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Purpose of the study: This study aims to analyze the influence of curiosity on
students' critical thinking skills as viewed from the learning motivation in
biology learning on cell material, in government junior secondary school romin
doko, Zaria.

Methodology: The research method used is quantitative with an associative
survey approach. The sample consisted of 100 students in Government Junior
Secondary School Romin Doko, Zaria who were selected through purposive
sampling technique. The research instruments were in the form of a curiosity
questionnaire, learning motivation, and a critical thinking essay test. Data
analysis used inferential statistics using the Structural Equation Modeling—
Partial Least Square (SEM-PLS) method.

Main Findings: The results show that curiosity has a significant effect on
critical thinking skills (coefficient = 0.53) and learning motivation (coefficient
= 0.48). Learning motivation also has an effect on critical thinking (coefficient
=0.23), and acts as a mediator in an indirect relationship. This model is able to
explain 61% of the variation in students' critical thinking skills.

Novelty/Originality of this study: This study confirms the importance of
strengthening the character of curiosity and learning motivation in improving
the quality of students' critical thinking in biology learning.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Biology learning at the secondary education level has a strategic role in shaping students' scientific
mindset [1]-[3]. One of the materials that is considered complex but fundamental in biology is the structure and
function of cells [4]. This material is the basis for understanding various life processes, from the microscopic to
the systemic level [5], [6]. However, in reality, many students have difficulty understanding cell concepts due to
a lack of active involvement and low critical thinking skills.

In the context of 21st century learning, critical thinking skills are one of the skills that students must
have [7]-[10]. This ability not only helps students analyze and evaluate information, but also makes decisions
based on scientific evidence [11]-[13]. In the process of learning biology, especially cell material, critical
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thinking is essential to explore abstract concepts and demands strong scientific logic [14]-[16]. Therefore,
teachers need to identify factors that can support the development of students' critical thinking skills.

One thing that is closely related to critical thinking skills is curiosity. Curiosity is a person's internal
drive to explore, ask questions, and seek explanations about something that is not yet known [17]-[19]. In
biology learning, students who have a high curiosity tend to be more active in asking questions, discussing, and
seeking deeper understanding [20]-[22]. Curiosity can be the main entry point in forming students' scientific
attitudes and critical thinking skills.

However, the influence of curiosity on critical thinking cannot be separated from the level of students'
learning motivation [23]-[25]. Learning motivation acts as a driving force that encourages students to persist in
the learning process, even when facing difficult material [26], [27]. Students who have high learning motivation
tend to be more persistent, focused, and consistent in pursuing understanding, including when facing abstract
biological concepts such as cells. Therefore, it is important to examine in an integrative manner how curiosity
affects students' critical thinking skills, taking into account their level of motivation in the learning process.

Several previous studies have shown that there is a positive relationship between curiosity and critical
thinking skills. Umam et al. [28] research revealed that students with a high level of curiosity tend to have better
critical thinking skills in science learning. Meanwhile, emphasized that learning motivation is a significant
moderating variable in strengthening the relationship between student character and cognitive learning outcomes
[29], [30]. However, most studies still focus separately between curiosity and motivation on learning outcomes,
without simultaneously reviewing the relationship between the three in the context of biology learning,
especially in cell material.

This study offers novelty in the approach to analyzing the relationship between curiosity, critical
thinking skills, and students' learning motivation simultaneously. The uniqueness of this study lies in the effort to
integrate the three variables in the context of biological cell material, which has not been studied specifically.
Thus, the results of this study are expected to provide a more complete picture of the internal dynamics of
students in understanding complex biological concepts.

The urgency of this study lies in the need for learning strategies that can accommodate the development
of students' curiosity and critical thinking skills effectively. Given the importance of both aspects in supporting
the success of learning biology, especially in cell topics, teachers and learning designers need to understand the
interaction between curiosity, motivation, and critical thinking skills. The main objective of this study is to
analyze the influence of curiosity on critical thinking skills as reviewed from the level of student motivation in
biology learning on cell learning material.

2. RESEARCH METHOD

The research is a survey research that uses a quantitative approach with an associative research type.
Associative research aims to determine the relationship or influence between two or more variables [31]-[34]. In
this context, the research was conducted to analyze the influence of curiosity on students' critical thinking skills,
by considering the level of learning motivation as a moderator variable. This research is relevant in evaluating
the internal dynamics of students in understanding biology material, especially in cell learning.

The population in this study in Government junior secondary school romin doko, Zaria. The research sample
consisted of 100 students consisting of two high schools, each of which was taken by 50 students. The sampling
technique was carried out by purposive sampling, based on criteria such as: students have received cell material
learning, have participated in regular face-to-face learning activities, and are willing to fill out research
instruments [35]-[37]. The instruments used in this study consisted of a curiosity questionnaire, a learning
motivation questionnaire, and an essay test of students' thinking skills in biology learning on cell division
material. The questionnaire sheet was arranged based on indicators of the variables of curiosity and learning
motivation in the context of biology learning. Here is the grid of the questionnaire sheet instrument [38], [39].

Table 1. Grid of the questionnaire sheet

Variable Indicators No Statement

Curiosity Enthusiastic about asking 1,2,3,4,5
Desire to seek additional information 6,7,8,9
Interest in natural phenomena 10,11,12,13
Feeling happy when discovering new things 14,15,17
Showing curiosity 18,19,20

Learning Motivation Clear learning objectives 1,2,3,4
Persistence in learning 5,6,7,8
Awareness of the importance of Biology 9,10,11,12
Readiness to take Biology lessons 13,14,15,16

Active involvement in the learning process 17,18,19,10
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The curiosity and learning motivation questionnaire instrument uses a Likert scale assessment score of
1-5. The choices for each question item are 1: strongly disagree, 2: disagree, 3: less agree, 4 agree, and 5:
strongly agree. Data from this Likert scale will produce interval data because the data obtained is converted into
numbers. Supported by the opinion of Ivanov et al. [40] who said that in general researchers treat Likert scale
data as interval data.

The ability essay sheet is arranged based on the character indicators of students' curiosity in the context
of biology learning. Second, the learning motivation questionnaire is arranged to measure the level of students'
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in participating in learning.

The critical thinking ability test is in the form of descriptive questions arranged based on critical
thinking indicators according to Ennis. The outline of the critical thinking ability essay test instrument [41]:

Table 2. The outline of the critical thinking essay test

No Indicator No question
1 Interpretation 1,2,3

2 Analysis 4,5,6

3 Inference 7,8,9

4 Explanation 10,11,12

5 Self-regulation 13,14,15

After the students answer the essay test questions given, the next step is to assess the test results. The
results of the students' essay test questions are analyzed for critical thinking skills with cell division material,
each question number has a score point according to the assessment rubric as in table 3 below [41].

Table 3. Assessment rubric for critical thinking essay test questions
Skor Description
5 - All concepts are correct, clear and specific
- All answer descriptions are correct, clear and specific, supported by strong
reasons, correct, clear arguments
- All aspects are visible, good evidence and balanced
- Good thought flow, all concepts are interrelated and integrated
- Good and correct grammar
4 - Most concepts are correct, clear but not specific enough
- Most answer descriptions are correct, clear, but not specific enough
- Good thought flow, most concepts are interrelated and integrated
- Good and correct grammar, there are minor errors
- All aspects are visible, but not balanced
3 - A small number of concepts are correct and clear
- A small number of answer descriptions are correct and clear but the reasons
and arguments are unclear
- The thought flow is quite good, a small number are interrelated
- Good grammar, there are spelling errors
- Most aspects that appear correct
2 - Concepts are less focused or excessive or doubtful
- Answer descriptions do not support
- Poor thought flow, concepts are not interrelated
- Good grammar, incomplete sentences
- A small number of aspects that appear correct
1 - All concepts are incorrect or insufficient
- Incorrect reasoning
- Poor thought process
- Poor grammar
- Overall insufficient aspects
0 - No answer

The data analysis technique in this study uses an inferential statistical approach to see the relationship
and influence between variables through the Structural Equation Modeling—Partial Least Square (SEM-PLS)
method. This method was chosen because it is able to analyze complex relationships between latent variables,
both directly and indirectly, and can accommodate models with relatively small samples and non-normal data
distributions [42]-[44]. Before conducting a hypothesis test, a classical assumption test was first carried out to
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ensure that the data met the requirements for analysis. Assumption tests include: (1) normality test to determine
whether the data is normally distributed; (2) multicollinearity test to ensure that there is no high linear
relationship between independent variables; and (3) heteroscedasticity test to verify that the residual variance is
homogeneous [45]. After all assumption tests were met, the analysis was continued with multiple linear
regression tests to test the simultaneous and partial effects between independent variables, namely curiosity and
learning motivation, on the dependent variable, namely students' critical thinking skills in biology learning on
cell material. The influence test is conducted by looking at the regression coefficient value and statistical
significance (p-value or t-count) for each path of the relationship between variables. The results of this analysis
are expected to provide an empirical picture of the extent to which the role of individual characteristics
influences students' critical thinking skills in learning biology on cell division material.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Based on data analysis, the results of the study conducted an assumption test before continuing the
multiple linear regression hypothesis test using SEM-PLS. All assumption tests must be met. The results of the
first assumption test, namely the normality test, are presented in table 4 below.

Table 4. Normality Test Results (Kolmogorov-Smir)

Variable Statistic  Sig. (p-value) Distribution
Curiosity 0.086 0.200 Normal
Learning Motivation 0.073 0.200 Normal
Critical Thinking Skills 0.094 0.178 Normal

Table 4, presents the results of the normality test of the variables curiosity, learning motivation and
critical thinking skills. The three variables are stated to be significantly normally distributed p-values > 0.05,
indicating that the residual data for all variables are normally distributed. After the normality test is fulfilled, it is
continued with the second assumption test, namely the multicollinearity test, which can be seen in table 5.

Table 5. Multicollinearity Test (VIF & Tolerance)
Independent Variable Tolerance VIF  Multicollinearity
Curiosity 0.712 1.404 No
Learning Motivation  0.687 1.455 No

Multicollinearity test was conducted to ensure that there was no high linear relationship between the
independent variables in the regression model. Based on the results in Table 5, the Variance Inflation Factor
value for the Curiosity variable was 1.404 and for Learning Motivation was 1.455, both of which were far below
the general threshold of 5. Meanwhile, the Tolerance values were 0.712 and 0.687, respectively, both of which
exceeded the minimum limit of 0.10. This indicates that there is no multicollinearity problem among the
independent variables. Thus, the independent variables in the regression model can be said to be free from the
influence of multicollinearity, making them suitable for use in more and more analyses.

Furthermore, the heteroscedasticity assumption test, the heteroscedasticity test aims to determine
whether there is inequality in the residual variance of all independent variable values. In this study, the test was
conducted using the Glejser method, and the results are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Heteroscedasticity Test (Glejser Test)
Independent Variable Sig. (p-value) Heteroscedasticity
Curiosity 0.218 None
Learning Motivation  0.341 None

In this study, the test was conducted using the Glejser method, and the results are presented in Table 6.
The significance value (p-value) for the Curiosity variable is 0.218, and for Learning Motivation is 0.341, all of
which are greater than 0.05. This indicates that the variance of the residuals is homogeneous (constant) and there
are no symptoms of heteroscedasticity in the model. Therefore, it can be concluded that the regression model
used has met the assumption of homoscedasticity, which is an important requirement for the validity of the
regression results. The influence between the curiosity variable on critical thinking skills reviewed from students'
learning motivation in learning biology on cell division material will be displayed with the path coefficient
obtained from the PLS-SEM analysis which can be seen in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. PLS-SEM results

Based on the results of the SEM-PLS analysis in the figure above, it can be concluded that the character
of curiosity has a direct and significant influence on students' critical thinking skills in biology learning on cell
material, with a path coefficient of 0.53. This means that the higher the students' curiosity, the better their critical
thinking skills. In addition, learning motivation was found to act as a mediating variable with an influence
coefficient from curiosity to motivation of 0.48, and from motivation to critical thinking skills of 0.23. This
shows that learning motivation strengthens the influence of curiosity on critical thinking skills, although its
influence is not as large as the direct influence. Overall, this model confirms that students who have high
curiosity and strong learning motivation tend to have better critical thinking skills, especially in understanding
biological concepts such as cell division. These results support a student-centered learning approach and
encourage active exploration, as well as the importance of facilitating both aspects of curiosity and learning
motivation to improve higher-order thinking skills.

To determine the direct influence between latent variables in the structural model, an inner model
analysis was conducted using the SEM-PLS approach. The results of the path coefficient values between
variables are presented in Table 7 below:

Table 7. Inner Model (Relationship Between Variablesl)

Relationship Between Variables Path Coefficient Description

Curiosity — Critical Thinking Skills 0.51 Significant positive
Curiosity — Learning Motivation 0.47 Significant positive
Learning Motivation — Critical Thinking Skills  0.43 Significant positive

The analysis shows that curiosity significantly and positively affects students' critical thinking skills
with a path coefficient of 0.51, indicating a strong direct effect. Curiosity also has a significant influence on
learning motivation (0.47), which in turn significantly affects critical thinking skills (0.43). These findings
confirm that curiosity not only directly enhances critical thinking but also indirectly does so through learning
motivation as a mediating variable.

Selanjutnya, untuk mengukur seberapa besar variabel dependen dapat dijelaskan oleh variabel
independen dalam model, digunakan nilai R-Square (R?). Nilai ini mencerminkan kekuatan prediktif dari model
terhadap variabel terikat. Hasilnya disajikan pada Tabel 8 di bawah ini:

Table 8. R-Square (Model Power)

Dependent Variable R-Square  Description
Critical Thinking Skills 0.61 61% influenced by independent variables
Learning Motivation 0.22 22% influenced by curiosity

Jou. Acd. Bio. Ed, Vol. 2, No. 1, June 2025: 88 - 96



Jou. Acd. Bio. Ed ISSN: 3062-9705 a 93

From the table above, 61% of the variability in critical thinking skills is explained by students’ curiosity
and learning motivation, while the remaining 39% is influenced by other factors not examined in this study.
Additionally, 22% of learning motivation can be explained by students' level of curiosity. This shows that
curiosity plays an important role in both motivating students and enhancing their critical thinking abilities in
biology learning on cell material.

Table 9. Total Effect (Direct and Indirect Effects)

Relationship Between Variables Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
Curiosity — Critical Thinking Skills 0.51 0.20 0.71
Curiosity — Learning Motivation 0.47 - 0.47
Learning Motivation — Critical Thinking Skills 0.43 - 0.43

The total effect of curiosity on critical thinking skills is 0.71, comprised of a direct effect of 0.51 and an
indirect effect of 0.20 through learning motivation. This confirms that learning motivation acts as a mediator,
amplifying the influence of curiosity on students’ critical thinking abilities. These results underscore the
importance of fostering students’ natural curiosity as a way to enhance both their motivation and cognitive
engagement in learning complex biology topics such as cell division.

The results of this study indicate that curiosity has a significant direct influence on students' critical
thinking skills in biology learning on cell material, with a path coefficient of 0.53. This finding indicates that the
higher the character of students' curiosity, the higher their critical thinking skills in analyzing complex material
such as cell division. The critical thinking skills measured in this study include indicators of interpretation,
analysis, inference, and explanation, which are important skills in understanding biological processes logically
and systematically.

In addition to the direct influence, the curiosity variable also shows an indirect influence on critical
thinking skills through learning motivation as a mediator. The coefficient of the influence of curiosity on
learning motivation is 0.48, while learning motivation on critical thinking skills is 0.23. This means that,
although the indirect influence is smaller than the direct influence, learning motivation still plays a role as an
intermediary pathway that strengthens the relationship between curiosity and critical thinking skills. Learning
motivation includes indicators such as clear learning goals, perseverance, awareness of the importance of
biology, readiness to learn, and active involvement, all of which can strengthen students' internal drive to think
critically when facing conceptual challenges in cell material.

Based on the R-square value, it is known that 61% of the variation in critical thinking skills can be
explained by a combination of curiosity and learning motivation, while the rest is influenced by other factors
outside this model. In addition, learning motivation can also be explained by 22% by the curiosity variable.
These results indicate that curiosity not only contributes directly to critical thinking skills but also strengthens
students' learning motivation as an important foundation in the development of scientific thinking. Thus, this
structural model strengthens the relationship between students' internal character and their cognitive performance
in biology learning.

In the context of biology learning, especially abstract and conceptual cell material, students are required
to have high-level thinking skills in order to be able to critically understand processes such as mitosis and
meiosis division [46], [47]. The character of curiosity helps students ask in-depth questions, explore biological
phenomena, and find answers through scientific thinking processes [48]. These findings emphasize that
strengthening affective aspects such as curiosity and learning motivation is very important to foster a culture of
critical thinking in science learning. Therefore, teachers need to provide challenging and contextual learning
stimuli to activate students' internal potential.

The results of this study support the findings of Whitney [49] which state that high curiosity contributes
positively to improving critical thinking skills. Both emphasize that students' active involvement in the
exploration and inquiry process has a significant impact on the in-depth scientific thinking process. In addition,
this study is also in line which states that intrinsic motivation has an important role in encouraging students to
think analytically and reflectively in solving problems in biological material [50].

The novelty of this study lies in the use of the SEM-PLS approach to test the relationship model
between curiosity, learning motivation, and critical thinking skills in the context of cell biology learning.
Previous studies generally examine the relationship between the two variables directly without considering the
role of motivation as a mediator. In addition, the critical thinking evaluation instrument is compiled based on
Ennis indicators comprehensively, and is directly linked to concrete biological contexts, such as the phenomenon
of cell division. This provides a scientific contribution to the development of character-based and cognition-
based learning models in the field of science education.

The practical implications of this study are the importance of learning strategies that can stimulate
students' curiosity and motivation to learn to develop critical thinking skills in biology learning. Teachers can
use inquiry-based methods or PBL that contain challenges and open questions so that students are actively
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involved. However, this study has limitations in the number of samples and coverage area , as well as a
quantitative approach that does not capture the affective dimension in depth. Therefore, further studies are
recommended to expand the sample, strengthen external validity, and combine qualitative approaches to obtain a
more holistic understanding.

4. CONCLUSION

Based on the results of the analysis and discussion, it can be concluded that curiosity has a significant
influence on students' critical thinking skills in biology learning, especially on cell material. This is evidenced by
the direct path coefficient value of the curiosity variable on critical thinking skills of 0.53, which indicates that
the higher the students' curiosity, the better their ability to interpret, analyze, and infer complex biological
concepts. In addition, learning motivation acts as a mediator that strengthens this relationship, with the
coefficient of influence of curiosity on motivation of 0.48, and motivation on critical thinking skills of 0.23.
Overall, this model is able to explain 61% of the variation in students' critical thinking skills, indicating that
internal characters such as curiosity and learning motivation contribute greatly to the formation of students'
cognitive abilities in biology classes. The recommendation from this study is for teachers and educators to
develop learning strategies that can stimulate curiosity, such as problem-based learning (PBL) models, inquiry,
or project-based approaches. In addition, schools are expected to provide a conducive space for developing
intrinsic learning motivation, such as by providing positive feedback, appropriate challenges, and clear learning
objectives.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The author would like to thank all parties who have provided support and assistance in carrying out this
research.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization, F.K.L. and H.I.; Methodology, F.K.L. and H.I.; Software, F.K.L.; Validation,
FK.L., HI. and N.A .H.; Formal Analysis, F.K.L.; Investigation, F.K.L.; Resources, H.I. and N.A.H.; Data
Curation, F.K.L.; Writing — Original Draft Preparation, F.K.L.; Writing — Review & Editing, F.K.L., H.I. and
N.A.H.; Visualization, F.K.L.; Supervision, H.I. and N.A.H.; Project Administration, H.L.; Funding Acquisition,
N.A.H.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE (AI)-ASSISTED TECHNOLOGY
Not applicable.

REFERENCES

[11 A.D. Inayah, R. H. Ristanto, D. V. Sigit, and M. Miarsyah, “Analysis of science process skills in senior high school
students,” Univers. J. Educ. Res., vol. 8, no. 4 A, pp. 15-22, 2020, doi: 10.13189/ujer.2020.081803.

[2] 1. L. L. Ping, L. Halim, and K. Osman, “Explicit teaching of scientific argumentation as an approach in developing
argumentation skills, science process skills and biology understanding,” J. Balt. Sci. Educ., vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 276-288,
2020, doi: 10.33225/jbse/20.19.276.

[3] M. Miarsyah, I. M. Putrawan, and D. Hermadianti, “Hubungan antara ketekunan (persistence) dengan hasil belajar
biologi: studi korelasional terhadap siswa kelas X MIA di SMA Negeri 102 Jakarta” Biosf. J. Pendidik. Biol., vol. 9, no.
2, pp- 29-36, 2018, doi: 10.21009/biosferjpb.9-2.5.

[4] Y. Yusipa, “Comparative analysis of students’ biology learning outcomes: memory and understanding aspects,” J.
Acad. Biol. Biol. Educ., vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 1-9, 2024, doi: 10.37251/jouabe.v1i1.1012.

[S1 1. S. Gill et al, “Immunological signatures for early detection of human head and neck squamous cell carcinoma
through RNA transcriptome analysis of blood platelets,” Cancers (Basel)., vol. 16, no. 13, 2024, doi:
10.3390/cancers16132399.

[6] C. Navarro, M. Arias-Calderén, C. A. Henriquez, and P. Riquelme, “Assessment of student and teacher perceptions on
the use of virtual simulation in cell biology laboratory education,” Educ. Sci., vol. 14, no. 3, 2024, doi:
10.3390/educscil4030243.

[71 Tanti, D. A. Kurniawan, Kuswanto, W. Utami, and I. Wardhana, “Science process skills and critical thinking in
science: Urban and rural disparity,” J. Pendidik. IPA Indones., vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 489-498, 2020, doi:
10.15294/jpii.v9i4.24139.

[8] L. G. Snyder and M. J. Snyder, “Teaching critical thinking and problem solving skills how critical thinking relates to
instructional design,” Delta Pi Epsil. J., vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 90-100, 2008.

[9] V. Serevina, D. A. Nugroho, and H. F. Lipikuni, “Improving the quality of education through effectiveness of e-module
based on android for improving the critical thinking skills of students in pandemic era,” Malaysian Online J. Educ.

Jou. Acd. Bio. Ed, Vol. 2, No. 1, June 2025: 88 - 96



Jou.

Acd. Bio. Ed ISSN: 3062-9705 a 95

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]
[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]
[23]
[24]

(23]

[26]
[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]
[31]
[32]
[33]
[34]
[35]
[36]

[37]

Manag., vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1-20, 2022, doi: 10.32585/ijimm.v3i2.2058.

E. Priawasana and A. Muis, “Development of learning cycle 5E oriented learning tools to critical thinking skills and
creative thinking,” Indones. J. Instr., vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 86-99, 2021.

J. Holguin-Alvarez, J. Cruz-Montero, J. Ruiz-Salazar, R. L. Atoche Wong, and 1. Merino-Flores, “Effects of feedback
dynamics and mixed gamification on cognitive underachievement in school,” Contemp. Educ. Technol., vol. 17, no. 1,
pp. 1-25, 2025, doi: 10.30935/cedtech/15717.

A. Fedorov and G. Mikhaleva, “Current trends in media and information literacy in research and scientific publications
of the early 21st century,” Int. J. Media Inf. Lit., vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 153-163, 2020, doi: 10.13187/1JMIL.2020.2.153.

Y. Hamdani and Yohandri, “Preliminary analysis of physical module practicum modelling project based learning to
improve scientific skills of high school students,” 2IOP Conf. Ser. Mater. Sci. Eng., vol. 1481, no. 012074, pp. 1-9,
2020, doi: 10.1088/1742-6596/1481/1/012074.

L. F. Shangaraeva, A. A. Yarkhamova, Z. A. Biktagirova, and D. Agol, “The formation of students’ creative
independence at the english language classes,” Int. J. Environ. Sci. Educ., vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 1267-1274, 2016, doi:
10.12973/ijese.2016.397a.

J. Yin, Y. Zhu, T. T. Goh, W. Wu, and Y. Hu, “Using educational chatbots with metacognitive feedback to improve
science learning,” Appl. Sci., vol. 14, no. 20, 2024, doi: 10.3390/app14209345.

Y. Wang, L. L. Wang, L. Wong, Y. Li, L. Wang, and Z. H. You, “SIPGCN: a novel deep learning model for predicting
self-interacting proteins from sequence information using graph convolutional networks,” Biomedicines, vol. 10, no. 7,
2022, doi: 10.3390/biomedicines10071543.

V. Czok, M. Krug, S. Miiller, J. Huwer, and H. Weitzel, “Learning effects of augmented reality and game-based
learning for science teaching in higher education in the context of education for sustainable development,” Sustain.,
vol. 15, no. 21, 2023, doi: 10.3390/sul52115313.

A. Henne, S. Syskowski, M. Krug, P. Mohrke, L. J. Thoms, and J. Huwer, “How to evaluate augmented reality
embedded in lesson planning in teacher education,” Educ. Sci., vol. 14, no. 3, 2024, doi: 10.3390/educscil4030264.

M. Lantzouni, V. Poulopoulos, and M. Wallace, “Gaming for the education of biology in high schools,” Encyclopedia,
vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 672681, 2024, doi: 10.3390/encyclopedia4020041.

M. Reiser, M. Binder, and H. Weitzel, “Effects of design-based learning arrangements in cross-domain, integrated
STEM lessons on the intrinsic motivation of lower secondary pupils,” Educ. Sci., vol. 14, no. 6, 2024, doi:
10.3390/educscil4060607.

S. Y. Chen, P. H. Lin, Y. H. Lai, and C. J. Liu, “Enhancing education on aurora astronomy and climate science
awareness through augmented reality technology and mobile learning,” Sustain., vol. 16, no. 13, 2024, doi:
10.3390/sul6135465.

K. M. Baker, K. W. Stickney, and D. D. Sachs, “STEM cooperating teachers’ professional growth: the positive impacts
of a year-long clinical residency collaboration,” Educ. Sci., vol. 14, no. 8, 2024, doi: 10.3390/educsci14080899.

A. A. Razak et al., “Improving critical thinking skills in teaching through problem-based learning for students: a
scoping review,” Int. J. Learn. Teach. Educ. Res., vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 342-362, 2022, doi: 10.26803/jjlter.21.2.19.

J. Castellvi, C. Escribano, R. Santos, and J. Marolla, “Futures education: curriculum and educational practices in
Australia, Spain, and Chile,” Comunicar, vol. 30, no. 73, pp. 45-55, 2022, doi: 10.3916/c¢73-2022-04.

Astalini, Darmaji, D. A. Kurniawan, and S. W. Octavia, “Assembler edu e-modules: improving argumentation skills,
perseverance, and curiosity in physics learning,” J. Ilm. llmu Terap. Univ. Jambi, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 550-562, 2024, doi:
10.22437/jiituj.v8i2.37238.

0. Ozyurt, “Examining the critical thinking dispositions and the problem solving skills of computer engineering
students,” Eurasia J. Math. Sci. Technol. Educ., vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 353-361, 2015, doi: 10.12973/eurasia.2015.1342a.
A. Walker and T. Kettler, “Developing critical thinking skills in high ability adolescents: effects of a debate and
argument analysis curriculum,” Talent, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 21-39, 2020, doi: 10.46893/talent.758473.

A. Umam, Suparmi, and Sukarmin, “Analysis of critical thinking skill profile on the concept of simple harmonic
motion using two tier instrument test,” J. Phys. Conf. Ser., vol. 1567, no. 3, pp. 6-10, 2020, doi: 10.1088/1742-
6596/1567/3/032085.

S. Motevalli, A. Perveen, and M. Tresa Anak Michael, “Motivating students to learn: an overview of literature in
educational psychology,” Int. J. Acad. Res. Progress. Educ. Dev., vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 63-74, 2020, doi:
10.6007/ijarped/v9-i3/7779.

M. Mardiana, “Penerapan metode STAD untuk meningkatkan motivasi dan hasil belajar bahasa inggris di kelas XI IPA
3 SMA Negeri 1 Bandar Baru,” J. Sos. Hum. Sigli, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 13—19, 2020, doi: 10.47647/jsh.v2i1.133.

P. Zhang and S. Li, “Associative cultural landscape approach to interpreting traditional ecological wisdom: a case of
Inuit habitat,” Front. Archit. Res., vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 79-96, 2023, doi: 10.1016/j.foar.2023.09.008.

K. Kamid, D. A. Kurniawan, and A. M. Nawahdani, “Scientific learning model: analytical thinking and process skills
in mathematics,” J. Educ. Res. Eval., vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 238-249, 2022, doi: 10.23887/jere.v6i3.49159.

N. Tor and G. Gordon, “Digital interactive quantitative curiosity assessment tool: questions worlds,” Int. J. Inf. Educ.
Technol., vol. 10, no. 8, pp. 614-621, 2020, doi: 10.18178/ijiet.2020.10.8.1433.

H. Mohajan, “Quantitative research: a successful investigation in natural and social sciences,” J. Econ. Dev. Environ.
People, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 52-79, 2020, doi: 10.26458/jedep.v9i4.679.

M. A. Valerio et al., “Comparing two sampling methods to engage hard-to-reach communities in research priority
setting,” BMC Med. Res. Methodol., vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 1-11, 2016, doi: 10.1186/512874-016-0242-z.

H. Ames, C. Glenton, and S. Lewin, “Purposive sampling in a qualitative evidence synthesis,” BMC Med. Res.
Methodol., 2019.

C. Andrade, “The inconvenient truth about convenience and purposive samples,” Indian J. Psychol. Med., vol. 43, no.
1, pp. 86-88, 2021, doi: 10.1177/0253717620977000.

The Influence of Curiosity on Students' Critical Thinking Skills as Viewed from the Perspective...(FK Lawal)



96

O ISSN: 3062-9705

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]
[48]
[49]

[50]

S. Raharja, M. R. Wibhawa, and S. Lukas, “Mengukur rasa ingin tahu siswa [measuring students’ curiosity],” Polyglot
J. 1lm., vol. 14, no. 2, p. 151, 2018, doi: 10.19166/pji.v14i2.832.

U. Fatonah and E. J. Wicaksana, “The influence of self-efficacy and learning motivation of high school students on the
understanding of the concepts of work and energy,” EduFisika J. Pendidik. Fis., vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 316-326, 2023, doi:
10.59052/edufisika.v8i3.29633.

O. A. Ivanov, V. V. Ivanova, and A. A. Saltan, “Likert-scale questionnaires as an educational tool in teaching discrete
mathematics,” Int. J Math. Educ. Sci. Technol., vol. 49, no. 7, pp. 1110-1118, 2018, doi:
10.1080/0020739X.2017.1423121.

N. M. Fuad, S. Zubaidah, S. Mahanal, and E. Suarsini, “Improving junior high schools’ critical thinking skills based on
test three different models of learning,” Int. J. Instr., vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 101-116, 2017, doi: 10.12973/iji.2017.1017a.

A. K. I. Syahwani and A. Soeyono, “The effect of lecturer competence in online learning methods on student college
satisfaction during the pandemic,” Procedia Soc. Sci. Humanit., vol. 1, no. ¢, pp. 239-250, 2021, doi:
10.21070/pssh.v1i.53.

A. Ashrafi, A. Zareravasan, S. Rabiee Savoji, and M. Amani, “Exploring factors influencing students’ continuance
intention to use the learning management system (LMS): a multi-perspective framework,” Interact. Learn. Environ.,
vol. 30, no. 8, pp. 1475-1497, 2022, doi: 10.1080/10494820.2020.1734028.

Y. L. Suhara, N. D. Siska, A. F. Fadilah, and M. A. Supriyadi, “Analisis perbandingan modul elektronik dengan modul
cetak pada pembelajaran IPS untuk melihat indikator karakter peduli lingkungan,” J. Basic Educ. Res., vol. 3, no. 3, pp.
69-75, 2022, doi: 10.37251/jber.v3i3.269.

V. Amrhein, D. Trafimow, and S. Greenland, “Inferential statistics as descriptive statistics: there is no replication crisis
if we don’t expect replication,” Am. Stat., vol. 73, no. supl, pp. 262-270, 2019, doi: 10.1080/00031305.2018.1543137.
Y. Karaca, “Computational complexity-based fractional-order neural network models for the diagnostic treatments and
predictive transdifferentiability of heterogeneous cancer cell propensity,” Chaos Theory Appl., vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 34-51,
2023, doi: 10.51537/chaos.1249532.

L. von Kotzebue et al., “The framework dikolan (digital competencies for teaching in science education) as basis for
the self-assessment tool dikolan-grid,” Educ. Sci., vol. 11, no. 12, p. 775, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.3390/educscil 1120775.
M. V. Mawn, P. Carrico, K. Charuk, K. S. Stote, and B. Lawrence, “Hands-on and online: scientific explorations
through distance learning,” Open Learn., vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 135-146, 2011, doi: 10.1080/02680513.2011.567464.

A. Whitney, “Thinking/feeling: emotion, spectatorship, and the pedagogy of horror,” CEA Forum, vol. 43, no. 1, pp.
37-61,2014.

D. Ramdani, H. Susilo, Suhadi, and Sueb, “The effectiveness of collaborative learning on critical thinking, creative
thinking, and metacognitive skill ability: meta-analysis on biological learning,” Eur. J. Educ. Res., vol. 11, no. 3, pp.
1607-1628, 2022, doi: 10.12973/eu-jer.11.3.1607.

Jou. Acd. Bio. Ed, Vol. 2, No. 1, June 2025: 88 - 96



