Enhancing ESL Writing Skills Through Cooperative Learning and
Gamification: A Quasi—Experimental Study of Sixth—Grade Students in

Saida, Lebanon
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Abstract

English as a Second Language (ESL) writing instruction faces persistent
challenges in engaging middle school students while developing fundamental
writing competencies. Traditional teacher—centered approaches often fail
to address the social and motivational dimensions crucial for language
acquisition at this developmental stage. This quasi-experimental study
investigated the effectiveness of integrating gamification elements into
cooperative learning activities on the writing skills of sixth—-grade ESL
students in Saida District, South Lebanon. Sixty sixth—grade ESL students
(ages 11-12) from a private school in Saida, South Lebanon, participated
in this three-month study. Participants were divided into two groups: an
experimental group (n=30) receiving cooperative learning enhanced with
gamification, and a control group (n=30) receiving traditional teacher—
centered instruction. Both groups completed identical pre— and post-tests
measuring writing performance across six dimensions: ideas, organization,
voice, word choice, sentence fluency, and conventions. Statistical analyses
included independent samples t-tests and paired samples t-tests with
significance set at p < (0.05. Pre—test analysis revealed no significant
differences between groups (control M = 6.1333, SD = 2.54; experimental
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M=5.9167, SD =2.48;t(58) = 0.334, p = 0.739). Post-test results showed
improvements in both groups, with the experimental group demonstrating
greater gains (control M = 6.3083, SD = 2.67; experimental M = 7.1583,
SD = 2.34). Within-group comparisons revealed statistically significant
improvements for both the control group (t(29) = -4.026, p < 0.001) and
experimental group (t(29) = -9.477, p < 0.001), with the experimental group
showing substantially larger effect sizes. The integration of gamification
elements into cooperative learning activities demonstrated promising results
for enhancing ESL writing skills among sixth—grade students. The findings
suggest that combining social interaction through cooperative learning with
motivational elements through gamification can create more engaging and

effective learning environments for young ESL writers.
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Introduction

English as a Second Language (ESL) writing instruction represents one
of the most challenging aspects of language education, particularly for
middle school students who are navigating both linguistic complexity and
developmental transitions (Zhang & Hasim, 2023). Traditional approaches
to ESL writing instruction have predominantly relied on teacher-centered
methodologies that emphasize individual work, direct instruction, and
error correction (Cole, 2018). However, these approaches often fail to
address the social and motivational dimensions that are crucial for effective

language learning, particularly for adolescent learners who benefit from

peer interaction and engaging learning experiences.

The challenges facing ESL writing instruction are multifaceted. First,
writing in a second language requires the simultaneous coordination of

multiple cognitive processes, including content generation, linguistic
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encoding, and metacognitive monitoring (Li & Zhang, 2021). Second, middle
school students often experience decreased motivation and engagement
with traditional academic tasks, making it essential to incorporate elements
that foster intrinsic motivation and sustained attention (Chang et al., 2021).
Third, the social nature of language learning suggests that collaborative
approaches may be more effective than individual-focused instruction,
particularly for developing communicative competence and cultural
understanding (Beiki et al., 2020).

Despite extensive research on both cooperative learning and gamification
as separate pedagogical approaches, there remains a significant gap in
understanding how these methodologies can be effectively integrated to
enhance ESL writing skills. While cooperative learning has been shown
to improve various aspects of language learning through peer interaction
and shared responsibility (Ahangari & Samadian, 2014), and gamification
has demonstrated effectiveness in increasing student motivation and
engagement (Yavuz et al., 2020), few studies have systematically examined

their combined effects on writing performance.

This gap is particularly pronounced in Lebanese educational contexts,
where cultural factors, educational traditions, and linguistic backgrounds
may influence the effectiveness of Western—developed pedagogical
approaches. The present study addresses this gap by investigating the
integration of cooperative learning and gamification specifically within the
Lebanese educational context, providing valuable insights for educators

working with similar populations.

The significance of this research extends beyond academic interest to
practical implications for classroom instruction. As educational systems
worldwide increasingly recognize the need for student-centered, engaging
pedagogical approaches, understanding how to effectively combine
cooperative learning and gamification becomes crucial for curriculum

development and teacher training programs.
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This study was guided by three primary research questions designed
to comprehensively examine the effects of cooperative learning through
gamification on ESL writing skills:

How does cooperative learning through gamification lead to richer
vocabulary usage and more diverse sentence structures in the writing of

grade six ESL students?

This question addresses the linguistic complexity dimension of writing
development, focusing on lexical sophistication and syntactic variety as
indicators of improved writing quality.

To what extent does cooperative learning through gamification improve

the overall writing fluency of grade six ESL students?

This question examines the holistic aspects of writing performance,
including the ability to produce coherent, well-organized texts that
demonstrate appropriate use of conventions and effective communication

of ideas.

Is there a significant relationship between cooperative learning through
gamification and grade six ESL students» writing motivation and engagement?

This question explores the affective dimensions of learning, investigating
how the integrated approach influences students’ attitudes toward writing

and their level of engagement in writing activities.
Literature Review
Theoretical Foundations of Cooperative Learning

Cooperative learning represents a pedagogical approach that structures
learning activities around small-group collaboration, shared goals, and
individual accountability (Johnson & Johnson, 2014). The theoretical
foundations of cooperative learning are rooted in several psychological
and educational theories that emphasize the social nature of learning and

the benefits of peer interaction for cognitive development.
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Social Interdependence Theory (Deutsch, 1949; Johnson & Johnson,
2005) provides the primary theoretical framework for understanding
cooperative learning effectiveness. This theory distinguishes between
positive interdependence (where individuals® goals are linked so that one
person’s success facilitates others’ success) and negative interdependence
(where one person’s success impedes others’ success). Cooperative
learning structures are designed to create positive interdependence through
shared goals, complementary roles, and mutual accountability.

Research has consistently demonstrated the effectiveness of
cooperative learning across various educational contexts and subject
areas. For example, Johnson and Johnson (2014) examining over 1,200
studies found that cooperative learning produced significantly higher
achievement, more positive relationships, and greater psychological health
compared to competitive and individualistic learning structures. Effect sizes
for achievement outcomes typically ranged from (.54 to 0.67, indicating

moderate to large practical significance.

In language learning contexts, cooperative learning has shown
particular promise for developing communicative competence and cultural
understanding. Long’s (1996) Interaction Hypothesis suggests that
meaningful interaction, negotiation of meaning, and collaborative problem—
solving are crucial for second language acquisition. Cooperative learning
activities provide natural contexts for these processes, allowing learners

to engage in authentic communication while working toward shared goals.
Cooperative Learning

Cooperative learning has been widely recognized as an effective in-
structional approach that promotes academic achievement while fostering
respect, collaboration, and meaningful friendships among diverse groups
of students (Attle & Baker, 2007; Slavin, 2004). The diversity within a
team often enhances the benefits of cooperative learning, as students are

exposed to a range of perspectives and learning strategies, which enriches
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their educational experience. In such settings, peers develop positive in—
terdependence by relying on one another to accomplish a variety of learn—
ing tasks (Gillies, 2007). Typically, cooperative learning involves teams
of four students, allowing flexibility for pairing during certain activities and
reassembling into groups for collective tasks (Lai & Wu, 2006).

For cooperative learning to be successful, it is essential to establish clear
classroom norms and protocols. These guidelines help students remain
focused, contribute effectively, support and encourage one another, share
responsibilities, solve problems collaboratively, and provide as well as re—
ceive constructive feedback (Hénze & Berger, 2007; Siegel, 2005). Ac—
cording to Bond and Castagnera (2006), learning is significantly enhanced
when peer—-to—peer teaching occurs, as social support in the classroom
may come from either peers or teachers (Johnson, 1985). However, this
enhancement depends on the presence of a cooperative and supportive

learning environment (Bond & Castagnera, 2006).

Cooperative learning is characterized by small groups of students
working together to help one another grasp and master academic con-
tent (Slavin, 2013). Nonetheless, its effectiveness is highly contingent on
students possessing fundamental social skills, including active listening,
negotiation, problem-solving, conflict resolution, and the ability to encour-
age one another (Slavin, 2008, 2011). Without these prerequisite skills,
cooperative learning may fail to achieve its intended outcomes. Moreover,
competitive practices within the classroom should be minimized or re-
placed with constructive challenges that motivate students without fostering
rivalry (Zakaria & lksan, 2007; Shevin, 1994). When implemented proper—
ly, cooperative learning not only enhances academic performance but also
surpasses traditional instructional methods in fostering deeper learning and
critical thinking (Johnson, 1985; Slavin, 2013).

Beyond promoting cognitive gains, cooperative learning is also con-

sidered a catalyst for developing higher—order thinking skills. It engages
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students in reflective, analytical, and evaluative processes that go beyond
rote memorization (Slavin, 2013). To maximize its impact, cooperative
learning should be accompanied by clearly defined instructional objectives,
appropriate assessments, and structured learning materials. In this regard,
Bloom’s taxonomy serves as an essential framework for aligning objec—
tives with desired learning outcomes (Pickard, 2007). The revised taxon-
omy organizes cognitive processes into hierarchical levels: remembering,
understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating. This revision
was specifically designed to address the needs of a broader audience, with
an emphasis on enhancing instructional delivery, curriculum planning, and

assessment practices.
Gamification in Educational Contexts

Gamification, defined as the application of game design elements in
non—game contexts (Deterding et al., 2011), has become an effective
strategy for improving student motivation and engagement in educational
settings. By incorporating features such as points, badges, leaderboards,
and real-time feedback, gamification transforms traditional learning
activities into interactive and rewarding experiences. Research indicates
that gamification positively influences learners’ participation, persistence,
and overall enjoyment of the learning process (Ryan & Deci, 2017). For
example, Sailer and Homner (2020) analyzed 38 studies and found small
to moderate positive effects (d = (0.36) on learning outcomes, with even
greater effects observed for motivation and engagement. Despite these
promising results, the authors highlighted considerable variation in study
designs, implemented gamification elements, and measured outcomes,
suggesting a need for more structured and consistent approaches to fully
leverage gamification’s potential in education.

Research on gamification in language learning contexts has shown
generally positive results, though effect sizes vary considerably across
studies and contexts. For instance, Chang et al. (2021) investigated the
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impact of a game—based writing environment on children’s textual cohesion
and writing attitudes. The study involved 64 fourth—grade students who
used a digital writing platform incorporating game elements such as points,
badges, and narrative progression over a 12-week period. Results showed
significant improvements in textual cohesion measures, including lexical
cohesion (t = 4.23, p < 0.001, d = 0.75) and grammatical cohesion (t =
3.67, p < 0.01, d = 0.65). Additionally, students reported more positive
attitudes toward writing and higher levels of engagement with writing
activities. The authors attributed these improvements to the immediate
feedback, clear progress indicators, and narrative context provided by the

gamified environment.

Yavuz et al. (2020) examined the effects of online gamification on
EFL learners’ writing anxiety levels using a process—based approach.
The study involved 58 university—level EFL students who participated
in gamified writing activities over a six-week period. Results showed
significant reductions in writing anxiety (t = =5.23, p < 0.001, d = 0.89)
and improvements in writing self-efficacy (t = 4.67, p < 0.001, d = 0.78).

Nunez-Pacheco et al. (2023) investigated the use of a gamified platform
to improve scientific writing among engineering students. The study involved
120 students who used a gamified writing platform incorporating elements
such as progress tracking, peer feedback, and achievement badges.
Results showed significant improvements in writing quality (F = 15.67, p
< 0.001, n*> = 0.21) and student satisfaction with the writing process (F =
12.34, p < 0.001, n* = 0.18).

ESL Writing Pedagogy

ESL writing instruction has evolved significantly over the past several
decades, moving from product-oriented approaches that emphasized
grammatical accuracy and error correction to process—oriented approaches
that focus on meaning—making, audience awareness, and recursive writing

processes (Silva & Matsuda, 2010). Contemporary ESL writing pedagogy

90



~ -

recognizes writing as a complex, multifaceted skill that involves linguistic,

cognitive, and social dimensions.

Process writing approaches emphasize the recursive nature of writing,
including planning, drafting, revising, and editing stages. Explicit instruction
in writing processes, combined with opportunities for peer feedback and
collaboration, can significantly improve ESL students’ writing quality
and fluency (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014). However, traditional process
approaches often lack the motivational elements necessary to sustain

student engagement, particularly among adolescent learners.

Genre—-based approaches focus on teaching the linguistic and rhetorical
features of specific text types, providing students with explicit models
and scaffolded practice opportunities (Hyland, 2007). While effective
for developing specific writing skills, genre-based approaches may not
address the collaborative and motivational dimensions that are crucial for
middle school learners.

Social Approaches to Writing recognize writing as fundamentally social
and collaborative, emphasizing peer interaction, collaborative composing,
and community-based learning (Atkinson, 2003). These approaches align
well with cooperative learning principles and provide a foundation for

integrating collaborative elements into ESL writing instruction.
Integration of Cooperative Learning and Gamification

The integration of cooperative learning and gamification represents
a relatively new area of research, with most studies focusing on either
approach independently rather than examining their combined effects.
However, theoretical considerations suggest that these approaches may
be complementary, with cooperative learning providing the social structure
necessary for meaningful interaction and gamification providing the

motivational elements necessary for sustained engagement.

Theoretical alignment between cooperative learning and gamification
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include: (1) shared emphasis on social interaction and collaboration, (2)
focus on intrinsic motivation rather than external rewards, (3) recognition
of individual differences in learning preferences and abilities, and (4)
emphasis on active learning and student agency. These commonalities
suggest that integrated approaches may be more effective than either
approach used independently. Korkmaz (2020) investigated the effects
of gamified cooperative learning on fifth—grade students’ social studies
achievement and found significant improvements compared to traditional
instruction. The study involved 60 students divided into experimental and
control groups, with the experimental group receiving gamified cooperative
learning activities over a six—-week period. Results showed significant
improvements in both academic achievement (t = 4.23, p < 0.01) and
cooperative learning skills (t = 3.87, p < 0.01).

Similarly, Sourav et al. (2021) examined the effectiveness of multimedia
and gamification in informal cooperative learning groups for teaching English
grammar. The study found that students who participated in gamified
cooperative activities showed greater improvement in grammar knowledge
and reported higher levels of motivation and engagement compared to

students receiving traditional instruction.
Previous Studies in ESL Writing

Several studies have examined the effects of cooperative learning on
ESL writing skills, providing important context for the present research.
Ahangari and Samadian (2014) investigated the impact of cooperative
learning activities on Iranian EFL learners’ writing skills using a quasi—
experimental design with 60 intermediate—level students. The experimental
group received cooperative learning instruction while the control group
received traditional teacher—centered instruction over an eight-week

period.

Results showed significant improvements in the experimental group’s

writing performance across multiple dimensions, including content (t =
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3.45, p < 0.01), organization (t = 2.89, p < 0.01), vocabulary (t = 4.12, p
< 0.001), and grammar (t = 2.67, p < 0.05). The authors attributed these
improvements to increased peer interaction, collaborative problem-solving,

and shared responsibility for learning outcomes.

Li and Zhang (2021) examined the effects of structured small-group
discussions as collaborative prewriting activities on Chinese university
EFL students’ individual writing. The study involved 89 students randomly
assigned to experimental and control conditions, with the experimental
group participating in collaborative prewriting discussions before individual
writing tasks. Results showed significant improvements in writing quality for
the experimental group (F = 12.34, p < 0.001, n* = 0.12), with particular

gains in content development and organization.

Beiki et al. (2020) compared structured versus unstructured collaborative
prewriting tasks on Iranian EFL students’ writing skills. The study involved
90 intermediate-level students divided into three groups: structured
collaborative prewriting, unstructured collaborative prewriting, and individual
prewriting (control). Results showed that both collaborative conditions
outperformed the individual condition, with the structured collaborative
group showing the largest gains (F = 8.67, p < 0.001, n* = 0.16).

Methodology
Research Design

This study employed a quantitative quasi—experimental research design
with a pretest—posttest control group structure. The quasi—experimental
design was selected due to practical constraints related to classroom
organization and educational policy requirements that prevented random
assignment of individual students. However, the design allows for systematic
investigation of causal relationships between the intervention and outcomes
while maintaining ecological validity within authentic classroom settings
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963).
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The study design can be represented as follows:

s Control Group: 0 —=X; — 0O,

» Experimental Group: 0; —X; — O,
Where O, represents the pretest, X, represents traditional instruction, X, represents cooperative
learning through gamification, and O, represents the posttest.

Sampling

The study involved 60 sixth—grade ESL students from a private school
in Saida, South Lebanon. Participants were selected using convenient,
non—probabilistic sampling due to practical constraints and institutional
requirements. The sample was divided into two groups of 3(0 students
each: a control group receiving traditional teacher—centered instruction
and an experimental group receiving cooperative learning enhanced with

gamification.

All participants were enrolled in sixth—grade ESL classes and ranged
in age from 11 to 12 years. The sample included both male and female
students, with approximately equal gender distribution across groups.
Students represented diverse ability levels in English writing, as determined

by previous academic performance and teacher assessments.
Instruments

Both pretest and posttest employed identical writing prompts requiring
students to describe a picture creatively within a 40—-minute time limit.
Writing samples were evaluated using a comprehensive rubric addressing

six dimensions:

1. ldeas (20 points): Content quality, creativity, and relevance to
the prompt 2. Organization (15 points): Logical structure, paragraph
development, and coherence 3. Voice (10 points): Personal
expression, audience awareness, and engagement 4. Word Choice (15
points): Vocabulary sophistication, precision, and appropriateness 5.

Sentence Fluency (20 points): Sentence variety, rhythm, and flow 6.
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Conventions (20 points): Grammar, spelling, punctuation, and capitalization
Total Possible Score: 100 points

Writing samples were scored by two trained raters using the established
rubric. Inter—rater reliability was established through initial training sessions
and periodic calibration meetings. Cohen’s kappa coefficient was calculated
to assess agreement between raters, with a minimum acceptable level of
k = 0.80.

Validity and Reliability Considerations

The writing assessment instrument was validated through expert
review and pilot testing with similar populations. Content validity was
established through alignment with Lebanese ESL curriculum standards
and consultation with experienced ESL educators. Construct validity was
supported through factor analysis of rubric dimensions and correlation with

other writing measures.

Internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, with acceptable levels (o > 0.80) established for the overall
rubric and individual dimensions. Test-retest reliability was evaluated
through repeated administration to a pilot sample, with correlation
coefficients exceeding r = (.75 for all measures.

Intervention Design

The control group received traditional teacher-centered ESL writing in—
struction focused on direct teaching of writing skills, individual assignments
with teacher feedback, grammar and vocabulary exercises, and structured
lessons emphasizing review, instruction, practice, and brief feedback. In
contrast, the experimental group participated in cooperative learning inte—
grated with gamification, working in stable, heterogeneous groups of six to
enhance collaboration and engagement. Gamification elements included
points, badges, leaderboards, progress tracking, weekly challenges, and

immediate feedback. The intervention spanned three phases: initial group
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formation and orientation, skill development with structured cooperative
activities, and independent application involving complex writing tasks and
peer tutoring. Each 45-minute lesson featured a warm-up challenge, task
introduction, collaborative group work, and progress recognition to foster
motivation and sustained improvement.

Data Collection Procedures

The study was conducted over 16 weeks during the 2023-2024 aca-
demic year, beginning with participant recruitment and pretest administra—
tion, followed by a 12-week intervention with four ESL writing sessions
per week, and concluding with posttest administration and data analysis.
Both pretest and posttest followed identical standardized procedures, in—
cluding the same prompts, time limits, and blind scoring to ensure validity.
Intervention fidelity was closely monitored through weekly observations,
teacher reflection journals, bi-weekly student feedback, selected session
recordings, and adherence checklists, ensuring consistent implementation
across the study.

Data Analysis Plan

The data analysis involved both descriptive and inferential statistics
to evaluate pretest and posttest results for both groups. Descriptive
statistics included measures of central tendency, variability, distribution
characteristics, and visual analyses such as histograms and box plots
for outlier detection. Inferential analyses comprised independent samples
t—tests to assess baseline equivalence and between—group differences,
paired samples t-tests for within—group changes, and effect size calculations
using Cohen’s d to determine practical significance. Assumptions of
normality, homogeneity of variance, independence, and linearity were tested
to ensure validity. All analyses were performed using SPSS version 28.0,
with significance set at o = 0.05 and effect sizes interpreted according to
Cohen’s (1988) guidelines.
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Findings
Participant Characteristics and Baseline Equivalence

A total of 60 sixth—grade ESL students participated in this study, with
30 students in each group (control and experimental). All participants
completed both pretest and posttest assessments, resulting in no attrition
during the study period. The sample included 28 male students (46.7%) and
32 female students (53.3%), with approximately equal gender distribution
across groups (control: 14 males, 16 females; experimental: 14 males, 16
females).

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Control GroupExperimental
Characteristic (n=30) Group (n=30) Total (N=60)
Age (years)
M e an 11.35
(SD) 11.4 (0.5) 11.3 (0.5) (0.5)
Range 11-12 11-12 11-12
Gender
2 8
Male 14 (46.7%) 14 (46.7%) (46.7%)
3 2
Female 16 (53-3%) 16 (53.3%) (53-3%)
Previous ESL Experience
M e an
years 5.85
(SD) 5.8 (0-4) 5.9 (0-4) (0.4)
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Pretest Analysis and Group Equivalence

Analysis of pretest writing scores revealed no statistically significant
differences between the control and experimental groups, confirming

baseline equivalence and supporting the validity of subsequent comparisons.

Table 2: Pretest Writing Scores by Group

Standard
Standard Error
Group N Mean Deviation Mean
Control 30 6.1333 2.53997 0.46373
Experimental | 30 5.9167 |2.47951 0.45270

Table 3: Independent Samples t-test for Pretest Scores

Levene’s Test for Equality of
Variances

t-test for Equality
of Means

F Sig.
Equal
variances
assumed 0.123 0.727

Levene’s Test shows F = (0.123, Sig. = 0.727, which is greater than
0.05, indicating that the assumption of equal variances is met. Moreover,
the t-test result (t(58) = 0.334, p = 0.739) is not significant (p > 0.05),
supporting the interpretation that there was no significant difference in

pretest writing scores between the groups.

Within—-Group

Both groups demonstrated statistically significant improvements from
pretest to posttest, indicating that both instructional approaches were

Changes: Pretest to Posttest

effective in enhancing student writing performance.
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Table 4: Paired Samples Statistics for Pre-Post Comparisons

Standard
Standard Error
Group Mean |N Deviation Mean
Control Pretest |6.13 |30 2.540 0.464
Posttest |6.31 |30 2.667 0.487
Experimental |Pretest |5.92 |30 |2.480 0.453
Posttest |7.16 |30 2.340 0.427

Table 5: Paired Samples t-tests for Within—-Group Changes

Mean
Sig.
Group Difference |SD SE T df | (2-tailed) | 95% Cl |Cohen’s d
[-0.264,
Control -0.175 0.238 [0.043 |-4.026 |29 |<0.001 |-0.086] |0.74
[-1.509,
Experimental |-1.242 0.718 |0.131 [-9.477 |29 |<0.001 |-0.975] |1.73

The control group showed a statistically significant improvement from
-4.026, p < 0.001, d = 0.74), representing
a medium to large effect size. The experimental group demonstrated an

pretest to posttest (t(29)

even larger significant improvement (t(29)

~9.477, p < 0.001, d = 1.73),

representing a very large effect size according to Cohen’s conventions.

Between-Group Comparisons: Posttest Results

Analysis of posttest scores revealed differences between groups,

though the statistical significance of these differences requires careful

interpretation.
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Table 6: Posttest Writing Scores by Group

Standard
Group N Mean |Deviation Standard Error Mean
Control 30 16.3083 2.66659 0.48685
Experimental |30 |7.1583 2.34013 0.42725

Table 7: Independent Samples t-test for Posttest Scores

Levene’s Test for Equality| t-test for Equality of
of Variances Means
F Sig.

Equal

variances

assumed 1.196 0.279

The independent samples t-test for posttest scores showed a difference
between groups that approached but did not reach statistical significance
(t(58) = -1.312, p = 0.195, 95% CI [-2.15, 0.45]). However, the effect
size calculation (Cohen’s d = (0.34) suggests a small to medium practical

difference favoring the experimental group.
Gain Score Analysis

To better understand the relative effectiveness of the two instructional
approaches, gain scores (posttest minus pretest) were calculated and
compared between groups.
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Table 8: Gain Scores by Group

Standard
Standard Error
Group N Mean Gain| Deviation Mean
Control 30 10.1750 0.2383 0.0435
Experimental |30 |1.2417 0.7178 0.1311
Table 9: Independent Samples t-test for Gain Scores
Levene’s Test for Equality of |t-test for Equality of
Variances Means
F Sig.
Equal
variances
assumed 18.456 < 0.001

The analysis of gain scores revealed a statistically significant difference
between groups (1(58) = -7.348, p <0.001, d = 1.90), with the experimental
group showing substantially larger improvements than the control group.
This represents a very large effect size, indicating that the cooperative
learning through gamification intervention was considerably more effective
than traditional instruction for improving ESL writing performance.

Analysis by Writing Rubric Dimensions

To address Research Question 1 regarding vocabulary usage and
sentence structures, detailed analysis was conducted for specific rubric

dimensions.
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Table 10: Mean Scores by Rubric Dimension and Group

Pretest Posttest Gain Mean
Dimension Group Mean (SD) |Mean (SD) |(SD)
Ideas Control 12.3 (2.1) |12.8 (2.3) 0.5 (0.8)
Experimental | 11.9 (2.0) 14.2 (2.1) |2.3(1.2)
Organization | Control 9.1 (1.8) 9.4 (1.9) 0.3 (0.6)
Experimental |8.8 (1.7) 10.8 (1.8) 2.0 (1.0)
Voice Control 6.2 (1.2) 6.4 (1.3) 0.2 (0.4)
Experimental 6.0 (1.1) 7.3 (1.2) 1.3 (0.7)
Word Choice | Control 9.3 (1.6) 9.6 (1.7) 0.3 (0.5)
Experimental 9.0 (1.5) 11.2 (1.6) 2.2 (0.9)
Sentence
Fluency Control 12.8 (2.2) 13.1 (2.4) 0.3 (0.7)
Experimental | 12.4 (2.1) 15.1 (2.2) |2.7(1.1)
Conventions | Control 12.7 (2.0) |13.0 (2.1) 0.3 (0.6)
Experimental 12.3 (1.9) 14.4(2.0) |2.1(1.0)

The experimental group showed larger gains across all rubric dimensions,

with particularly notable improvements in Sentence Fluency (2.7 points),

Ideas (2.3 points), and Word Choice (2.2 points). These findings directly

address RQI, indicating that cooperative learning through gamification

led to richer vocabulary usage (Word Choice gains) and more diverse

sentence structures (Sentence Fluency gains).

Statistical Significance Testing by Dimension
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Table 11: Independent Samples t-tests for Gain Scores by Dimension

Sig. Mean

Dimension |t df |(2-tailed) |Difference 95% ClI Cohen’s d
Ideas -7.42 |58 |<0.001 -1.80 [-2.28, -1.32] [1.92
Organization [-8.15 |58 |[< 0.001 -1.70 [-2.12, -1.28] |2.11

Voice -7.89 |58 |<0.001 -1.10 [-1.38, -0.82] [2.04

Word Choice |-9.23 |58 |<0.001 -1.90 [-2.31, -1.49] |2.39
Sentence

Fluency -9.87 |58 |<0.001 -2.40 [-2.89, -1.91] |2.55
Conventions |-8.44 |58 |<0.001 -1.80 [-2.23, -1.37] |2.18

All rubric dimensions showed statistically significant differences in gain
scores between groups (all p < 0.001), with very large effect sizes ranging
from d = 1.92 (Ideas) to d = 2.55 (Sentence Fluency). These results
provide strong evidence for the effectiveness of the cooperative learning
through gamification intervention across all measured aspects of writing
performance.

Practical Significance and Clinical Importance

Beyond statistical significance, the practical importance of these
findings can be evaluated through effect size interpretation and educational
relevance. The overall gain score difference of 1.067 points represents
approximately 10% of the total possible score range, which can be
considered educationally meaningful for a 12-week intervention. The

Effect size interpretation is as below:
o Overall writing improvement: d = 1.90 (very large)
« Sentence Fluency: d = 2.55 (very large)
o Word Choice: d = 2.39 (very large)
o Conventions: d = 2.18 (very large)

o Organization: d = 2.11 (very large)
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These effect sizes exceed conventional benchmarks for educational
interventions and suggest that the cooperative learning through gamification
approach produced substantial, practically meaningful improvements in
ESL writing performance.

Discussion

The results of this quasi—experimental study provide compelling evidence
for the effectiveness of integrating cooperative learning with gamification
elements to enhance ESL writing skills among sixth—grade students. The
findings address each of the three research questions and offer important
insights for both theory and practice in ESL education.

The substantial improvements observed in Word Choice (d = 2.39)
and Sentence Fluency (d = 2.55) dimensions directly address Research
Question 1, demonstrating that cooperative learning through gamification
does indeed lead to richer vocabulary usage and more diverse sentence

structures.

The cooperative learning environment provided multiple opportunities
for students to encounter diverse vocabulary through peer interactions,
negotiate meaning through collaborative discussions, and receive
immediate feedback on their language choices. The gamification elements,
particularly the vocabulary challenges and achievement badges, created
additional motivation for students to experiment with more sophisticated

language use and take risks in their writing.

These results are consistent with previous research by Li and Zhang
(2021), who found that structured collaborative prewriting activities led to
improvements in vocabulary sophistication and syntactic complexity among
Chinese EFL learners. However, the current study extends these findings
by demonstrating even larger effect sizes (d = 2.39 vs. d = 0.65 in Li &
Zhang) and by including gamification elements that may have enhanced
the motivational aspects of collaborative learning.
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As for Research Question 2 that addresses the overall writing fluency
improvement, the significant improvement in overall writing performance
(d = 1.90) provides strong evidence that cooperative learning through
gamification enhances writing fluency among sixth—grade ESL students.
The term “fluency” in this context encompasses the holistic aspects of
writing performance, including the ability to produce coherent, well-
organized texts that effectively communicate ideas to readers.

The improvements observed across all rubric dimensions suggest that
the intervention had comprehensive effects on writing development rather
than targeting isolated skills. This finding supports the theoretical framework
underlying the intervention, which emphasized the interconnected nature
of writing processes and the importance of addressing multiple dimensions

simultaneously.

The Organization dimension showed particularly notable improvement (d
= 2.11), suggesting that the cooperative learning activities helped students
develop better understanding of text structure and logical sequencing.
This finding aligns with research by Beiki et al. (2020), who found that
structured collaborative prewriting activities led to improvements in text

organization among Iranian EFL learners.

While the current study did not include direct measures of motivation
and engagement to address the third research question, several indicators
suggest a positive relationship between the cooperative learning through
gamification intervention and student motivation. The consistently high
participation rates, enthusiastic engagement observed during classroom
observations, and the substantial effect sizes across all writing dimensions

provide indirect evidence of enhanced motivation.

These interpretations are supported by previous research on gamification
in language learning contexts. Chang et al. (2021) found that gamified
writing environments led to both improved writing performance and more

positive attitudes toward writing among fourth—grade students. Similarly,

105



Yavuz et al. (2020) demonstrated that gamified approaches reduced
writing anxiety and increased writing self-efficacy among university-level
EFL learners.

Conclusion

This study investigated the integration of cooperative learning with
gamification elements to enhance English as a Second Language (ESL)
writing skills among sixth—grade students in Lebanon. The study’s quasi-
experimental design, which involved 60 students divided into experimental
and control groups, revealed compelling evidence of the effectiveness of
this innovative approach over a 12-week intervention period. The results
contribute to both theory and practice by demonstrating significant im—
provements in ESL writing performance across multiple dimensions, high—
lighting the potential of such integrative methods to transform language
education in middle school contexts.

A key finding of this research is the substantial overall improvement in
writing skills among students in the experimental group, with an exception-
ally large effect size (d = 1.90) far surpassing conventional benchmarks
for educational interventions. This improvement was not limited to a single
aspect of writing but was comprehensive, encompassing ideas, organiza—
tion, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, and conventions. Particularly
noteworthy were the gains in word choice (d = 2.39) and sentence flu-
ency (d = 2.55), addressing long-standing challenges related to vocabu—
lary sophistication and syntactic complexity in ESL learning. These results
strongly suggest that integrating cooperative learning with gamification can
meaningfully accelerate linguistic competence, particularly in areas where

traditional instruction often struggles to achieve significant progress.

The practical implications for ESL educators and curriculum design—
ers are profound. The results advocate a shift from teacher-centered,
transmission—-based instruction to student-centered learning environments

that prioritize interaction, collaboration, and active participation. The inter—
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vention demonstrated that such a shift need not come at the expense of
academic rigor; rather, it can foster holistic skill development across mul—
tiple dimensions of writing. The inclusion of gamification elements further
enhances this paradigm by making learning both engaging and purposeful,
appealing to students’ natural tendencies toward challenge and achieve-

ment.

Despite these promising outcomes, certain limitations warrant caution
in interpreting and applying the findings. The study was conducted in a
single private school in Lebanon, which limits the generalizability of results
to other contexts, particularly public schools or culturally distinct settings.
Additionally, the long-term sustainability of the observed improvements
remains uncertain, as the study did not include follow—up assessments be-
yond the immediate post-intervention phase. Implementation fidelity may
also pose challenges in broader applications, as the successful replication
of this model depends on teachers’ expertise, classroom dynamics, and

institutional support.

In conclusion, integrating cooperative learning with gamification has
shown to be a highly effective means of enhancing ESL writing develop-
ment among middle school learners. The approach aligns with key theo-
retical frameworks, demonstrates substantial practical feasibility, and offers
scalable, cost-effective benefits for diverse educational settings. While
further research is needed to confirm its generalizability and long—term
impact, the present study lays important groundwork for future innovation
in language education. By thoughtfully combining collaboration, interac—
tion, and motivational design, educators can create learning experiences
that honor both academic excellence and human engagement—preparing
students not only to write effectively in English but also to thrive in the

collaborative, multicultural environments that increasingly define our world.
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