted from a synthesis of Polya’s four-step problem-solving model and

the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) process standards: (1) understanding

and formulating the problem, (2) analyzing and diagnosing the problem, (3) designing a

solution strategy, (4) executing the strategy and solving the problem, and (5) evaluating and

reflecting on the result. For each stage, multiple performance indicators were developed to

enable a fine-grained analysis of students' cognitive responses. The three test items were as

follows:

1) Item 1 (Low difficulty): A basic relational age problem requiring students to apply simple
addition to determine an individual's age.

2) Item 2 (Moderate difficulty): A transactional problem involving the purchase of pencils,
requiring students to use subtraction and division based on price and change received.

3) Item 3 (High difficulty): A proportional distribution problem that required students to
construct and solve single-variable linear equations based on the comparative amounts
received by two individuals.

Each item was scored using a rubric that awarded points based on the five cognitive
stages, with increasing complexity reflected in the maximum possible scores: 25 for low, 35 for
moderate, and 40 for high difficulty. This rubric allowed evaluators to assess not only whether
students arrived at the correct answer, but also how they reasoned through the problem.

Table 1. Structure and scoring of word problems by cognitive stage and difficulty

No. Difficulty Problem Statement Total Indicators
Level Score
1 Low Adi is currently 10 25 1. Understanding and Formulating the Problem
years older than his o Identify known information (2)
younger sibling. If ¢ Determine what is asked (2)
the sibling is 8 years 2. Analyzing and Diagnosing the Problem
old, how old is Adi? e Recognize the relationship in age (2)

o Understand that only addition is needed (2)
3. Designing a Solution Strategy
o Choose addition as the main operation (2)
¢ Outline calculation steps (2)
4. Executing the Strategy and Solving the
Problem
¢ Perform addition correctly (4)
¢ Ensure no calculation error (3)
5. Evaluation and Reflection
o Recheck the result against given information
3)
o Confirm answer fits the relationship (3)
2 Moderate A store sells pencils 35 1. Understanding and Formulating the Problem

for Rp2,000 each. If o Identify known information (2)
a customer pays o Determine what is asked (2)
Rp18,000 and 2. Analyzing and Diagnosing the Problem
receives Rp2,000 in e Link to relevant concepts/theories (3)
change, how many o Identify relationships in the problem (3)
pencils were 3. Designing a Solution Strategy
bought? e Choose the division to find the quantity (3)

¢ Plan calculation steps accurately (3)
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No. Difficulty Problem Statement Total Indicators
Level Score
4. Executing the Strategy and Solving the
Problem
o Perform division correctly (5)
o Ensure consistency with problem data (4)
5.Evaluation and Reflection
e Recheck results by recalculating (4)
o Confirm consistency with the question
scenario (4)
3 High A father divides 40  1.Understanding and Formulating the Problem
money between his o Identify known information (3)
two children. The e Determine what is asked (3)
first child receives 2. Analyzing and Diagnosing the Problem
three times as much e Recognize proportional relationship (3)
as the second. If the e [dentify pattern in distribution (3)
total amount is 3. Designing a Solution Strategy

Rp48,000, how ¢ Choose to solve equation via addition and
much does each division (3)

child receive? ¢ Plan steps to find required value (4)

4. Executing the Strategy and Solving the
Problem
e Solve the equation (7)
o Ensure no calculation errors (5)
5.Evaluation and Reflection
¢ Verify result by recalculating (5)
o Confirm answer matches the scenario (4)

The data analysis followed three major steps: (1) reviewing and interpreting students'
written responses individually, (2) categorizing the data according to the cognitive indicators
for each problem-solving stage, and (3) drawing conclusions based on emerging patterns and
tendencies. These steps were carried out manually and collaboratively to enhance reliability
and ensure consistent coding. The goal of the analysis was to identify the specific cognitive
stages that students were able to complete and to diagnose the stages where cognitive
breakdowns occurred. This structured approach facilitated a nuanced understanding of students’
problem-solving behavior in relation to the synthesized theoretical model. Findings were
validated through peer debriefing and triangulation across scorers.

In the Indonesian education system, the Minimum Mastery Criterion (Kriteria
Ketuntasan Minimal, KKM) serves as a benchmark to determine whether students have
achieved the expected level of competence in a given subject area. In this study, the KKM for
mathematics in the participating school was set at 75, in accordance with national curriculum
standards. This threshold was used as a reference point to interpret students’ performance on
the problem-solving test. Responses that demonstrated understanding and accurate application
of concepts were compared against the KKM to determine whether students had met the
minimum expected proficiency. The KKM also informed the classification of students’ overall
mastery levels and guided the discussion on pedagogical implications, particularly in
identifying areas where instructional reinforcement may be needed.
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In addition to the written test, semi-structured interviews were conducted to gain deeper
insights into students' cognitive strategies and reasoning processes during problem solving. A
purposive sample of six students was selected based on the diversity of their written test
responses—representing low, moderate, and high levels of performance. The interviews were
conducted individually within one week after the test administration, each lasting
approximately 20—30 minutes. Guided by a flexible interview protocol, students were asked to
explain their thought processes, justify their answers, and reflect on the difficulties they
encountered. All interviews were audio-recorded with participants’ consent and transcribed
verbatim for qualitative analysis. The data were then coded inductively to identify emerging
patterns related to problem comprehension, strategy formulation, and error tendencies.

Subsequently, interviews were conducted with nine students selected as samples
representing low, medium, and high performance levels based on their scores on problem-
solving tasks categorized as easy, moderate, and difficult. This selection aimed to explore
variations in students' cognitive processes across different levels of problem-solving ability.
The interviews provided deeper insights into students' reasoning and thought patterns,
complementing the written test data.

Results

Achievement of indicators based on problem-solving stages

The analysis was conducted by categorizing student achievement data into five stages of
problem-solving, synthesized from Polya's model and the framework of the National Council
of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM). These stages include: (1) Understanding and
Formulating the Problem, (2) Analyzing and Diagnosing the Problem, (3) Designing a Solution
Strategy, (4) Executing the Strategy and Solving the Problem, and (5) Evaluation and
Reflection. The quantitative data are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Average student achievement at each problem-solving stage

Problem-Solving Stage  Average Score (%) Description
Understanding and ) 'Students.were able to identify key
. 93.5% information and understand the
Formulating the Problem .
question
Analyzing and Diagnosing Students struggled to link information
65.3% :
the Problem with relevant concepts or patterns
Designing a Solution 56.00 Students used memorized methods
Strategy e without contextual adaptation
Executing the Strategy and 55 30, High frequency of procedural and
. 0

Solving calculation errors
Most students did not check or reflect

Evaluation and Reflection 32.3% .
on the accuracy of their answers

The highest achievement was found in the first stage—understanding and formulating the
problem—with an average score of 93.5%. This result indicates that most students were
proficient in identifying important information and grasping the literal meaning of the question.
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However, performance significantly declined in subsequent stages: only 65.3% in analyzing
and diagnosing, 56.0% in designing a strategy, 55.3% in executing it, and merely 32.3% in the
final evaluation and reflection stage. These findings suggest that while students could decode
explicit information in the text, they struggled with abstract reasoning, planning, and verifying
their solutions. As reflected in students' cognitive behavior, a lack of metacognitive awareness
emerged as a critical barrier—highlighting that students not only failed to deeply understand
the problem but were also unable to monitor and evaluate their own thinking processes.

Interview findings based on task level and student performance

Additional insights were obtained from interviews with students of low, moderate, and high
performance across the three difficulty levels. Thematic open coding revealed five dominant
themes: understanding the problem, difficulty recalling formulas, basic arithmetic ability,
limitations in procedural planning, and weak reflection on results. These are summarized in
Table 3.

Table 3. Summary of interviews by question difficulty and student performance

Task Level Student Category Main Difficulty Recognized Strength
Low Cannot perform Understands the problem
calculations
Easy Moderate Forgot the formula Can perform calculations
. Understands and applies
High ) the formula
Low Hard to recall the Understands the problem
formula
Moderate Moderate Does not know the Understands and can
formula calculate
) The problem is easy to
High ) understand
Does not understand the
Low problem Can apply the formula
. Cannot understand or .
Difficult Moderate Can perform calculations
recall formula
High i Understands the problem

thoroughly

Comprehension emerged as a consistent predictor of high performance across all levels.
In contrast, low-performing students frequently cited confusion or forgetfulness regarding
formulas as their main challenge. Some students with strong calculation skills still showed
difficulty in planning and articulating systematic solution steps. Moreover, very few students
demonstrated metacognitive behaviors such as checking or validating their solutions—further
reinforcing the weakness of the reflective dimension in their thinking. The presence or absence
of reflection may therefore be a distinguishing factor between surface-level understanding and
deeper cognitive engagement.
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Analysis of student responses based on problem-solving stage

Students’ written responses were analyzed using a rubric aligned with five cognitive stages
adapted from Polya’s and NCTM’s problem-solving frameworks: (1) understanding and
formulating the problem, (2) analyzing and diagnosing the problem, (3) designing a solution
strategy, (4) executing the strategy and solving the problem, and (5) evaluating and reflecting.
Each stage contained specific performance indicators, and responses were scored accordingly
to generate a profile of each student’s problem-solving ability across tasks of varying difficulty.
The analysis process involved both descriptive coding and interpretative categorization to
identify key patterns, misconceptions, and strategic behaviors. Based on these profiles, three
students were purposively selected to represent distinct levels of performance—Ilow, moderate,
and high—which are illustrated respectively in Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3. The selection
was grounded on the total score distribution and the consistency of students’ cognitive
performance across tasks, ensuring that each figure reflects a prototypical example of the
corresponding ability level.

A store sells pencils for Rp2,000 each. If a customer pays Epl8,000
and recerves Rp2 000 1n change, how many pencils were bought?
Solution:
Known:

s Price per pencil = Rp2 000

s Amount paid by the customer = Rpl8.000

s Change received = Rp2 000
Asked:
How many pencils did the customer buy?
Answer:
Amount used to buy pencils = Amount paid — Change
=18.000-2.000

= B pencils
Therefore, the number of pencils bought is § pencils.

Figure 1. High-performing student response

The high-performing student demonstrated complete problem comprehension and
accurate data representation. Key variables such as unit price, payment amount, and change
were clearly identified and logically processed. The student correctly subtracted the change
from the total payment to obtain the cost of the pencils, and then divided by the unit price.
Importantly, the student ended their solution with a clear and contextually relevant conclusion.
This indicates strong integration of conceptual understanding, procedural execution, and
reflective thinking—Xkey attributes of high-level problem-solving per the NCTM framework.

Interview excerpt: "I first checked what the question was asking, then I subtracted the
change and divided by the price. I checked again to make sure it made
sense."
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A store sells pencils for Rp2 000 each. If a customer pays Rp18_000
and recetves Rp2 000 in change, how many pencils were bought?
Solution:
Known:
s+ Price of pencil = Rp2 000 each
+» Money=Rpl8.000
s Change =Ep2 000
Asked:
How many pencils were bought?
Answer:
18,000 +2=9000-2000=7
So, the number of pencils bought i1s 7 pencils.

Figure 2. Moderate-performing student response

The moderate-performing student displayed an initial understanding of the problem but
lacked strategic clarity. Although essential information was noted, the representation of
relationships among variables was unclear. The calculation steps appeared intuitive rather than
systematically derived. Mathematical symbols such as fractions and values were present, but
their relevance to the problem context was not explicitly explained. This reflects a partial
strategic approach and low metacognitive control, as the solution lacked documentation of
reasoning and internal validation.

Interview excerpt. "I remembered the numbers but wasn’t sure what to do. I just tried
something that seemed to work."

A store sells pencils for Rp2 000 each. If a customer pays Rp18. 000
and receives Rp2,000 in change, how many pencils were bought?
Solution:
Known:
s The price of a pencil 1s Rp2_000 each
» A customer pays Rpl8.000
s Receiwves Rp2 000 1n change
Asked:
How many pencils were bought?
Answer:
Ep18.000 — Rp2 000 = Rpl6.000
Ex2=16
S0, the number of pencils bought is 8.

Figure 3. Low-performing student response

The low-performing student exhibited conceptual misunderstanding from the outset.
Although some given data were transcribed, the student proceeded to divide the payment by the
unit price without accounting for the change. This error revealed a failure to connect the
numeric data to the transaction context. No strategy was evident prior to calculations, and the
process lacked analysis or verification. The thinking was procedural and mechanical, without
reflective judgment, indicative of a concrete operational cognitive stage.

Interview excerpt: "I just divided the money by the price, like we usually do. I didn’t think
about the change."

The interview excerpt “I just divided the money by the price, like we usually do. I didn’t
think about the change” reflects a procedural but non-strategic approach to problem solving,
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where the student relies on habitual methods rather than contextual reasoning. This response
indicates the presence of surface-level procedural knowledge—the student applies a memorized
formula or operation (division) without assessing its relevance to the problem’s context. The
failure to account for the “change” suggests a lack of conceptual understanding, particularly in
representing and manipulating real-world quantities within a mathematical model.

Table 4 presents a synthesized comparison of student thinking characteristics, which refer
to the observable patterns of cognitive engagement demonstrated in students’ written problem-
solving responses. These characteristics encompass the degree of conceptual understanding, the
strategic quality of their solution approach, and the extent of reflective or metacognitive
behavior (e.g., checking results, justifying steps).

The classification into “high,” “moderate,” and “low” levels was based on a holistic
analysis of students’ responses across the three word problems, using the five-stage cognitive
framework described earlier (understanding, analyzing, strategizing, executing, and
evaluating). Each student’s thinking profile was assessed through qualitative coding of their
written work, considering aspects such as clarity of reasoning, coherence of mathematical
models, use of appropriate strategies, and signs of error-checking or reflection. Representative
students were selected to exemplify each level, ensuring consistency in the cognitive patterns

observed.
Table 4. Synthesized comparison of student thinking based on responses
Student Thinking .
Level Characteristics Main Error Strength
. i 1 1 i
High Strateglc, conceptual, Almost none Clear reasoning
reflective sequence
Partially strategic, Unclear steps and General idea of
Moderate . .. . . :
intuitive Iinconsistent strategy solution path
Procedural, lacks Misinterprets the problem Some basic
Low . . . . .
context and omits key variables arithmetic ability

The interview process in this study was conducted in two distinct stages, each serving a
complementary purpose. The first stage was a diagnostic interview, conducted shortly after the
written test, and aimed at clarifying students’ initial reasoning, thought processes, and any
ambiguous responses in their written work. This stage helped validate interpretations of student
strategies and errors, ensuring alignment between observed responses and student intent.
Interviews were semi-structured and guided by students' actual test papers, allowing them to
elaborate on their solution paths or explain skipped steps.

The second stage was a reflective interview, conducted approximately one week later,
focusing on students’ broader perceptions of problem-solving, their self-identified strengths
and challenges, and metacognitive reflections such as how they checked or revised their
answers. This stage provided richer insights into the underlying cognitive and affective factors
influencing performance and formed the basis for thematic analysis, as summarized in Table 5.
While both stages used semi-structured protocols, the first stage was tightly bound to specific
responses, whereas the second stage allowed for more open-ended reflection and cross-item
discussion
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Table 5. Interview themes and descriptions

Theme Description
Problem Comprehension  Key indicator of high performance across all problem levels
Reported mainly in moderate and difficult tasks by low-
performing students
Arithmetic Ability Strength recognized by high- and moderate-performing students
Difficulty in outlilnterviewning solution steps despite
understanding the problem
Rarely expressed awareness of checking or evaluating final
answers

Formula Difficulty

Procedural Limitation

Weak Reflection

Discussion

The findings from this study indicate that students' mathematical problem-solving processes do
not yet fully demonstrate optimal performance across all cognitive stages, particularly in the
metacognitive dimension. The highest achievement occurred at the stage of understanding and
formulating the problem (93.5%), suggesting that most students could identify explicit
information such as numbers and keywords. This aligns with previous research which
emphasized that literal reading ability in mathematical contexts does not always translate into
comprehensive problem-solving skills (Diaz, 2022). However, performance declined sharply in
the more advanced stages, especially evaluation and reflection, which scored only 32.3%. This
suggests a significant weakness in metacognitive regulation, including the ability to verify,
revise, and evaluate one's own strategies and solutions (Teng, 2020).

When considered alongside the written test analysis, the interview findings presented in
Table 3 provide further depth and validation to the cognitive profiles synthesized in Table 4.
Notably, students categorized as high-performing consistently demonstrated strong problem
comprehension and minimal difficulty across all task levels, aligning with the “strategic,
conceptual, and reflective” thinking profile observed in their written responses (Kania et al.,
2023; Kholid, Swastika, et al., 2022; Susilo et al., 2023). Similarly, moderate-performing
students often exhibited partial understanding and reliance on intuition, as reflected in both their
ability to perform calculations and their lack of systematic planning—corroborating the
characterization of “partially strategic” thinking with inconsistent execution (Angraini et al.,
2023; Nufus et al., 2024; Shi & Qu, 2022).

In contrast, low-performing students frequently reported difficulty recalling formulas or
interpreting the problem context (Geraci et al., 2023; Park & Cheon, 2025; Tschisgale et al.,
2025). This mirrors the procedural, surface-level engagement identified in their written work,
characterized by omitted variables and misinterpretations (XX). Across all performance levels,
the lack of metacognitive awareness during interviews—particularly in terms of checking or
justifying answers—teinforces the observed weakness in the “evaluation and reflection” stage
of problem solving (Alias et al., 2024; Kania et al., 2024; Prabandari et al., 2024). Thus, the
combined analysis of Table 3 and Table 4 offers a coherent portrait of how students' observable
behaviors and verbalized reasoning converge to shape their mathematical thinking profiles.
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Qualitative interview findings reinforce this pattern. Low-performing students often cited
misunderstanding the problem or forgetting formulas as their primary difficulties. While some
students managed to perform calculations, they lacked strategic reasoning or reflection
regarding the contextual relevance of their answers. This points to a disconnect between
procedural competence and conceptual understanding. The findings support Schoenfeld's
assertion that problem-solving involves a complex interaction of conceptual knowledge,
strategic behavior, and metacognitive control (Braithwaite & Sprague, 2021; Levin, 2018;
Novianti & Aini, 2023).

Further analysis of students’ written work highlights the role of cognitive quality in
influencing performance. High-performing students displayed strategic and reflective thinking,
processing information systematically and concluding with a contextualized validation. This is
indicative of active metacognition—an essential trait in NCTM’s problem-solving framework
and Polya’s model (Hancock & Karakok, 2021; Kholid, Sa'Dijah, et al., 2022). In contrast,
students with moderate ability demonstrated partially structured strategies. Their reasoning was
often intuitive, inconsistent, and lacked explicit explanation, reflecting a transitional stage from
procedural to conceptual thinking. Within Bloom’s taxonomy, these students operate mostly at
the application level, falling short of analysis or evaluation stages (Shaikh et al., 2021).

More concerning are the findings from low-performing students, who largely operated
within a mechanical procedural thinking framework. These students recorded data but failed to
interpret it contextually, often ignoring key variables like change. This indicates a conceptual
misconception in which relationships among information are not perceived as part of a unified
problem structure. As Hiebert and Lefevre, highlighted, conceptual understanding enables
flexible connections between mathematical ideas; its absence inhibits knowledge transfer (Kim,
2020; Mutawah et al., 2019).

Interview themes revealed five primary barriers: lack of problem comprehension, formula
recall difficulty, weak procedural planning, low reflective capacity, and insufficient strategic
awareness. Of these, problem comprehension consistently distinguished high- from low-
performing students, underlining its foundational importance in the problem-solving process.
These findings reinforce the need for instructional practices that develop both cognitive and
metacognitive competencies.

The interview excerpts illustrate dual-layered student difficulties in both cognitive and
metacognitive aspects. Students faced obstacles not only in generating strategies but also in
evaluating their thinking processes. This underscores the importance of instruction that goes
beyond formulaic mastery, promoting strategy design, cognitive flexibility, and self-regulated
reflection (Garcia-Pérez et al., 2021; Hartelt & Martens, 2024). From a metacognitive
perspective, the student demonstrates minimal self-monitoring and evaluation, as evidenced by
the admission of not reflecting on the logical fit between the operation performed and the
problem scenario. This aligns with previous findings that students often default to routine
procedures in the absence of metacognitive control mechanisms (Clark et al., 2024; Wang et
al., 2023). The reliance on “what we usually do” suggests cognitive rigidity and a limited
repertoire of problem-solving strategies, which impedes flexible adaptation to novel or slightly
altered contexts (Kim, 2020).
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These findings emphasize the value of mathematics instruction that cultivates not only
procedural skills but also strategic and reflective thinking. Educators should incorporate
strategy-based problem-solving models supported by metacognitive scaffolding such as guiding
questions, self-reflection, and classroom discussions on strategies. Such approaches deepen
understanding and empower students to monitor and regulate their own thinking processes—
an essential competency for 21st-century learners (Radovan, 2019; Tachie, 2019).

Conclusion

This study revealed that students’ mathematical problem-solving performance is heavily
concentrated in the early stages of the cognitive process—particularly in identifying and
interpreting explicit information—yet declines markedly in later stages requiring strategic
planning, execution, and metacognitive reflection. The quantitative findings show that while
most students are capable of understanding the surface structure of problems, fewer
demonstrate the ability to connect mathematical concepts, construct solution strategies, or
evaluate the appropriateness of their answers. These patterns were further confirmed by
qualitative interviews, which underscored the gap between procedural fluency and conceptual
understanding, particularly among low- and moderate-performing students.

The integration of Polya’s and NCTM’s frameworks proved effective in mapping the
diverse cognitive profiles exhibited by students, offering a practical tool for diagnosing thinking
patterns at each stage of problem solving. High-performing students consistently exhibited
metacognitive awareness, including planning, self-monitoring, and reflective judgment—traits
notably absent in low-performing peers. These results reinforce the importance of explicitly
teaching not only mathematical procedures but also cognitive and metacognitive strategies as
core components of problem-solving instruction.

From a pedagogical perspective, the findings advocate for the adoption of instructional
approaches that combine conceptual scaffolding with structured opportunities for
metacognitive engagement, such as guided self-questioning, collaborative reflection, and
strategic modeling. Future research should extend this inquiry by incorporating longitudinal
data and intervention-based designs to assess how cognitive and metacognitive training impacts
student achievement over time. Ultimately, the development of reflective, strategic problem
solvers requires a shift from content delivery to the cultivation of independent and adaptive
mathematical thinkers—an imperative for 21st-century education.

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations that should be acknowledged.
The participant sample was confined to 30 eighth-grade students from a single Islamic junior
high school in West Java, thereby restricting the generalizability of the findings across different
educational and cultural contexts. Additionally, the scope of the inquiry was limited to linear
equations in one variable, and may not capture cognitive behaviors across other mathematical
domains. The absence of classroom observations also limits contextual interpretation of
students’ reasoning processes. Future research should involve larger, more diverse student
samples and incorporate multimodal data sources—such as classroom discourse, eye-tracking,
or think-aloud protocols—to gain deeper insight into the real-time dynamics of mathematical
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problem solving. Longitudinal and intervention-based designs are also needed to evaluate how
cognitive and metacognitive training can systematically improve student outcomes over time.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest regarding the publication of this manuscript

Author Contributions

Zaenal Arifin: Conceptualization, writing - original draft, editing, and visualization; Al Jupri:
Formal analysis, methodology, validation and supervision.

References

Agusfianuddin, A., Herman, T., & Turmudi, T. (2024). Difficulties in mathematical language
and representation among elementary school students when solving word problems.
Jurnal Elemen, 10(3), 567-581. https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v10i3.258 14

Albay, E. M. (2020). Towards a 21st Century Mathematics Classroom: Investigating the Effects
of the Problem-Solving Approach Among Tertiary Education Students. Asia-Pacific
Social Science Review, 20(2). https://doi.org/10.59588/2350-8329.1303

Alias, N. H., Shahrill, M., Nurhasanah, F., & Adnan, M. (2024). Effects of Virtual Algebra
Tiles on the Performance of Year § Students in Solving Algebraic Linear Equations.
International Journal of Mathematics and Mathematics Education, 175-192.
https://doi.org/10.56855/ijmme.v2i3.1067

Angraini, L. M., Larsari, V. N., Muhammad, 1., & Kania, N. (2023). Generalizations and
analogical reasoning of junior high school viewed from bruner’s learning theory. 72,291—
306.

Braithwaite, D. W., & Sprague, L. (2021). Conceptual Knowledge, Procedural Knowledge, and
Metacognition in Routine and Nonroutine Problem Solving. Cognitive Science, 45(10).
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.13048

Clark, R. M., Guldiken, R., Kaw, A., & Uyanik, O. (2024). The case for metacognition support
in a flipped STEM course. International Journal of Mechanical Engineering Education.
https://doi.org/10.1177/03064190241255113

Diaz, V. (2022). Design and Validation of a Test for the Types of Mathematical Problems
Associated with Reading Comprehension. FEducation Sciences, 12(11), 795.
https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil2110795

Fayakuun, M., & Agoestanto, A. (2023). Research trends on flipped classrooms of mathematics
creative thinking, critical thinking, and problem-solving skills. Jurnal Elemen, 9(2), 558—
577. https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v9i2.15150

Fitriati, F., & Marlaini, M. (2020). Menumbuhkan Kemampuan Pemecahan Masalah
Matematika Siswa melalui Model Belajar PBL Berbasis Rich Task Matematika
[Cultivating Students' Mathematical Problem Solving Skills through the Rich Task-Based
PBL Learning Model. Numeracy, 7(1), 20-34.
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v7i1.996

Garcia-Pérez, D., Fraile, J., & Panadero, E. (2021). Learning strategies and self-regulation in
context: how higher education students approach different courses, assessments, and

893


https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v10i3.25814
https://doi.org/10.59588/2350-8329.1303
https://doi.org/10.56855/ijmme.v2i3.1067
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.13048
https://doi.org/10.1177/03064190241255113
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12110795
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v9i2.15150
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v7i1.996

Zaenal Arifin, Al Jupri

challenges. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 36(2), 533-550.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-020-00488-z

Geraci, L., Kurpad, N., Tirso, R., Gray, K. N., & Wang, Y. (2023). Metacognitive errors in the
classroom: The role of variability of past performance on exam prediction accuracy.
Metacognition and Learning, 18(1), 219-236. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-022-
09326-7

Hancock, E., & Karakok, G. (2021). Supporting the Development of Process-Focused
Metacognition During Problem-Solving. PRIMUS, 31(8), 837-854.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511970.2020.1772914

Harahap, A. N., Bentri, A., Musdi, E., Yerizon, Y., & Armiati, A. (2024). Analysis of students’
critical thinking skills in solving mathematics problems in terms of students’ initial
ability. Indonesian Journal of Science and Mathematics Education, 7(1), 39.
https://doi.org/10.24042/ijsme.v711.18014

Hartelt, T., & Martens, H. (2024). Self-regulatory and metacognitive instruction regarding
student conceptions: influence on students’ self-efficacy and cognitive load. Frontiers in
Psychology, 15. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1450947

Ida, S., Aziz, R., & Irawan, W. H. (2021). Critical and Creative Thinking Skills to Solving Math
Story Problems in Elementary School Students. Jurnal Tatsqif, 19(2), 98-113.
https://doi.org/10.20414/jtq.v1912.4069

Irianti, N. P. (2020). Analisis Kemampuan Penalaran Siswa dalam Memecahkan Masalah
Matematika Berdasarkan Langkah-Langkah Polya [Analysis of Students' Reasoning
Ability in Solving Mathematical Problems Based on Polya's Steps. MUST: Journal of
Mathematics Education, Science and Technology, 5(1), 80.
https://doi.org/10.30651/must.v5i1.3622

Irmayanti, R., Pasaribu, L. H., Rahma, I. F., & Nazliah, R. (2020). Analisis Kemampuan
Menyelesaikan Soal Cerita Ditinjau dari Kemampuan Penalaran dan Komunikasi
Matematis Siswa [Analysis of the Ability to Solve Story Problems Reviewed from
Students' Mathematical Reasoning and Communication Abilities. Numeracy, 7(2).
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v7i2.1205

Ismail, H. H., Duskri, M., Zubainur, C. M., & Munzir, S. (2018). Analysis of Student Ability
in Solving PISA-Like Math Problems: a case study in SMPN 8 Banda Aceh, Indonesia.
International  Journal of  Scientific Research and  Management, 6(12).
https://doi.org/10.18535/ijstm/v6112.m01

Jimenez, B., Root, J., Shurr, J., & Bouck, E. C. (2024). Using the Four Stages of Learning to
Assess, Set Goals, and Instruct. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 56(6), 452—461.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00400599211054873

Jupri, A., & Drijvers, P. (2016). Student Difficulties in Mathematizing Word Problems in
Algebra. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 12(9).
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2016.1299a

Kania, N., Fitriani, C., & Bonyah, E. (2023). Analysis of Students’ Critical Thinking Skills
Based on Prior Knowledge Mathematics. International Journal of Contemporary Studies
in Education (IJ-CSE, 2(1), 49-58. https://doi.org/10.56855/ijcse.v2i1.248

Kania, N., & Juandi, D. (2023). Does self-concept affect mathematics learning achievement. ?,
17(3), 455—461. https://doi.org/10.11591/edulearn.v17i3.20554

Kania, N., Kusumah, Y. S., Dahlan, J. A., Nurlaelah, E., Giirbliz, F., & Bonyah, E. (2024).
Constructing and providing content validity evidence through the Aiken’s V index based
on the experts’ judgments of the instrument to measure mathematical problem-solving
skills.  REID  (Research and Evaluation in  Education, 10(1), 64-79.
https://doi.org/10.21831/reid.v10i1.71032

894


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-020-00488-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-022-09326-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-022-09326-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511970.2020.1772914
https://doi.org/10.24042/ijsme.v7i1.18014
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1450947
https://doi.org/10.20414/jtq.v19i2.4069
https://doi.org/10.30651/must.v5i1.3622
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v7i2.1205
https://doi.org/10.18535/ijsrm/v6i12.m01
https://doi.org/10.1177/00400599211054873
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2016.1299a
https://doi.org/10.56855/ijcse.v2i1.248
https://doi.org/10.11591/edulearn.v17i3.20554
https://doi.org/10.21831/reid.v10i1.71032

Unveiling students’ cognitive patterns in word problem solving: The case ...

Kellman, P. J., Massey, C. M., & Son, J. Y. (2010). Perceptual Learning Modules in
Mathematics: Enhancing Students’ Pattern Recognition, Structure Extraction, and
Fluency. Topics in Cognitive Science, 2(2), 285-305. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-
8765.2009.01053.x

Kholid, M. N., Sa'Dijah, C., Hidayanto, E., & Permadi, H. (2022). Students’ reflective thinking
pattern changes and characteristics of problem solving. Reflective Practice, 23(3), 319—
341. https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2021.2025353

Kholid, M. N., Swastika, A., Ishartono, N., Nurcahyo, A., Tin Lam, T., Maharani, S., Ikram,
M., Murniasih, T. R., Majid, M., Wijaya, A. P., & Pratiwi, E. (2022). Hierarchy of
Students’ Reflective Thinking Levels in Mathematical Problem Solving. Acta Scientiae,
24(6), 24-59. https://doi.org/10.17648/acta.scientiae.6883

Kim, H. (2020). Concreteness Fading Strategy: A Promising and Sustainable Instructional
Model in Mathematics Classrooms. Sustainability, 12(6), 2211.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062211

Levin, M. (2018). Conceptual and Procedural Knowledge During Strategy Construction: A
Complex Knowledge Systems Perspective. Cognition and Instruction, 36(3), 247-278.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2018.1464003

Mondal, S., Khatua, D., Mandal, S., Prasad, D. K., & Sekh, A. A. (2025). BMWP: the first
Bengali math word problems dataset for operation prediction and solving. Discover
Artificial Intelligence, 5(1), 25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-025-00243-7

Mutawah, M. A. A., Thomas, R., Eid, A., Mahmoud, E. Y., & Fateel, M. J. (2019). Conceptual
Understanding, Procedural Knowledge and Problem-Solving Skills in Mathematics: High
School Graduates Work Analysis and Standpoints. International Journal of Education
and Practice, 7(3), 258-273. https://doi.org/10.18488/journal.61.2019.73.258.273

Novianti, P. V., & Aini, N. (2023). Investigasi Aktivitas Metakognisi Siswa SMP Perempuan
dalam Menyelesaikan Soal Cerita [Investigation of Metacognitive Activities of Female
Junior High School Students in Solving Story Problems. Numeracy, 10(1), 11-20.
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v10i1.1896

Nufus, H., Muhandaz, R., Hasanuddin, N., E, A., R, F., J, R., Hayati, I. R., & Situmorang, D.
D. B. (2024). Analyzing the students’ mathematical creative thinking ability in terms of
self-regulated learning: How do we find what we are looking for? Heliyon, 10(3), 24871.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e24871

Nurutami, A., Riyadi, R., & Subanti, S. (2018, 2018). Identification of Mathematical Literacy
Students Level 2, 3, 4 of Pisa Task Proceedings of the International Conference on
Mathematics and Islam, http://dx.doi.org/10.5220/0008523004230426

Olivares, D., Lupiafiez, J. L., & Segovia, I. (2021). Roles and characteristics of problem solving
in the mathematics curriculum: a review. International Journal of Mathematical
Education in Science and Technology, 52(7), 1079-1096.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020739X.2020.1738579

Park, E., & Cheon, J. (2025). Exploring Debugging Challenges and Strategies Using Structural
Topic Model: A Comparative Analysis of High and Low-Performing Students. Journal
of Educational Computing Research, 62(8), 1884-1906.
https://doi.org/10.1177/07356331241291174

Prabandari, R. S., Nurhasanah, F., & Siswanto, S. (2024). Analyzing Student Creative Thinking
with Wallas Theory. International Journal of Mathematics and Mathematics Education,
114-127. https://doi.org/10.56855/ijjmme.v2i2.1056

Pradestya, R., Imswatama, A., & Siti Balkist, P. (2020). Analisis kemampuan kognitif pada
langkah-langkah pemecahan masalah ditinjau dari kecerdasan logis-matematis [ Analysis
of cognitive abilities in problem solving steps viewed from the perspective of logical-

895


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01053.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01053.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2021.2025353
https://doi.org/10.17648/acta.scientiae.6883
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12062211
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2018.1464003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-025-00243-7
https://doi.org/10.18488/journal.61.2019.73.258.273
https://doi.org/10.46244/numeracy.v10i1.1896
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e24871
http://dx.doi.org/10.5220/0008523004230426
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020739X.2020.1738579
https://doi.org/10.1177/07356331241291174
https://doi.org/10.56855/ijmme.v2i2.1056

Zaenal Arifin, Al Jupri

mathematical intelligence. Symmetry.: Pasundan Journal of Research in Mathematics
Learning and Education, 5. https://doi.org/10.23969/symmetry.v5il.1723

Prasetya, A., Fatichah, C., & Yuhana, U. L. (2019). Parsing struktur semantik soal cerita
matematika berbahasa indonesia menggunakan recursive neural network [Parsing the
semantic structure of Indonesian language mathematical story problems using recursive
neural networks. Register: Jurnal I[lmiah Teknologi Sistem Informasi, 5(2), 118.
https://doi.org/10.26594/register.v512.1537

Radovan, M. (2019). Cognitive and metacognitive aspects of key competency “learning to
learn. Pedagogika, 133(1), 28—42. https://doi.org/10.15823/p.2019.133.2

Rohimah, S. M., Darhim, D., & Juandi, D. (2022). A local instructional theory (LIT) for
teaching linear equation through STEM instruction. Jurnal Elemen, 8(2), 340-351.
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v8i2.4727

Ruamba, M. Y., Sukestiyarno, Y. L., Rochmad, & Asih, T. S. N. (2024). Representation Process
of Prospective Teachers in Solving Mathematical Problems Based on Cognitive Style.
Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, 24(5).
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v24i5.6998

Sanders, M., Kwok, M., & Gooden, M. (2025). What makes a math word problem solvable and
clear? An analysis of pre-service teachers’ two-step problem posing. The Journal of
Mathematical Behavior, 80, 101267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmathb.2025.101267

Schreiber, I. (2025). Teaching mathematical word problem-solving in middle school: teachers’
knowledge and their associated self-efficacy and beliefs. Discover Education, 4(1), 85.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00479-6

Shaikh, S., Daudpotta, S. M., & Imran, A. S. (2021). Bloom’s Learning Outcomes’ Automatic
Classification Using LSTM and Pretrained Word Embeddings. /IEEE Access, 9, 117887—
1179009. https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2021.3106443

Shi, Y., & Qu, S. (2022). The effect of cognitive ability on academic achievement: The
mediating role of self-discipline and the moderating role of planning. Frontiers in
Psychology, 13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1014655

Sigus, H., & Maidamiirk, K. (2025). Students’ motivation as a mediator between extra-
mathematical knowledge and word problem-solving. Discover Education, 4(1), 172.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00595-3

Susilo, F. J., Usodo, B., & Sari, D. (2023). The Profile of High-order Thinking Skills of Junior
High School Students. International Journal of Mathematics and Mathematics
Education, 1(1), 77-82. https://doi.org/10.56855//ijjmme.v1il1.266

Szabo, Z. K., Kortesi, P., Guncaga, J., Szabo, D., & Neag, R. (2020). Examples of Problem-
Solving Strategies in Mathematics Education Supporting the Sustainability of 21st-
Century Skills. Sustainability, 12(23), 10113. https://doi.org/10.3390/su122310113

Tachie, S. A. (2019). Meta-cognitive Skills and Strategies Application: How this Helps
Learners in Mathematics Problem-solving. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and
Technology Education, 15(5). https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/105364

Tao, X., Zhang, Y., Xie, Z., Zhao, Z., Zhou, G., & Lu, Y. (2025). Unifying the syntax and
semantics for math word problem solving. Neurocomputing, 636, 130042.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2025.130042

Teng, F. (2020). The role of metacognitive knowledge and regulation in mediating university
EFL learners’ writing performance. Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching,
14(5), 436—450. https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2019.1615493

Teo Lian Wan, C., & Abdullah, N. A. (2023). Using CUBES strategy in a remote setting for
primary mathematics word problems. Jurnal Elemen, 9(1), 132-152.
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v9i1.6864

896


https://doi.org/10.23969/symmetry.v5i1.1723
https://doi.org/10.26594/register.v5i2.1537
https://doi.org/10.15823/p.2019.133.2
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v8i2.4727
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v24i5.6998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmathb.2025.101267
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00479-6
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2021.3106443
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1014655
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00595-3
https://doi.org/10.56855/ijmme.v1i1.266
https://doi.org/10.3390/su122310113
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/105364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2025.130042
https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2019.1615493
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v9i1.6864

Unveiling students’ cognitive patterns in word problem solving: The case ...

Tschisgale, P., Kubsch, M., Wulff, P., Petersen, S., & Neumann, K. (2025). Exploring the
sequential structure of students’ physics problem-solving approaches using process
mining and sequence analysis. Physical Review Physics Education Research, 21(1),
010111. https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.21.010111

Verschaffel, L., Schukajlow, S., Star, J., & Dooren, W. (2020). Word problems in mathematics
education: a survey. ZDM, 52(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-020-01130-4

Wang, C. Y., Chen, S., & Huang, M. Y. (2023). Exploring medical students’ metacognitive and
regulatory dimensions of diagnostic problem solving. Medical Education Online, 28(1).
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2023.2210804

Widyawati, E., & Rahayu, S. W. (2020). Kecerdasan Logis Matematis Siswa Kelas IX MTs
Negeri Tarakan dalam Memecahkan Masalah Sistem Persamaan Linear Dua Variabel
[Logical Mathematical Intelligence of Grade IX Students of MTs Negeri Tarakan in
Solving the Problem of Linear Equation Systems of Two Variables. MUST: Journal of
Mathematics Education, Science and Technology, 5(1), 51.
https://doi.org/10.30651/must.v5i1.3641

897


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.21.010111
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-020-01130-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2023.2210804
https://doi.org/10.30651/must.v5i1.3641

