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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to analyze the effects of higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) question
stimulus types and students' learning styles on cognitive response, thoroughness, and
conceptual understanding. The research involved 840 eleventh-grade high school
students from three schools in West Nusa Tenggara Province, Indonesia. The stimulus
types included narration, table, picture, and chart while learning styles were
categorized as visual, auditory, and kinesthetic using a 4x8 factorial experimental
design. Data on learning styles, cognitive response and thoroughness were collected
through questionnaires while conceptual understanding was assessed through tests.
Data analysis was performed using MANOVA in SPSS 26.0. Results revealed that
stimulus types significantly influenced conceptual understanding (n* = 0.289) with
narration stimuli yielding the highest scores but had no significant effect on cognitive
response or thoroughness. Learning styles significantly affected thoroughness (n* =
0.031) and conceptual understanding (n® = 0.036) with kinesthetic learners
demonstrating the highest thoroughness followed by auditory learners. Additionally,
the interaction between stimulus types and learning styles significantly affected
cognitive response (N? = 0.048) but not thoroughness or conceptual understanding.
These findings suggest that teachers should integrate diverse HOTS question stimuli
and consider learning styles to enhance thoroughness and higher-order thinking skills.
Future research should replicate this study with larger, diverse samples and explore
similar interactions in other subjects to broaden the applicability of the findings.

Contribution/Originality: This study uniquely explores the interaction between HOTS-based questions stimuli

and learning styles in biology education. Findings reveal that narration stimuli enhance conceptual understanding,

kinesthetic learners exhibit greater thoroughness, and stimulus-learning style alignment influences cognitive

response, offering empirical insights for personalized instructional strategies to optimize student learning

outcomes.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Research Background

Science education, particularly biology subject is one of those effective tools to prepare the youth to fit into the

key positions that would need resilience in problem-solving in globalized societies with their fast-paced

technological growth and complex socioeconomic issues of the late 21st century. In global educational reform,
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higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) has become a hot issue in Indonesia (Ichsan et al., 2019). These HOTS consist
of high-level cognitive skills such as analysis, evaluation and creation, and the ability to solve problems critically
and think creatively which are important to solve increasingly complex real-world problems (Aba-Oli, Koyas, &
Husen, 2024; Yusuf & Widyaningsih, 2022; Zhou, Gan, Chen, Wijaya, & Li, 2023).

Since 2010, the 21st century education platform has been implemented as a new educational paradigm in
Indonesia, including and promoting curricula that promote HOTS (Yusuf, Suhirman, Suastra, & Tokan, 2019) in
achieving education that is on par with the globe. HOTS within biology education is relevant because biology is a
subject that is relatively hard to study and needs a scientific process. Students are called not only to grasp
fundamental concepts but also to apply knowledge to novel situations, analyze complex biological phenomena and
create innovative solutions to environmental problems (Nauli, Harisman, Armiati, & Yerizon, 2024). However,
research indicates that many Indonesian students still find HOTS questions challenging, especially in science
subjects such as biology (Armala, Fauziati, & Asib, 2022; Hariadi et al., 2022; Susantini, Isnawati, & Raharjo, 2022).

The types of stimuli used in questions and students’ learning styles are key factors that contribute to these
challenges. The question, stimulus, and task can all differ by form including narrative, images (e.g., figures, and
charts), tables, or graphs which affect the way students process information and respond to questions (Lee, Seong,
Choi, & Lowder, 2019). However, stimuli presented in HOTS assessments as well as assessments in PISA and
National Science Competitions are widely used as building blocks for engaging students cognitively. According to
previous study arguments (Wang & Wei, 2024) the incorporation of visual elements as part of test item formatting
can be conducive to the development of high-order cognitive skills.

The student learning style (visual, auditory or kinaesthetic) is another parameter that affects cognition and the
performance of academic competencies. Aligning instructional approaches with learners’ strengths can increase
motivation and success (Leasa, Corebima, & Batlolona, 2020). However, the relationship between learning styles
and academic performance can be inconsistent and is often affected by environmental or contextual factors
(Aslaksen & Loras, 2019). The influence of a questions and stimuli method of learning was that when a person asks
a question before being presented with something related to it, their cognition differs, and they have a better
understanding of the subject. The use of text-based stimuli may privilege students who think verbally, potentially
limiting their engagement during these tasks while limiting the engagement of more visually focused learners such
as graph- and model-based figures (Hwang, Wang, & Lai, 2021).

Students' response to HOTS-based questions is a significant predictor of cognitive response, thoroughness,
and conceptual understanding. Cognitive or mental responses are behaviours that involve internal cognitive factors
such as receiving, processing, storage, and application of information to find solutions through problem-solving
behaviour (Flanagan & Dixon, 2014). inclusive of metacognition, conceptual understanding, and scientific
reasoning (Sweller, Van Merriénboer, & Paas, 2019; Zohar & Dori, 2012). Similar to tasks that may require analysis
and troubleshooting in biology increasingly, thoroughness or students being attentive to detail and working
systematically is also a key contributor (Cheng, Coolkens, Ward, & Iserbyt, 2021).

There is a dearth of information regarding the interactions between two types of HOTS stimuli (logical
reasoning or physical manipulation) and learning styles on cognitive response, thoroughness, and conceptual
understanding in the context of biology education despite significant studies on HOTS, learning styles, and
academic performance. Other studies examine single aspects, like the impact of learning styles on achievement
(Awla, 2014) or stimuli in the development of critical thinking (Choi, Kim, & Lee, 2021). Therefore, this study is
devoted to fill this gap by exploring the HOTS question stimuli (narration, table, picture and chart) in association
with students' learning styles in affecting high school biology cognitive response, thoroughness and conceptual

understanding.
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1.2. Research Questions
This study seeks to answer the following research questions:

1. Do different types of HOTS stimuli significantly affect students’ cognitive response, thoroughness, and
conceptual understanding?

2. Are there differences in these outcomes among students with visual, auditory, and kinaesthetic learning
styles when engaging with various HOTS question types?

3. Does the interaction between HOTS stimuli and learning styles significantly influence students' cognitive
response, thoroughness, and conceptual understanding?

4.  How do HOTS stimuli and learning styles predict these outcomes in biology learning?

1.3. Significance of the Research

This research can contribute to the development of biology learning strategies, particularly in the
implementation of HOTS in secondary schools. The study of the interaction between different types of stimuli and
students' learning styles can support teachers in understanding how these combined elements affect the cognitive
processes of the students, their thoroughness, and their conceptual understanding. The outcomes will add to the
literature in science education as well as provide them with empirical data to create better learning devices that are
tailored to further influence various learning styles of students and eventually improve the overall teaching as a
whole and the learning outcomes.

Moreover, this study has important practical implications in the context of designing 21st century science
education policies which emphasizes higher-order thinking skills. These findings are expected to be a useful
reference for policymakers, curriculum developers, and teachers because they could provide empirical evidence on
how HOTS stimulus and learning style influence cognitive performance and concept understanding. This, in turn,
supports global goals to improve educational competitiveness and place students to address the diverse needs of an

evolving world.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Higher- Order Thinking Skills

Higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) is one of the most focused on in modern education which implies the
necessity for learners to process information in a manner that goes beyond memorization and recall. According to
previous study arguments (Cantona, Suastra, & Ardana, 2023; Suhirman & Ghazali, 2022), HOTS are a type of
thinking act that is being used to evaluate problem-solving and critical thinking. They are thinking act such as
analysis, evaluation, and creation. In the 21st century, it plays a significant role in education where students are
trained on how to utilize knowledge using out-of-the-box thinking (Maxnun, Kristiani, & Sulistyaningrum, 2024).

One widely cited framework is Bloom's taxonomy (Bloom, 1956) which organizes cognitive skills
hierarchically. Renowned cognitive researchers such as Krathwohl and Anderson (2010) updated it by considering
it as a taxonomy of cognitive processes, which they delineated into six levels: remembering, understanding,
applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating. The top three of the six cognitive levels—analyzing, evaluating, and
creating are categorized as HOTS, and differ from the lower-order thinking skills (LOTS) which are the bottom
three of the six levels (Krathwohl & Anderson, 2010). This taxonomy is not only used as a model for building
curriculum but also as a framework for categorizing and supporting higher-order thinking in students by teachers.
Studies show that HOTS is necessary for students to improve their academic performance and also solve complex
problems (Tamboto, 2022). Studies support this finding apply through HOTS learning activities that lead students
to analyze, evaluate, and create data (Zaiful Shah & Zakaria, 2024). Moreover, HOTS focused on describing higher-
order thinking skills that match the latest education reform that demands student-centered in which students

behave actively (Yurniwati & Soleh, 2020).
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Various pedagogical strategies have been used in educational implementations of HOTS, including project-
based learning, inquiry-based learning and the deployment of technology (de Oliveira Biazus & Mahtari, 2022;
Huang, Silitonga, Murti, & Wu, 2023; Suryati, Pangga, Habibi, & Azmi, 2025). The implementation of these types
of methods effectively creates high motivation and student interaction, and active learning, and strategic skills in
the context of the present and future (Prayogi, Bilad, Verawati, & Asy’ari, 2024). In terms of HOTS assessment in
education, it is also recognized for teachers to prepare an assessment device to measure HOTS (Melawati,

Rochmiyati, & Nurhanurawati, 2022).

2.2. HOTS-Based Question Stimulus Types

Various types of question stimuli such as narrations, tables, pictures, and graphs are effective and practical
ways to assess and develop HOTS. Different types serve different educational aims and can greatly enhance
students’ cognitive engagement and critical thinking skills. This is where narrative stimuli excel at providing
context for HOTS inviting students to contextualize processes through identifying character, plot, and theme. If
students are presented with a story, they might be asked to analyze character motivations or the meaning of
specific happenings within a narrative. This approach will allow students to understand the narrative better, as
well as encourage them to relate to it in real-life and develop their stream of consciousness (Setyowati, Priyambudi,
& Dewanto, 2023). In addition, narratives could be structured that encourage students to engage in evaluative
thinking as they navigate various viewpoints and consequences (Rahmawati et al., 2023).

Tables are a handy mechanism for codifying data and presenting side-to-side comparisons. For example,
students can be asked to articulate what the information shows, identify trends, and hypothesize what might occur
based on what they have learned from the data given a set of tabular data. The stimulus encourages higher-order
thinking where students have to integrate the information and judge whether it is relevant for answering the
question or hypothesis they formulate (Santosa et al., 2024). Students can be inspired to practice comparison and
contrast in ecology by using images such as a chart (Margana & Widyantoro, 2017).

Visual stimuli like pictures can help support learning of HOTS as they allow students to analyze and evaluate
visual data. Requiring students to critically engage with a picture, to analyze elements such as background and
contextualization, symbolism, or attention to potential biases inherent in visual representation (Gil-Glazer, Walter,
& Eilam, 2019). A picture can also motivate creative thinking because instructions can be given in a way that
participants are encouraged to invent stories or even hypotheses from a picture (Taslim, Suaedi, & Ilyas, 2021).

Visual data representation, like graphs is very effectively used in HOTS development through analysis and
interpretation. Students need to analyze trends, make inferences, and draw conclusions based on the data
represented (Khairunnisa, Sitohang, & Nurmayani, 2023) when presented with graphs. For example, a graph
illustrating climate change data can initiate a critical discussion for students regarding the impact of elevated
temperatures as well as possible solutions to reduce the negative effects on the environment. Such attempts not
only improve the students' critical approach but also the application of their knowledge to real-world problems

(Hamzah, Hamzah, & Zulkitli, 2022).

2.8. Learning Styles

Learning styles are the preferred ways in which people absorb, process, and retain information. Visual,
auditory, and kinesthetic learning styles are among the most widely recognized (Leite, Svinicki, & Shi, 2010; Sayed,
Khafagy, Ali, & Mohamed, 2024). An important concept for the educational sector because knowing these styles will
help teachers adapt their teaching methods to the needs of those attending classes, which will also influence the
results in learning. A visual learner prefers visual aids to help them with their comprehension and retention. Such
as diagrams, charts, graphs, and images, students with a visual learning style are likely to receive information

better if it is presented to them visually (Husin & Sii, 2020). Visual aids serve the purpose of a clear understanding
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of complex concepts (Isa, Omar, Fatzel, Ghazali, & Anas, 2021) and create interest and engagement in such
learning processes. Using multimedia resources and facilitating visual note-taking techniques (Ibrahim & Hussein,
2016) can help teachers in working with visual learners.

This means that auditory learners do the best when information is presented in a sound form. This
encompasses everything from lectures and discussions to audio recordings. These learners benefit from listening
to explanations using verbal interactions (Arrang et al,, 2024). Auditory learners have been shown to perform
poorly in a traditional reading-based curriculum while doing very well in settings that involve listening to and
discussing materials (Agreda, Trinos, & Francisco, 2020; Purwasih, Turmudi, Dahlan, & Ishartono, 2024). It can
also include oral communication through group discussions and oral presentations suitable for auditory learners.
Moreover, teachers can encourage auditory learners by reading aloud or engaging in class arguments and
discussions (Agreda et al., 2020).

Kinesthetic learners learn best through doing things and hands-on experience. They learn more effectively
when they are able to move or manipulate materials (Muhaimin, Mukhibin, Mitrayana, & Dasari, 2022). The beauty
of this style of learning is that it encourages getting hands-on experience in the process. Kinesthetic learners
generally excel in things that utilized hands-on experience, e.g., science experiments (Samarakoon, Fernando,
Rodrigo, & Rajapakse, 2013). Teachers can try to add activities like role-playing, simulations, and interactive
projects for kinesthetic learners. In order to help students to learn better, offer them a chance to move while

learning, let them learn or move during the learning process (Gilakjani, 2012; Nadhiroh, 2023).

2.4. Cognitive Response

Cognitive response is a range of mental processes where the information processing, working memory,
attention and focus, decision-making, problem-solving and emotional regulation are some of the key components
of cognitive response. Each of these elements contributes to how people engage with their space and interpret their
surroundings. It focuses on information processing from how people perceive and interpret to store information. It
entails processes such as encoding, information storage, and retrieval. According to information-processing
theories, individuals actively build their understanding of the world by filtering and sorting through incoming
information based on previous knowledge and experiences (McAvinue et al, 2012; Riviere & Brisson, 2014).
Learning only occurs when new information can be integrated with previous knowledge and requiring effective
information processing (Riviere, Cordonnier, & Fouasse, 2017).

Cognitive response is important in tasks that require integrating new information with already encoded
knowledge (Kawahara & Kihara, 2011). According to research, working memory capacity contributes greatly to
perform tasks that involve attention and problem-solving in general (Zivony & Lamy, 2016). For example,
individuals with higher working memory capacity perform better in academics because they can handle and
manipulate information more adequately (Woo, Park, Lee, & Kweon, 2018).

Attention is the ability to concentrate on something in the environment while ignoring the rest of the sensory
world. It is characterized by subsystems of selective attention, sustained attention, and divided attention (Zhao &
Zhang, 2018; Zhu et al., 2023). Selective attention is the capacity of individuals to focus on information that is
relevant and ignore distractions, an essential element of efficient learning and task execution (Hanania & Smith,
2010). Recent research on attentional capacity has shown that it is not a fixed quantity but can instead vary across
a lifetime, including through cognitive load (Slessor, Finnerty, Papp, Smith, & Martin, 2019). Sustained attention,
(the ability of maintaining attention over a long period) is necessary for performances that require continuous focus
over a few hours, such as studying, problem-solving, and complicated tasks (Yang, He, Gao, Deng, & Smola, 2016).

Regardless of the case, problem-solving is a mental process and this involves identifying, analyzing and
resolving various kinds of complex issues. It typically includes a series of steps: problem identification, solution

generation, alternatives analysis, and problem solution (Schmidt, Rotgans, & Yew, 2011). Problem-solving skills
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are a combined set of cognitive skills such as critical thinking, creativity, and applying knowledge to the practical
world. According to previous studies, the individual who adopts a structured approach to problem- solving tends to
reach good solutions (Agustina, Zubaidah, & Susanto, 2024).

Decision-making is the act of choosing a course of action among several alternatives. This process includes
evaluating trade-offs and benefits as well as risks and personal values (Lu, Xiong, Parikh, & Socher, 2017). The final
component of cognitive response is emotional regulation, which comprises the processes through which individuals
influence pending emotions, including how they experience and express emotions. Such strategies may involve
methods such as cognitive reappraisal in which one approaches the situation in a different light to alter its
emotional meaning or suppression in which emotional expression is minimized (Liu, Yu, Shi, & Ma, 2023; Zhang,
Liu, & Lee, 2021). Research has revealed that emotional regulation is a prominent predictor for continued positive
development in various life domains, including educational, mental health-related, and socialization outcomes
(Tang & He, 2022; Zhao, Fu, Lian, Ye, & Huang, 2021). Students who have good skills in regulating their emotions
tend to do better than others academically (De Neve, Bronstein, Leroy, Truyts, & Everaert, 2023; Hilliard, Donelan,
Heaney, Kear, & Wong, 2023) because they're better equipped to manage stress and focus on the task when work
gets tough.

2.5. Thoroughness

Thoroughness is a learning framework that includes preparation, process, verification, and awareness. The
preparation phase includes defining learning goals and collecting resources needed before engaging in the learning
activity. By preparing well, you set the foundation for more effective learning experiences, allowing students to
engage in tasks with confidence and understanding. It has been shown through research that students who adopt
role-playing in the preparation before starting a task tend to lead to better academic performance as they draw on
skills in focusing on the problem, selecting the right strategy, allocating attention, etc. as opposed to their peers
who did not use role-playing, where this is shown to guide the student for optimal problem-solving during the
learning process (Hatifi, Qatey, & Qadiri, 2022). Such a proactive approach does not only helps the understanding
of topics in the study but also ensures that the students feel responsible for their learning path.

The very process of teaching involves active practice and the use of multiple strategies to help understand and
remember facts. In this phase, learners are encouraged to use metacognitive strategies that include planning,
monitoring and evaluating their learning processes (Li et al., 2024; Nosratinia, Saveiy, & Zaker, 2014). Such active
engagement empowers students to refine their methods based on feedback and self-evaluation, resulting in
enhanced understanding and command of the content. In addition, the use of technology and collaborative learning
can enrich the learning process by allowing students to share insights and learn from one another (Imron,
Zaharuddin, Susanti, & Imamuddin, 2022).

These components are necessary as they ensure that the learning is comprehensive, verifiable and aware. The
third is verification in which an individual evaluates what he/she understood and assesses his/her progress
through reflection and feedback to be sure that he/she has met learning objectives (Bahari, Widodo, & Winarno,
2020; Thaintheerasombat & Chookhampaeng, 2022). The practice not only solidifies knowledge but allows you to
know what area to focus on. Meanwhile, self-awareness is defined as the capability to recognize the familiarity and
emotional reactions of one's strengths and weaknesses in learning (Bektas et al.,, 2021). It also benefits the learners
in consuming knowledge and managing their feelings to motivate themselves and be more resistant toward the
setbacks (Khodaei, Hasanvand, Gholami, Mokhayeri, & Amini, 2022). This allows teachers to use what they learn
about their students to help build awareness of the students' own learning so they can become better, more

independent learners.
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2.6. Conceptual Understanding

In science learning, conceptual understanding means students have sufficient knowledge and understanding of
a scientific concept to transfer their learning into real-world applications. It goes beyond the knuckle-dragging
memorization of facts, encouraging learners to focus on the role of cause and effect, and the relationships between
the elements of scientific content. Concepts have an important place in the science curriculum as research shows
that achieving conceptual understanding is important for students to engage productively with scientific concepts
and develop critical thinking (Kervinen, Roth, Juuti, & Uitto, 2020). Strategies like these — inquiry-based
learning, contextualized learning have been shown to improve students' conceptual understanding by prompting
students to investigate, question, and relate scientific concepts to everyday life (Salvetti, Rijal, Owusu-Darko, &
Prayogi, 2023).

Over time, through active engagement, explorations, and reflection, learners develop deeper concepts and
conceptual understanding, which are essential for mastering scientific principles. Learners need to engage with the
knowledge and discuss the resources that challenge their ideas and misconceptions (Addido, Burrows, & Slater,
2022; Gunhaart & Srisawasdi, 2012). Engaging students allows them to construct knowledge through hands-on,
experience-based, and collaborative learning formats — all of which are instrumental in solidifying their
understanding of scientific concepts.

Assessment of conceptual understanding and verification are part and parcel of the learning process. They
should employ multiple assessment strategies to assess students understanding and misconceptions that can arise
(Khery et al., 2020; Zacharia, 2007). Some of their evidence may consist of tools such as concept maps or reflective
journals, which offer insight into how students are thinking, gives teachers the opportunity to change their
teaching strategy (Fudin & Purwandari, 2021; Leonor, 2015). This has important ramifications for ensuring
students remain scientifically literate and are able to make sound scientific decisions in their daily lives (Rani,
Wiyatmo, & Kustanto, 2017; Southerland, Johnston, & Sowell, 2006) and be successful in achieving their
educational aspirations in science but it makes it difficult to transfer specific knowledge given the limited time

available to learn as much as they can.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Research Design

This study employed a quasi-experimental design using a 4x3 factorial framework to investigate the effects of
two independent variables and their interactions on students' outcomes in biology learning. The first independent
variable is HOTS question stimulus types (narration, table, image, and graph). The second independent variable is
students' learning styles with three conditions: visual, auditory and kinaesthetic. This design allows the research to
explore not just the main effects of each variable but also the interaction effects between the types of stimuli and
learning styles through the use of'a factorial framework.

Participants are divided into groups. IEach had a combination of two independent variables under a 4x3
factorial design. In other words, students are classified according to their preferred learning style, and then
allocated to one of the HOTS four stimulus conditions. Having such a structure leads to 12 different experimental
conditions (i.e., 4 stimulus types X 8 learning styles), and thus different learning styles could be taken into
consideration in observing the effects of each stimulus type. The dependent variables included cognitive response,
thoroughness, and conceptual understanding in biology. This design allowed for the exploration of the main and
interaction effects of the independent on the dependent variables.

The experiment was conducted in the following three phases: pre-test, intervention and post-test. During the
pre-test phase, students’ learning styles were identified. In the intervention phase, four classes in each school were

assigned different types of HOTS stimuli. In the post-test phase, cognitive response, thoroughness, and conceptual
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understanding were assessed using validated instruments. Data analysis involved both descriptive and inferential

statistics.

3.2. Participants

The study involved 840 eleventh-grade students from three senior high schools (SHS) in West Nusa Tenggara
Province, Indonesia: SHS-2 Pujut in Central Lombok, SHS-2 Bayan in North Lombok, and SHS-N'W (Nahdlatul
Wathan) Narmada in West Lombok. These schools were selected to ensure geographic diversity. Participants were
selected through cluster random sampling yielding a total of 12 classes with four classes assigned to each stimulus
type.

The sample represented a diverse group of students in terms of their learning styles (visual, auditory, and
kinaesthetic), ensuring a balanced distribution across the experimental groups. This diversity provided a
representative dataset to analyze the interaction effects of HOTS stimuli and learning styles on the dependent

variables.

3.3. Research Procedures

This was followed by a pre-test when students filled out a form on a learning styles questionnaire based on
which they were classified into different learning styles. This tool was modified from Sayed et al. (2024) indicator,
which can then be adjusted to fit the local Indonesian context. The pre-test served to classify participants not just
on whether the students were visual, auditory, or kinaesthetic learners but was also used to classify students for
other experimental conditions moving forward. This was the first step to ensure that the learning style of every
student has been recorded precisely for its in-depth analysis to see how these styles interact with one or the other
HOTS stimuli.

After the pre-test, the study continued with the intervention. Students in this phase were grouped into four
groups based on the four types of HOTS question stimuli (narration, table, image, and graph). Subsequently, both
groups were administered a HOTS biology assessment task which was carefully developed following the revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy (Krathwohl & Anderson, 2010). The test consisted of 15 multiple-choice questions and three
essay questions related to ecosystems and environmental change. The preparatory framework of the test was
shaped to activate high-order cognitive processes in the students without bounding them to a fixed type of question
stimuli through matching to Bloom's Taxonomy.

After the intervention, the post-test phase was performed where students were asked to fill out cognitive
response and diligence questionnaires. Instruments were adapted from earlier studies to measure students' mental
processes, problem-solving, and systematic approaches to HOTS questions (Thomas, 2012; Zohar & Dori, 2012).
Data collection after the test served as a critical component in analyzing the immediate influence that the varied
stimuli and learning styles had on students' cognitive functionality and conceptual comprehension. The three
phases together comprised a rich framework for addressing the relationship between HOTS stimuli and learning

styles in a systematic and rigorous way.

3.4. Research Instruments

The main instruments consisted of HOTS biology tests, a learning styles questionnaire, a cognitive response
questionnaire, and a thoroughness questionnaire. Hot tests were based on the revised Bloom’s taxonomy and
contained the four stimulus types utilized in this study. The tests assessed higher-order thinking skills using both
multiple-choice and essay formats.

The learning styles questionnaire adapted Sayed et al. (2024) validated instrument for the Indonesian context,
consisting of 15 items measured on a 4-point Likert scale to classify students as visual, auditory or kinaesthetic

learners. The cognitive response questionnaire adopted from previous studies (Thomas, 2012; Zohar & Dori, 2012)
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measured six aspects which are as follows: information processing, working memory, attention, problem-solving,
decision-making, and emotional regulation using 12 items. The thoroughness questionnaire addressed the following
four aspects: preparation, process, verification, and self-awareness which consisted of 20 items on a 4-point Likert
scale.

All instruments underwent a two-stage validation process. Content validity was established through expert
review by two biology education specialists, and construct validity was tested through pilot testing with 93

students. The validation results are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. The results of the instrument validation.

Instruments Total CVR | r-Pearson Yalid I'n valid r-Cronbach’s
1tem 1tems 1tems alpha

HOTS test items 20 0.75 | 0.32—-0.63 18 2 0.9

Learning styles 17 0.88 0.26 —0.81 14 3 0.88

questionnaire

Cognitive response 15 0.73 0.33 —0.77 12 3 0.80

questionnaire

Thoroughness questionnaire 20 0.85 0.51 —0.84 20 0 0.98

Some items were excluded due to low validity while the final instruments demonstrated high reliability. The
final versions included 18 HOTS test items, 14 learning styles items, 12 cognitive response items, and 20

thoroughness items.

3.5. Data Analysis

Data analysis involved descriptive and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics summarized key parameters
such as mean, standard deviation, variable categorization, and graphical representation. The dependent variables—
cognitive response, thoroughness and conceptual understanding were categorized into performance levels to
facilitate interpretation. For cognitive response, the performance levels were defined as very good (66-80), good
(51-65), moderate (36—50), and poor (20-35). Thoroughness was categorized as very thorough (86-100),
thorough (71-85), moderately thorough (56-70), less thorough (41-55) and not thorough (<40). Conceptual
understanding was classified into very good (86—100), good (71-85), (56—70), poor (41-55), and very poor (<40).
These categorizations provided a clear framework for interpreting students’ performance across the variables.

Inferential statistics utilized two-way MANOVA to examine the main and interaction effects of stimulus types
and learning styles on the three dependent variables. This analysis identified whether the independent variables
significantly influenced students’ cognitive responses, thoroughness, and conceptual understanding. Post-hoc
Tukey's HSD tests were conducted to identify specific group differences when significant effects were detected.
Partial eta squared (n?) was calculated and interpreted based on standard thresholds: weak effect (n® < 0.10), modest
effect (0.11 <1n? < 0.30), and strong effect (n® > 0.50) to measure the magnitude of the effects.

Before conducting MANOVA, assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were tested to ensure the
validity of the analysis. Normality was assessed using the Shapiro-Wilk test, while homogeneity of variance was
evaluated using Levene’s test. All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 26.0 with the significance

level set at o = 0.05. This rigorous approach ensured the reliability and accuracy of the findings.

4. RESULTS

Descriptive analysis was conducted on data from 340 students, divided into four HOTS stimulus type groups:
narration (86), table (87), picture (71), and chart (96), as well as by learning styles: visual, auditory, and
kinaesthetic. Measurements of cognitive response and thoroughness variables were performed immediately after

students completed the assigned HOTS test items. The HOT'S test results reflected students’ comprehension of the
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tested material. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for each variable analyzed. The mean differences for each

group are visually presented in Figure 1.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of students' cognitive response, thoroughness, and conceptual understanding for each HOTS stimulus type.

Variables Stimulus types N Mean | Category SD
Cognitive response Narration 86 69.17 Moderate 14.4
Table 87 69.49 Moderate 9.7
Picture 71 71.11 Good 8.4
Chart 96 70.45 Good 9.0
Thoroughness Narration 86 55.88 Less thorough 12.4
Table 87 54.20 Less thorough 14.8
Picture 71 71.11 Thorough 8.4
Chart 96 58.28 Less thorough 9.8
Conceptual understanding Narration 86 57.98 Moderate 25.08
Table 87 27.26 Very poor 13.3
Picture 71 53.77 Poor 25.6
Chart 96 31.36 Very poor 19.0
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Figure 1. Comparison of mean scores for dependent variables across different HOTS stimulus types.

The differences in the mean scores for the three variables, namely, cognitive response, thoroughness, and
conceptual understanding have been exhibited in Table 2 and Figure 1. The highest response at the cognitive level
in the group exposed to picture stimuli was rated as "good". Good students can apply concepts and perform
analyses effectively. On the other hand, the narration stimuli group, classified as "moderate," demonstrated the
lowest cognitive response. The "moderate” category indicates that students understand and can use basic concepts
but need help with higher-order analyses.

The highest level of thoroughness was among students exposed to picture stimuli (thorough students) while

the lowest was students exposed to table stimuli (less thorough students). In "thorough", students will solve
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problems methodically and will make very few mistakes due to carelessness. On the other hand, the "less
thorough" category suggests challenges in the analysis and evaluation of HOTS questions.

For conceptual understanding, the mean of the highest observed was in the group with narration stimuli where
they were categorized as "moderate," then the mean of the lowest was in the group with chart stimuli where they
categorized as "very poor." The "moderate" category indicates that students are aware of basic concepts but have
difficulty applying them to more complicated contexts. On the other hand, the "very poor" category, means that
students have not sufficiently mastered basic concepts.

In addition, this study also finds the difference between students’ stimulus of HOTS questions for students who
have visual, auditory, and kinaesthetic learning styles. The results of these analyses are reported in Tables 3, 4,

and 5.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of students' cognitive response across HOTS stimulus types and different learning styles.

Variables Stimulus types Learning styles N Mean SD
Cognitive response Narration Visual 26 70.42 15.4
Auditory 34 69.97 14.7

Kinaesthetic 26 66.88 18.5

Table Visual 25 66.68 11.2

Auditory 34 68.05 9.4

Kinaesthetic 28 78.75 7.3

Picture Visual 22 73.86 5.8

Auditory 28 67.42 9.5

Kinesthetic 21 73.14 7.4

Chart Visual 34 69.70 9.05

Auditory 29 73.06 7.6

Kinesthetic 33 68.93 9.8

Table 8 shows that for narration stimuli, students with visual learning styles demonstrated higher cognitive
responses compared to the other two learning styles. For table stimuli, students with kinaesthetic learning styles
exhibited higher cognitive responses compared to those with visual and auditory learning styles. For picture
stimuli, students with visual learning styles had higher cognitive responses than those with auditory and
kinaesthetic styles. Meanwhile, for chart stimuli, students with auditory learning styles showed higher cognitive
responses compared to those with visual and kinaesthetic styles.

Students with visual learning styles performed better in cognitive responses for HOTS questions with
narration and picture stimuli based on Table 3. Students with auditory learning styles excelled in cognitive
responses for HOTS questions with chart stimuli, while students with kinaesthetic learning styles demonstrated

better cognitive responses for HOTS questions with table stimuli.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of students' thoroughness across HOTS stimulus types and different learning styles.

Variables Stimulus types Learning styles N Mean SD
Thoroughness Narration Visual 26 53.19 14.08
Auditory 34 54.35 11.7
Kinesthetic 26 60.57 10.5
Table Visual 25 53.24 17.80
Auditory 34 51.38 15.1
Kinesthetic 28 58.50 10.4
Picture Visual 22 52.81 11.4
Auditory 28 54.25 11.2
Kinesthetic 21 56.76 18.2
Chart Visual 34 56.38 10.7
Auditory 29 58.62 8.3
Kinesthetic 38 59.81 10.2
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Table 4 indicates a tendency for students with kinaesthetic learning styles to exhibit greater thoroughness

compared to those with visual and auditory learning styles. Students with visual learning styles demonstrated less

thoroughness than those with kinaesthetic and auditory learning styles when dealing with HOTS questions across

all types of stimuli.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of students' conceptual understanding across HOTS stimulus types and different learning styles.

Variables Stimulus types Learning styles N Mean SD
Conceptual understanding Narration Visual 26 53.00 26.8
Auditory 34 65.17 22.3

Kinesthetic 26 53.57 25.3

Table Visual 25 26.96 12.8

Auditory 34 31.26 13.2

Kinesthetic 28 22.67 12.6

Picture Visual 22 52.72 28.7

Auditory 28 56.85 27.2

Kinesthetic 21 50.76 26.4

Chart Visual 34 26.08 16.6

Auditory 29 38.17 22.4

Kinesthetic 38 30.81 17.2

Table 5 indicates a tendency for students with auditory learning styles to have higher conceptual

understanding compared to those with visual and kinesthetic learning styles. Students with kinaesthetic learning

styles demonstrated lower conceptual understanding when responding to HOTS questions with picture and chart

stimuli.

An inferential analysis was conducted after presenting the data with descriptive statistics. The prerequisites for

inferential analysis are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6. Homogeneity test results.

Variables Levene statistic df1 df2 Sig.
Cognitive response 1.038 11 328 0.412
Thoroughness 1.502 11 328 0.129
Conceptual understanding 1.181 11 328 0.319

Table 6 shows that the Levene's test for equality of variances produced a Levene statistic with a sig. value
greater than 0.05. Therefore, the groups were determined to have homogeneous variance.
Table 7. Normality test results.
Variables Stimulus types — Kolmogorov-Smirnov :
Statistic df Sig.
Cognitive response Narration 0.097 86 0.200
Table 0.134% 87 0.060
Picture 0.101 71 0.184
Chart 0.086 96 0.200
Thoroughness Narration 0.080 86 0.200"
Table 0.088 87 0.200
Picture 0.072 71 0.200"
Chart 0.065 96 0.200"
Conceptual understanding Narration 0.094 86 0.200
Table 0.112 87 0.060
Picture 0.112 71 0.062
Chart 0.066 96 0.200
Note: ") Indicates that the p-value (Sig.) is greater than 0.200 and has been rounded to 0.200.
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Based on Table 7, the four treatments had statistical values with sig. values greater than 0.05. Therefore, the
data for all treatments were declared to be normally distributed.

After confirming that the data were normal and homogeneous, hypothesis testing was conducted using
MANOVA in SPSS 26.0 to examine the main effects and simple effects at a significance level of 0.05. The results of

the analysis are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Test results of between-subjects effects.

Sources Dependent variables Mean square F Sig.
Corrected model Cognitive response 189.859 1.693 0.074
Thoroughness 266.326 1.777 0.057
Conceptual understanding 6216.250 14.233 0.000
Intercept Cognitive response 1631555.391 14549.493 0.000
Thoroughness 1032947.929 6890.264 0.000
Conceptual understanding 594198.002 1360.458 0.000
Stimulus types Cognitive response 90.338 0.806 0.491
Thoroughness 284.897 1.900 0.129
Conceptual understanding 19414.879 44.452 0.000
Learning styles Cognitive response 31.335 0.279 0.756
Thoroughness 778.417 5.192 0.006
Conceptual understanding 2679.599 6.135 0.002
Stimulus types* Learning styles | Cognitive response 309.151 2.757 0.013
Thoroughness 70.562 0.471 0.830
Conceptual understanding 200.536 0.459 0.838

Stimulus types had a significant effect on conceptual understanding but did not significantly affect cognitive
response or thoroughness based on Table 8. Learning styles significantly influenced students' thoroughness and
conceptual understanding but did not have a significant effect on cognitive response. The interaction between
stimulus types and learning styles had a significant effect on cognitive response but did not significantly influence

thoroughness or conceptual understanding. The effect sizes of these variables are presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Effect size analysis.

Sources Dependent variables n? Category
Stimulus types Conceptual understanding 0.289 Modest eftect
Learning styles Thoroughness 0.031 Weak effect
Conceptual understanding 0.036 Weak effect
Stimulus types*Learning styles Cognitive response 0.04:8 Weak effect

Table 9 shows that the effect of stimulus types on conceptual understanding falls under the category of a
modest effect. This indicates that 28.9% of the variance in conceptual understanding is influenced by stimulus types.
The effect of learning styles on thoroughness and conceptual understanding is categorized as a weak effect,
meaning that 3.1% of the variance in thoroughness and 3.6% of the variance in conceptual understanding is
influenced by learning styles.

Stimulus types and learning styles have a partial eta squared (n?) value of 0.048 for cognitive response which is
categorized as a weak effect. This indicates that 4.8% of the variance in cognitive response is influenced by the

interaction between stimulus types and learning styles.
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Table 10. Results of multiple comparisons for stimulus types.

. Stimulus . Mean difference (I- .

Dependent variables types(I) Stimulus types(J) J) ( Std. error | Sig.
Conceptual understanding | Narration Table 30.724* 3.178 0.000
Picture 4.214 3.851 0.210
Chart 26.624" 3.108 0.000
Table Narration -30.724" 3.178 0.000
Picture -26.510" 3.342 0.000
Chart -4.100 3.094 0.186
Picture Narration -4.214 3.851 0.210
Table 26.510" 3.842 0.000
Chart 22.410* 3.271 0.000
Chart Narration -26.624" 3.108 0.000
Table 4.100 3.094 0.186
Picture -22.410" 3.271 0.000

Note:  *) Indicates a statistically significant mean difference (p < 0.05).

The follow-up multiple comparisons test in Table 10 shows that students who completed HOTS test questions
with narration stimuli had significantly better conceptual understanding compared to those who worked on

questions with table, picture, and chart stimuli.

Table 11. Results of multiple comparisons for learning styles.

Dependent variables th;z;::z;l)g Learning styles(J) | Mean diff. (I-J) | Std. error Sig.
Thoroughness Visual Auditory -0.372 1.613 0.818
Kinesthetic -4.925" 1.670 0.003

Auditory Visual 0.872 1.613 0.818

Kinesthetic -4.558" 1.609 0.005

Kinesthetic Visual 4.925" 1.670 0.003

Auditory 4.558" 1.609 0.005

Conceptual understanding | Visual Auditory -9.514" 2.752 0.001
Kinesthetic 0.244 2.851 0.932

Auditory Visual 9.516" 2.752 0.001

Kinesthetic 9.759" 2.747 0.000

Kinesthetic Visual -0.244 2.851 0.932

Auditory -9.759" 2.746 0.000

Note: ") Indicates a statistically significant mean difference (p < 0.05).

The multiple comparisons test results in Table 11 indicate that students with kinesthetic learning styles
demonstrated significantly better thoroughness in completing HOTS test questions compared to those with visual
and auditory learning styles. Additionally, students with auditory learning styles exhibited significantly better

thoroughness compared to those with visual learning styles.

5. DISCUSSION
5.1. The Effect of Stimulus Types

The findings indicated that HOTS question stimulus types had a significant effect (p<0.05) on conceptual
understanding but they did not have a significant effect on either that cognitive response or on thoroughness
given by each HOTS question asked to high school biology students. The narration stimulus generated the highest
scoring with respect to conceptual understanding (moderate) and the chart had the lowest (very poor). A score in
the "moderate" category indicates that students demonstrate some understanding of basic concepts, but generally
have difficulty with more complex applications; a "very poor" score indicates that students are unable to

demonstrate adequate understanding of fundamental concepts. Therefore, narrative stimuli are superior to visual
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representations, for example, in the form of charts with rows of animal organelles, for helping students understand
tested biological concepts.

One suggests HOTS questions with narrative which provide information in a contextual, sequential, rich and
meaningful manner and also develop their conceptual understanding. Narratives help students’ link abstract
notions to real-life events, allowing for a firmer grasp and retention of the material. These HOTS questions were
narrated about environmental problems that students knew to support logical reasoning, analyzing the problems,
and finding the right answer. Students activate prior knowledge and draw connections to new information and
their experiences through narratives (Woolfolk, 2019). Intriguingly, these results contrast with prior results (Hu &
Chen, 2021) that emphasized the benefits of visual representations in service of science learning. Charts and graphs
are tools that help students visualize relationships between concepts and understand complex patterns. The
differing results could be because of the characteristics of the material, different learning styles among students or
differences in the quality of visual representations.

The study results concluded that the type of stimulus had little effect on cognitive response or thoroughness.
The result shows that providing conceptual understanding is not enough for a good performance in solving SCI and
scientific problems because of the SCI's complexity, and the factor that contributes the most is the practical process
of solving. Evidence from previous studies also suggests that cognitive engagement is more closely influenced by
internal factors such as motivation, self-efficacy and metacognitive strategies (Zhang, Basham, & Yang, 2020).

The narrating group's observed "moderate" category shows that students can understand basic concepts but
struggle to apply them in complicated scenarios. This is a common finding from science learning where students
can recast definitions and principles but have difficulties in drawing on knowledge when they are presented with a
new or complicated problem (Vaughn, Brown, & Johnson, 2020). However, the overall histogram in the "very
poor" category indicates major problems with basic conceptual understanding in the chart stimulus group. This can
be attributed either to the absence of skills that allow students to make sense of and use visual information
effectively or to a disconnect between the visual representation's complexity and students’ cognitive levels (Serrano
Rodriguez, Amor Almedina, Guzman Cedefio, & Guerrero-Casado, 2020). Research shows that students rarely
experience graph work in science education and also that the visual stimuli learnt in textbooks are primarily image
and table-based where graphs and charts were infrequently employed. This corresponds with results from other
research (Inaltekin & Goksu, 2019). The impact of this study on pedagogy is profound. Hence, teachers should
utilize multimodal approaches to the presentation of material, particularly narratives for foundational conceptual
understanding. At the same time, students should regularly be trained to interpret visuals (images, graphs, or
tables) as stimuli to be used in exercising higher- order thought. External stimuli to adjust information processing
and working memory capacity (Xu, Church, Sasaki, & Watanabe, 2021).

The results of this multiple comparisons test show that students working on HOTS questions with narration
stimuli had a better conceptual understanding with a mean of 78.80 than students working on HOTS questions
with table stimuli (45.93), picture stimuli (38.67), and chart stimuli (35.60) with a significance of 0.000. Similar to
previous study, Widana (2017) stated that narratives assisted students to comprehend the contextual aspect of a
problem which expose organized and substantial information. Narratives allow learners to develop richer mental
models of problem situations that support problem analysis, evaluation, and solutions development.

Whereas text questions can be solved with the linear analytical process (examine the question, find the answer)
images would require a layered analytical process (peeling the layers of why first to understand the parts, next to
analyze relationships and follow their meanings in the stimulus object). It takes more time and energy to get to the
right answers through these processes. Similar to earlier research (Wang & Wei, 2024) learners require systematic

permutations for translation between pictures, graphs and other visual representations for deeper cognition.

1157
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.



International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

5.2. The Effect of Learning Styles

The study found learning styles had a significant impact on students’ thoroughness and conceptual
understanding, but not on cognitive response. This can help to discuss student learning styles towards HOTS
question (higher- order thinking skills) in light of their academic performance. Then, students with kinesthetic
learning styles were significantly more thorough in answering HOTS questions than students with visual learning
styles and students with auditory learning styles based on results of the multiple comparisons test. Auditory
method students perform significantly better for thoroughness compared with visual method students. These
results align with earlier research that suggested kinesthetic learners are more systematic and detail-oriented in
the completion of complex tasks (Gowda & D’Mello, 2019; Purbayani, Nugraha, & Ali, 2024). This sensitivity has
something to do with the kinesthetic learners’ tendency to take a "learning by doing" approach and their high
consciousness of the processes in which they take part. Kinesthetic learners tend to go through their work and make
sure they do each step right in their learning (Purbayani et al., 2024). This quality is especially useful while solving
HOTS questions that require in-depth analysis and step-by-step problem solving.

Another interesting finding was that visual learners displayed a greater degree of thoroughness than auditory
learners. This type of learner is phenomenal at processing and memorizing sequential information which is very
useful in HOTS problem solving questions because they require stepwise approach to the solution. In addition, they
frequently use "self-talk" or internal verbalization while working on problems to help them monitor and to validate
their answers. This outcome is contrary to previous studies indicating that visual learners are most likely to
perform best on visual item analyses (Machromah et al., 2021). The difference may be related to some attributes of
the HOTS problems included in this study or contextual factors.

While learning styles had a considerable impact on thoroughness and conceptual understanding, they did not
impact cognitive response. This is probably due to cognitive response being more affected by variables, including
prior knowledge, motivation and metacognitive strategies (Wang & Wei, 2024). Similarly, learning styles impact
the processing of information, not the content (Khan, 2021). Students who adapt their learning styles to what a
given task requires tend to do better on the task overall. It underscores that different learning styles are not
necessarily better than others and that regardless of a person's learning style preference, being able to adopt
multiple learning methods to suit the context is crucial.

Insights gained from these findings have very important implications for daily teaching. Instructional
activities and assessments, especially those that involve performance at high levels of thoroughness, should take
into account students’ learning styles. Still, accommodating students’ learning styles shouldn’'t be a way of
minimizing their encounter with various learning modalities. Not only will this help them in the workplace, but it

will also encourage them to practice such strategies, no matter which learning strategies fit them.

5.8. The Effect of Interaction between Stimulus Types and Learning Styles

The results of the study showed a significant interaction between juxtaposing stimuli types with different
styles of learning. However, its interaction in thoroughness and conceptual understanding was not considered
significant. These findings suggest that the alignment of information presentations with the learning styles of
students affects how they cognitively process information. Accordingly, a match between the modality of
information presentation and students’ learning preferences prevents shallow cognitive processing leading to faster
reading and deeper processing of the information. This supports prior studies that indicate that the interaction of
stimuli and learning styles moderate the way in which the brain processes information (Cheng et al., 2021).
Employing neuroimaging technology, they discovered that when the type of stimulus corresponds with the learning
style for the individual, certain areas of the brain activate in a more pronounced manner. Cognitive response

variation is thus dependent on the premises of the stimuli and the return from each of the learning styles.
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In terms of thoroughness and concept understanding, this makes perfect sense as motivation, perseverance and
other metacognitive strategies have been found to outweigh the effects of learning styles and stimulus attribution.
This means that highly motivated students using effective learning strategies can compensate for misalignments
between stimuli and their learning preferences. While cognitive response is generally more instant and impulsive
(Otero & Alonso, 2023) thoroughness and conceptual understanding are characterized by deeper, more complex
processes (Brassil & Couch, 2019) that depend on additional conditions including past experiences, analytical
skillset and solution-finding techniques.

Students may have certain learning style preferences and show different cognitive responses to different types
of stimuli, but they also have an ability to adjust and formulate compensatory strategies when a task calls for more
comprehensive and deeper understanding. It is the brain’s plasticity and adaptability (Stee & Peigneux, 2021) that
allows learners to counteract the mismatch between the stimuli and their style of learning, especially with tasks
requiring high levels of thoroughness and conceptual understanding. This could potentially explain the lack of an

interaction between stimulus types and learning styles concerning thoroughness or conceptual understanding.

6. CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that HOTS question stimulus types and learning styles possibly highly affect
elements of high school biology students' performance. The student’s conceptual understanding (n* = 0.289) was
strongly influenced by the type of stimulus whereas the cognitive response or thoroughness was not. Among
stimulus types, narration had the most significant effect, helping students to reach improved conceptual
understanding versus table, picture, and chart stimuli. According to the authors, narratives display information in a
contextual and sequential manner. Students can understand the relevance of abstract concepts to the real world
through narratives. Unlike visual files like charts, these stimuli need higher visual literacy and analytical skills that
were less developed in students. There were also significant effects of learning styles on thoroughness (n* = 0.031)
and conceptual understanding (n® = 0.086) but no significant impact on cognitive response. For HOTS tasks,
kinesthetic students were the most systematic followed by auditory learners than visual learners. Auditory learners
scored well in systematic processing as they were backed up by their skills of processing information in an ordered
manner and using internal verbalization strategies (Jensen, 2008). Moreover, the interaction effect of stimulus types
and learning styles was observed in terms of cognitive response (1> = 0.048) indicating that the learning design
taking into consideration students’ learning styles led to significant cognitive response. However, this is a weak
correlation and did not have a strong impact on thoroughness or conceptual understanding suggesting that
outcomes such as these are more reliant on extrinsic factors such as motivation persistence, and metacognitive
strategies. These findings highlight the need to adapt educational approaches to address the wide range of learning
preferences while motivating learners to achieve effective adaptive learning behaviours for work requiring high

completion and deep understanding.

7. RECOMMENDATIONS

In the case of biology learning, the need for a diverse representation of stimuli to incorporate into the teaching
and assessment process is paramount due to the diversity of students' learning styles and, because biology teaching
is made up of a number of different foundational components. Training in metacognitive strategies is essential for
enhancing students’ thoroughness regardless of the used stimulus. Intervention programs specifically targeted at
developing HOTS of kinesthetic learners should also be planned. Replication studies with larger and more diverse
samples are suggested for future studies to enhance the generalizability of the findings. Cross-cultural studies may
identify how effects vary across different educational settings. Although this study only included biological data,

investigations of HOTS question stimuli and learning styles in other disciplines could provide a broader
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perspective of the relationship between these variables. Lastly, different methods need to be examined to get more

insights into variability in answering HOTS questions.

Funding: This research is supported by Universitas Islam Negeri Mataram (Grant number:
230/Un.12/LP2M/PP.00.9/03/2024).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The Ethical Committee of the Universitas Islam Negeri (UIN)
Mataram,  Indonesia  approved  this study on 27  September 2024  (Ref.  No:
956/Un.12/LP2M/PP.00.9/09/2024).

Transparency: The authors state that the manuscript is honest, truthful, and transparent, that no key
aspects of the investigation have been omitted, and that any differences from the study as planned have been
clarified. This study followed all writing ethics.

Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ Contributions: All authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the study. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

Aba-Oli, Z., Koyas, K., & Husen, A. (2024). Higher-order thinking skills-oriented problem-based learning interventions in
mathematics: A systematic literature review. School  Science and  Mathematics, 125(3), 214-231,
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssm.12676

Addido, J., Burrows, A. C,, & Slater, T. F. (2022). Addressing pre-service teachers' misconceptions and promoting conceptual
understanding through the conceptual change model. Problems of Education in the 21st Century, 80(4), 499-515.
https://doi.org/10.88225/pec/22.80.499

Agreda, K., Trinos, M., & Francisco, M. (2020). Development of E-modality: A learning style assessment tool. International
Journal of Advanced Trends m Computer Science and Engineering, 9, 230-235.
https://doi.org/10.80534/ijatcse/ 2020/ 3491.22020

Agustina, R. S, Zubaidah, S., & Susanto, H. (2024). Using Remap-STAD learning assisted by the GitMind application to
improve students’ problem-solving skills in biology education. Jurnal Penelitian Dan Pengkajian Ilmu Pendidikan: E-
Saintika, 8(1), 17-39. https://doi.org/10.36312/ esaintika.v8il1.1662

Armala, I, Fauziati, E., & Asib, A. (2022). Exploring students’ LOTS and HOTS in answering reading questions. Journal of
Education Technology, 6(3), 390-397. https://doi.org/10.23887/jet.v6i3.46427

Arrang, J. R. T,, Tulaktondok, L., La’biran, R., Sallata, Y. N., Tandikombong, M., & Panggua, S. (2024). Students’ learning styles
toward their achievement in learning LSGC (Listening and Speaking for General Communication). In M. Kristiawan, N. D.
Lestary, D. Samitra, Z. F. Rozi, M. N. Naser, R. M. Valiant;, M. Muthmainnah, B. Badeni, F. A. Yanti, D. Apryani, O. L.
Agusta, J. Siska, E. Viona, E. Purwandari, & R. D. Riastuti (Eds.), Online Conference of Education Research International
(OCERI 2023) (Vol. 775, pp. 310-318): Atlantis Press SARL. https://doi.org/10.2991/978-2-38476-108-1_30

Aslaksen, K., & Loras, H. (2019). Matching instruction with modality-specific learning style: Effects on immediate recall and
working memory performance. Education Sciences, 9(1), 32. https://doi.org/10.8390/educsci9010032

Awla, H. A. (2014). Learning styles and their relation to teaching styles. International Journal Of Language and Linguistics, 2(3),
241-245. https://doi.org/10.11648/].ij11.20140203.23

Bahari, M., Widodo, A., & Winarno, N. (2020). Using self-regulated learning to promote students‘ metacognitive awareness in learning
electricity. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the Proceedings of the 7th Mathematics, Science, and Computer
Science Education International Seminar, MSCEIS 2019, 12 October 2019, Bandung, West Java, Indonesia.
https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.12-10-2019.2296408

Bektas, 1., Bektas, M., Ayar, D., Akdeniz Kudubes, A,, Sal, S., Selekoglu OK, Y., & Celik, I. (2021). The predict of metacognitive
awareness of nursing students on self-confidence and anxiety in clinical decision-making. Perspectives in Psychiatric Care,
57(2), 747-752. https://doi.org/10.1111/ppc.12609

Bloom, B. H. (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives, Handbook 1: Cognitive Domain. New York: David Mackay Co.

1160
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.1111/ssm.12676
https://doi.org/10.33225/pec/22.80.499
https://doi.org/10.30534/ijatcse/2020/3491.22020
https://doi.org/10.36312/esaintika.v8i1.1662
https://doi.org/10.23887/jet.v6i3.46427
https://doi.org/10.2991/978-2-38476-108-1_30
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci9010032
https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ijll.20140203.23
https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.12-10-2019.2296408
https://doi.org/10.1111/ppc.12609

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Brassil, C. E., & Couch, B. A. (2019). Multiple-true-false questions reveal more thoroughly the complexity of student thinking
than multiple-choice questions: A Bayesian item response model comparison. International Journal of STEM Education,
6(1), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1186/540594-019-0169-0

Cantona, I. G. E,, Suastra, [. W, & Ardana, I. M. (2023). HOTS oriented problem-based learning model: Improving critical
thinking skills and learning outcomes of fifth grade students in science learning. Thinking Skills and Creativity Journal,
6(1), 19-26. https://doi.org/10.23887/tsc].v6i1.61654

Cheng, S., Coolkens, R., Ward, P., & Iserbyt, P. (2021). Generalization from physical education to recess during an elementary
sport education season. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 41(3), 492-501. https://doi.org/10.1128/jtpe.2020-
0166

Choi, E, Kim, C, & Lee, K. C. (2021). Consumer decision-making creativity and its relation to exploitation—exploration
activities: Eye-tracking approach. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 557292. https://doi.org/10.8889/1psyg.2020.557292

De Neve, D., Bronstein, M. V., Leroy, A, Truyts, A., & Everaert, J. (2023). Emotion regulation in the classroom: A network
approach to model relations among emotion regulation difficulties, engagement to learn, and relationships with peers
and teachers. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 52(2), 273-286. https://doi.org/10.1007/810964-022-01678-2

de Oliveira Biazus, M., & Mabhtari, S. (2022). The impact of project-based learning (PjBL) model on secondary students’ creative
thinking skills. International Journal of  Essential Competencies m Education, 1(1), 38-48.
https://doi.org/10.86312/ijece.v1i1.752

Flanagan, D. P., & Dixon, S. G. (2014). The Cattell-Horn-Carroll theory of cognitive abilities. In C. R. Reynolds, K. J. Vannest, & E.
Fletcher-Janzen (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Special Education (1st ed.): Wiley.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118660584.es€04:3 1

Fudin, A., & Purwandari, R. D. (2021). Implementation of E-book based on 3D Pageflip Professional to Improve Conceptual
Understanding of Science for Elementary School Students. Dinamika Jurnal Ilmiah Pendidikan Dasar, 13(2), 97-100.
https://doi.org/10.80595/dinamika.v13i2.11580

Gil-Glazer, Y. a., Walter, O., & Eilam, B. (2019). PhotoLingo—development and improvement of higher-order thinking and
language skills through photographs. Journal of Education, 199(1), 45-56. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022057419843523

Gilakjani, A. P. (2012). A match or mismatch between learning styles of the learners and teaching styles of the teachers.
International Journal of Modern Education and Computer Science, 4(11), 51-60. https://doi.org/10.5815/1jmecs.2012.11.05

Gowda, G. G., & D'Mello, L. (2019). A study on identification of auditory, visual, and Kinaesthetic learning essentials for
adolescents studying in government schools at Dakshina Kannada District. Infernational Journal of Management,
Technology, and Soctal Sciences, 42) 137—157. https://doi.org/10.47992/1JMTS.2581.6012.0078

Gunhaart, A, & Srisawasdi, N. (2012). Effect of integrated compute-based laboratory environment on students' physics
conceptual learning of sound wave properties. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 5750-5755.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].sbspro.2012.06.510

Hamzah, H., Hamzah, M. I, & Zulkifli, H. (2022). Systematic literature review on the elements of metacognition-based higher
order  thinking  skills (HOTS) teaching  and learning  modules. Sustainability, 14(2), 813.
https://doi.org/10.8390/su14020813

Hanania, R., & Smith, L. B. (2010). Selective attention and attention switching: Towards a unified developmental approach.
Developmental Science, 13(4), 622-635. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-7687.2009.00921.X

Hariadi, B., Jatmiko, B., Sunarto, M., Prahani, B. K., Sagirani, T., Amelia, T., & Lemantara, J. (2022). Higher order thinking skills
based learning outcomes improvement with blended web mobile learning model. International Journal of Instruction,
15(2), 565-578. https://doi.org/10.29333/1)i.2022.1523 1a

Hatifi, K., Qatey, A., & Qadiri, A. W. (2022). The effect of self-regulated learning dimensions on self-efficacy among university

students. Journal in Humanities, 11(2), 1-17.

1161
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-019-0169-0
https://doi.org/10.23887/tscj.v6i1.61654
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2020-0166
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2020-0166
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.557292
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01678-2
https://doi.org/10.36312/ijece.v1i1.752
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118660584.ese0431
https://doi.org/10.30595/dinamika.v13i2.11580
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022057419843523
https://doi.org/10.5815/ijmecs.2012.11.05
https://doi.org/10.47992/IJMTS.2581.6012.0078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.06.510
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14020813
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00921.x
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2022.15231a

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Hilliard, J., Donelan, H., Heaney, C., Kear, K., & Wong, P. (2023). Using short questionnaires to support students' emotion
awareness and regulation during an online group project.  Ubiquity = Proceedings, 3(1), 871-3717.
https://doi.org/10.5834/ uproc.111

Hu, L., & Chen, G. (2021). A systematic review of visual representations for analyzing collaborative discourse. Educational
Research Review, 34, 100403. https://doi.org/10.1016/].edurev.2021.100403

Huang, Y .-M,, Silitonga, L. M., Murti, A. T., & Wu, T.-T. (2023). Learner engagement in a business simulation game: Impact on
higher-order thinking skills. Journal of  Educational Computing Research, 61(1), 96-126.
https://doi.org/10.1177/07356331221106918

Husin, M. R, & Sii, K. M. (2020). Students humorous learning styles in the learning of malay language literature components.
Journal of Contemporary Issues and Thought, 10, 46-53. https://doi.org/10.87184/jcit.vol10.5.2020

Hwang, G.-J.,, Wang, S-Y., & Lai, C.-L. (2021). Effects of a social regulation-based online learning framework on students’
learning  achievements and  behaviors in  mathematics.  Computers &  Education, 160, 104031.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104031

Ibrahim, R. H., & Hussein, D.-A. (2016). Assessment of visual, auditory, and kinesthetic learning style among undergraduate
nursing students. International Journal of Advanced Nursing Studies, 5(1), 1-4. https://doi.org/10.14419/ijans.v5i1.5124

Ichsan, I. Z., Sigit, D. V., Miarsyah, M., Ali, A., Arif, W. P, & Prayitno, T. A. (2019). HOTS-AEP: Higher order thinking skills
from elementary to master students in environmental learning. European Journal of Educational Research, 8(4), 935-942.
https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.8.4.935

Imron, F., Zaharuddin, M., Susanti, W., & Imamuddin, M. (2022). Mathematic teachers and online learning in the Covid-19
Pandemic: A survey study. International Journal of Humanities Education and Social Sciences, 1(5), 602-608.
https://doi.org/10.55227/ijhess.v1i5.130

Inaltekin, T., & Goksu, V. (2019). A research on visual learning representations of primary and secondary science textbooks in
Turkey. International Journal of Progressive Education, 15(6), 51-65.

Isa, N. S. M,, Omar, N,, Fatzel, F. H. M., Ghazali, Z. M., & Anas, N. (2021). The relationship between students’ learning styles
and academic performance: Final year accounting students. EDUCATUM Journal of Social Sciences, 7(1), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.87134/€joss.vol7.1.1.2021

Jensen, E. (2008). Brain-based learning: The new paradigm of teaching (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Kawahara, J. 1., & Kihara, K. (2011). No commonality between attentional capture and attentional blink. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 64(5), 991-1008. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2010.524304

KRervinen, A., Roth, W.-M,, Juuti, K., & Uitto, A. (2020). The resurgence of everyday experiences in school science learning
activities. Cultural Studies of Science Education, 15(4), 1019-1045. https://doi.org/10.1007/511422-019-09968-1

Khairunnisa, K., Sitohang, R., & Nurmayani, N. (2023). dpplication of higher order thinking skills in social education subject at
elementary school teacher education state university of Medan. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 4th International
Conference on Science Education in The Industrial Revolution 4.0, ICONSEIR 2022, November 24th, 2022, Medan,
Indonesia. Proceedings of the 4th International Conference on Science Education in The Industrial Revolution 4.0,
ICONSEIR 2022, November 24th, 2022, Medan, Indonesia, Medan, Indonesia. https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.24-11-
2022.2332578

Khan, M. R. (2021). Learning styles and academic achievement among form three living integrated skills students. 4SM Science
Journal, 16, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.32802/asmsc}.2021.819

Khery, Y., Masjudin, M., Muzaki, A., Nufida, B., Lesnawati, Y., Rahayu, S., & Setiawan, N. (2020). Mobile-nature of science
model of learning for supporting student performance on general chemistry classroom. International Journal of
Interactive Mobile Technologies, 14(12), 122-187. https://doi.org/10.8991/ijim.v14i12.15591

Khodaei, S., Hasanvand, S., Gholami, M., Mokhayeri, Y., & Amini, M. (2022). The effect of the online flipped classroom on self-
directed learning readiness and metacognitive awareness in nursing students during the COVID-19 pandemic. BMC

nursing, 21(1), 22. https://doi.org/10.1186/512912-022-00804-6

1162
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.5334/uproc.111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100403
https://doi.org/10.1177/07356331221106918
https://doi.org/10.37134/jcit.vol10.5.2020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104031
https://doi.org/10.14419/ijans.v5i1.5124
https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.8.4.935
https://doi.org/10.55227/ijhess.v1i5.130
https://doi.org/10.37134/ejoss.vol7.1.1.2021
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2010.524304
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11422-019-09968-1
https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.24-11-2022.2332578
https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.24-11-2022.2332578
https://doi.org/10.32802/asmscj.2021.819
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v14i12.15591
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-022-00804-6

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Krathwohl, D. R., & Anderson, L. W. (2010). Merlin C. Wittrock and the revision of Bloom's taxonomy. Educational Psychologist,
45(1), 64-65. https://doi.org/10.1080/004615209034:33562

Leasa, M., Corebima, A. D., & Batlolona, J. R. (2020). The effect of learning styles on the critical thinking skills in natural science
learning of elementary school students. Ilkogretim Online, 19(4), 2086—2097.
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2020.763449

Lee, H., Seong, E., Choi, W, & Lowder, M. W. (2019). Development and assessment of the Korean author recognition test.
Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 72(7), 1837-1846. https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021818814461

Leite, W. L., Svinicki, M., & Shi, Y. (2010). Attempted validation of the scores of the VARK: Learning styles inventory with
multitrait-multimethod confirmatory factor analysis models. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 70(2), 323-339.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164409344507

Leonor, J. P. (2015). Exploration of conceptual understanding and science process skills: A basis for differentiated science inquiry
curriculum  model.  International — Journal —of  Information and  Education  Technology, 5(4), 255-259.
https://doi.org/10.7763/1JIET.2015.V5.512

Li, S, Jia, X, Zhao, Y., Ni, Y., Xu, L., & Li, Y. (2024). The mediating role of self-directed learning ability in the impact of
educational environment, learning motivation, and emotional intelligence on metacognitive awareness in nursing
students. BMC Nursing, 23(1), 789. https://doi.org/10.1186/512912-024-024:57-7

Liu, Y., Yu, H,, Shi, Y., & Ma, C. (2023). The effect of perceived stress on depression in college students: The role of emotion
regulation and positive psychological capital. Frontiers n Psychology, 14, 1110798.
https://doi.org/10.8389/fpsyg.2023.1110798

Lu, J,, Xiong, C, Parikh, D., & Socher, R. (2017). Knowing when to look: Adaptive attention via a visual sentinel for image captioning.
Paper presented at the 2017 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 3242-3250.
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2017.345

Machromah, I. U, Ishartono, N., Mirandhani, A., Muhroji, S. M., Basry, W., & Ernitasari. (2021). PISA problems solving of
students with a visual learning styles. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 1720(1), 012010.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1720/1/012010

Margana, M., & Widyantoro, A. (2017). Developing English textbooks oriented to higher order thinking skills for students of
vocational high schools in Yogyakarta. Jowrnal of Language Teaching and Research, 8(1), 26-38.
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0801.04

Maxnun, L., Kristiani, K., & Sulistyaningrum, C. D. (2024). Development of hots-based cognitive assessment instruments:
ADDIE model. Journal of Education and Learning (EduLearn), 18(2), 489-498.
https://doi.org/10.11591/edulearn.v18i2.21079

McAvinue, L. P., Habekost, T., Johnson, K. A, Kyllingsbzk, S., Vangkilde, S., Bundesen, C., & Robertson, I. H. (2012). Sustained
attention, attentional selectivity, and attentional capacity across the lifespan. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 74,
1570-1582. https://doi.org/10.8758/513414-012-0352-6

Melawati, Y., Rochmiyati, R, & Nurhanurawati, N. (2022). A needs analysis of HOTS-based assessment instruments for
elementary school mathematics learning. Aszan Journal of Educational Technology, 1(2), 90-95.

Muhaimin, L. H., Mukhibin, A., Mitrayana, M., & Dasari, D. (2022). Mathematical learning experiment using numbered heads
together and think pair share models, examined from the learning style. Journal of Mathematics and Mathematics
Education, 12(2), 120-131. https://doi.org/10.20961/jmme.v12i2.67990

Nadhiroh, U. (2028). The correlation between 7th grade junior high school students’ learning style and their first semester
examination score. Proceedings Series on Soctal Sciences & Humanities, 12, 333-342.
https://doi.org/10.80595/pssh.v12i.817

Nauli, N., Harisman, Y., Armiati, & Yerizon. (2024). Junior high school students’ habits of mind in solving mathematical

problems. Jurnal Pendidikan Matematika, 18(1), 39—58. https://doi.org/10.22842/jpm.v18il.pp39-58

1163
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520903433562
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2020.763449
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021818814461
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164409344507
https://doi.org/10.7763/IJIET.2015.V5.512
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-024-02457-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1110798
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2017.345
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1720/1/012010
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0801.04
https://doi.org/10.11591/edulearn.v18i2.21079
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-012-0352-6
https://doi.org/10.20961/jmme.v12i2.67990
https://doi.org/10.30595/pssh.v12i.817
https://doi.org/10.22342/jpm.v18i1.pp39-58

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Nosratinia, M., Saveiy, M., & Zaker, A. (2014). EFL learners' self-efficacy, metacognitive awareness, and use of language
learning strategies: How are they associated. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 45), 1080-1092.
https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.4.5.1080-1092

Otero, I, & Alonso, P. (2023). Cognitive reflection test: The effects of the items sequence on scores and response time. PloS One,
18(1), €0279982. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0279982

Prayogi, S., Bilad, M. R., Verawati, N. N. S. P., & Asy’ari, M. (2024). Inquiry vs. inquiry-creative: Emphasizing critical thinking
skills of prospective STEM teachers in the context of STEM learning in Indonesia. Education Sciences, 14(6), 593.
https://doi.org/10.8390/educsci14060593

Purbayani, R., Nugraha, A. P., & Ali, N. N. (2024). Analysis of learning styles based on Indonesian language learning outcomes
in elementary school students. Journal Corner of Education, Linguistics, and Lilerature, 4(2), 235-242.
https://doi.org/10.54012/jcell.v4i2.346

Purwasih, R.,, Turmudi, T., Dahlan, J. A., & Ishartono, N. (2024). Computational thinking on concept pattern number: A study
learning style Kolb. Jurnal Elemen, 10(1), 89-104. https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v10i1.23056

Rahmawati, T., Wahyuningrum H, M. M., Bustari, M., Lestari, S., Ernawati, R. D., & Selviana, S. (2023). Science learning
management based on higher order thinking skills (HOTS). Jurnal Penelitian Pendidikan IPA, 9(1), 533—541.

Rani, S., Wiyatmo, Y., & Kustanto, H. (2017). Concept attainment worksheet to enhance concept knowledge and science process
skills in physics instruction. Jurnal Pendidikan IPA Indonesia, 6(2), 326-334. https://doi.org/10.15294/)pii.v6i2.10520

Riviere, J., & Brisson, J. (2014). Space-based visual attention: A marker of immature selective attention in toddlers? Developmental
Psychobiology, 56(7), 1589-1594. https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21240

Riviere, J., Cordonnier, A., & Fouasse, C. (2017). Attentional focus versus diffuse attention: Which is better in toddlers?
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41(5), 605-610. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416673473

Salvetti, I, Rijal, K., Owusu-Darko, I., & Prayogi, S. (2023). Surmounting obstacles in STEM education: An in-depth analysis of
literature paving the way for proficient pedagogy in STEM learning. International Journal of Essential Competencies in
Education, 2(2), 177-196. https://doi.org/10.36312/ijece.v2i2.1614

Samarakoon, L., Fernando, T., Rodrigo, C., & Rajapakse, S. (2013). Learning styles and approaches to learning among medical
undergraduates and postgraduates. BMC Medical Education, 13, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-42

Santosa, T. A., Angreni, S, Sari, R. T., Ahda, Y., Alberida, H., & Arsih, F. (2024). Effectiveness of higher order thinking skills-
based test instruments in science learning in Indonesia: A meta-analysis. Jurnal Penelitian Pendidikan IPA, 10(5), 242-
249. https://doi.org/10.29308/ppipa.v10i5.66 54

Sayed, A. R., Khafagy, M. H., Ali, M., & Mohamed, M. H. (2024). Predict student learning styles and suitable assessment
methods using click stream. Egyptian Informatics Journal, 26, 100469. https://doi.org/10.1016/].¢i].2024.100469

Schmidt, H. G., Rotgans, J. 1., & Yew, E. H. (2011). The process of problem-based learning: What works and why. Medical
Education, 45(8), 792-806. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1365-2923.2011.04035.X

Serrano Rodriguez, R., Amor Almedina, M. 1., Guzman Cedefio, A., & Guerrero-Casado, J. (2020). Validation of an instrument to
evaluate the development of university teaching competences in Ecuador. Journal of Hispanic Higher Education, 19(1),
19-86. https://doi.org/10.1177/1538192718765076

Setyowati, Y., Priyambudi, S., & Dewanto, D. (20238). Mentoring in integrating HOTS (Higher Order Thinking Skills) in
reading assessment. Prosiding Konferensi Nasional Pengabdian Kepada Masyarakat Dan Corporate Social Responsibility
(PKM-CSR), 6, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.37695/pkmesr.v6i0.20 14

Slessor, G., Finnerty, A., Papp, J., Smith, D. T., & Martin, D. (2019). Gaze-cueing and endogenous attention operate in parallel.
Acta Psychologica, 192, 172-180. https://doi.org/10.1016/].actpsy.2018.11.006

Southerland, S. A., Johnston, A., & Sowell, S. (2006). Describing teachers' conceptual ecologies for the nature of science. Science
Education, 90(5), 874-906. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20153

Stee, W., & Peigneux, P. (2021). Post-learning micro-and macro-structural neuroplasticity changes with time and sleep.

Biochemical Pharmacology, 191, 114369. https://doi.org/10.1016/].bcp.2020.114:369

1164
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.4.5.1080-1092
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0279982
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14060593
https://doi.org/10.54012/jcell.v4i2.346
https://doi.org/10.29408/jel.v10i1.23056
https://doi.org/10.15294/jpii.v6i2.10520
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21240
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416673473
https://doi.org/10.36312/ijece.v2i2.1614
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-42
https://doi.org/10.29303/jppipa.v10i5.6654
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eij.2024.100469
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2011.04035.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1538192718765076
https://doi.org/10.37695/pkmcsr.v6i0.2014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bcp.2020.114369

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Suhirman, S., & Ghazali, I. (2022). Exploring students’ critical thinking and curiosity: a study on problem-based learning with
character development and naturalist intelligence. International Journal of Essential Competencies in Education, 1(2), 95-
107. https://doi.org/10.36312/ijece.v1i2.1817

Suryati, S., Pangga, D., Habibi, H., & Azmi, 1. (2025). Digital pedagogical model based on climate change issues integrated with
virtual reality technology to enhance students’ critical thinking and climate change awareness. International Journal of
Ethnoscience and Technology in Education, 2(1), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.33394/ijete.v2i1.14054

Susantini, E., Isnawati, & Raharjo. (2022). HOTS-link mobile learning application: Enabling biology pre-service teachers to
devise HOTS-based lesson plans. Journal of Science Education and  Technology, 31(6), 783-794.
https://doi.org/10.1007/510956-022-09993-w

Sweller, J., Van Merriénboer, J. J., & Paas, F. (2019). Cognitive architecture and instructional design: 20 years later. Educational
Psychology Review, 31, 261-292. https://doi.org/10.1007/510648-019-09465-5

Tamboto, H. J. D. (2022). The effect of HOTS learning and self regulation on students cognitive ability at SMK Negeri 1
modoinding. Asia Pacific Journal of Management and Education, 5(3), 83-91. https://doi.org/10.32535/apjme.v5i3.1891

Tang, Y., & He, W. (2022). Emotion regulation and psychological capital of chinese university students during the covid-19
pandemic: The serial mediation effect of learning satisfaction and learning engagement. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(20), 13661. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013661

Taslim, A., Suaedi, S., & Ilyas, M. (2021). The influence of creative thinking and learning experience on higher order thinking
skills.  Al-Khwarizmi:  Jurnal — Pendidikan — Matematika ~ Dan  Ilmu  Pengetahuan — Alam, 9(2), 49-60.
https://doi.org/10.24256/jpmipa.v9i2.2068

Thaintheerasombat, S., & Chookhampaeng, C. (2022). The development of a self-awareness skill for high school students with
the process of social and emotional learning. Jowrnal of Educational Issues, 8(2), 741-754.
https://doi.org/10.5296/jei.v8i2.20395

Thomas, G. P. (2012). Metacognition in science education: Past, present and future considerations. In B. Fraser, K. Tobin, & C. J.
McRobbie  (Eds.),  Second  International ~— Handbook  of  Science  Education: ~ Springer  Netherlands.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9041-7

Vaughn, A. R, Brown, R. D., & Johnson, M. L. (2020). Understanding conceptual change and science learning through
educational neuroscience. Mind, Brain, and Education, 14(2), 82-93. https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12237

Wang, C., & Wei, B. (2024). Analysis of visual-based physics questions of the senior high school entrance examination in China.
Physical Review Physics Education Research, 20(1), 010112. https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.20.010112

Widana, I. W. (2017). Higher order thinking skills (HOTS) assessment. JISAE: Journal of Indonesian Student Assesment and
Evaluation, 3(1), 32—44. https://doi.org/10.21009/JISAE.031.04

Woo, S., Park, J., Lee, J.-Y., & Kweon, 1. S. (2018). CBAM: Convolutional block attention module. In V. Ferrari, M. Hebert, C.
Sminchisescu, & Y. Weiss (Eds.), Computer Vision — ECCV 2018. In (Vol. 11211, pp. 8—19): Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01234-2_1

Woolfolk, A. (2019). Educational psychology: Active learning edition (14th ed.). Boston: Pearson.

Xu, R., Church, R. M,, Sasaki, Y., & Watanabe, T. (2021). Effects of stimulus and task structure on temporal perceptual learning.
Scientific Reports, 11(1), 668. https://doi.org/10.1038/541598-020-80192-6

Yang, Z., He, X, Gao, J,, Deng, L., & Smola, A. (2016). Stacked attention networks for image question answering. Paper presented at
the 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 21-29.
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2016.10

Yurniwati, Y., & Soleh, D. A. (2020). The effectiveness of computer-based problem solving to improve higher order thinking
skills on prospective teachers. International Journal of  Instruction, 15(2), 3938—406.
https://doi.org/10.298383/1ji.2020.13227a

Yusuf, 1., & Widyaningsih, S. W. (2022). Higher order thinking skills oriented student worksheet of e-learning model in electric
circuit topic. TEM Journal, 11(2), 564—573. https://doi.org/10.18421/TEM112-10

1165
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.36312/ijece.v1i2.1317
https://doi.org/10.33394/ijete.v2i1.14054
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-022-09993-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-019-09465-5
https://doi.org/10.32535/apjme.v5i3.1891
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013661
https://doi.org/10.24256/jpmipa.v9i2.2068
https://doi.org/10.5296/jei.v8i2.20395
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9041-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12237
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.20.010112
https://doi.org/10.21009/JISAE.031.04
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01234-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-80192-6
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2016.10
https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2020.13227a
https://doi.org/10.18421/TEM112-10

International Journal of Education and Practice, 2025, 13(3): 1143-1166

Yusuf, Y., Suhirman, S., Suastra, I. W., & Tokan, M. K. (2019). The eftects of problem-based learning with character emphasis
and naturalist intelligence on students’ problem-solving skills and care. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and
Change, 5(3), 1084—1059.

Zacharia, Z. C. (2007). Comparing and combining real and virtual experimentation: An effort to enhance students' conceptual
understanding ~ of  electric  circuits. Journal  of  Computer  Assisted  Learning, 23(2), 120-132.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1865-2729.2006.00215.X

Zaiful Shah, N. F. A, & Zakaria, Z. (2024). The integration of higher order thinking skills in science classrooms: Malaysian
teachers’ perspectives and practice. International Journal of Academic Research in Progressive Education and Development,
13(2), 570-586. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v13-i2/21306

Zhang, L., Basham, J. D., & Yang, S. (2020). Understanding the implementation of personalized learning: A research synthesis.
Educational Research Review, 31, 100339. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100339

Zhang, Z., Liu, T., & Lee, C. B. (2021). Language learners’ enjoyment and emotion regulation in online collaborative learning.
System, 98, 102478. https://doi.org/10.1016/].system.2021.102478

Zhao, S., & Zhang, Z. (2018). Attention-via-attention neural machine translation. Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, 32(1), 563-570. https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v32i1.11254

Zhao, T., Fu, Z,, Lian, X,, Ye, L., & Huang, W. (2021). Exploring emotion regulation and perceived control as antecedents of
anxiety and its consequences during COVID-19 full remote learning. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 675910.
https://doi.org/10.8389/fpsyg.2021.675910

Zhou, Y., Gan, L., Chen, J,, Wijaya, T. T., & Li, Y. (2023). Development and validation of a higher-order thinking skills
assessment scale for pre-service teachers. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 48, 101272.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2023.101272

Zhu, P, Yang, Q., Chen, L., Guan, C,, Zhou, J,, Shen, M., & Chen, H. (2023). Working-memory-guided attention competes with
exogenous attention but not with endogenous attention. Behavioral — Sciences, 13(5), 426.
https://doi.org/10.8390/bs13050426

Zivony, A., & Lamy, D. (2016). Attentional capture and engagement during the attentional blink: A “camera” metaphor of
attention.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human  Perception and Performance, 42(11), 1886-1902.
https://doi.org/10.1087/xhp0000286

Zohar, A, & Dori, Y. J. (2012). Metacognition in science education. In (pp. 40): Springer Netherlands.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2132-6

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), International Journal of Education and Practice shall not be
responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content.

1166
© 2025 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2006.00215.x
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARPED/v13-i2/21306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102478
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v32i1.11254
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.675910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2023.101272
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13050426
https://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000286
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2132-6

