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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose Creating a design framework that works as a starting point for gamification
research artefacts to assist in experimental research in the field.
Background Much of current gamification research is theoretical due to the lack of game
scientists in the field, and the large investments of time, effort, and assets required to execute
an artefact which may return no benefits. This restricts the field to little more than surveys
and literature reviews on the most part and the experiential nature of game elements in nongame contexts goes without investigation.
Methodology An experiment conducted using the framework as a base for a game, built on
the relevant psychology and research agendas to meet the hurdles that limit data collection,
longitudinal, and repeatability concerns.
Contribution This starting point, delivered in the form of software for accessibility during the
covid pandemic, can be applied in many forms (eg. Tabletop, simulation, flashcards, etc.) and
will save much of the resources prior mentioned. In designing an experiment involving
participants, experimental research will be less of a risk.
Findings Gamification and its interventions remain as nuanced as described in the literature
review. Autonomous motivation and encouraging desired behaviours go hand in hand but in
pursuit of autotelicy, undesirable outcomes may arise. The feedback timing and reward
delivery are just as important if not more so than the interventions themselves.
Recommendations for Practitioners This framework is a starting point and content of the
linked artefact should be modified according to whatever research you are aiming to conduct,
such as the number or exercises and the nature of the player feedback but cannot be reduced
to A/B testing without compromising the validity of the experiment because of possible bias
(see evaluation). However, given the results of this study, the delivery of feedback rather than
the feedback elements should be considered for alterations
Recommendations for Researchers - As in the discussion, the psychometric considerations
are far more important than the game elements themselves, which are merely a vehicle for
providing feedback. This framework has made a few discoveries regarding the importance of
mid-experiment data collection and how it may affect the analysis.
Future Research This framework allows for a new way to research gameful interventions
without starting from the ground up in terms of application design for research. While an
experiment was used to test its validity, it may be used for scenarios besides training and not
in the form of software.
Keywords Gamification, Game Design, Design Framework, Technology Acceptance Model,
Self Determination Theory, Gameful design
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1 INTRODUCTION

Gamification is a popular but misunderstood performance and measurement tool. Its
potential is of interest to many industries, but it is still too young a field to conclude from and
will remain so with the lack of experimental research. To alleviate this blockage: “How can we
create a repeatable modular solution for gamification research?” This research question will
be pursued by two sub questions: 1. “In what ways does a point-based or narrative-based
approach change the development of decision-making and adaptability skills required for
teleassistance?” 2. “Which forms of gamification, if any, best develop long-term skill
retention in preparation for workplace readiness?” using an experimentally designed artefact
that meets the more significant hurdles in gamification research discussed in the following
sections.
As games are experiential in nature, they require more time to refine than other pieces of
software. Balance, immersion, and other considerations when it comes to the enjoyment of
the software in questions to maintain the feeling of autonomy in the software usage. That
makes them costly to make and thus hard to create for experiments. Also, between the goals
of optimisation of programmers, psychometrics by psychologists, mechanics by designers,
and more, project failure like in any IT department is very likely. A framework from which to
start building can reduce the stressors on the experimental process and encourage more of
this type of research in the future.
Furthermore, gamification has a lack of longitudinal research which does not capture the
longer-term results of gamification and there is a lot of value in seeing skill retention and
deterioration to review the return on investment on prior mentioned efforts. There is every
chance that gamification is not suitable for the type of work presented, and better
understanding of when gamification is appropriate or not is brought to light.
This paper reviews the current research approaches, outcomes, and gaps, and provide a
solution that meets the research agenda by taking the game design frameworks and applying
their mechanisms (e.g. the game loop) to the research setting and goals parameters. In
section 2, we will look at the recent findings in workforce gamification. Section 3 builds upon
a game loop to create the proposed solution. Finally, section 4 will detail the results of the
experiment.

2 RELATED WORKS

A lot of gamification’s reputation has been tainted by overestimating results by quantifying
‘fun’ as a globally applied pursuit or mask for exploitative intentions (Mitchell, 2020). In this
section, I will investigate the fallout of such a misunderstanding of the gameful intervention
to encourage desired behaviours and the more realistic goals and outcomes through stateof-the-art research.
2.1 GAMIFICATION AND WHAT IS IT
Serious games, designed for goals other than entertainment, have been used for training
since the 1930s, according to Landers (2018). He goes on to explain that By incorporating
interventions derived from games, gamification acts out the concept of serious games for a
wider variety of environments, where one adds game elements to an existing process to
change and influence people. Overpromising results of engagement and motivation led to
irrational faith in its transformative potential. This fall from unsteady grace has left
gamification to be considered "bullshit" and "exploitationware", in all fairness, it was used
that way near its infancy. The feedback loop for skill development went unappreciated for its
potential. Landers proposed that when presented as a causal path model, insights drawn from
gamification and general games science on h organisational goals through design came to
fruition. Researchers then took on two roles, making them scientist-practitioners:
1. Observers/evaluators/theorists in the field
2. Themselves in implementations of said software when testing for immersion and
other intended experiences
This way, research informs experience and vice-versa by understanding what processes can
create suitable game loops. Through work, results should be an adequate reward, but as
expressed by Alsawaier in 2018, "…in gamification, the effort is rewarded." With this
philosophy, the following concepts were discussed:
Alsawaier (2018) boiled gamification down to three pillars: The motivation of the target, their
ability levels, and the triggers that signal the target to use their abilities to achieve their goals.
In considering the motivation of the target: Self Determination Theory (SDT) is most often
used for its parallels between psychology and game design (Autonomy/Agency,
Competency/Mastery, and Relatedness/Socialising) and the difference in intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation. The value of games in this discussion will be made clear in later chapters,
but it is essential to note some limitations of purely psychological theories when applied to
games and related software.
Though SDT does meet traditional needs in an understanding of external and internal drive,
it fails to understand how individuals are inclined to play games and for which reasons. One
can refer to Bartle's Categorisation of player types reviewed and examined by Fis Eruemit in
2021: the Achiever, Explorer, Socialiser, Killer. How these player types contribute to the game
elements used in gamification and engage the player will be covered in the examined value

brought by gamification in tangent with SDT and how extrinsic motivation changes to intrinsic
under the challenge of gamification.
The abilities levels of the user are the second consideration in proper gamification design. The
presentation of the "gameful" experience that allows for the user to exercise their skills in a
(sometimes) risk-free environment leads to confidence and fulfilment and improved
performance in real-life situations (Landers, 2018). However, careful design is more complex
than allowing the player to do what is expected, but the way their skills are critiqued is also
essential when considering the feedback loop. The motivation carefully acquired in the first
pillar is quickly depleted when user ability is not realised, challenged, and developed in the
context of gamification. According to Landers, anything less than this balance can make
something appear "gamelike" but is rhetorical at best.
Finally come the triggers, the ways players know when to utilise their skills. Landers has
created a framework divided into two sections covering these triggers and their environment
(2018).
In other areas of IT, usability is valued but not to the extent that the mere usage of the
software creates enjoyment. Without considering the gameful experience of its usage,
gamification will result in a rhetorical product that will not deliver the intended value, leaving
ethics by the wayside and feelings of manipulation. In addition to these concepts, one must
consider the fine line between a serious game and just a game. It can often be exciting to
continue to expand the capacity of software as one might see improvement in player
performance, retention, and culture, but this can work inversely by adding additional mental
load to the player and making the experience inaccessible instead. By disregarding the quality
of the gamification experience, outcomes can quickly become unintentional and detrimental.
Landers (2018) reports one of these results being a rush to attain points for a training module
in the spirit of competition only to discover the knowledge itself was not learnt adequately
enough to be applied.
Moving on from design, Sailer (2020) has gathered results on the most effective way to
provide feedback to players during gameplay. Timing is essential in how the player views their
performance to adjust according to the feedback received; whether this feedback is provided
immediately or later depends on the amount of information required to make a reportable
assessment of success or progress. It is essential to clarify the frame in which the feedback
applies as the player needs to know who is affected by their performance, be that their task,
themselves, or a larger circle. Lastly, the feedback should clarify what was affected during
their gameplay to understand where changes need to occur to reach their goal.
Finally, when considering the traits of effective Gamification, Sanchez (2022) covers the
effects of using it to introduce new concepts. His study found that the impact on learning was
immediate but did not last into comfortable usage. New information needs other elements
muted to be digestible within a game environment. Sanchez has also provided a taxonomy of
game attributes for the elements one should consider in gamification design.
In summary, gamification should not be seen to fix underlying problems in any setting. It is
most effective when used to improve upon an already steady foundation and to mitigate risks
such as critical failure and shyness in new settings. It can be used to teach procedural skills

but not necessarily to teach empathy beyond exposure to other’s experiences. The
experience of the user and understanding what drives them is crucial in success. With these
things in mind, let us explore how it has been applied and the application of it in this case.
2.2 GAMIFICATION AND HOW IT RELATES TO THE WORKPLACE
The advent of the internet revitalised many concepts in recent years, of which gamification is
a part. New Literature studies, the study of how the internet has changed the way we
consume literature, have made adapting to the technology necessary (Alsawaier, 2018).
Hiring is one of the many things that has changed since the internet (Nikolaou, 2021)
When it comes to selecting job candidates, gamification has filled in many of the potholes of
the hiring process for all parties by reducing the amount of possible faking and socially
acceptable responses on either side. By gamifying a portion of the process to show the lengths
the company is willing to go to try new things that may engage or assist their potential and
current employees, the candidate has insight into the company they will be working for and
mental preparation for the role. There are several benefits for the company, such as signalling
to candidates that this company takes novel approaches and is high-tech fun. (Gkorezis, 2021)
Game-based assessment has blossomed from this concept. These assessments are like
assessment centres and simulations in that there are situations to react to and are
algorithmic. Recruiters can design these assessments to elicit target traits in single-player
experience and make behavioural observations unrestricted by real-world limitations such as
location and accessibility. Although paralysing for first-time developers since there is very
little standardisation: using these requirements, designers can engineer a solution such as
puzzles for lateral thinking unrelated to the job instead if desired. The freedom of games gives
a unique opportunity to see a reaction to requested behaviour for creativity or rebellion and
talk to a simulation of future coworkers. (Landers, 2022)
One must be careful not to overestimate the utility of gamification even if adequately utilised.
Landers (2021) discovered that while gamifying did improve organisations' perceptions, it did
not do much more to benefit the process of hiring. Gamifying on a small scale leads to small
gains but does not harm test quality. Careful consideration is required as creating any form
of gameful experience will be expensive and time-consuming.
In Cardador's (2017) experience: what comes after recruitment is a different beast altogether:
Employee retention, engagement, performance, and satisfaction are a whole new set of
factors to design for and plan around. The goal is now to optimise worker efficacy and
effectiveness: doing the right things and doing things right. Enhanced opportunities to learn
and adapt via gamification can allow workers to access more information by informing them
of performance standards and the performance of other workers. Other provided information
allows workers to learn about requirements, tasks, and situations and even identify
unexpected consequences of previous efforts. Work-based learning can become an
exploratory activity and improve the ability to engage in desired behaviours.
Armstrong (2017) believes reactions to gamification can have two factors: affective reaction
(emotional response) and utility (evaluation of usefulness or relevance). Attitude towards
games is essential. Before even introducing Gamification, Buil (2020) stresses that prospective

users must understand the potential benefits by understanding its place in the technology
acceptance model (TAM) and its correlations to SDT. This reasoning leads us to believe, once
again, that enjoyment is crucial to the adaptation to gamification regardless of context. Buil
also goes on to provide examples to improve acceptance through supplemental materials
(user manuals, tutorials, etc.), an enjoyable interface, and making the gameful design closely
reflect the tasks of the roles, especially in training scenarios, to both gain familiarity with said
tasks when risk is involved, and to demonstrate relevant capacity (and in-game design
contexts, mastery). There needs to be a challenge to achieve competence. However, not so
much so that the challenge is insurmountable (Mitchell, 2020).
Now that we know how to prepare for the workplace's gamification, we must explore its
execution. Xi's (2019) research has explored the variety of uses of gamification and set up
categories based on SDT with thirteen categories in mind. The intrinsic needs described by
SDT match up well with three general categories of game elements: Immersion/Autonomy,
Achievement/Competence, and Social/Relatedness. By meeting these intrinsic needs,
workers can be motivated to act intrinsically, even when the tasks themselves are unpleasant.
If the work can be made rewarding, if not fun, autotelicy will follow.
Compared with the last section, some of the categories of these elements fit into the primary
factors mentioned, such as identification and immersion, team play and human interaction,
and points and assessment. Addressing all these concepts within context is vital.
2.3 VALUE THAT IS ADDED BY GAMIFICATION
Gamification is often applied to areas that require long term perseverance, complex,
multifaceted activities riddled with procrastination, are complicated when tracking progress,
goals are difficult to set, and focus on the individual motivations, development, and progress.
(Koivisto, 2019) Groening (2019) found that gamified goals outperformed traditional goalsetting over time.The reason is that games themselves are as complex as the player's needs
at the forefront of the experience. Landers (2021) agrees we can learn this lesson from
gameplay: Player agency/autonomy should be held highly regardless of the tasks the player
must repeat to achieve their self-prescribed goals. Designs of entire systems make these
actions and choices enjoyable and fulfilling.
Landers (2022) even quotes Hervas in summarising that games are great at: "Setting goals,
communicating status, managing randomness and luck, scheduling behaviour, providing
feedback through scoring, and increasing immersion". We can create our categories of goals
and skill areas from this. Georgiou created soft skills assessment for "Adaptability, flexibility,
resilience, decision-making" (2021). Multiple-choice personality tests were turned into a
flowing narrative based on a work situation from this ideology. This concept even extended
as far as a cognitive flexibility test using the Wisconsin card sorting test with graphics, rules,
and narrative. The better representation of the work environment led to better trait
expression(Landers, 2022).
Buil (2018) expresses additional benefits in his research in that game elements, regardless of
context, assist in developing valued generic skills, decision-making, working with uncertainty,
and processing and analysing information. Especially in social settings, play improves

communication, teamwork, problem-solving, and adaptation. On an individual level, players
became better at developing strategies, helping to meet goals, managing a company,
fundamentals of business admin, and understanding correlational relationships such as that
between business units and organisational areas.
Xi contributes his concepts of self-motivated actions within games by describing the value
players receive from games in 2019: Narrative/storytelling allows players to perceive
opportunities for meaning impact through relations and choices. The control over these small
choices like avatar and customisation offers players freedom of choice. The freedom to
roleplay and participate in a narrative structure in self-directed activity leads to higher
psychological investment and autonomy. Xi also lists various demonstrable ways we can
encourage players to seek autonomous motivation by using these motivators to show value
behind mastery, overcoming adversity, and feedback leading to satisfaction and competence.
This researcher feels it is important to point out that players have a variety of intrinsic
motivations that could be arguably linked to their Bartle type, a psychological categorisation
for game design specifically. Each type will fuel their will to complete a task based on
individual fulfilment regardless of the intended goal (Landers, 2021)
When a player anticipates these needs met and has them met incrementally during play, Flow
comes naturally through nine elements described by Buil in 2018.
2.4 VALUE THAT COULD BE ADDED
Despite all this information, gamification can only meet intrinsic needs to an extent; loyalty is
not promised (Xi, 2019). However, some of these opinions can be mitigated by a
straightforward idea covered by Klabbers(2018): the new suggested philosophy of game
science that travels down three levels of abstraction (philosophy, science, application).
Based on these three levels of inquiry, The concept of 3 significant sections of Gaming and
simulation discussed by Kriz (2018):
1. Complex social systems design (Simulation for testing)
2. Gamification design (Game elements in non-game contexts)
3. Game studies (Study of games, traditional ludology)
From an outsider's perspective, it can be hard to perceive the multifaceted nature of video
games from an indirect practitioner's perspective. Klabbers explains that although games are
momentarily contributed to by many industries for informed and realistic play, they have
many more audiences with their own set of complex needs: Government entities, industries,
and direct consumers. Unlike most sciences, these interfaces interact directly with political
pressure, epistemologies, ethical systems, high stakes decisions, interdisciplinary nature, and
the experiential value of the intended user. Due to this combination of differences, it no
longer fits the analytical "normal" science mould that most researchers rely on for results.
Each game element is part of the whole that needs to be interpreted holistically rather than
the traditional approach of studying individual elements and their effectiveness. The
suggested approach is free from instrumentality and meets the growing variety of playstyles
and applications.

Respect from other fields would greatly benefit both sides of gamification as it draws from
many professions but is doubted by almost all of them. However, influence is undeniable. Kriz
(2018) argues a strong history of adding value to interactive learning in many environments.
It is an optimal solution for some complex and unique issues. Only successful if crafted with
all three levels of theory in mind, regardless of the project. It is art, craft, and a science all in
one.
2.5 METHODS USED TO ADD GAMIFICATION TO THE WORKPLACE
When it comes to applying gamification within the workplace, Gkorezis (2021) urges the
importance of considering the context. Their research found that a narrative is better than a
point system for situational awareness. Video SJT (Situation Judgement Test) is more effective
than written as there is a lower reliance on reading comprehension, increased engagement
and more positive reactions. These factors lead to increased fidelity and realism. Landers
agreed in 2022 that ease of use, reduced bias, improved fairness, and other attractive claims
make gamification superior to traditional assessment methods.
However, if used merely to tackle employee retention and engagement, negative outcomes
are more likely. The added extrinsic motivation decreases autonomy and competence needs
satisfaction, and is seen more as a means of control or public shaming and can lead to the
opposite of the desired effect such as distress and increased turnover, the detriment to
intrinsic motivation, and overall distrust in gamification. (Mitchell, 2020)
Sanchez (2022) explored the usage of gamification for training and covers mid-training (novel
task) and post-training (familiar task) based on rules/goals and human interaction and found
the results to be underwhelming. The creation of such software can be considered so fiscally
and time heavy that it currently should only be used to mitigate real-life high stakes risks, e.g.
medical, as they allow for resilience in the face of problem ambiguity as the research is mixed
and only based around concepts that are easy to change such as goal clarity and textual
content.
Attention to wellbeing, achievement emotions, challenge emotions, loss emotions, and
deterrence emotions will reduce the chances of these issues. (Lu, 2019)
2.6 RESULTS OF PREVIOUS GAMIFICATION IN THE WORKPLACE
Gamification offers real-time feedback on performance, leading to progress itself becoming
rewarding. Carador (2017) believes feedback to workers works along two pathways:
Informational, which provides feedback for motivation and learning; and Affective, which
increases enjoyment from gamelike or real-life awards. He also warns to keep in mind that
characteristics affect effectiveness over time. The length and application of gamification have
diminishing returns and should be reserved for situations where a timeline can be seen on
the horizon, subgoals serve a distal goal, and situations with changing groups and/or
coworkers.
Sailer (2020) measured that competition between teams improved learning and cognitive
task completion through fiction elements, social interaction, and other design instruments

over the long- and short-term. Randomisation helped to maintain motivation. On an
individual level, Mitchell (2020) found that games assisted in entering the flow state, which
helped generic skills, perceived learning, and satisfaction; well used in business for
recruitment and training, learning by doing in a risk-free environment. Armstrong (2017)
agrees with the findings and adds that extended time on tasks and overall performance can
occur. This benefit can happen by delineating activities and events in real-life scenarios
demonstrated in games. However, this also led to a negative outcome in procedural learning
due to distracting elements.
Theory-driven assessment studies noticed that a gamified cognitive ability test has a battery
of 0.97, leading to solid evidence that games reach psychometric standards (Landers, 2022).
Gkorezis (2021) found that narrative is better than a point system for situational awareness
in the same area. Moreover, although this led to honest reactions, they might not always be
desirable. Riet (2018) found that when it comes to empathic exercises, video and printed text
were more immersive, while a game-based experience has higher perception and embodied
presence levels, leading to a development of empathy by exposure.
Moreover, poor execution can worsen performance through negative feedback and
controlling rewards. (Mitchell, 2020) Additionally, it cannot grow motivation that does not
occur naturally. It works better on high performers and works weaker on lower ones.
Furthermore, the information does not explain why performance is suffering or provide
corrective feedback regardless of performance. Workers may not know how to improve
performance and should be treated more as an indicator of the need to change work
behaviour and performance, leading to personal corrective action in response to indicators
(Cardador, 2017)
With all this in mind, Sustainable Gamification must provide meaningful and valued benefits
for employees. If the approach is not meaningful or causes workplace pressure, adverse
outcomes occur, such as social pressure, internalised guilt, psychological needs satisfaction,
and undesirable behavioural intention. (Mitchell, 2020)
2.7 GAMIFICATION AND HOW TO GET IT WRONG / WHAT ARE THE GAPS?
Even as one of the leading proponents of Gamification, Landers (2019) admits that research
in this field is inconsistent; this researcher agrees as she sees a disconnect between gamified
and related terms. This confusion can often result in a game accidentally being made instead
of gamification. Game-thinking or Game-based methods are distinct in applying lessons,
mechanics, and other artefacts related to games. A group of game elements does not a game
make if one is careful. The secret is in designing the gameful experience backwards to apply
interventions rather than a new coat of paint to existing activities. However, this does not fix
the issue Nikolaou pointed out in 2021, and Landers joins in 2022: game-based assessment
research is primarily theoretical and too early to assess competence and application.
The primary reason that gamification research remains in this state is that games are not only
expensive and time-consuming (Landers, 2022), but they are very emotional to make. Landers
shares his experience in 2021 that departments often struggle to share priorities, which alone
can break a gamification design. In 2018, he created aims for research studies within the field
by suggesting focusing on three elements: Test validity but using more rigorous methods than

the oft-used survey or limited accessibility, Internal validity through practical takeaway, and
external validity through replicability. Landers also points out that it is essential to remember
that the effectiveness of gamification will change over time as it is behavioural. How it is
interpreted will change as it becomes normalised, and research will have to adapt to this new
acceptance, such as HCI (Human-Computer Interaction). (Landers, 2018)
Furthermore, most studies are too short to consider the long-term effects of any form of a
game, let alone gamification. Few studies are longitudinal (Alsawaier, 2018), and if
considering player retention like staff turnover, this is a thoughtful consideration for the goals
of continued effective engagement considered to be successful for companies' long term.
Koivisto et al. (2019) are also aware that this field is in its infancy and fragmented research
accounts for the majority. They cover the thematic, theoretical, and methodological goals any
future researcher should consider for their following study.
Sailer (2020) suggests research gaps on a more individual level: designs for experimental or
quasi-experimental (with elaborated controls for prior knowledge and motivation). Note that
the learner's experience, perceptions of gamification, actual activities, adaptiveness of
gamified systems, individual characteristics, and endurance effects are missing from regular
methodology descriptions—Buil, in 2020, agrees with him that academic rigour for
motivational outcomes, even amotivational, are understudied. Mitchel (2020) also adds that
two focal points that require consideration for adverse outcomes are balancing and escapism.
From this literature review, we can draw insights into the misconceptions about the solutions
that gamification can provide. It is a complementary tool to already functioning systems
rather than a solution to pre-existing problems. It helps high performers but may be
detrimental to low performers, and it should be primarily used as a measurement and
motivational tool rather than a benchmark to shame users with. Group competition is much
more effective than individual competition. It is best used in agile settings where a midterm
goal can be seen on the horizon to make the most of the diminishing returns of related
novelty. The most often used types of gamification, although there aren’t official
classifications due to the infancy of the field, are a point or narrative based, if not made from
pre-existing discrete mechanics often seen in board games.
Some of the most important limitations in experimental research have been the lack of data
collection during experiments, the cost and time to create experiment apparatuses, and
longitudinal research.
With these things in mind, I will create an artefact based on a conceptual framework derived
from this study. A short-term goal of three weeks with three modes is to see the difference
between the previously mentioned types and a regular training module. It will track
performance during the experiment via the artefact sending logs to a database.

3 METHODOLOGY / ARTEFACT DESIGN
As discussed, more theoretical contributions are valuable but will not progress the field. In
this chapter, the artefact made with the research in mind, is described at different levels of
abstraction for the explanation, recreation, and application of the proposed solution for
research. Note that although software has been used for accessibility in this case, the
framework itself can be delivered via sports games, tabletop games, flash cards, simulations,
and other scenarios.
The goal is to create an artefact that meets the research objectives suggested by other
researchers in the previous chapter's summary. The game will have the most often used
gamification elements clustered into a genre like a commercial game to maintain the holistic
nature required for immersion: a narrative like one would find in a situational judgement test
where the player is assisting a potential friend who is taking notes and a point-based system:
famous for its easily quantifiable, if sometimes misleading, player feedback. The performance
is measured by accuracy and speed of response to stimuli and then a live testing environment
with the researcher to assess the actual digestion of skill. This will allow us to compare the
game performance and the real-life performance of the desired behaviour.
Quantifiable data on the participants' performance, such as time between game events, the
accuracy of answers, and feedback on the perceived enjoyment and usefulness based on the
n the TAM referred to by Buil (2020). This approach is taken to reduce the amount of faking
and socially acceptable behaviour referred to as a primary issue challenged by gamification
by Gkorezis (2021). Participants offered qualitative feedback throughout the study will be
noted in the following chapters.
3.1 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
As stated by Kriz (2018), studying the effects of individual game elements and their effect is
less effective in games than other software or design studies as these elements blend to
create the entire experience. For this reason, entire modes are used to compare rather than
a single game element.
The primary focus was to compare skill development and retention using gamification
concepts. A matrix of nine values (fig. 1) for A(Narrative)/B(Points)/C(Control) testing
describes the comparative nature of the framework. Regarding the three pathways the
participants will cycle through on the return to the study the following week: Kriz’s review
Bartle's model in 2018 has informed the different forms of testing.
Killers and Achievers will more likely than not be interested in competing with the AI within
the point-based system to attain a higher score as a status symbol, with better rewards for
better performance and a show of competence. This pathway is expected to develop the
required skills, but not effective in a soft skills environment, and they will struggle to adapt
that information in the final stages of each week, where the problem details change to test
the digestion of the skills, instead of the knowledge provided.

In the narrative-based approach, Socialisers and Explorers are more inclined to share their
knowledge and assist others. The narrative pathway frames a fiction of assisting a friend in
their selection to help a person in need. The socialisers and explorers are intrinsically
motivated to share their knowledge to assist others and may be more inclined to perform in
a way that meets their need for relatedness. As there is no competition, these users may take
more time with a higher success rate but struggle with the timer and decision making at risk
of upsetting the caller.
The control will have neither of the changes mentioned above, with minimal feedback, only
at the time and with a suggestion for the future. By catering to the different motivational
drivers of each group in Bartle's taxonomy, the participants will be differently motivated
based on their intrinsic motivators rather than a response to software feedback.

Fig.1
We will use game design principles to build upon what a player knows in increments. As they
progress through the game, rewards that may appeal to the target player style for example
either progress and recognition or mastery and competition, or neither. Fidelity to the
exercises is relaxed enough to not cause a loss condition, though close enough to the task
that the customer interactions can happen. Constraints are applied as the game changes from
text to audio to timed, the time to digest information is reduced. Regardless of the stage of
the experiment, the objective stays relatively the same: assess a caller’s problem, assist a
caller, authenticate a call.
This approach will test their adaptability to new information, flexibility to apply it through
different inputs, decision-making through the minigame style, and resilience in their response

to increasing stressors, regardless of delivery. This will establish our game loop, the behaviour
the player will learn to repeat to mastery.
The experiment starts with the participant evaluating their experience with both games and
work in related roles to assess their place in the TAM, refer to appendix B for the survey
questions. These results inform us which participants benefited the most from which mode
and if there is a correlation between the autonomous activity of gaming in their own time
already and the effects of those interventions carrying on to other activities and their
motivations for participating.
The imagined scenario is that the participants are training for a teleassistance role at a call
centre. The repeated software usage is as follows: at their discretion weekly, the participant
provides their ID to log in and begin performance tracking, which is detailed in the next
section, a brief introduction to remind the player how the game is played, and they are
directed to select a button based on the week and mode they have been assigned for that
week (Fig. 1).
The participant will be informed about the target skill for that exercise and given one minute
to read and memorise (or take notes on) a related script (Fig. 2). Then they will be introduced
to a scenario where they must apply that script to a multiple-choice user interface (Fig. 3).
The scenario plays out three times with increasing fidelity. After playing out the scenario in
that mode, The participant is prompted to provide feedback on the perceived usefulness
and/or enjoyment of the mode (Fig. 4).

Fig. 2

Fig. 3

Fig. 4
Later that week, the researcher performs the testing of skills expected to be developed during
the usage of the software. The test occurs in real-time with the researcher using a situation

like the one used in the software. The metrics remain the same but now the participant is
interacting with a human in a dynamic environment/ instead of artificial intelligence or
scripted event. The new level of uncertainty of interacting with a human is an added stressor
where they must pay closer attention to the situation to execute the expected skills they were
informed of during training. Exposure to experiences and preparation for possibilities are a
few of the many reasons for gamification usage; as mentioned earlier through the simulated
team interaction or business simulation games.

This framework allows for a comparison of the interpretation of developed skills, the success
of skill development, and the application of the skill in both qualitative and quantitative
formats. Finally, rather than a commonly used approach of singular elements, multiple
elements related elements were used as a “genre” to simulate different environments. We
will see if competitive or assistive motivations (the most oft-cited approaches in literature)
are more impactful for developing the required skills for teleassistance based on the generic
soft skills required for telephone-based assistance, specifically in IT.
As this experiment involved participants, an ethics application was filed. This involved
ensuring the design passed all ethical checks and all related paperwork, such as the initial
surveys, the gameplay process and the relation to my research questions, the plain language
statement, any initial contact with potential participants, and a flyer. The resulting ethics
approval code is SEBE-2022-35.

3.2 SYSTEM DESIGN / ARTEFACT DESIGN
This study is longer than most studies due to the availability of participants internally and
decidedly meets the data retention benefits of these approaches as recommended by many
a research agenda. A week has been deemed ample time to discard recently obtained
information and skills, bearing in mind that there is a motivation to remember said skills for
future employment. To ensure limited access to the modules week to week, a link to that
week’s exercise was released with an expiration date of 7 days, with button intractability
limited to that group’s assigned mode. This prevents participants from jumping back and forth
between modules as they need, preventing the compromising of collected data.
This specific approach is for a selection process based on response to training and is adaptable
for different psychometric traits or training goals in further research, such as education or
user experience assessments.
Before the study, participants will be informed of this study via and through a universitypromoted chat network of Deakin University. Upon expressing interest in contacting the
researcher via email, they will receive the plain language statement and consent form.
Qualtrics is in use for registration via a password-protected form. The form will include
demographic questions and questions about their experience with technology and games to
ascertain technology adaption and familiarity with the required tasks and social inclinations.
Once recruitment for the study is complete, data de-identification occurs after each
participant is assigned an ID at random out of 36 options.
3.3 IMPLEMENTATION / ARTEFACT
In contrast to research papers, a gameful experience design involving a conventional game
loop with adaptable content for future usage is the design: it is not so niche as modifying its
contents will require the reader to build from the ground up and not so vague as to be
unfalsifiable such as the surveys with random players online, in addition to allowing for data
collection in real time. The artefact itself, should the reader use it as a stepping-stone in their
own experiment will have access to a public GitHub repository or review the same piece of
software to write up flashcards, use a stopwatch, and set up a camera. For this exercise, a
plain text and button interface is used to reduce confusion by adding game specific visual
elements through modifying the visibility and/or contents of said elements due to the
capacity of a digital platform. Although basic game experience is assumed, the artefact was
made as if a user had no experience with game conventions such as sounds indicating
performance feedback.
Iterating on their knowledge and required skills occurs by assessing how easily they handle
different tasks typical of teleassistance operators. Considerations for the script included
names of callers had two syllables for the first name and one for the last. All 4 Stages had a
one-sentence response to keep the research consistent across weeks. The test happened in
4 stages before changing the stimuli and restarting at Stage 1.
The first week involves learning a script involving generating a help ticket for potential future
assistance. Stage 1 is a professional greeting referring to their name and the company to

confirm the caller has called the correct service. Stage 2, the participant asks about the issue
to ensure the service can indeed help with their problem. Stage 3 has the participant collect
a number and phone number in case anything was to happen to the call. Stage 4 routes the
call with a polite farewell. The live test involved the caller having account issues.
The second week will build upon prior skills in applying a new script and the problem-solving
element of suggesting the caller a solution for their problem. The participant is greeted with
potential problems that they may come across in during this test before they begin. Test 1
has the participant following up the call in the last week, with the internet issue. Stage 1 is
confirming the caller and their issue. Stage 2 is asking the participant if they can suggest fixes.
Stage 3, the participant suggests a solution. The participant confirms the fix and bids a polite
farewell, inviting the caller to call again at any issue in stage 4. The practice test is following
up on last week’s call, the solution to which was restarting their caller’s router to resolve an
internet-related issue. The live time involved the user purchasing a wireless mouse with a
wireless dongle and being unaware of the usage of said dongle, the participant should instruct
the user to plug the dongle into their computer.
The final week will involve the participant reading a prior help ticket and assessing what to do
next. The correct approach would be to contact and authenticate the caller to ensure they
provide account access to the correct individual. In the test preparation, another script was
given with examples of account checks. The example accounts included a full name, date of
birth, suburb of residence, and driver’s license number. Stage 1 is picking up a routed call with
a possible account match and the participant should politely confirm the name of the caller
and that they have been routed to the correct department. Stage 2 is asking the caller for the
information to confirm identity. In Stage 3, the participant must allow or reject the caller
access. Stage 4 is another polite farewell regardless of the outcome of the call. The practice
test involved a fraudulent caller. The live test had a valid caller.
To reduce mental load for the player, the layout remains the same week to week: In the
middle, there are three buttons to represent their three options for responding to the
prompts, and the prompt area that may be a text box, a button to begin audio, and/or a timer
that starts after the audio prompt has ended.

If they are the control group that week, they will run through the experiment without game
elements; the only player feedback are a symbol and a textbox telling the player which answer
was the best. Based on their selection, they will be shown a tick for the best answer, naught
for the acceptable answer, and a cross for the wrong answer.

The point-based group will reveal a new panel to the left with a leaderboard of fake players.
Instead of the symbols, the player is informed by a number value, which adds to an
accumulating score (-10, +5, and +15, respectively). Upon each answer, the other players'
answers will be updated, and the player will receive an audio cue if they have moved up or
down the leaderboard.

Finally, the narrative changes are a panel to the right where the player is shown the history
of their interactions with the caller using a concatenated string. No positive or negative
scoring prompts are used, but the player is rewarded with progress and more positive verbal
answers depending on their performance. The wrong answer will result in a loop where the
player must consider their answer to progress.
They were asked about their demographic, the types of games they played, how many hours
per week they played, which consoled they owned, their social inclinations regarding time
spent alone or with others. How much experience they had solving their own technical
problems or for others, and how confident they were in their technical abilities.
3.4 DATA COLLECTION
Data is collected in quantitative and qualitative forms during this study.
Appx.
Data Collection Stage
Output
A
Performance and feedback
JSON file at Github Link
B
Introductory Survey
Performed through Qualitrics
C
Live Testing
Live Test Scripts
The first is self-reporting via a questionnaire at the beginning of the study, as detailed prior. By
reviewing demographic information and correlating it to mode and performance (success and
failure in small games described earlier), to answer sub-research-question 1 and 2, investigate
whether game players can better learn using this format. This data was collected in the form

of a quantitative survey with closed answers and are supplied in Appendix B at the end of this
thesis. Participants will be Deakin students as we are studying the effects of the application
on industry starters in the IT field, of which Deakin students are a part.
The second performed by the software to record critical events in the application usage, such
as click locations and game feedback. Using their participant ID, each game event is recorded
by sending a message to the create a new entry in the databased every time a game event
takes place. These entries comprise the time label, name of, and tags related to the event
type and identifying data regarding the outcome of said event. This allows the data not only
to be measured by the time between usage of the software, the developed skills test, and
between game events during usage. Once they have finished tracking their performance,
once again in their quantitative reporting on enjoyment and usefulness of the software to
collect the perceived usefulness of the gameful interventions. This quantitative data can be
tabulated and compared in the fixed environment of the training space that independent
learning/training can provide and scrutinised by the live testing.
A live test to collect qualitative data on the performance of the participants in a real-time
environment within a week of their completion of that week’s training. The reason for this
final form of data collection is to test the digestion of the skills that have been the target of
study for that week. This is done to contrast the quantitative data collected during the
experiment as the fixed environment and scenarios will not be an accurate representation of
the dynamic nature of the imagined role they are being trained for in this experiment. The
importance of the comparison is clear in the following chapter.

4 EVALUATION / RESULTS

Of the 5 participants, all of them are gamers with an average of 7.83 hours of gaming per
week. They all have at one point played a strategy game, which shows a willingness to learn
new skills for a novel challenge. All the participants showed a competitive preference over
another play from a selection of “Spells” that would assist them in a general game
environment, refer to appendix B for other “spells” available. The preference in social leaning
towards group activities are evenly split down the middle with some being regarding being
organised. They all had at least some experience with helping others with technology on a
casual basis. Only one participant is female.
4.1.1 HYPOTHESIS 1 – WE EXPECT PEOPLE TO GET FASTER OVER TIME
Th game loop nature and randomised multiple-choice answers so the participant must pay
attention to the material are predicted to have a skill development result. To detail the
following charts: They describe the time taken to answer each test.

Fig A.1

Fig A.2

Fig A.3
Fig A.1 shows the hesitation and adjustment period with the but a clear reduction in time
given the repetitive nature of the task. The trend carries on in A.2 and A.3 regardless of mode
showing reduced response times by gradually increasing the intensity of the task through
increasing constraints (availability of information from text to audio prompts, and time limits).
4.1.2 HYPOTHESIS 2 – POINT BASED FASTER THAN NARRATIVE
The following charts depict a side by side comparison of time based performance between
the point and narrative modes to depict the response times between the two groups. I had

initially guessed the narrative pathway would allow participants less perceived pressure that
would have been incurred by the leaderboard and that would have given them time to
ruminate on their answers but I was wrong in my hypothesis on the most part.

Fig B.1

Fig B.2

Fig B.3
Contrary to the hypothesis, the narrative mode was on average faster than the point mode.
It is perhaps the lack of distracting elements and positive feedback in the narrative mode that
could lead to being motivated towards a faster performance, or the log of the prior answers
to the right. The first 2/3 of Fig B.3 falls outside the trend, however. that is perhaps due to
the detail-oriented nature of the last task that would take require further review by the
participant in the first two rounds of the test before the time pressure forced their hand.
4.1.3 HYPOTHESIS 3 – NARRATIVE WOULD SCORE HIGHER THAN POINT BASED
This hypothesis is evaluated in a different way to others in the way that both the practice and
live tests are considered during this analysis due to the nuance of the outcome. The practice
tests are limited in its fixed script and the skills that are expected to be developed cannot be
showcased outside a dynamic environment. For this reason, the live tests are compared with
the accuracy results from the practice testing to make a more accurate analysis of the overall
scoring. The charts themselves depict the answer accuracy between incorrect, semi-correct,
and correct.

Fig C.1
Practice Test: The practice test has promising results for the points mode with only one semicorrect answer between both participants engaged with this test this week. This could speak
to the simplicity of the task and the delivery of the narrative could be unnecessarily
complicating the feedback. There were two participants in the narrative mode this week.
Live Test: Of the participants, two participated in live testing. Participant One from the
narrative mode had the most accurate script recollection, with only one mistake regarding
not mentioning the company name when picking up the call, showing the ideal behaviours
pursued. The Participant Two was engaged in the control that week and had a less favourable
performance, forgetting the nature of some of the information to be collected.

Fig C.2
Practice Test: Both modes had a flawless performance this week. This could either be an
adjustment to the testing format, or both forms of gamification were ideal for the skill
investigated this week (problem-solving for generic tech problems). There was only one
participant per mode this week.

Live Test: Participant One had the control mode this week and did follow the script and give
some good advice to the caller, they did go outside the scope of the guided exercise and did
not invite the caller to call again in the future. Participant Two had the points mode. He was
able to quickly identify the issue and assist the caller however missed some of the elements
of the script.

Fig C.3
Practice Test: This is the most divergent of scoring between the two modes: narrative
showing even incorrect answers for some answers, while the points mode followed the same
trend as the first two weeks of overall high performance. There was only one participant per
mode this week.
Live Test: Participant One had the points mode for the final exercise. They paid close attention
to detail regarding the account details of the caller but once again went way beyond the scope
of the exercise. It could be argued that the participant was pursuing a better ‘score’ after the
points mode where they had the opportunity to give ‘better service’ but may be beyond
company policy. Participant two had the narrative mode and although did not pay enough
attention to the details, or forgot their meaning, and declined a valid caller access to their
account.
All in all, the hypothesis was incorrect, I believe the branching narrative of the narrative mode
was too vague a feedback delivery method to aptly inform the user of their performance, as
is one of the concerns expressed by Cardador (2017).
4.1.4 HYPOTHESIS 4 – CONTROL WILL BE LEAST USEFUL AND LEAST ENJOYED
Finally, in pursuit of researching the ways SDT would factor into this research as it is such a
key aspect of the perception of not only gamification, but games as a whole, I asked each
participant to complete a reflective quantitative survey at the end of each mode. On a scale
of not at all to very much, the users were asked to evaluate on their perception of the
usefulness, motivational, skill developmental, and enjoyment value of their experience that
week. The cumulative nature of the two modes besides the control are predicted to be more
enjoyable as effort is rewarded.

Fig D.1

Fig D.2

Fig D.3
As participants waned, and so did the general perception of the gamification as shown by all
three charts in group D. It is interesting to mention that narrative was enjoyed more even if
the accuracy was lower as shown in C3; this is due to them entering a loop until the correct
answer was used, letting them learn from their mistakes and keeping morale high.
Although the points mode is based on the most popular and most controversial version of
gamification, it was by far the best received overall by participants. This is probably due to
the most easily perceived feedback, but it did yield unexpected results in the live testing. The
necessity of gamification is called into question even if it did lead to limited enjoyment of the
task.

5 DISCUSSION

In this set of exercises, of which information intake, problem-solving, and attention to detail
were the aspects of interests of the study and how gamification affected these outcomes for
teleassistance training, the following was discovered:
The repeated exercise is evidently helpful as it reduces response time, regardless of mode,
meaning the game loop was by far the most effective game intervention in pursuit of this
experiment, as seen in charts A.1-3 in hypothesis 1 (Participants are expected to get faster
over time). However, results led to the insight that the more nuanced the feedback, the worse
the results as seen in charts C.1-3, under hypothesis 3 (The narrative mode would have a
higher accuracy rating than the points mode). The points mode was the most enjoyable due
to the more readable results, but it led to unexpected results in the live testing, and the
narrative led to the worst results overall due to the increased requirement in empathy and
reading comprehension. The saving grace of the narrative mode was the mechanic allowing
the user to replay their test until they got it right, keeping morale high as they were allowed
to perform better, but this had little to do with the narrative portion of the narrative mode,
but a tighter game loop within the initial game loop described in the methodology.
Again, regardless of mode, the diminishing returns of gamification were already clear in this
study as participants dropped off and their general perception of the gamified exercises
reduced over time, as seen in the D group of charts in the result evaluation. However, the
control was to be preferable over time as the tasks became more mentally demanding,
suggesting the increased number of elements was distracting after a point and did not assist
in digesting the material, as Sailer warned in 2018.
It was interesting that none of the participants repeated the exercise, despite expressing an
interest in doing so. It could be argued that because they were directed to contact the
researcher after their first completion, that this was unclear as an option, as one participant
expressed.
Limitations Other qualitative feedback from the participants included the lack of variety in
content between the stages and per week, which was one of the experiment's limitations in
testing the subjects with the same content to see the difference in performance.
Other changes involving raising the stakes in the points mode would have been more
engaging, but that would risk the attention being on the collection of points rather than the
quality of the exercise, as described by Landers. They would have also liked to be placed in a
more immersive environment, suggesting that graphics may have been a better approach in
terms of game elements and a roleplaying scenario with a manager rather than helping a
friend.
5.1 CONCLUSION
As a proponent for gamification as a means of keeping morale up, building bonds, and other
benefits of adding the element of structured play to environments, I am fascinated by the

data gathered in this study. It’s always a nuanced question of whether the gamification is a
necessary addition to any work process, as discussed earlier. The value returned by making
software for the individual instead of for mass production is a risky investment at best if
uninformed by what makes your high performers rise, and low performers disengaged from
their work. With more research, these answers will become demystified.
Earlier in this paper, I touched on the research agenda set out by Landers in 2018. He
recommended focusing on a practical takeaway, repeatable research, and more rigorous data
collection methods. In pursuit of these goals, and artefact was made that collects
performance data in real time during the entirety of the experiment, which answered the subquestions set out at the beginning of this study, which is designed not only to be repeated,
but as a starting point for related study in the field. This was all to answer the research
question: “How can we create a repeatable modular solution for gamification research?”
In this study, a game loop with the most basic feedback of the correctness of the answer and
which answer was correct on a point and click interface was constructed to run the participant
through routine calls in the average day of a teleassistance operator. The difficulty of the loop
increased through changing the prompts and victory conditions to become more accurate to
a professional environment and the variety of callers who may contact the call centre for
assistance.
In addition to a game loop, I added the two forms of gamification most popular in the current
research based on a literature review of 27 sources: 1) a leaderboard-oriented, point-based
mode, 2) a narrative-based mode with a branching story. Kriz (2018) suggested handling the
software with the same care as any game, in studying the culture for which the software is
being made, the science of the behaviours pursued, and the execution of those goals within
the confines of the application produced.
The results were unexpected to say the least, with the nature of the feedback and the ability
to learn from mistakes being the most valuable takeaways for participants, rather than the
delivery method. These are the major benefits of gamification in contrast to person-guided
training as a piece of software is endlessly patient and with enough content, can cover most
of the scenarios a person is likely to encounter within the scope of training.
The most powerful takeaway here is to see gamification as a tool for teaching method and
allowing the user to take that training to dynamic situations refined by in-person training. This
in-person training can be then supplemented, not replaced, by gamified training on
processes; saving time, patience, and cost on inflexible and possibly unengaging procedures
that may otherwise be skipped or skimmed.
The doors opened by this research are numerous. The performance data tracking led to
insights about the engagement and inconsistencies between performance in practice testing
and live testing. According to numerous studies, data is only collected at the end, which will

not be indicative of holes in approach as I discovered in this artefact. The artefact, which will
be publicly available to fork on GitHub, and the framework it is based on, is not limited to the
scope of this experiment: other researchers and practitioners of gamification may copy and
modify the a/b/c testing method and fill it with their own content and add or remove
weeks/exercises as they see fit for whatever they wish to investigate.
An example of such opened research opportunities includes other roles. According to prior
studies, games are not a catalyst for empathy but a means to navigate a lived-in experience
other than their own. Through this exercise, one might imagine taking on the operator role
instead of being the caller, which they might have done at least once. Would they act
differently being on the other side of the phone? Other roles, not just customer would be a
good avenue to pursue.
5.2 CONTRIBUTIONS
The primary contribution is using the literature to propose a conceptual, modular framework.
This conceptual framework addresses the three major problems in gamification research as
covered in prior sections of this paper:
1) The longitudinal nature of current gamification research (studies lasting up to 90
minutes if they are more than a survey or review)
2) The collection of data during, not just after any experiments that take place during
research, by collecting real-time performance data instead of just at the end;
3) Providing an artefact based on a conceptual framework that can be used across
different experiments rather than using pre-existing software and modifying the
research around it or making the software so specific to the environment that it
cannot be used or repeated under different conditions.
To validate this conceptual framework, an experiment was conducted in job training for a
teleassistance role to test the effectiveness of distinct kinds of gamification in an
A/B/(Control) manner. This allows research in this field to be evaluated in a new way that
meets the research agenda goals above.
Other contributions include noticing gaps of understanding between game scientists and
other experts in areas tangential to gamification (such as psychology, education, business,
and more) were found and addressed. Differences in taxonomy between fields were met and
connected.
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APPENDIX

A – GITHUB REPOSITORY
https://github.com/ThePixelMixery/modular
B – INITIAL SURVEY
1. Please enter password provided to you by the student researcher of this study
(Text box for password)
2. Plain Language Statement
Date: 16/8/22
Full Project Title: Gamification in the workforce: a modular approach
Principal Researcher/Supervisor: Shaun Bangay
Co-supervisor: Sophie Mckenzie
Student Researcher: Aya Strijakova
Hi participant,
You are invited to work with me on the research question “How can we create a
repeatable modular solution for gamification research?”
Why? Because job interviews are very behind the times, especially when it comes to
IT. I, with your help, want to fix that. The current resume and interview process is
dated and stressful and doesn’t show a representation of competence at a job. By
shifting the selection process to gamified assessments, everyone has a good time
and there is a lower chance of relying on socially acceptable answers and faking
skills.
To participate in this study, you’ll complete a quick pre-study survey (about 15
minutes) in which your first and last name will be collected so you can the assigned
to the study conditions. Once you’re assigned your name will be discarded from the
survey record and you will then be assigned a unique identification number at
random for the remainder of the study. In the survey I ask your age, gender,
experience with games and technology, and your social style (introvert/extrovert).
This information will be safely stored in a de-identified file on Deakin University
servers.
This app has been designed to simulate a teleassistance workplace environment. You
will be playing in 4 different game modes ((point-based with a scoreboard, narrative
adventure with branching story, and control with gamification) in a multiselect

playstyle, and final bosses each round where your learning is tested in a live chat
setting) to find out what works best so that we can share the good news with the
research community so they can run their own tests on other skills.
You’ll be helping by playing the gamified app I’ve made for 20 minutes (whenever
you like!) and submitting your usage data on your pc once a week for 3 weeks. I’ll be
collecting your clicks to see what method works for the most people and comparing
it to different game modes. This will require you to do some learning, but it may help
in preparing yourself for the first job most IT industry starters start their career in
and with some handy transferable skills! This research will also help other
gamification researchers with making their research more reliable and sharable.
The results of this research will be publicised in the thesis submitted to Deakin
University. If at any time you feel like being a part of this study is not for you prior to
publication, contact me via email using the number you were assigned at the
beginning of the study and your data will be removed from the study.

This project has received Deakin University ethics approval (reference number: SEBE2022-35) and while it is not expected that participating in the research will cause you
to feel distressed, we recognise the challenging circumstances the COVID-19
pandemic has caused for many community members. As such, we would like to
highlight that if you or those close to you are experiencing distress, or need
additional support, you are encouraged to contact Beyond Blue at
www.beyondblue.org.au or on 1300 22 4636
If you have any questions or concerns, you can call or text me, Aya the Student
Researcher, on 0410517612
If you have any complaints about any aspect of the project, the way it is being
conducted or any questions about your rights as a research participant, then you
may contact: The Human Research Ethics Office, Deakin University, 221 Burwood
Highway, Burwood Victoria 3125, Telephone: 9251 7129, researchethics@deakin.edu.au. Please quote project number [SEBE-2022-35]
(Tickbox for consent)
3. Participant ID
(Text box for participant ID)
4. Gender
- Male

- Female
- Non-binary
- Prefer not to say
5. Age
- 18-25
- 26-35
- 36-45
- 46-55
- 55+
6. Do you play video games?
- Yes
- No
7. What kind of games do you play?
[ ] Shooter
[ ] Action Adventure
[ ] Simulation
[ ] Racing
[ ] MOBA
[ ] Battle Royale
[ ] Sports
[ ] Strategy
[ ] Puzzle
[ ] Platformer
8. How many hours do you play a week?
(Sliding scale from 0-50)
9. What do you enjoy most?
- Killing a monster
- Bragging to your friends about the monster you killed
- Getting involved in the monster’s story
- Killing the big monster with friends
10. What’s more exciting?
- Running my own tavern
- Making your own maps and selling them

- A deadly battle
- Being in charge of a guild or team
11. You’d rather a spell that...
- Damages other players
- Heals other players
- Reveals secret treasures
- Grants you more experience points
12. When you play, you play
- In charge of a team
- Alone, exploring
- Against other players
- With a group, hanging out
13. Which devices do you use?
[ ] Phone
[ ] PC
[ ] Gaming console
[ ] Gaming Consoles
[ ] Smart TV
[ ] Other (smart appliances, smart home, smart watches, etc.)
14. Are you stufying in IT?
- Yes
- No
15. Have you helped other people with tech before?
[ ] I have not helped someone with tech before
[ ] I have helped someone with a basic issue (e.g. recommending restarting a router)
[ ] I have helped someone with a moderate issue (e.g. setting up a device for them)
[ ] I have helped someone with an advanced issue (e.g. recommended software
tailored to their needs)
[ ] I have helped someone inexperienced understand technological concepts (e.g.
explained how email works to an elderly)
16. Would you consider yourself tech savvy?
- No
- Basic

- Intermediate
- Advanced
17. Are you currently looking for work?
- Yes
- No
18. How many months experience have you had in a customer facing role?
(Slider from 0 to 36 months)
19. Would you rather have dinner with
- Just yourself
- A group of friends. The more people the better
20. Would you rather a weekend with
- Lots of social plans
- No social plans
21. How do you feel about meeting new people?
- It’s tiring and a little nerve-wracking
- It’s exciting and interesting
C – SCRIPTS FROM LIVE TESTING

WEEK 1
NARRATIVE - XZCUEV
Researcher:*phone ringing*
Participant: hello, this is Morgaine how may I help you?
Researcher: Hi! I can’t access my account.
Participant: oh no! I understand your frustration, may I have your name and phone number?
Researcher: Thanks, I really need access today! my name is Velma Wu, and my number is
0429356942
Participant: Velma Wu, number 0429356942. is that correct?
Researcher: That's correct! So will I get a call back or how do we do this?
Participant: please hold the line for a moment while I connect you to the best person to
handle this
Researcher: Thanks for your help!

CONTROL - AXXAMD

Researcher: *Phone ringing*
Participant: Hi, I am Paridh Rathod, How can I help you ?
Researcher: I can't access my account
Participant: I understand you frustration, can I get the account no, please.
Researcher: Sorry, I don't have an account number?
Participant: Can get the name and your phone number, please.
Researcher: Sure, my name is Velma Wu, and my number is 0429356942
Participant: Thank you Velma Wu, I am redirecting your phone call to the representative
from the accounts department, please hold on.
Researcher: Thank you!

WEEK 2
CONTROL - XZCUEV
Researcher: The help ticket is for Tammy Ling, and she is having an issue with a device she
has just bought.
Participant: Hello Tammy? This is the service desk, I hear you are having some issues with
your device
Researcher: Yes, I just bought a wireless mouse and it won't work with my computer
Participant: I'm just going to take you through some troubleshooting, let me know when you
have the device in your hands
Researcher: Alright, I'm holding it right now
Participant: Firstly, does this Bluetooth mouse have batteries inserted and are these
batteries charged?
Researcher: Yes, I have fresh batteries in it
Participant: Okay, wonderful. Now on the base of the mouse, does it have an on and off
switch?
If yes, please try turning it off and back on to retry connecting.
Researcher: Yep, it turns on and has a light. It hasn't connected yet though

Participant: There may also be a small button used to connect via Bluetooth. If the
computer you are trying to connect to does NOT have Bluetooth turned on that may also be
an issue here
Researcher: Oh, okay, it doesn't have a button but it does have this little tech bit that comes
out.
Researcher: It looks like a usb stick but smaller
Participant: I see. So that needs to be plugged into your computer to be able to connect to
the mouse
Researcher: Oh! Okay, is that what it does? I'll go test it now
Researcher: Yep, that works, thanks!
Participant:Inserting the Bluetooth connection to a fast USB slot (the blue ones) will allow
the connection
Participant: Not a problem, is there anything else I can help with today?
Researcher: No, that's it. Thanks for helping me out so much!
Participant: You're welcome. Have a great day

POINTS - AXXAMD
Researcher: The help ticket is for Tammy Ling, and she is having an issue with a device she
has just bought. Are you ready?
Participant: yes
Researcher: *phone ringing*
Participant: Hi, I am Paridh Rathod how can I help you
Researcher: I just got transferred from the main call centre, I'm calling about a wireless
mouse I bought.
Researcher: It won't connect to the computer!
Participant: thank you for waiting, I will like to guide you through list of quick fix
Researcher: Oh, okay. Thanks.
Participant: try disconnecting and reconnecting the USB adapter of the mouse
Researcher: You mean the little thing it came with?
Participant: yes, the small black piece which came with the mouse

Researcher: Oh, I thought I just had to turn it on. I'll go check the instructions too then.
Thank you
Participant: Call us anytime for help or assistance, thank you have a nice day

WEEK 3
POINTS - XZCUEV
Researcher: (A person who struggled to communicate their account issue is named Richard,
here are the Richards on file:
Richard Vax, 15\2\1982, Chadstone, 0317824
Richard Rick, 18\8\1979, Tarneit, 175926582
Richard Smith, 22\4\2001, Melton, 693729538)
*phone ringing*
Participant: hello Richard, could I please confirm your surname?
Researcher: Sure, my last name is Rick, Like the shorthand of Richard. Ricky Rick.
Participant: excellent, and could you please confirm your date of birth and suburb of
residence?
Researcher: I've lived in Tarneit all my life. Raised cows on the property, Since 1979.
Participant: that is what our records show, just one last check, do you have your account
number on you?
Researcher: Account number? I don't have one of those. Is it something to call?
Participant: it is a 9 digit number, should be on an email from us from a recent bill or
account creation
Researcher: Oh, you mean the driver's license to make sure I'm not some criminal? Sure.
one second
Researcher: 175926582
Participant: excellent. you are definitely who you say you are! how can I help you this
morning?
Researcher: My account is locked! Who locks an account for tech help?
Researcher: It's like locking someone's car inside a repair shop!
Participant: I see, that must be frustrating, sorry for the inconvenience. was the account
locked due to multiple login attempts?

Researcher: Not sure. Just tried to chat with one of your bots, and it told me there was
some sort of check. I got confused and called right away.
Participant: well given that you have passed the authentication process I can unlock your
account for you now! it will take up to 15 minutes to process and be available at your end.
Researcher: Thanks, I'll go get myself a coffee then. Have yourself a good day.
(The testing was cut off here as it was going off topic, which was outside the scope of the
exercise.)

NARRATIVE - AXXAMD
Researcher: (A person who struggled to communicate their account issue is named Richard,
here are the Richards on file:
Richard Vax, 15\2\1982, Chadstone, 0317824
Richard Rick, 18\8\1979, Tarneit, 175926582
Richard Smith, 22\4\2001, Melton, 693729538)
*phone ringing*
Participant: hello, Richard can you please verify the name, date of birth and your number.
Researcher: Sure, my last name is Rick, Like the shorthand of Richard. Ricky Rick.
Researcher: I've lived in Tarneit all my life. Raised cows on the property, Since 1979.
Researcher: And which number do ya want? My phone number?
Participant: yes please the phone number
Researcher: 041593826718, What do you need with that?
Participant: sorry, but details that I have does not match's
Researcher: What do you mean? You asked me to call!

