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Abstract

The advancement of ICT has resulted in the fastldpment of games industry by which
teachers are creative to design the learning precasd to utilize various kinds of
gamifications. Gamification is a teaching methodtthises game elements with the aim of
motivating students to be directly involved in garaad learning at the same time so that
students get an interesting and enjoyable learmrgerience. Although many studies have
been conducted related to the use gamification,stiiely on the use of gamification to
improve tenses mastery regarded the students’ igigats rarely found. This study was
aimed to investigate whether: (1) gamification wa®re effective than conventional
teaching method in enhancing tenses mastery o$éhend semester students of nursing
diploma lll; (2) the second semester students widjin level of creativity had better tenses
mastery than those with low level of creativity;,da8) there was an interaction effect
between teaching methods and creativity on enhgntémses mastery of the second
semester students of nursing diploma Il of facufyhealth of Universitas Harapan
Bangsa. The method which was employed in this relse@as an experimental research.
The population of the research was the second sem&sidents of nursing diploma Il of
faculty of health of Universitas Harapan Bangsa.oTelasses were taken by using total
sampling technique. The samples in this researcte weo classes; experimental class
consisting of 30 students from 2A-1 and controsglaeonsisting of 30 students from 2A-2.
The research instruments consisted of verbal crggtand tenses mastery test. The data
were obtained from creativity and tenses mastest/ fEhey were analysed in the terms of
their frequency distribution, normality of the sdmgistribution, and the data homogeneity
and then ANOVA test (Multifactor Analysis and Vade) and TUKEY test to test the
research hypotheses. The result of the researdinfys leads to the conclusion that: (1)
gamification is more effective than conventionahcting method to enhance tenses
mastery of the second semester students; (2) uderss having high creativity have better
tenses mastery than those having low creativityd €3) there is an interaction between
teaching methods and creativity on enhancing tensestery.

Keywords Gamification; Conventional Teaching Method; crigdy, tenses mastery;
experimental

INTRODUCTION

Currently, the use of games to motivate peopleasamething and to direct them to various
behaviours has increased very rapidly (Matallaguale 2017). Games are also a very good
teaching method because by using games studentbecalirectly involved in the learning
process (Dehghanzadeh et al., 2019). One apprbathgames use recently is gamification.
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Gamification is a game thinking process and gamehiangcs that involves the user in solving
problems. Gamification is the use of design elesméhat make up a game in a non-game
context (Sari & Hartanto, 2016). Apart from curtgriieing widely applied in various business
activities (such as decision making, innovatioantesork, and marketing), gamification is also
predicted to become the next generation applicatiall matters and problems (Sigala, 2015).
Pedagogical approaches such as gamification angenbanal games in learning English have
magical powers in improving students' English skil listening, reading, speaking and writing
as well as language components such as pronungigtiammar and vocabulary.

The English language skills of students at UnitassHarapan Bangsa are classified as
low. The facts show that learning English at Ursitais Harapan Bangsa, especially in the
General English 2A and 2B classes in the first steneof the D3 Nursing Study program in the
2019/2020 academic year has several deficienciefy trom teaching methods, learning
processes, teaching media to learning evaluatiase® on the results of a preliminary study
conducted by researcher, the teaching methodsaiteaiften used by some lecturers still tend to
use teacher-centred methods. There are very fewrtymities for students to practice their
English skills both inside and outside the classro®he learning process is still very minimal
in activities that are fun, interactive, explorativ systematic, technology-savvy, and
autonomous. The teaching media used are LCDs, daptmd some handouts which are used as
supplementary materials, while the games that &en aused are conventional games. In
evaluating the learning process, teachers only temsnphasize a small proportion of speaking
and writing skills, both of which are rarely praetil intensively by students during the learning
process. In addition, the average score of studentgish proficiency in the General English
2A class was 67.99, while the average score ofesiisdin the General English 2B class was
68.15.

Considering the facts mentioned above, the reseamaints to know the effectiveness of
gamification in learning English, especially tensBsnses are the basis of grammar in English.
Tenses for most people are often confusing and boatepd (Sari et al., 2015). Therefore, the
objectives of this study are to investigate whettig@rgamification method is more effective
than conventional teaching method in enhancingtéimses mastery of the second semester
students of General English 2 class in the D3 Marstudy program in the 2019/2020 academic
year; 2) the students with high creativity haveettdr mastery on tenses than those with low
creativity; and 3) there is an interaction effedtveen teaching methods and students’
creativity.

This research is expected to be able to improveesiis' mastery of tenses. In addition,
this research also helps provide insight into thecepts and applications of gamification in
learning English. This research is also believeddable to contribute to the development of
science and technology because in this study &dserauses the internet and computers in the
application of gamification. This research is ineliwith the characteristics of Universitas
Harapan Bangsa, namely the use of ICT so that iéxisected to be able to assist the
development of institutions and the needs and pateof the community as well as all the
people around the globe.

Theoretical study

Gamification

The term gamification has appeared in the acadditi@ture since the discussion of Van

Benthem as cited in Landers (2014) regarding lggimes where he says "in principle, any
logical task can be gamified. Van Benthem usesdim to mean the presentation or conversion
of a non-game task into a game, which is stillyarian's definition today. Gamification is the

use of game attributes, as defined by Bedwell'srtamy, outside the context of a game in
order to influence learning-related behaviour atidudes. Gamification is also defined as a

74



Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research
Vol. 1, No. 2, 2020, pp. 73-97
ISSN: 2723-6978

http://jurnal.unissula.ac.id/index.php/JAMR
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.30659/JAMR.1.2.73-97

learning approach using elements in games or \y@a@aes with the aim of motivating students
in the learning process and maximizing feelingemgbyment and engagement with the learning
process, besides this media can be used to captogs that interest students. and inspire him
to continue learning (Lee & Hammer, 2011 as citelui, 2013). Gamification is the process of
using game elements to be adjusted in certainsfigdoich aim to make them more interesting,
easy to understand and creative (Pradana, eDaB)2

Gamification of education is a developing appro&arhincreasing learners’ motivation
and engagement by incorporating game design elsnmeetucational environments (Dichev &
Dicheva, 2017). Kapp, 2013 as cited in Alsawai®&1& defined gamification in pedagogical
context as a teaching strategy which is alteredddcommodate game elements where, in
addition to the learning objectives, the teachea gamified classroom will present a challenge
or quest that players must work on and lead thema tearning experience. Several other
researchers defined gamification as the use of gdements, mechanics, features, design, and
structure in a non-game environment or contextalA& Arieli, 2015 in Alsawaier, 2018; Dale,
2014; Davis, 2014; Deterding, 2012; Gonzales, et28l16; Hanus, 2015; Issacs, 2015; Kapp,
2013; Powers, et al., 2013; Keeler, 2015; Koivi&tddamari, 2014; Seaborn & Fels, 2015;
Sheldon, 2011; Whitton & Moseley, 2010; dan Zichanm & Cunningham, 2011). According
to Werbach & Hunter, 2012 in Flores, 2015, gamtfma is use of game elements and game
design techniques in a non-game context. It isdasethe success of the gaming industry,
social media, and decades of research in humarh@legy. Basically every task, process and
theoretical context can be varied.

Based on the description of the gamification d&bni above, it can be concluded that
gamification is a teaching method that uses gammehts with the aim of motivating students
to be directly involved in games and learning at¢hme time so that students get an interesting
and enjoyable learning experience.

Advantages of gamification

a. Facilitating student learning experiences indassroom (Barab et al., 2008Lui, 2013).

b. Involving persistence, intelligence, practicad dearning with the aim of achieving success
(Gray, 2012 in Lui, 2013).

c. Addressing students' emotional needs and prayidpportunities to turn negative emotions
into positive experiences (Lee & Hammer, 2011 in 2G13).

d. Learning becomes more fun, encourages studem@nmplete their learning activities, helps
students focus more on and understands the mateeialy studied, and gives students
opportunities to compete, explore and excel insc{dasuf, 2017).

e. Helping the development of cognitive and physaspects of adults, increasing the level of
active role of students in the class, and helpéagrers understand the material (Deese, 2016 in
Setyowati, 2017).

f. Making students more active, directly involvetlanotivated in learning (Flores, 2015).

g. Increasing user interest in software such asyabigd (for physics lessons), pokemon (for
language lessons, art, science, maps) and mind@wafarchitecture lessons) (Zichermann &
Cunningham, 2011 in Jusuf, 2017).

h. Allowing students to receive immediate feedbacktheir progress in the classroom and
appreciation for completed assignments (Kapp & C@0&2 in Jusuf, 2017).

Weaknesses of gamification

a. Games in gamification are predictable and terizktboring.

b. Games become meaningless if the learning obgsctare not well described or are not
achieved.

c. Often playing games can be psychological.
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d. Rewards given to students can be used as amaixtaotivation but it is much better if
students have internal motivation in learning.

e. The game is the rules. Applying games to legrmiray even create experiences that are
adjusted to the rules so that in the end it st#l$ like the experience of learning at school in
general.

English tenses

Tenses are changes in verbs that are influencéaeltyming and nature of events. All sentences
in English cannot be separated from tenses beallusentences must have something to do
with the time and nature of their occurrence (Kawan, 2010). In English grammar, there are

16 types of tenses, namely:
Table 1. Types of Tenses in English

Time Present Past Future Past Future
Simple Present Simple Past Simple Future Simagt Puture
" Present Continuous Past Continuous Future Contsnuou  Past Future Continuous
g Present Perfect Past Perfect Future Perfect PaseHeerfect
o Present Perfect Past Perfect Future Perfect Past Future Perfect
Continuous Continuous Continuous Continuous

The tenses taught in the General English 2 claghenD3 Nursing study program were the
simple present tense, simple past tense and siompiee tense. The researcher taught the three
tenses according to the syllabus in the Generdid€ng course.

Use of gamification in the teaching of English
Gamification in the world of education plays a vanportant role to motivate the students to
deeply engage with the teaching and learning psocasgried out in the classroom since the
teachers oftentimes get difficulties to encourdggrtstudents to stay tuned in the process of
delivering the materials. Gamification offers a nkwd of interactive learning by which the
teachers provide a more enjoyable and interactaae tev the students so that the students do not
only gain knowledge but they also experience somgthew and interesting from gamification.
There are several types of online gamifications ¢ha be implemented in the teaching of
English, as follows:
a. Kahoot!
Kahoot! is the granddaddy of the game show revieames, launched in August of
2013. In a standard Kahoot! game, questions apagisd to students on a projector or
display. Students respond on their own devices.
b. Quizizz
Quizizz takes the excitement of a gameshow-styléewe game and puts the whole
experience in the students’ hands. With a tradiidtahoot! game, everyone sees the
question and possible answers on the projectoraasder simultaneously. Quizizz is
different because the questions and possible assamr displayed individually on
student devices.
c. Quizlet Live
Quizlet's foray into the game show-style reviewihie best collaborative game. Instead
of students answering individual questions on thedividual devices, Quizlet puts
students in groups. All possible answers are div/@®ongst the devices of all students
participating. Think of three students with 12 pbkesanswers ... they're divided up
with four on each device, so the answer may or n@ybe on your device. Teams race
to get all answers correct in a row to win.
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d. Gimkit
Gimkit (gimkit.com) is like Quizizz with power-upfn Quizizz, students collect points
cumulatively throughout the game. In Gimkit, stuidense their points to buy power-
ups in the store. Power-ups let students earn poirgs per question, get additional
points when they hit a streak, and even lose lesggpwhen incorrect.

e. Baambozzle
Baamboozle is a fun game to play with our clasa &ell ringer, check in, or review
lesson. Play from a single device on a projectogrs board or in an online lesson. No
student accounts are needed. It is simple to set up

f. Factile
Factile lets you create or play jeopardy-style ggames for our classroom.

g. Quizalize
Quizalize is another quiz-based website. Teachensceeate quizzes with multiple- or
two-choice question sets or single-word responses

h. Wordwall
With Wordwall we can make custom activities likdzapes, match ups, word games and
more for our classroom. Wordwall activities canoalse printed out directly or
downloaded as a PDF file. The printables can bd afeng with the interactive or as
stand-alone activities.
In this study the researcher utilized quizizz thanrce the students’ tenses mastery due

to some considerations such as its easiness, sityplusability, accessibility and user-
friendliness. The procedures of implementing quiz@improve the students’ tenses mastery in

the experimental class can be seen in table 2.
Table 2 Procedures of Implementing Quizziz

Meeting/ Learning Teacher's Activities Students’ Activities Duration/
Materials Objectives Media
Meeting Creating an e« Creating an account ins While waiting for the 90 minutes/
1/Simple account, WWW.quizizz.com teacher’s instruction, do theZoom/Google
Present materials and using our email. online creativity test for Form

Tense review quiz. » Choosing a role to be a about 40 minutes through

(Nominal teacher and complete google form.

Sentence) the data. « Entering the code and

« Creating materials and listening to the teacher’s
review quiz and setting  presentation about simple
up the answer choices presenttense.
and question preview ¢ Starting the game quiz to
and then clicking finish ~ review their mastery on
and creating the  simple present tense.
materials and review « Knowing the leader board of
quiz. the first meeting game.

* Sharing the code to the
students to access the
quizizz.

« Asking the students to
enter the code.

Meeting Reviewing the « Having the students toe Doing the review quiz of the 90 minutes/
2/Review previous enter the new code in previous material. Zoom

and new material about quizizz website to do a+ Telling the teacher about

material simple present review quiz of meeting what they have known and

about simple tense (hominal 1. what they have not known as

present tense sentence) » Eliciting the students’ well as what they want to

(verbal prior knowledge about know about the material in

sentence)
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simple present

tense

(verbal sentence).
Presenting the material

using quizizz.

Asking the students to
do the second meeting
game to check their

this meeting.

Paying attention on
teacher’s presentation.
Doing a game quiz of verbal
sentence in simple present
tense.

the

mastery on  simple
present tense (verbal
sentence)
Meeting » Reviewing ¢ Having the students toe Doing the review quiz of the 90 minutes/
3/Simple the previous  enter the new code in previous material. Zoom
Past Tense material quizizz website to do a« Telling the teacher about
(Nominal about simple  review quiz of meeting what they have known and
Sentence) present tense 2. what they have not known as
« Explaining e Eliciting the students’ well as what they want to
material prior knowledge about know about the material in
about simple  past tense this meeting.
nominal (nominal sentence). e Paying attention on the
sentence in ¢ Presenting the material teacher’s presentation.
simple past using quizizz. « Doing a game quiz of
tense ¢ Asking the students to nominal sentence in simple
do the third meeting pasttense.
game to check their
mastery on simple past
tense (nominal
sentence)
Meeting » Reviewing ¢ Having the students toe Doing the review quiz of the 90 minutes/
4/Simple the previous enter the new code in previous material. Zoom
Past Tense material quizizz website to do a« Telling the teacher about
(Verbal about simple  review quiz of meeting what they have known and
Sentence) past tense 3. what they have not known as
(nominal e Eliciting the students’ well as what they want to
sentence) prior knowledge about know about the material in
« Explaining simple  past tense this meeting.
material (verbal sentence). e Paying attention on the
about verbal « Presenting the material teacher's presentation.
sentence in  using quizizz. « Doing a game quiz of verbal
simple past « Asking the students to sentence in simple past tense.
tense do the fourth meeting
game to check their
mastery on simple past
tense (verbal sentence)
Meeting » Reviewing ¢ Having the students toe Doing the review quiz of the 90 minutes/
5/Simple the previous enter the new code in previous material. Zoom
Future Tense material quizizz website to do a e« Telling the teacher about
(WILL) about simple  review quiz of meeting what they have known and
past tense 4. what they have not known as
(verbal » Eliciting the students’ well as what they want to
sentence) prior knowledge about know about the material in
« Explaining simple future tense this meeting.
material (WILL). « Paying attention on the
about WILL « Presenting the material teacher’s presentation.
in simple using quizizz. ¢ Doing a game quiz of WILL

future tense

Asking the students to
do the fifth meeting
game to check their

mastery on

simple

future tense (WILL)

in simple future tense.

Meeting

« Reviewing

Having the students to-
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6/Simple the previous enter the new code in previous material. Zoom
Future Tense material quizizz website to do a e« Telling the teacher about
(BE GOING  about simple  review quiz of meeting what they have known and
TO) future tense 5. what they have not known as
(WILL) e Eliciting the students’ well as what they want to
« Explaining prior knowledge about know about the material in
material simple future tense (BE this meeting.
about BE  GOING TO). « Paying attention on the
GOING TO -« Presenting the material teacher's presentation.
in simple using quizizz. e Doing a game quiz of BE

future tense  « Asking the students to GOING TO in simple future
do the sixth meeting tense.
game to check their
mastery on simple
future tense (BE

GOING TO)

Meeting « Reviewing » Having the students toe Doing the review quiz of the 90 minutes/
7/Review all  the previous enter the new code in previous materials. Zoom
leaned materials quizizz website to do a
materials about simple  review quiz of all learnt

present tenses.

tense, simple

past tense,

and simple

future tense
Meeting Giving a Asking the students to Doing the post-test 90
8/Post-Test post-test on  do the post-test through minutes/google

tenses google form. form

mastery

On the other way around, the researcher appliedertional teaching method (lecturing)
to enhance the students’ tenses mastery in theotatdss. The number of the meeting as well
as its sequence is 8 meetings or the same as @jplibe experimental class. The media used
during this online conventional teaching method \WteatsApp Group and Zoom. The control
class is also given the creativity test in thetfineeting and a post-test in the last meeting.

Creativity

Creativity is the modification of something thatealdy exists into a nhew concept. In other
words, there are two old concepts which are contbinto a new concept (Semiawan, 2009:
44). Creativity is a person's ability to create stimmg new, the process of constructing ideas
that can be applied to solve problems and meariiaghivities. Creativity involves mental and
social processes to generate newly developed ited® conveyed and shared. A person's
creativity is about the ability to process new &l@ahis mind which is supported by the basic
function of intelligence. A person's creativity da@ seen in his desire to take part in an activity
enthusiastically, to generate new and fresh idedsehave assertively, and to share with others.
In Gamification, players must use their imaginatio creativity in order to complete the game
successfully. Without creativity, a player will nbé able to win the game. Even the game in
gamification requires players to be able to pasersé stages and must be able to solve several
clues so that they can win the game. Prambayuh, ¢2@16) stated that players are required to
be creative in using the gamification system, tteeemany ways to get more points, there are
special cards that can be used to help play, theraiscussion forums that have no comment
limit, there are bonus quests that have great wsvarherefore, in this study, the researcher
wanted to find out how creative students were ayiplg using gamification media which was
associated with learning English tenses.
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Study of relevant researches

There are several studies that are relevant taresé¢o be carried out by researchers, including
research conducted by Yanes & Bououd (2019) whaoneed the use of gamification and
serious games for learning English and the resdiltss research were that there were several
things that needed to be considered before adogangfication, for example, is SWOT; then
research conducted by Dehghanzadeh, et al., (20i8)examined the use of gamification to
support learning English as a second language lamdesults were how to design digital
gamification and student learning experiences; arebe of Al-hadithy & Ali (2018) about
gamification in learning English for academic pwse® and the result was an increase in active
learning, student involvement, self-efficacy, indegent learning and an increase in student
summative assessment after the application of geatidn in the form of Kahoot.

Garcia & Alvaro (2017) examined gamification indeeng English in Basic Education
and the result was that gamification was an innegahethod that could be useful in language
teaching because it involved a variety of thingshsas effort, involvement, and motivation and
all the elements that played an important rolehi@ acquisition of different linguistic skills.
Flores (2015) investigated the use of gamificatmmprove second language learning and the
result was that the use of gamification in secamgjliage learning contributed positively to the
student learning experience. Xiang, et al., (2@&dgmined the effectiveness of gamification in
vocational engineering education and the resultavascrease in learning and students gained
better knowledge in vocational engineering topics.

Lui (2013) conducted a case study research on skeofl gamification in vocabulary
learning and the result was that students prefeoaase technology to learn vocabulary and
gamification was proven to improve student attisidewards language learning; Sari, et al.,
(2015) investigated the application of the concgfpgamification to web-based learning of
English tenses and the result was that learning-besled English tenses could improve
students' ability to master tenses.

As mentioned above, some of these academic studid@® the positive effects of
gamification on learning both English and otherjsats. However, these previous studies did
not mention the link between gamification and dwigt To complement these gaps, the
researcher wanted to test the implementation ofifgation and measure the effectiveness of
gamification in learning tenses.

Hypotheses

This study formulated the following hypotheses:

1. Gamification Teaching Method is more effectivart conventional teaching methods to
improve the students’ mastery on English tenséisarGeneral English 2 semester 2 class of D3
Nursing Study Program, Faculty of Health, UnivarsiHarapan Bangsa Purwokerto;

2. Students with high creativity have better temaastery than students with low creativity;

3. There is an interaction effect between teacmethods and creativity on improving students’
tenses mastery.

METHOD

Respondents

The research subjects were students of GeneralsBrigjclass in the second semester of the D3
Nursing Study program. The study population coedisif 60 students divided into two classes,
namely General English 2 level A class (30 studesmtsl General English 2 level B class (30
students). The research samples were General Brigfisl as the experimental group and
General English 2A-2 as the control group. The arpmtal group was given treatment in the
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form of the gamification teaching method, while thentrol group did not receive any
treatment.

Instruments

The instruments used in this study were a testrmdds mastery and a test of creativity. Tenses
mastery test that was used in this research wadtgpla choice test. It was used to measure the
students’ mastery on tenses especially simple présese, simple past tense and simple future
tense. Meanwhile, the researcher occupied verbatiuity test to measure one’s ability to form
and create new ideas and then combine them inteetbamy new referring to the existing
information. The researchers used the median ofridstivity test scores to determine the level
of creativity for each control and experimentalgroThe aspects of the verbal creativity test
were fluency, flexibility, originality, elaboratioand redefinition.

Procedures

The method employed in this research was an expatahmethod with a factorial design. In
this study, the researcher utilized total sampliogdetermine the sample$here was one
dependent variable and two independent variablésisiresearch. The dependent variable was
tenses mastery and the independent variables e&ching methods and creativity.

Data analysis
Techniques of analyzing the data utilized in thisdg were (1) descriptive statistics; (2)
normality and homogeneity; (3) ANOVA; (4) TUKEY; dit5) Statistical Hypothesis.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Data Description
The data description in this study is divided iséweral parts which are described as follows:

1. The Description of the Students’ Tenses Mast8gpres Taught Using Gamification
The students' tenses mastery scores which arettasgly gamification are presented in the
table 3.
Table 3. The Studentsenses Mastergcores Which Are Taught Using Gamification
N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Highest Lowest
30 82.16 93.73 89 14.90 08 50
From table 3, the students' tenses magtegn score was 82.16, median 89, mode 93.73
and standard deviation 14.90. Then, the frequeistyiltltion, polygons and histograms of the
tenses mastery scores of students taught usindigatioin are depicted in table 4 and figure 1.
Table 4. Frequency Distribution of Students' Tenses Maskzores Taught Using Gamification

Group Limit  Median(Xi) f Xfi Xi? iKi2
48.5-56.5 52.5 6 315 99225 595350
57.5-65.5 61.5 0 0 0 0
66.5-74.5 70.5 1 70.5 4970.25 4970.25
75.5-83.5 79.5 4 318 101124 404496
84.5-92.5 88.5 9 796.5 634412 5709710.25
93.5-100.5 96.5 10 965 931225 9312250

Total 30 2465 1770957 16026776.5
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M 48,5-56,5

M 57,5-65,5

M 66,5-74,5

48,5-56,5 57,5-65,5 66,5-74,5 75,5-83,5 84,5-92,5 93,5- M 75,5-83,5
- LU \ M 84,5-92,5

-10 M 93,5-100,5

-15 \ -

-20

Figure 1. Histogram and Polygon of the Students’ Tenseséfa$cores Taught Using Gamification

2. The Description of the Students’ Tenses Maste&gores Taught Using Conventional
Teaching Method

The students' tenses mastery scores which arettasgiy conventional teaching method are
presented intable 5.

Table 5. The Student§enses Mastergcores Which Are Taught Using Conventional Teaghitethod

N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Highest Lowest

30 66.96 87.30 80.08 22.29 90 20
From table 5, the students' tenses mastergn score was 66.96, median 80.08, mode
87.30 and standard deviation 22.29. Then, the é&ecp distribution, polygons and histograms
of the tenses mastery scores of students taugig asnventional teaching method are depicted
in table 6 and figure 2.
Table 6. Frequency Distribution of Students' Tenses Maseiores Taught Using Conventional
Teaching Method

Group Limit Median (Xi) fi Xifi Xi? fiXi?
28.5-39.5 34 4 136 18496 73984
40.5-51.5 46 1 46 2116 2116
52.5-63.5 58 3 174 30276 90828
64.5-75.5 70 6 420 176400 1058400
76.5-87.5 82 3 246 60516 181548
88.5-99.5 94 13 1222 1493284 19412692
Total 30 2009

1395131

14937990.5
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Figure 2. Histogram and Polygon of the Students’ Tensesémascores Taught Using Conventional
Teaching Method
3. The Description of Tenses Mastery Scores of 8tedents Having High Creativity Level
The tenses mastery scores of the students whohiglvereativity are figured out in table 7.
Table 7. TheTenses Mastery Scorefthe Students Having High Creativity Level

N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Highest Lowest

30 74.8 93 86.23 20.61 97 28

As described in the table 7, it is seen that thamszore of tenses mastery of the students
who have high creativity is 74.8, the median i286the mode is 93, and the standard deviation

is 20.61. The frequency distribution, the polygand the histogram of the students’ tenses
mastery are described in table 8 and figure 3.
Table 8 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas8agres of the Students Who Have High
Creativity Level

Group Limit Median (Xi) fi Xifi Xi? fiXi?
28.5-39.5 34 4 136 18496 73984
40.5-51.5 46 1 46 2116 2116
52.5-63.5 58 3 174 30276 90828
64.5-75.5 70 6 420 176400 1058400
76.5-87.5 82 3 246 60516 181548
88.5-99.5 94 13 1222 1493284 19412692
Total 30 2244 1781088 20819568
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Figure 3. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tenses Masteoyes of the Students Who Have High
Creativity Level
4. The Description of the Tenses Mastery Scorethef Students Having Low Creativity Level
The tenses mastery scores of the students whohaaeativity are seen in table 9.
Table 9. The Tenses Mastery Scores of the Students HavingCreativity Level

N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation  Highest Lowest

30  65.46 79.81 75 21.23 87 10

As presented in the table 9, it is described thatmhean score of tenses mastery of the
students who have low creativity is 65.46, the meds 75, the mode is 79.81, and the standard
deviation is 21.23. The frequency distribution, gadygon, and the histogram of the students’
tenses mastery are seen in table 10 and figure 4.

Table 10 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas&agres of the Students Who Have Low
Creativity Level

Group Limit Median (Xi) fi Xifi Xi? fiX;2

10.5-22.5 16.5 3 49,5 2450.25 7350.75
23.5-35.5 29.5 0 0 0 0

36.5-48.5 425 4 170 28900 115600
49.5-61.5 55.5 2 111 12321 24642
62.5-74.5 68.5 6 411 168921 1013526
75.5-87.5 81.5 15 12225 1494506.25 22417593.75
Total 30 1964 1707098.5 23578712.5
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Figure 4. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tenses Masteogyes of the Students Who Have Low
Creativity Level
5. The Description of the Tenses Mastery Scorestted Students Having High Creativity
Level and Taught by Using Gamification
The tenses mastery scores of the students havigly tieativity and taught by using
Gamification are presented in table 11.
Table 11 The Tenses Mastery Scores of the Students Haligfig Creativity Level and Taught by Using

Gamification
N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Highest Lowest
15 76.1 94.29 80.63 15.67 97 50

As figured out in the table 11, it is revealedt it mean score of tenses mastery of the
students having high creativity and taught by ugagification is 76.1, the median is 80.63,
the mode is 94.29, and the standard deviation.®&719 he frequency distribution, the polygon,
and the histogram of the students’ tenses mastergiesscribed in table 12 and figure 5.

Table 12 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas&agres of the Students Having High
Creativity and Taught by Using Gamification

firn?i‘:p Median (X)) fi Xfi Xi2 X2
50.5-59.5 55 3 165 27225 81675
60.5-69.5 625 1 62.5 3906,25 3996,2
705795 70 1 70 4900 4900
80.5-89.5 78 2 156 24336 48672
90.5-99.5 86 8 688 473344 3786752
15 11415 533711.25 3925905.25
Total

85



Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research
Vol. 1, No. 2, 2020, pp. 73-97

ISSN: 2723-6978
http://jurnal.unissula.ac.id/index.php/JAMR
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.30659/JAMR.1.2.73-97

fi
80
70 /
/ ¥ 50,5-59,5
60
/ H60,5-69,5
50
/ W70,5-79,5
40
/ ¥ 80,5-89,5
30 / & 90,5-99,5
20 -
8 /
10
3 1 1 2 u
0 SSS— - . ,

50,5-59,5 60,5-69,5 70,5-79,5 80,5-89,5 90,5-99,5

Figure 5. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tenses Masteoyes of the Students Having High
Creativity Level and Taught by Using Gamification

6. The Description of the Tenses Mastery Scoreshef Students Having Low Creativity Level
and Taught by Using Gamification
The tenses mastery scores of the students haviwg cleativity and taught by using
gamification are presented in table 13.

Table 13 TheTenses Mastergcores of the Students Having Low Creativity Lesedl Taught by

Using Gamification

N Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Highest Lowest

15 72.1 80.26 68 13.49 87 43

As revealed in the table 13, it is figui@at that the mean score of tenses mastery of the
students having low creativity and taught by ugBamification is 72.1, the median is 68, the
mode is 80.26, and the standard deviation is 1348 frequency distribution, the polygon, and
the histogram of the students’ writing are presgimieable 14 and figure 6.

Table 14 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas&agres of the Students Having Low
Creativity and Taught by Using Gamification

43.5-51.5 47.5 3 142.5 20306.3 60918.8
52.5-60.5 56.5 0 0 0 0
61.5-69.5 65.5 1 65.5 4290.25 4290.25
70.5-78.5 74.5 5 372.5 138756 937%31
79.5-87.5 83.5 6 501 251001 06m6
Total 15 1081.5 414354 2264996

86



Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research
Vol. 1, No. 2, 2020, pp. 73-97
ISSN: 2723-6978
http://jurnal.unissula.ac.id/index.php/JAMR
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.30659/JAMR.1.2.73-97

-10 \
-20 \ B fi

Figure 6. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tensastbty Scores of the Students Having Low
Creativity Level and Taught by Using Gamification

7. The Description of the Tenses Mastery Scorestted Students Having High Creativity
Level and Taught by Using Conventional Teaching Metl

The tenses mastery scores of the students havigly bieativity and taught by using
conventional teaching method are presented in tehle

Table 15 The Tenses Mastery Scores of the Students Héligiig Creativity Level and Taught by Using

Conventional Teaching Method

. Standard .
N Mean Mode Median Deviation Highest Lowest
15 65.9 86.60 63.50 22.68 94 28

As shown in the table 15, it is seen that the nszame oftenses mastergf the
students having high creativity and taught by ustogventional teaching method is
65.9, the median is 63.50, the mode is 86.60, hadstandard deviation is 22.68. The
frequency distribution, the polygon, and the hisémg of the students’ tenses mastery

are described in table 16 and figure 7.
Table 16 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas&agres of the Students Having High
Creativity and Taught by Using Conventional TeagHifethod

Group Median ; : w2
Limit (X) f Xi X iXi
28.5-41.5 35 4 140 19600 T840
42.5-54.5 48.5 1 48.5 2352.25 5235
55.5-67.5 61.5 2 123 15129 30258
68.5-80.5 74.5 2 149 22201 44402
81.5-94.5 88 6 528 278784 1672704
Total 15 988.5 338066 1828116
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Figure 7. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tenses Masteoyes of the Students Having High
Creativity Level and Taught by Using Conventionabi€hing Method
8. The Description of the Tenses Mastery Scoreshef Students Having Low Creativity Level
and Taught by Using Conventional Teaching Method
The tenses mastery scores of the students haviwg cleativity and taught by using
conventional teaching method are presented in thhle
Table 17. The Tenses Mastery Scores of the Students HawingCreativity Level and Taught by Using
Conventional Teaching Method

. Standard .
N Mean Mode Median Deviation Highest Lowest
15 58.13 79.54 62 23.24 80 11

Based on the table 17, it is shown that the mearesof tenses mastery of the students
having low creativity and taught by using convengibteaching method is 58.13, the median is
62, the mode is 79.54, and the standard deviasoR3i24. The frequency distribution, the
polygon, and the histogram of the students’ temsastery are described in table 18 and figure

8.
Table 18 The Frequency Distribution of the Tenses Mas&agres of the Students Having Low
Creativity and Taught by Using Conventional TeagHifethod

Group Median

! £ 2 N
lelt (X|) fl XIfI XI flxl
11.5-24.5 18 3 54 2916 8748
25.5-38.5 32 1 32 1024 1024
39.5-52.5 46 0 0 0 0
53.5-66.5 60 2 120 14400 28800
67.5-80.5 74 9 666 443556 3992004
Total 15 872 461896 4030576
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Figure 8. The Histogram and Polygon of the Tenses Masteoyes of the Students Having Low
Creativity Level and Taught by Using Conventionabi€hing Method

Data Analysis

Prior to analyzing the data using inferential asslythe distribution of the sample must be
normal and homogeneous. The followings are aboat résults and the computations of
normality and homogeneity tests applied to theinbthdata.

Normality Test
Lilliefors test was employed to find out the norityabf teaching methods and creativity level.
The tests results are described in the table 19.

Table 19 The Summary of Normality Test usihdliefors

No Variables Lo g;gber @ Ltable Test decision Description

Tenses Mastery Scores
1 of the Students Taught0.1582 30 0.161 &is accepted Normal
by Using Gamification

Tenses Mastery Scores

of the Students Taught
by Using Conventional 0.1446 30 0.161 &is accepted Normal

Teaching Method

Tenses Mastery Scores
3 of the Students Having 0.1527 30 0.161 &is accepted Normal
High Creativity

Tenses Mastery Scores
4 of the Students Having 0.1412 30 0.161 &is accepted Normal
Low Creativity

Tenses Mastery Scores
the Students Having

5 High Creativity and 0.2182 15 0.220 &is accepted Normal
Taught by Using
Gamification

Tenses Mastery Scores
the Students Having

6 Low Creativity and 0.2099 15 0.220 &is accepted Normal
Taught by Using
Gamification
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Tenses Mastery Scores
the Students Having
High Creativity and
Taught by Using
Conventional Teaching
Method

0.2190 15 0.220 &is accepted Normal

Tenses Mastery Scores
the Students Having
Low Creativity and
Taught by Using
Conventional Teaching
Method

0.2175 15 0.220 &lis accepted Normal

The summary of the normality usinglliefors test shows that all of the valuesy)L
gained are lower thandse Therefore, it can be concluded that all of theslas based on both

teaching methods and creativity levels are normal.

Homogeneity Test
The result of the homogeneity test can be seembile £O0.
Table 20 The Summary of Homogeneity Test

Sampel df 1/(df) ¢ log s? (df) log g2
1 14 0.07143 4.8867 0.6890 9.6462
2 14 0.07143 4.0025 0.6023 8.4326
3 14 0.07143 3.921 0.5934 8.3076
4 14 0.07143 3.8765 0.5884 8.2382

0.28571 34.6246

S%= 4.8867

= 4.0025

sF= 3.921

sf= 3.8765

= 4.17168

log & = 0.62031
B= (log $)Y(n-1)
= 35.9780071

In10=  2.30258509

X*_ (In10){B-Y(n-1)log %
=3.11

Based on the result of homogeneity test, it carsden that the score ﬁ‘ﬁ = 3.11.

According to the table of Chi-Square distributioithathe significance leval = 0.05, the value
of ¥Z0.05)is 3.16. Due tgy; (3.11) is lower tharyZoos (3.16) oryz < xZ (3.11 < 3.16), it can be

concluded that the date are homogeneous.
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Testing Hypotheses
The summary of ANOVA 2 X 2 can be seen in tableag@d table 22.
Table 21 The Summary of the Mean Scores

TEACHING METHODS (A)
CREATIVITY (B) Total
GAMIFICATION (A1)  CTM (A2)

High Creativity (8) X AiB1=75.9 X A:Bi=56.4 X =66.16

Low Creativity (&) X AB=61.1 X AB=48.9 X =55,03

Total X =68.53 X =52.66 X =60.6

Table 22 The Summary Result of 2 X 2 Multifactor AnalysisVariance

Sources of Variance SS df MS Fo F(.05)
Between columns
(Teaching Methods) 3776.3 1 3776.3 8.55977 4
Between rows
(Creativity) 1859.2667 1 1859.3 4.21445
Columns by rows
(Interaction) 201.7 1 201.7 4.45712
Between groups 5837.2 3 1945.7
Within groups 24705.2 56 441.164
Total 30542.4 59

From the computation result of ANOVA test, it daaconcluded that:
1. K between columns, the comparative analysis betweepffect of teaching methods using
Gamification and Conventional Teaching Method, shtwat k is 8.55. The Ft at the level of
significanceo = 0.05 (Fos) is 4. K (8.55) is higher thanfos) (4). It means Ho is rejected and
there is a significant difference between Gamifaratand Conventional Teaching Method to
enhance tenses mastery. It can be concluded teae#ching methods for improving tenses
mastery differ significantly from one another ireitheffect on the performance of the subjects
in the experiment. The mean score of the studawight using Gamification (68.53) is higher
than that of those taught using CTM (52.66). Itsismmarized that Gamification is more
effective than CTM to enhance tenses mastery.
2. The score of F£between rows (creativity) is 4.21 while the scofeR at the level of
significancea = 0.05 (R.os) is 4. k (4.21) is higher than Ft (4). It means thati$irejected and
the difference between tenses mastery score dfttlikents who have high creativity and those
who have low creativity is significant. Based oe ttalculation of the mean scores, the mean
score of the students who have high creativityl(®pis higher than that of those who have low
creativity (55.03). Then, it is summarized that shhedents who have high creativity have better
tenses mastery than those who have low creativity.
3. The score of fcolumns by rows (interaction) is 4.45 and the scofr i at the level of
significancea = 0.05 is 4. Because, B Fos) or R (4.45) is higher than:R4), there is an
interaction effect between two variables, teachmethods and students’ creativity on the
students’ tenses mastery. In other words, it casdi@ that the effects of teaching methods on
students’ tenses mastery depend on the studempalef creativity.

The result of analysis of the data using Tukey&DHest is described in table 23.

Table 23 The Result of Tukey’'s HSD Test

No Data Sample Jo O o Status

1. Al and A 30 6.21 3.81 0.05 Significant

2. Biand B 30 7.45 3.81 0.05 Significant

3. AiB1and AB:1 15 10.63 3.87 0.05 Significant

4 AiB2 and AB:2 15 0.31 3.87 0.05 Not Significant

From the table 23, it can be seen that:
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1. The score of gbetween columns is 6.21 and the score; aff Jukey’s table at the level of
significancea = 0.05 is 3.81. Because g g or @, (6.21) is higher than(@05) (3.81), using
Gamification differs significantly from Conventidnd@eaching Method to enhance tenses
mastery.

2. The score of gbetween rows is 7.45 and the score 0bfgTukey’s table at the level of
significancen = 0.05 is 3.81. Because ¥ g or & (7.45) is higher than(@05) (3.81), it can be
concluded that there is a significant differencetlo® students’ tenses mastery score between
those who have high creativity and those who hawedreativity.

3. The score of gpetween cells A1B1 and A2B1 is 10.63 and the sobrgof Tukey's table at
the level of significances = 0.05 is 3.87. Because g g or ¢ (10.63) is higher than{05)
(3.87), it can be concluded that using Gamificatéiffers significantly from Conventional
Teaching Method to improve tenses mastery for tingesits who have high creativity.

4. The score of gpetween cells A1B2 and A2B2 is 0.31 and the sobig of Tukey’s table at
the level of significancer = 0.05 is 3.87. Because ¢ ¢ or ¢ (0.31) is lower than §05)
(3.87), it can be concluded that using Gamificatidoes not differ significantly from
Conventional Teaching Method to enhance tensesemya$br the students who have low
creativity.

Discussion

1. Gamification is more effective than Conventioff@aaching Method in enhancing tenses
mastery

Teaching tenses in English requires the teachars! &fforts to attract the students’ interest and
motivation as the tenses or what so called a lgtbze of grammar in English is considered
difficult to master by the students. Not only de tleachers have to prepare an interesting and
interactive material, but they are also supposqafdvide a memorable learning atmosphere for
the students. Here comes gamification as one ofattenatives to boost up the students’
learning interest in tenses.

Gamification plays a pivotal role in the teachimgldearning of tenses especially simple
present tense, simple past tense, and simple ftegnse which are taught to the second semester
students of nursing diploma Il of faculty of hdalt Universitas Harapan Bangsa. By utilizing
one of gamification types, quizizz, the teacheesable to enhance the students’ tenses mastery
due to the fact that this online application hagesa features and uses such as we can add
pictures, input equation, use some possible answarsset up the time. Quizizz also enables
the teacher to present the materials as well ageWview quiz for each meeting so that the
students can figure out whether they have alreaalstened the certain tenses or not and it can
be done in an interesting and fun game.

In improving the students’ mastery on how to diptiish among the learned tenses,
gamification (quizizz) has a randomized answeruigaby which the students can notice the
correct or incorrect answers for each question whgl the errors have occurred. Besides,
gamification can assist the students to understamaneaning and form of each learned tenses
by providing the materials designed by the teachefsrehand. Moreover, students could learn
the tenses in their own level and get the feedbaakediately about their learning progress.

In addition to having invaluable features, quizédgo possesses some other interesting
characteristics such as leader board, rewards pky&r icons. Moreover, not only can it be
accessed using laptop, the students can also eisertbbile phones to get connected to quizizz
so that the students can play the game anytimeaapathere. Gamification can also provide
learning model characteristics such as challengmtisfaction, rewards, dependence. Several
studies concur with the findings of this study whshow positive attitude toward the use of
gamification in learning and which reveal that lsjng gamification, the students’ engagement,
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experience and achievement in the learning impréked & Hammer, 2016; Partovi & Razavi,
2019; Chou, 2017; Romdhoni & Wibowo, 2014; Bozl&urak, 2018; and Leaning, 2015.

On the other hand, teaching tenses in English usingentional teaching method do not
improve the students’ mastery on tenses as thadeaonly present the materials in a lecturing
style by which the students listen to, watch, andedercises given by their teachers. This
lecturing method cannot help the students to géweteer knowledge on simple present tense,
simple past tense and simple future tense. Thestsidend to be passive while the teachers like
to dominate the teaching and learning process.siients are not motivated to find out more
deeply on the form, use and meaning of each lealemesks. During the meeting, the teacher
first introduces the form, then followed by the mieg and the use of the tenses and it is
conducted in every meeting. The students’ oppdstuni ask and correct their wrongs is very
limited since the teacher frequently guide the asitisl to notice the errors they have made with a
very limited feedback and review.

Moreover, by utilizing the conventional teaching thmel to enhance the students’
mastery, the teacher rarely uses various teachiddearning methods so that the students are
not able to develop themselves and lack of chatchave interaction among students because
it only applies a teacher-centred learning. Corigeat teaching method cannot also provide
something challenging and fun for the students.id&ss the existence of other supporting
media is rarely used by the teacher in both ordime offline classrooms. That really reveals the
inadequacy of utilizing technology-based learningdma thus it cannot attract the students’
attention. This finding is in line with the otherepious studies which report that the
conventional teaching method does not give meunithé learning (Liu & Long, 2014; Noor,
2019; and Isnaini, 2014.

2. The students who have high creativity have bétieses mastery than those who have low
creativity

Creativity is defined as the act of turning new andinal ideas into reality. It is closely related
to the flexibility to understand the universe inmneays, to seek out hidden patterns, to form
connections between ostensibly unrelated phenonagrito get solutions. In the teaching and
learning process, not only do the teachers who baee creative in delivering the materials,
but the students are also required to use themtigez mind and to think out of the box
pertaining the materials they are learning.

The students who have high creativity have a bettderstanding on what they see, read,
and listen. The students can figure out their ovay Yo master what they have and are learning
without having any constraint in their mind. Thedsnts with high creativity level have a better
tenses mastery than those with low level of crigtsince the creative students like to form
their mind to recognize and use each learned temgeke those with low creativity have no
idea of what to do with the materials they have amdlearning. This finding concurs with other
research findings which show that creative studpotsess ability to think beyond what the
other students cannot do (Wolf, 2014; and Prec@(rt3).

On the other hand, students with low level of ¢uigtcannot express their feelings and
mind, even they tend to be passive. They lack efisdand often surrender once they need to do
something. According to the students who have lowative thinking are sometimes
conventional, timid, lack of confidence, and confiorg. They often do not learn seriously. Low
level creativity students do not seem to be capablishing hard effort to check additional
thanks to the very fact that it is challenging fbem to return up with their own recent and
original concepts throughout the educational methiblin the classroom.

Based on the explanation above, it can be concltiggdhe students with high creativity
have better tenses mastery than the studentsavitirieativity.

3. There is an interaction effect between teachiathods and creativity on the students’ tenses
mastery.
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Gamification can assist the students to acquirettebknowledge and mastery on tenses in
English. It can also develop all of the indicatefsgrammar like form, use and meaning.
Gamification requires the students to competitivetyk against the other students in order to
gain a higher point and to be a leader or a wirnfidghe game. Gamification also allows the
students to come up their mind about what they haamvn, what they have not known and
what they want to know about the tenses and itrsied out before the teacher presents the
materials and before giving the games.

By occupying quizizz (one of gamification kindsjet students can get immediate
feedback and correction if their answers do nottritee teacher’'s expectation. Moreover, the
teacher can also conduct the game based on thenssudevel starting from the easiest
questions to the hardest questions. Even gamiicatould give significant contribution to
enhancing the language learning especially by ragtmore and more in a fun and interactive
way. A research conducted by Jusuf in 2016 isrie lvith the findings of this study which
clearly state that by using gamification, it coblel an alternative to create a more interesting,
fun, effective and creative learning process.

It is inevitable that there are two kinds of creatstudents; high creative and low creative
students. The students with high creativity wilsigadevelop and construct their minds. They
can master the forms, uses, and meanings of eaotebktenses. Meanwhile, the students with
low level of creativity do not get influenced byetteaching methods applied in the teaching of
tenses. Both gamification and conventional teachimgthod do not differ significantly to
enhance tenses mastery. The students with low lefvedreativity are frequently shy and
unwilling to try a new thing. The students who hdee creativity are usually conventional,
timid, lack of confidence, and conforming. Theyeoftdo not learn seriously. Low level
creativity students are not capable of completiagiteffort to study more due to the fact that it
is not easy for them to come up with their own Hiresd original ideas during the learning
process in the classroom. Therefore, it can beladed that there is no significant difference
between gamification and conventional teaching otto improve tenses mastery for the
students with low creativity. It means that ganafion and conventional teaching method are
equal to teach the students who have low creativity

CONCLUSION

Based on the result of the hypotheses testingetsearch findings are (1) gamification is more
effective than conventional teaching method to mmprtenses mastery; (2) The students with
high creativity have better tenses mastery thatgestis with low creativity; and (3) There is an

interaction effect between the teaching methods thrdstudents’ creativity on the students’

tenses mastery. This can be seen from the finditigjioresearch that for high creative students,
gamification is more effective than conventionaldi@ing method. Meanwhile, for low creative

students, gamification is as effective as convealiteaching method.
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