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ABSTRACT

Gamification has emerged as a captivating topic within the sphere of education. However, its efficacy 
often differs across contexts and student profiles. Understanding the interaction between gamification and 
individual differences—especially linguistic intelligence—is crucial for optimizing educational strategies. This 
study investigated the influence of gamified learning and linguistic intelligence, as well as their interaction, 
on vocabulary acquisition among secondary school students in Indonesia. A quasi-experimental design with 
a factorial (2x2) pretest-posttest nonequivalent control group model was employed. The study involved 64 
eighth-grade students from Mrebet 2 State Secondary School, Purbalingga, Indonesia, who were selected 
using convenience sampling based on class availability. A vocabulary pretest and posttest served as the 
sources of data collection, along with a structured questionnaire measuring linguistic intelligence, and 
analyzed using two-way ANCOVA. The findings revealed significant differences in learning outcomes between 
the gamification and non-gamification groups, F(1, 60) = 27,29, p < 0,001. Learning outcomes also differed 
between students with strong and weak linguistic abilities, F(1, 60) = 4,90, p < 0,031. Moreover, an interaction 
effect was identified between gamification and linguistic intelligence on vocabulary acquisition, F(1, 60) = 
5,90, p < 0,018. The study found that learners with low linguistic intelligence who were taught through 
gamification strategies achieved a slightly greater increase in vocabulary scores compared with learners 
possessing high linguistic intelligence. These results contributed to the ongoing debate on the integration of 
gamified elements in vocabulary learning, drawing attention to the necessity of linguistic intelligence as a 
moderating factor in shaping learning outcomes.
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RESUMEN

La gamificación ha surgido como un tema fascinante dentro del ámbito educativo. Sin embargo, su eficacia 
a menudo varía según los contextos y los perfiles de los estudiantes. Comprender la interacción entre la 
gamificación y las diferencias individuales —especialmente la inteligencia lingüística— es fundamental para 
optimizar las estrategias educativas. Este estudio investigó la influencia del aprendizaje gamificado y la 
inteligencia lingüística, así como su interacción, en la adquisición de vocabulario entre estudiantes de 
secundaria en Indonesia. El estudio se llevó a cabo mediante un diseño cuasi-experimental con un modelo 
factorial (2x2) de tipo pretest–postest con grupo de control no equivalente. El estudio involucró a 64 
estudiantes de octavo grado de la Escuela Secundaria Estatal Mrebet 2, Purbalingga, Indonesia, seleccionados 
mediante muestreo por conveniencia basado en la disponibilidad de clases. Los datos se recopilaron a través 
de un pretest y postest de vocabulario, junto con un cuestionario estructurado que midió la inteligencia
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lingüística, y se analizaron utilizando ANCOVA de dos vías. Los resultados revelaron diferencias significativas 
en los logros de aprendizaje entre los grupos con gamificación y sin gamificación, F(1, 60) = 27,29, p < 0,001. 
Los resultados de aprendizaje también variaron entre los estudiantes con habilidades lingüísticas fuertes y 
débiles, F(1, 60) = 4,90, p < 0,031. Además, se identificó un efecto de interacción entre la gamificación y la 
inteligencia lingüística en la adquisición de vocabulario, F(1, 60) = 5,90, p < 0,018. El estudio encontró que los 
estudiantes con baja inteligencia lingüística que fueron enseñados mediante estrategias gamificadas lograron 
un aumento ligeramente mayor en las puntuaciones de vocabulario en comparación con los estudiantes con alta 
inteligencia lingüística. Estos resultados contribuyeron al debate en curso sobre la integración de elementos 
gamificados en el aprendizaje de vocabulario, destacando la importancia de la inteligencia lingüística como 
un factor moderador en los resultados del aprendizaje.

Palabras clave: Aprendizaje Gamificado; Inteligencia Lingüística; Adquisición de Vocabulario.

INTRODUCTION
Gamification has emerged as a captivating topic within the sphere of education, particularly given its 

capability to promote student engagement and learning outcomes.(1) The current study aims at examining how 
gamification in direct instruction, along with the role of linguistic intelligence, influences students’ vocabulary 
acquisition. 

Understanding the interaction between gamification and individual differences—especially linguistic 
intelligence—is crucial for optimizing educational strategies.(2,3) This topic is significant because it has substantial 
implications for improving vocabulary skills among EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners, which is a key 
constituent of language proficiency in the 21st century.(4)

Integrating gamification into educational contexts can create interactive and motivating learning 
environments.(5) However, its effectiveness often varies depending on the context and student profiles.[6] In 
this paper, we will outline the structure of the research, beginning with a review of relevant literature on 
gamification and linguistic intelligence, followed by the methodology, results, and discussion of findings. 
The decision to explore this topic stems from the need to respond conflicting scholarly results related to 
the implications of gamification for vocabulary acquisition and to provide insights that can inform future 
educational practices.(7,8)

The main issue addressed in this study is how gamification in direct learning and the role of linguistic 
intelligence influence vocabulary acquisition in learners. The central research inquiries that focus on this study 
are: 1) Does a disparity exist in learning outcomes across the gamification and non-gamification groups with 
respect to English vocabulary acquisition? 2) Is there a difference in vocabulary learning outcomes between 
participants with advanced linguistic intelligence and those with lesser ability in English vocabulary acquisition? 
3) Is there an interaction effect between the implementation of gamification and non-gamification in direct 
learning, as well as the learners’ linguistic intelligence, on English vocabulary acquisition?

The incorporation of gamification into learning environments has garnered significant scholarly attention, 
we will discuss its application to vocabulary acquisition within direct instruction frameworks by considering 
linguistic intelligence as part of individual differences.

Direct instruction, initially conceptualized by Bereiter and Engelmann in 1966, posits that well-structured 
and explicit instructional designs can overcome learning barriers, enabling all students to achieve measurable 
success.(9) This pedagogical model emphasizes systematic teaching through step of orientation, presentation, 
structured, guided, and independent practice, fostering skill mastery through explicit teacher guidance.(10) 
Direct instruction is built derived from the premise that every learner can learn with well-designed instruction.
(9) Theoretically, direct learning emphasizes the importance of providing continuous positive reinforcement 
during the teaching process and celebrating student successes periodically. Therefore, the learning process 
should reward students. Additionally, this approach benefits teachers as it allows them to observe their students’ 
learning progress.(11)

Criticism of direct instruction emphasizes that this approach should not be used all the time, for all 
educational purposes, or for all learners.(10) Nevertheless, direct instruction in vocabulary learning is an 
important aspect of literacy development.(12) In this instruction, most of the classroom time is dedicated to 
vocabulary and includes activities involving specific vocabulary such as word creation, semantic mapping, and 
word matching.(13) However, direct vocabulary learning may not necessarily be effective for all learners.(14,15) 
Students must engage in activities that provide them with opportunities to interact extensively with words.(14) 
Integrating gamification into learning can be a beneficial effort as it makes the experience more interactive, 
engaging and increasing student engagement, motivational levels, and academic achievement.(5,16)

With the incorporation of game design elements into areas unrelated to games, gamification has arisen as a 
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progressive method in various fields, particularly education. It aims To encourage deeper learner engagement, 
motivation, and learning outcomes.(17) The concept of gamification gained traction in the early 2000s, with 
significant contributions from researchers, who first articulated the theoretical framework surrounding 
gamification.(17) Subsequently, researchers expanded on this foundation by developing a theoretical framework 
that links gamified learning to behavior modification. His research emphasized the role of game attributes in 
enhancing instructional design, thus influencing a generation several investigations emphasize the practical 
applications of gamification in learning context.(18) In an effort to integrate gamification into learning, 
investigator propose a five-stage process for integrating gamification in learning, which includes examining 
learning goals, deciding on game elements, matching them with activities, launching the design, and evaluating 
the implementation results.(19)

Recent empirical works have addressed various aspects of gamification in education, particularly its impact on 
vocabulary acquisition and overall learning experiences. For instance, researchers investigated the effectiveness 
of gamified environments, demonstrating that game elements significantly enhance student motivation and 
retention.(20) Similarly, investigator focused on the specific strategies employed in gamified learning, providing 
empirical evidence that supports the desirable outcome of gamification on learning outcomes.(5) 

Despite the growing body of research, several gaps remain. For example, while many studies focus on the 
benefits of gamification, fewer have critically examined the challenges and limitations associated with its 
implementation. Previous studies indicates that not all students respond positively to gamified approaches, 
suggesting a need for more nuanced investigations into the contextual factors that influence student engagement.
(6,21) Moreover, some studies have reported mixed results regarding the efficacy of gamification. For example, 
while others found significant improvements in student engagement and performance, other research indicates 
that the implementation of gamification can sometimes lead to unintended consequences, such as increased 
competition among students, which may foster anxiety rather than motivation.(22,23) 

Other studies report results, suggesting that the positive outcomes of gamification Is highly contingent upon 
the learner characteristics and the specific design of the gamified activities.(24, 8) The results draw attention to 
the complexity of gamification as a pedagogical tool and the need for careful consideration of its design and 
application. 

In terms of linguistic intelligence as one of the characteristics of individual learners, some studies highlights a 
strong correlation between linguistic intelligence and vocabulary acquisition in EFL contexts.(25,26) These findings 
suggest that individual differences, such as intelligence types, play a crucial role in how students engage with 
gamified learning environments. Linguistic intelligence, one of Howard Gardner’s multiple intelligences, is 
particularly relevant to language learning. It encompasses awareness of oral and written language, proficiency 
in language acquisition, and competence in effective language use for various purposes.(27) 

The growth of intelligence is substantially shaped by experience.(28) Two key processes are crystallizing 
experiences, which enhance potential, and paralyzing experiences, which hinder growth due to negative 
emotions. Further ideas expressed by scholar suggest that there is a relationship between different types 
of intelligence, which can be categorized into three domains: interactive (verbal/linguistic, interpersonal, 
kinesthetic), analytical (musical, logical, naturalistic), and introspective (existential, intrapersonal, visual). 
Each domain reflects different processes: social for interactive, heuristic for analytical, and affective 
for introspective.(29) Moreover, the interplay between gamification and individual learner characteristics, 
particularly linguistic intelligence, is underexplored. This gap underscores the need for further empirical study 
to investigate how these variables interact and affect learning outcomes.  

Within the domain of English as a Foreign Language (EFL), gamification has gained relevance due to its 
potential to overcome traditional barriers such as limited vocabulary knowledge and low motivation.(30) 
Gamification has been reported to improve vocabulary acquisition, engagement, and autonomous learning 
among EFL students by creating a competitive and enjoyable learning environment.(31) Vocabulary is defined as 
the words in a language, encompassing individual terms and phrases or combinations of multiple words with 
specific meanings. Vocabulary goes beyond single lexical items with defined meanings; it also includes lexical 
phrases and multi-word expressions.(32)

Enriching vocabulary is crucial in the language learning process, as effective communication is nearly 
impossible with a limited vocabulary.(33) It is essential for students to acquire more productive vocabulary 
knowledge to enhance their fluency and express themselves more accurately in English.(32) Furthermore, 
investigator emphasizes that it is impossible to learn English without learning vocabulary, and relying solely 
on pictures in textbooks will not enable students to fully understand what they are learning.(34) Scholar 
identifies three main components of vocabulary learning: form, meaning, and use. The word form comprises its 
pronunciation (oral form), spelling (written form), and every part of the word that constitutes a specific item 
(such as prefixes, roots, and suffixes).(35) Meaning encompasses both the form and the definition of the word 
used together; in other words, it refers to the concepts and items indicated, as well as the concepts that are 
brought to mind when someone thinks of a particular word or expression. Meanwhile, the notion of use refers to 
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the grammatical function that a word or phrase performs, word combinations, and the limitations on its usage.
Mastering English vocabulary is not an easy task, and its success largely depends on students’ independence 

in learning vocabulary.(36) Engaging students in interesting vocabulary learning activities presents its own 
challenges, others argue that vocabulary learning through gamification may act as a strategy to tackle spark 
students’ interest and enthusiasm for learning words in a fun and engaging context.(37)

METHOD
Research Design

This inquiry was conducted using a quasi-experimental framework with a factorial (2x2) pretest-posttest 
nonequivalent control group model to investigate the outcomes of gamified direct instruction and linguistic 
intelligence on vocabulary acquisition. Those in the experimental condition received gamified direct instruction, 
while the control group followed direct instruction without game elements. Pretest and posttest evaluations 
were conducted to assess vocabulary acquisition. 

The study examined three primary variables. The independent variable was the instructional strategy, 
which compared gamified direct instruction and non-gamified direct instruction. The dependent variable was 
vocabulary acquisition, specifically focusing on the aspects of form, meaning, and usage of English vocabulary. 
Additionally, linguistic intelligence served as the moderator variable, measured to determine its role in 
modifying the relationship between instructional strategies and vocabulary acquisition outcomes.

Participants
Participants included 64 eighth-grade students (32 in each group) aged 14–16 years from Public Secondary 

School 2 Mrebet, Purbalingga, Indonesia. The non-random assignment of intact classes was utilized due to 
accessibility constraints. The experimental group comprised students from Class VIII E, and members of the 
control group were students from Class VIII A, determined through coin toss. Participants were selected using 
convenience sampling based on class availability.

Instruments
The instruments used in this study consisted of treatment instruments and measurement tools. The treatment 

instruments included a syllabus, lesson plans, student worksheets, and observation sheets, all tailored to suit 
the instructional approaches used in the experimental and comparison groups. Measurement tools comprised 
a validated linguistic intelligence questionnaire (α = 0,813) based on Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences theory, 
designed to assess rhetorical, mnemonic, explanatory, and metalinguistic abilities using a 5-point Likert scale.
(27,28) Learners who achieve a score ≥ median (33) are grouped as learners with high linguistic intelligence and 
vice versa for scores < median as learners with low linguistic intelligence.

Additionally, a vocabulary acquisition test (α = 0,864), which consisted of 40 items assessing word form, 
meaning, and usage, was employed to evaluate students’ vocabulary knowledge both before and after the 
instructional intervention structured in a multiple-choice format, word matching, and sentence completion. 
The difficulty level of the 40 vocabulary questions consists of: Very Difficult = 2 (5 %); Difficult = 7 (17,5 %); 
Medium = 19 (47,5 %); Easy = 12 (30 %); Very Easy = 0 (0 %).

Procedures
The research procedure was divided into three phases: preparation, implementation, and posttest. During 

the preparation phase, the gamified elements of the instructional strategy were designed following Huang 
and Hew’s framework (figure 1) consisting of  examine, decide, match, lounch and evaluate.(19) Incorporating 
progress bars, point systems, and challenges to foster engagement. Instructional materials, including syllabi, 
lesson plans, and assessment tools, were prepared and validated by subject-matter experts. Instrument validity 
and reliability were tested using SPSS 27 to ensure robustness.

In the implementation phase, the experimental and control groups underwent eight instructional sessions 
over a semester, with each session lasting 90 minutes. Pretests were administered to assess baseline 
vocabulary knowledge and linguistic intelligence levels. The experimental group participated in gamified 
direct instruction, incorporating Quizizz as a platform for interactive tasks with progress tracking and point 
systems. Meanwhile, the control group received direct instruction without game elements. Both groups 
followed direct instruction structured step of orientation, presentation, structured, guided, and independent 
practice.(10) Table 1 displays the data for a basic comparison of learning activities among the control and 
experimental conditions.

Finally, in the posttest phase, vocabulary acquisition was measured using the same instrument as the 
pretest to evaluate the impact of the instructional interventions. Statistical analysis was conducted using two-
way ANCOVA via SPSS 27 to examine the primary effects and interaction effects of gamification and linguistic 
intelligence on students’ vocabulary acquisition.
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Figure 1. Procedures for integrating gamification in learning

Table 1. Comparison of learning activities in the control and experimental conditions

Learning Stage Control Group Experimental Group Gamification

Orientation The teacher sets the learning 
materials.
Learners be attentive to the 
teacher’s instruction about 
vocabulary.

The teacher provides material 
choices to learners.
Learners choose materials and 
be attentive to the teacher’s 
instruction.

Control (learners have control 
to choose the material)

Presentation The teacher explains the forms 
and meanings of words.
Learners be attentive to the 
teacher’s explanation about 
new vocabulary.

The teacher introduces new 
vocabulary with videos on the 
Quizizz online platform.
Learners be attentive to 
explanations through videos.

Goals (progress bar) 

Structured Practice Learners complete individual 
tasks on the student worksheet

Learners complete individual 
tasks on the Quizizz online 
platform.

Assessment (points)

Guided Practice Learners work in groups on 
exercises in the student 
worksheet

Learners work in groups using 
the Quizizz online platform for 
exercises.

Challenge (points)
(Answer practice questions 
correctly and quickly)

Independent Practice Learners complete independent 
tasks on the student worksheet

Learners complete independent 
tasks on the Quizizz online 
platform.

Assessment (points)
Learners earn points when 
they successfully complete an 
exercise correctly.

Ethical Considerations
This study was conducted in strict adherence to international ethical research guidelines, including the 

principles outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki. Written informed consent was obtained from the parents 
or legal guardians of the 64 junior high school students participating in the study. They were provided with 
comprehensive information regarding the study’s objectives, procedures, potential benefits, and risks, as well 
as their right to decline participation or withdraw at any time without consequences. The confidentiality 
and anonymity of participants were maintained throughout the research process. The data collected were 
used solely for academic purposes and stored securely in compliance with institutional and data protection 
guidelines. The research involved no significant physical or psychological risks, and the gamified learning 
activities were designed to be engaging and supportive of students’ well-being, with appropriate durations to 
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prevent fatigue. Although formal approval from a university ethics committee was not obtained, the research 
protocol was developed in consultation with and received approval from relevant authorities, including the 
school principal and school supervisor, to ensure compliance with ethical standards. Participants benefited 
from an engaging learning experience through the gamified approach, which was designed to enhance their 
vocabulary acquisition.

RESULTS
The normality test of residual data using Shapiro-Wilk and KoImogorov-Smirnov was conducted to ensure 

that the sample data was normally distributed. The outcomes of the two normality tests, namely Kolmogorov-
Smirnov [D(64) = 0,077, p= 0,200] and Shapiro-Wilk [W(64) = 0,965, p = 0,064], had a significance value above 
5 % (α = 0,05i), indicating that the posttest residual data had a normal distribution. 

The homogeneity test of variance between groups was carried out using Levene’s Test of Equality of Error 
Variances. It resulted in [F(3, 60) = 1922, p=0,136] where the Sig. value of 0,136 > from the general significance 
limit (α = 0,05), meaning that the variance of the vocabulary posttest data of one learning group with other 
learning groups is homogeneous. Next, a regression homogeneity test was run to assess the existence of 
a significant difference in the regression slope between the existing groups. A summary of the regression 
homogeneity test findings is shown in table 2.

Table 2. Results of the homogeneity of regression slope test
Dependent variable: Posttets
Interaction Model df Mean Squrae F Sig
Learning_Strategy * Linguistic_intelligence 3 20,152 2,518 0,067
Learning_Strategy * Pretest 1 10,673 1,334 0,253
Linguistic_intelligence * Pretest 1 6,370 0,796 0,376
Learning_Strategy * Linguistic_intelligence * Pretest 1 0,023 0,003 0,957

The overall test findings of interactions within groups fulfill the assumption homogeneity of regression slope 
(sig > 0,05) as a prerequisite for Two-Way ANCOVA analysis.

Linearity test with scatter plot was conducted to determine whether the pretest data was linear to the 
posttest data on four interaction models shown in figures below.

•	 In the direct learning strategy group interaction model with low linguistic intelligence, it produces 
a determination coefficient (R2) of 0,866;

•	 In the direct learning strategy group with high linguistic intelligence, it produces a determination 
coefficient (R2) of 0,772;

•	 In the gamified-direct learning strategy group interaction model with low linguistic intelligence, it 
produces a determination coefficient (R2) of 0,776;

•	 In the direct gamified-learning strategy group with high linguistic intelligence, it produces a 
determination coefficient (R2) of 0,723.

Thus, overall it can be seen that in each interaction model, the pretest data is linear with respect to the 
posttest data. Indicating that the pretest is a significant predictor for the posttest in each interaction model.

The findings of the two-way ANCOVA test to assess the influence of the variables of learning gamification 
strategies, linguistic intelligence and also the influence of the interaction of learning strategies and linguistic 
intelligence on learners’ English vocabulary acquisition are provided in table 3.

Table 3. Results of two-way ANCOVA test
Sourcei Type lll Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig PartiaI Eta Squared
Corrected ModeI 2253,196a 4 563,299 71,666 0,000 0,829
Intercept 301,392 1 301,392 38,345 0,000 0,394
Pretest 1663,675 1 1663,675 211,663 0,000 0,782
Learning Strategy 214,477 1 214,477 27,287 0,000 0,316
Linguistic Intelligence 38,520 1 38,520 4,901 0,031 0,077
Learning Strategy * 
Linguistic Intelligence

46,539 1 46,539 5,921 0,018 0,091

Error 463,742 59 7,860
Total 51890,000 64
Corrected TotaI 2716,937 63
Note: R Squared = 0,829 (Adjusted R Squared = 0,818)
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The test results shown in the table 3 above provide information about the differences in vocabulary acquisition 
results of learners delivered through direct learning strategies and learners delivered through gamified-direct 
learning, indicated by the calculated F value of the learning strategy of 27,287 with a significance value of p 
= 0,00 or <0,05. The results of further testing on the effect of using the Direct Instruction strategy showed an 
increase in vocabulary of 30,41 % from initial vocabulary knowledge, while the group of learners who were given 
treatment using the Gamified-Direct Instruction strategy experienced an increase in vocabulary of 47,28 %.

Differences can be observed in vocabulary acquisition results among learners with low linguistic intelligence 
and learners with high linguistic intelligence, indicated by the F value of linguistic intelligence of 4,901 with a 
significance value of p = 0,031 or <0,05. Further testing resulted in the group of learners from the low linguistic 
intelligence group experiencing an increase in vocabulary of 37,8 % from initial vocabulary knowledge, while 
the group of learners with high linguistic intelligence experienced an increase in vocabulary of 39,4 %.

There is an influence of the interaction between learning strategies and linguistic intelligence on the results 
of learning English vocabulary of learners indicated by the calculated F value of 5,921 while the significance 
value is p = 0,018 or <0,05. Visualization of the interaction pattern between learning strategies (gamification 
and without gamification) and linguistic intelligence (high-low) on learners’ vocabulary acquisition is shown in 
figure 2 below.

Figure 2. Interaction patterns of learning strategies and linguistic intelligence on learners’ vocabulary acquisition

It is evident that incorporating gamified -direct learning strategies with low linguistic intelligence shows 
greater results than other interaction groups.

DISCUSSION
The increase in vocabulary learning outcomes obtained by students in both direct learning groups, whether 

using gamification or not, further confirms that direct learning has a relatively solid and increasingly consistent 
empirical track record.(10). Direct Instruction focuses on achieving low-level skills, and in an effort to expand 
students’ opportunities to learn, educators must engage students by providing engaging learning.(38) Integrating 
gamification into learning can make learning more interactive and engaging. There is a lot of evidence from 
previous studies indicating that gamification has gained growing recognition as an effective educational 
approach applied to produce engaging learning experiences.(9) The game attributes in direct learning in this 
study were selected from a summary of  Bedwell et al. of the influence of game attributes on the achievement 
of learning objectives based on Bloom’s taxonomy by  Krathwohl, by evidence from previous studies.(39,40) The 
employment of game attributes in the form of assessment, conflict/challenge, control, and goals in direct may 
lead to better vocabulary students achievement, especially in the cognitive domain, namely: remembering, 
understanding and applying.

Individual differences contribute substantially to the effectiveness of learning. Differences between 
individuals can be viewed in various ways, including categorizing each person based on their intelligence type.
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(27) Linguistic intelligence has a direct relationship to English learning, specifically concerning the acquisition 
of vocabulary. Overall, students possessing advanced linguistic intelligence have a better ability to understand 
the meaning of vocabulary because they can relate vocabulary to context, analyze language structures, and are 
able to use effective memory techniques. In terms of English vocabulary learning, linguistic intelligence helps 
EFL learners in improving the success of English vocabulary learning. Therefore, it can be said that linguistic 
intelligence plays a significant part in influencing the vocabulary learning outcomes of EFL learners.

Although learners with high linguistic intelligence have better ability in understanding vocabulary meaning 
because they can associate vocabulary with context and understand sentence structure correctly, it turns 
out that learners with low linguistic intelligence can actually benefit more in terms of vocabulary acquisition 
through gamified-direct learning strategies. By using gamification, learners with low linguistic intelligence 
can experience more interactive, engaging and motivated which can improve their learning outcomes more 
effectively.(5,16) 

Learners’ linguistic intelligence can be developed and strengthened through adequate practice and learning. 
With the right environment, support, and opportunity, even learners with low linguistic intelligence can achieve 
adequate vocabulary learning outcomes.(28) Experience is an important factor in influencing the development of 
learners’ linguistic intelligence, including interactions with parents, teachers, peers, friends, and others, can 
awaken intelligence (crystalizing), inhibit its development or actively suppress it (paralyzing). 

Experience can have a significant impact on the cultivation of an individual’s intelligence. Crystalizing 
experiences and paralyzing experiences are two crucial stages in the growth of intelligence. Elements of games, 
such as assessment, conflict/challenge, control, and goals in learning can increase learner engagement and 
interest, so they can be more active in learning vocabulary and support learners with low linguistic intelligence 
to gain better English vocabulary acquisition.

CONCLUSIONS
This study cocludes that there is an interaction effect between the implementation of gamification and non-

gamification in direct learning, as well as the learners’ linguistic intelligence, on English vocabulary acquisition. 
The integration of gamified-direct learning strategies with low linguistic intelligence shows greater results 
than other interaction groups. The application of gamification in direct learning strategies has been proven to 
encourage vocabulary acquisition in EFL learners with low linguistic intelligence more than learners with high 
linguistic intelligence. 

Further research is needed to consider other intelligence variables, such as kinesthetic and interpersonal 
intelligence, which are part of the interactive domain, to understand the interaction of these types of 
intelligence in influencing the effectiveness of gamified learning.

REFERENCES 
1. Tang KHD. Gamification to Improve Participation in an Environmental Science Course: An Educator’s 

Reflection. Acta Pedagogia Asiana. 2023;2(2):54–63. DOI: https://doi.org/10.53623/apga.v2i2.192 

2. Chen C. The effects of learning style on mobile augmented-reality-facilitated english vocabulary learning. 
In: 2015 IEEE 2nd International Conference on Information Science and Security. 2015. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1109/ICISSEC.2015.7371036 

3. Sanchez D, Langer M, Kaur R. Gamification in the classroom: Examining the impact of gamified quizzes 
on student learning. Comput Educ. 2020; Available from: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0360131519302192 

4. Kay K, Greenhill V. Twenty-First Century Students Need 21st Century Skills. In: Wan G, Gut DM, editors. 
Bringing Schools into the 21st Century. Springer Netherlands; 2011. p. 41–65. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
94-007-0268-4_3 

5. Smiderle R, Rigo SJ, Marques LB, Coelho JAPM, Jaques PA. The impact of gamification on students’ 
learning, engagement and behavior based on their personality traits. Smart Learn Environ. 2020;7(1):3. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-019-0098-x 

6. Song D, Yao J. User Preferences for Gamification Elements in Smartwatch Fitness Applications. In: 
Subramanian K, Ouyang J, Wei W, editors. Proceedings of the 2022 2nd International Conference on Computer 
Technology and Media Convergence Design. Atlantis Press International BV; 2023. p. 178–85. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2991/978-94-6463-046-6_22 

 Salud, Ciencia y Tecnología. 2025; 5:2458  8 

ISSN: 2796-9711

https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458
https://doi.org/10.53623/apga.v2i2.192
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICISSEC.2015.7371036
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICISSEC.2015.7371036
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360131519302192
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360131519302192
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0268-4_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0268-4_3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-019-0098-x
https://doi.org/10.2991/978-94-6463-046-6_22
https://doi.org/10.2991/978-94-6463-046-6_22


7. Rachels JR, Rockinson-Szapkiw AJ. The effects of a mobile gamification app on elementary students’ 
Spanish achievement and self-efficacy. Comput Assist Lang Learn. 2017;31(1–2):72–89. DOI: https://doi.org/10
.1080/09588221.2017.1382536 

8. Nathan LS, Hashim H. A Systematic Review on Gamified Learning for Improving Language Skills in ESL 
Classrooms. Int J Acad Res Bus Soc Sci. 2023;13(4):481–93. DOI: https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v13-i4/16873 

9. Stockard J, Wood TW, Coughlin C, Khoury CR. The Effectiveness of Direct Instruction Curricula: 
A Meta-Analysis of a Half Century of Research. Rev Educ Res. 2018;88(4):479–507. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.3102/0034654317751919 

10. Joyce BR. Models of teaching. 9th ed. Pearson; 2015.

11. Engelmann S. Successful and confident students with direct instruction. NIFDI Press; 2014.

12. Marzano RJ. Teaching basic, advanced, and academic vocabulary: A comprehensive framework for 
elementary instruction. Marzano Resources; 2020.

13. Ghapanchi Z, Eskandari Z, Tabasi E. The Effect of Text-Based Direct Vocabulary Instruction on Vocabulary 
Acquisition. World J Engl Lang. 2012;2(1):74. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v2n1p74 

14. Jack A. Effective Direct Vocabulary Instruction to Meet the Focus of the Common Core Standards. Open 
Commun J. 2015;9(1):39–43. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2174/1874916X01509010039 

15. Subon F. Direct Vocabulary Instruction: The Effects of Contextualised Word Families on Learners’ Vocabulary 
Acquisition. Procedia Soc Behav Sci. 2016;224:284–91. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.461 

16. Lämsä J, Hämäläinen R, Aro M, Koskimaa R, Äyrämö S. Games for enhancing basic reading and maths 
skills: A systematic review of educational game design in supporting learning by people with learning disabilities. 
Br J Educ Technol. 2018;49(4):596–607. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12639 

17. Deterding S, Sicart M, Nacke L, O’Hara K, Dixon D. Gamification. Using game-design elements in non-
gaming contexts. In: CHI ‘11 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 2011. p. 2425–8. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1979742.1979575 

18. Landers RN. Developing a Theory of Gamified Learning: Linking Serious Games and Gamification of 
Learning. Simul Gaming. 2014;45(6):752–68. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878114563660 

19. Huang B, Hew K. Implementing a theory-driven gamification model in higher education flipped courses: 
Effects on out-of-class activity completion and quality of artifacts. Comput Educ. 2018; Available from: https://
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360131518301611 

20. Menéndez JD, Jiménez-Arberas E, Ruiz-Fernández ML, Fernández-Valera D, Mok A, Merayo-Lloves J. A 
collaborative escape room as gamification strategy to increase learning motivation and develop curricular skills 
of occupational therapy students. BMC Med Educ. 2021;21(1):544. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-021-
02973-5 

21. Kusdiyanti H, Karkono, Sopingi, Febrianto I, Wijaya R, Agustina NI. Development of Edu-Kit Media 
for Entrepreneurship Learning based on Gamification Model Toward Disruptive Education. Int J Interact Mob 
Technol. 2022;16(04):17–29. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v16i04.28985 

22. Zainuddin Z, Chu S, Shujahat M, Perera CJ. The impact of gamification on learning and instruction: 
A systematic review of empirical evidence. Educ Res Rev. 2020;30:100326. Available from: https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1747938X19301058 

23. Seaborn K, Fels DI. Gamification in theory and action: A survey. Int J Hum Comput Stud. 2015;74:14–31. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2014.09.006 

24. Mee RW, Shahdan TTS, Ismail MR, Ghani KA, Pek LS, Von WY, et al. Role of gamification in classroom 

 9    Prabowo A, et al

https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458 ISSN: 2796-9711

https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2017.1382536
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2017.1382536
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v13-i4/16873
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317751919
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317751919
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v2n1p74
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874916X01509010039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.461
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12639
https://doi.org/10.1145/1979742.1979575
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878114563660
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360131518301611
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0360131518301611
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-021-02973-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-021-02973-5
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v16i04.28985
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1747938X19301058
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1747938X19301058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2014.09.006
https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458


https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458

teaching: Pre-service teachers’ view. Int J Eval Res Educ. 2020;9(3):684. DOI: https://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.
v9i3.20622 

25. Mujiono. The effect of verbal-linguistic intelligence and emotional intelligence on academic achievement 
of Indonesian EFL learners. Int J Learn Teach Educ Res. 2019;18(12):350–65. DOI: https://doi.org/10.26803/
ijlter.18.12.20 

26. Garavand N, Azizifar A, Gowhary H, Welidi S. The Relationship Between Linguistic Intelligence of EFL 
Learners and Their Performance on Grammar. J Lang Transl. 2023;13(2). 

27. Gardner H. Frames of mind: The theory of multiple intelligences. Basic Books; 2011.

28. Armstrong T. Multiple intelligences in the classroom. 3rd ed. ASCD; 2009.

29. McKenzie W. Multiple intelligences and instructional technology. 2nd ed. International Society for 
Technology in Education; 2005.

30. Buenaño CDRJ, Encalada Trujillo EG, Iza Pazmiño SJ, Altamirano Carvajal SP. Fostering English vocabulary 
learning through gamification strategy. A preliminary study. Conciencia Digit. 2022;5(1.1):60–78. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.33262/concienciadigital.v5i1.1.1986 

31. Dindar M, Ren L, Järvenoja H. An experimental study on the effects of gamified cooperation and competition 
on English vocabulary learning. Br J Educ Technol. 2021;52(1):142–59. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12977 

32. Lessard-Clouston M. Teaching vocabulary, revised. TESOL International Association; 2021.

33. Pateşan M, Balagiu A, Zechia D. Vocabulary Acquisition. Int Conf Knowl Based Organ. 2019;25(2):300–4. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.2478/kbo-2019-0098 

34. Octaberlina LR. Using Online Game for Indonesian EFL Learners to Enrich Vocabulary. Int J Interact Mob 
Technol. 2021;15(1):168–83. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3991/IJIM.V15I01.17513 

35. Nation P. Teaching Vocabulary. Asian EFL J. 2020;7(3). 

36. Agustín-Llach MP, Canga Alonso A. Fostering Learner Autonomy Through Vocabulary Strategy Training. In: 
Pawlak M, Mystkowska-Wiertelak A, Bielak J, editors. Autonomy in Second Language Learning: Managing the 
Resources. Springer International Publishing; 2017. p. 141–58. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07764-
2_9 

37. Kingsley T, Grabner Hagen M. Vocabulary by gamification. Read Teach. 2018; Available from: https://ila.
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/trtr.1645 

38. Eppley K, Dudley-Marling C. Does direct instruction work?: A critical assessment of direct instruction 
research and its theoretical perspective. J Curric Pedagog. 2019;16(1):35–54. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/1
5505170.2018.1438321 

39. Bedwell WL, Pavlas D, Heyne K, Lazzara EH, Salas E. Toward a Taxonomy Linking Game Attributes to Learning: 
An Empirical Study. Simul Gaming. 2012;43(6):729–60. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878112439444 

40. Krathwohl DR. A Revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy: An Overview. Theory Pract. 2002;41(4):212–8. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4104_2 

FINANCING
The authors did not receive financing for the development of this research.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

AUTHORSHIP CONTRIBUTION
Conceptualization: Anjar Prabowo, I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.

 Salud, Ciencia y Tecnología. 2025; 5:2458  10 

ISSN: 2796-9711

https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i3.20622
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijere.v9i3.20622
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.18.12.20
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.18.12.20
https://doi.org/10.33262/concienciadigital.v5i1.1.1986
https://doi.org/10.33262/concienciadigital.v5i1.1.1986
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12977
https://doi.org/10.2478/kbo-2019-0098
https://doi.org/10.3991/IJIM.V15I01.17513
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07764-2_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07764-2_9
https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/trtr.1645
https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/trtr.1645
https://doi.org/10.1080/15505170.2018.1438321
https://doi.org/10.1080/15505170.2018.1438321
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878112439444
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4104_2


Data curation: Anjar Prabowo.
Formal analysis: Anjar Prabowo.
Research: Anjar Prabowo, I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Methodology: Anjar Prabowo, I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Project management: Anjar Prabowo, I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Resources: Anjar Prabowo.
Software: Anjar Prabowo.
Supervision: I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Validation: I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Display: Anjar Prabowo.
Drafting - original draft: Anjar Prabowo, I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.
Writing - proofreading and editing: I Nyoman S. Degeng, Dedi Kuswandi, Saida Ulfa.

 11    Prabowo A, et al

https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458 ISSN: 2796-9711

https://doi.org/10.56294/saludcyt20252458

	Marcador 1

