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Abstract

This study investigates learners’ preferences for game design elements (GDEs)
in educational contexts to inform the development of purpose-driven gamifica-
tion strategies. It emphasizes a learner-centered approach that aligns gamification
design with pedagogical goals, while mitigating risks such as the erosion of
intrinsic motivation. A systematic literature review was conducted to identify
ten widely discussed GDEs. Visual prototypes representing each element were
developed, and a best-worst scaling (BWS) survey with 125 participants was
administered to elicit preference rankings. Qualitative feedback was also col-
lected to uncover motivational drivers. Learners consistently preferred GDEs that
support learning processes directly—most notably progress bars, concept maps,
immediate feedback, and achievements. Qualitative analysis revealed six recurring
motivational themes, including visible progress, content relevance, and construc-
tive feedback. The findings suggest that learners value gamification elements that
are meaningfully integrated with educational content and support intrinsic moti-
vation. Purpose-aligned gamification should prioritize tools that visualize learning
progress and provide actionable feedback, rather than relying solely on extrinsic
incentives.
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1 Introduction

Gamification, the integration of game design elements (GDEs) into non-game con-
texts, has emerged as a widely adopted strategy in educational settings to enhance
student motivation, engagement, and learning outcomes (Deterding et al, 2011; Kalo-
giannakis et al, 2021; Dehghanzadeh et al, 2023). By infusing educational experiences
with elements such as points, feedback, or levels, gamification aims to transform often
passive learning environments into interactive and motivating ones. This transforma-
tion is particularly valuable in digital and hybrid learning contexts, where sustaining
learner attention can be challenging.

The interest in gamification is especially pronounced in fields such as STEM and
computer science education, which continue to grapple with issues of learner disen-
gagement and underrepresentation of diverse student populations (Albusays et al,
2021; Happe and Buhnova, 2022; Wang and Hejazi Moghadam, 2017). In such areas,
gamification holds promise as a tool to bridge engagement gaps and promote inclusive
learning. However, the design of gamified learning environments is not straightforward.
Decisions about which GDEs to implement—and how to implement them—are often
made without a clear understanding of learners’ actual preferences or the motivational
mechanisms these elements support.

Much of the existing research has focused on a narrow subset of gamification ele-
ments, particularly the widely known PBL triad: points, badges, and leaderboards
(Dehghanzadeh et al, 2023; Klock et al, 2020). While these elements have proven useful
in various domains, the field lacks comprehensive empirical studies exploring a broader
set of GDEs, especially in educational contexts. Moreover, studies that include user
preferences typically evaluate elements in isolation rather than in combination, over-
looking potential synergies between GDEs. The optimal number, combination, and
context-sensitive application of these elements remain open questions (Khaldi et al,
2023; Manzano-León et al, 2021; Nadi-Ravandi and Batooli, 2022).

Furthermore, the indiscriminate use of gamification can backfire. Overemphasis on
extrinsic rewards, such as points or virtual currency, may undermine intrinsic motiva-
tion and lead to superficial engagement (Almeida et al, 2023). A more sustainable and
pedagogically grounded approach requires understanding which GDEs learners them-
selves perceive as motivating and why. This calls for a shift toward purpose-driven
gamification—design strategies that align GDEs with educational goals and learners’
motivational needs.

This study responds to that call by investigating learner preferences for ten game
design elements in educational contexts. We conducted a systematic literature review
to identify both widely used (e.g., points, badges, leaderboards) and less-explored
elements (e.g., storytelling, concept maps). While concept maps are typically used
as instructional scaffolds rather than game elements, we explore their potential as
motivational tools for visualizing progress within gamified learning contexts—a novel
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interpretation that reflects learners’ desire for content-aligned feedback. The latter,
particularly concept maps, are rarely considered gamification elements but may offer
pedagogically valuable means of visualizing progress and structuring learning. To eval-
uate preferences, we developed visual prototypes of each GDE and conducted a survey
using the best-worst scaling (BWS) method, a technique that forces participants to
make meaningful trade-offs and rank elements more reliably. We also analyzed open-
ended responses to understand the motivational drivers behind learners’ choices. We
hypothesize that game design elements which visualize progress—such as progress
bars, achievements, and concept maps—may be perceived as more motivating, par-
ticularly because they connect learners’ actions with visible growth. This assumption
guides our inclusion of both conventional and less-explored GDEs that serve this
function.

In addition to identifying preferred GDEs, we examined whether preferences vary
according to learner traits such as age, gender, and enjoyment of video games. This
analysis helps determine whether gamification strategies should be tailored to specific
user groups. We also explored the reasons learners found certain GDEs more effective
for motivating their learning, aiming to extract underlying themes or motivational cat-
egories that can guide future design. Notably, the results not only highlight individual
GDE preferences but also indicate that learners evaluate gamified learning experi-
ences in terms of meaningful progress, feedback, and alignment with their personal
goals—supporting the need for more targeted and learner-centered gamification.

Our study is guided by the following research questions:

• RQ1: What are the most preferred GDEs by learners for enhancing their learning
motivation, and do these preferences vary based on user traits (e.g., age, video game
enjoyment, and gender)?

• RQ2: What combinations of GDEs do learners most prefer?
• RQ3: Why do learners perceive specific GDEs as effective for motivating learning?

By answering these questions, this study contributes empirical evidence for learner-
centered, purpose-driven gamification in education. The results offer practical guidance
for educators, instructional designers, and developers seeking to create more engaging
and effective learning environments. In particular, the findings highlight the poten-
tial of lesser-studied elements like concept maps and the importance of designing
GDE combinations that reflect learner preferences. This moves the field beyond the
traditional PBL triad and opens up new avenues for personalized and pedagogically
meaningful gamification. These insights stimulate discussions on innovative approaches
to incorporating gamification that enhance learner satisfaction, cater to individual
needs, and ultimately contribute to the creation of more effective technology-supported
learning environments within the educational system.

2 Background

Gamification stems from the concept of leveraging the motivational aspects of games in
various real-world scenarios. Given its multifaceted nature, a comprehensive and uni-
versally accepted definition of gamification remains elusive. The most widely accepted
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definition, proposed by Deterding et al., characterizes gamification as the integration
of game design elements (GDEs) into non-game contexts (Deterding et al, 2011). The
term game design elements (GDEs) itself is maybe even less rigidly defined and is
generally described as “elements that are characteristic to games” (Deterding et al,
2011, p.12). Over time, various taxonomies have been proposed in an effort to provide
clearer guidelines and reduce the ambiguity associated with gamification’s definition
(Toda et al, 2019; Azouz and Lefdaoui, 2018).

The aim of gamification is to increase motivation and cause behavioral changes
through a more playful environment (Sailer et al, 2017). Gamification finds application
across a broad spectrum, including areas like fitness and finance. Notably, in recent
years, it has gained increased attention within the are of education due to its poten-
tial to make educational environments more engaging (Dicheva et al, 2020; Venter
and Swart, 2019; Dicheva et al, 2021), improve motivation (Venter and Swart, 2019;
Dicheva et al, 2021), and enhance learning outcomes (Dicheva et al, 2020). Game-
based learning and serious games are closely related fields of study, but it’s essential
to differentiate them from gamification. Contrary to gamification, these approaches
entail the integration of non-game elements into a gaming context to deliver educa-
tional content through interactive gameplay (Krath et al, 2021). Gamification involves
the integration of playful elements into tasks or activities. These tasks are designed
to be entertaining (Sailer et al, 2017) and typically feature a combination of GDEs,
for example those from the common triad of points, badges, and leaderboards (PBL).
Research suggests that using isolated GDEs may be less effective or even yield neg-
ative outcomes (Manzano-León et al, 2021). However, the specific combinations of
GDEs that are most effective in educational gamification contexts remain unclear
(Nadi-Ravandi and Batooli, 2022; Khaldi et al, 2023).

In addition to the documented benefits of gamification, its potential negative
impacts have been a subject of debate within the literature (Almeida et al, 2023).
These adverse effects arise when the utilization of these systems is predominantly
driven by extrinsic motivation, potentially compromising the overall learning expe-
rience and impeding learning outcomes (Almeida et al, 2023; Hakulinen et al, 2015;
Reid et al, 2015; Venter and Swart, 2019; Sailer et al, 2017). In educational settings,
the effectiveness of gamification hinges on its ability to tap into intrinsic motivation
(Buckley and Doyle, 2016). Recently, a new dimension in gamification research, known
as tailored gamification, has garnered attention. This approach acknowledges that
individuals learn differently and are motivated by distinct factors, emphasizing the
importance of customized gamification strategies (Klock et al, 2020; Rodrigues et al,
2021; El Gammal et al, 2020).

In the design of educational systems, the primary goal of gamification should be
to enrich the learning process by amplifying learning motivation. This is primarily
achieved by nurturing learners’ intrinsic motivation to actively engage with the content
(Deci et al, 2001). So we understand learning motivation as any intrinsic drive, that
can be technology-supported by gamification, that encourages learners to engage with
the educational material. While the field of gamification in education has reached
growing attention in research, numerous questions remain unanswered concerning the
optimal utilization of gamification to intrinsically enhance learning motivation (Khaldi
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et al, 2023; Nadi-Ravandi and Batooli, 2022). This study aims to provide insights into
learners’ attitudes toward newly defined gamification elements closely aligned with
the learning content, shedding light on this ongoing inquiry.

3 Research Method

To understand what game design elements (GDEs) and combination of GDEs show
the highest potential to increase learning motivation of learners, we conducted a three-
stage study. In the first stage, we conducted a systematic literature review to identify
relevant GDEs. Based on results from the literature review, we selected ten GDEs and
created visual prototypes for each GDE. In the third stage, we conducted a survey
study with a best-worst scaling (BWS) approach to assess the relative importance of
the ten GDEs.

3.1 Selection of Game Design Elements

In this section, we provide a short overview of our selection process. Depending on
the source there are more than 100 different GDEs, and these elements may not
consistently adhere to the same categorization standards (Thomas et al, 2020; Toda
et al, 2019). To get an overview of potentially effective GDEs we performed a sys-
tematic literature review. We searched various literature databases like ACM Digital
Library, ERIC, IEEE Xplore, JSTOR and SpringerLink with combinations of the key-
words gamif*, intrinsic, motivation, engagement, element, design, and educat*.
Following the initial search, we identified a total of 348 potentially relevant papers.
Subsequent to removing duplicates and conducting a thorough examination based on
our predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria, we narrowed down our selection to
18 papers. Through a snowballing procedure, by still following interesting references,
three additional papers were included, leading to a final data set of 21 papers. Within
this subset, we identified 28 different GDEs that exhibited potential effectiveness in
enhancing learning motivation.

Based on the findings from our literature review, we identified nine GDEs that
matched our interest in studying their potential to enhance learning motivation:
achievements, badges, progress bars, feedback, storytelling, leaderboards, points, vir-
tual currency, and avatars. s the tenth GDE we included the concept map in our
study. We made this selection based on our interest and vision for this element. Con-
cept maps can be categorized as a type of progression GDE (Toda et al, 2019) and
are related to other recognized terms such as knowledge maps or progression graphs.
However, there is a very limited number of studies available that examine this type of
GDE (Klock et al, 2020; Borges et al, 2016).

For the survey, we created visual prototypes for all ten selected GDEs to provide
participants with illustrative examples for reference. During the design process of these
elements, our aim was to achieve a balance between providing visualizations that are
as general as possible, yet including all the necessary and characteristic details unique
to each element and aligned with our vision of their real-world implementation. All
visual prototypes as well as their descriptions can be found in the appendix A.1.
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Element Count Source

Badges (BA) 13 (Dicheva et al, 2021; Rodrigues et al, 2021; de Jesus et al,
2018; Thamrongrat and Lai-Chong Law, 2020; Dicheva et al,
2020; Roubi, 2019; Venter and Swart, 2019; Karra et al, 2019;
de Jesus et al, 2019; Schwarzmann et al, 2021; Hakulinen et al,
2015; Reid et al, 2015; Hallifax et al, 2019)

Points (PO) 9 (Dicheva et al, 2021; Rodrigues et al, 2021; de Jesus et al, 2018;
Thamrongrat and Lai-Chong Law, 2020; Çubukçu et al, 2017;
Roubi, 2019; de Jesus et al, 2019; Sailer et al, 2017; Hallifax
et al, 2019)

Avatar (AV) 7 (Dicheva et al, 2021; de Jesus et al, 2018; Qiu et al, 2021;
Venter and Swart, 2019; Karra et al, 2019; de Jesus et al, 2019;
Schwarzmann et al, 2021)

Leaderboards (LB) 6 (Dicheva et al, 2021; Rodrigues et al, 2021; de Jesus et al,
2018; Çubukçu et al, 2017; Schwarzmann et al, 2021; Hallifax
et al, 2019)

Achievements (AC) 5 (Hallifax et al, 2019; Karra et al, 2019; Çubukçu et al, 2017;
de Jesus et al, 2018; Botte et al, 2020)

Progress Bar (PB) 4 (Karra et al, 2019; Rodrigues et al, 2021; Schwarzmann et al,
2021; Venter and Swart, 2019)

Virtual Currency (VC) 4 (Dicheva et al, 2021; de Jesus et al, 2018; Dicheva et al, 2022;
de Jesus et al, 2019)

Feedback (FB) 2 (Rodrigues et al, 2021; Karra et al, 2019)
Storytelling (ST) 1 (Schwarzmann et al, 2021)

Table 1 Frequencies and sources of GDEs from the literature review

3.2 Best-Worst Scaling (BWS)

To identify GDEs that motivate learners in a digital learning context the most, we
use a best-worst scaling (BWS) approach (Louviere et al, 2013), which requires our
participants to choose the most preferred and least preferred options from a set of
GDEs, which we will refer as a choice set. Following the guidelines by Orme (Orme,
2005) we used a total of 15 choice sets each consisting of four different GDEs (see
appendix A.2). Each element is shown exactly six times in total. Participants then
iteratively choose the most and least preferred GDE out of the set of four presented
GDEs.

Best-Worst Scaling (BWS) has been effectively employed in various educational
contexts (Huybers, 2014; Schöbel et al, 2016; Melo et al, 2022) and offers several
advantages. It presents an easy-to-follow task for participants, provides clear ranking
information, operates within a scale-free framework, thereby reducing the impact of
response styles on mean values and variances (Schöbel et al, 2016; Flynn et al, 2007),
and it helps minimize various response biases (Lee et al, 2007). BWS was selected
over Likert scales to minimize central tendency bias and force more nuanced trade-offs
between elements.

3.3 Survey Study

The goal of the survey study was to identify the most preferred GDEs and com-
binations of GDEs participants would choose as being most effective in increasing
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their learning motivation. At the beginning of the survey, a short introduction to the
research project was given, where the participants were instructed to envision these
GDEs within a setting, where they use digital learning environments (such as online
courses) to learn new content. Then all ten GDEs with their prototypes and descrip-
tions were presented to the participants. After this section, the main part of the survey
began with the BWS approach comprising 15 rounds of choice sets. Each choice set
consisted of four GDEs and participants were required to select one GDE as their
most preferred and one as their least preferred choice from the set of four elements.
Throughout these rounds, participants had continuous access to the prototypes and
their descriptions. After the BWS part, participants were asked to freely choose their
preferred combination of GDEs (out of the 10) and to explain which of the chosen
GDEs would motivate them the most and why. Subsequent questions covered demo-
graphic information such as gender (female, male, non-binary, self-described) and age
as well as inquiries regarding their enjoyment of playing video games and preferred
game genres. The survey was conducted with Google Forms and shared via personal
contacts (snowballing) and social media.

3.4 Participants

In total, we had 125 participants responding to our survey, comprising 65 (53%) males,
56 (44%) females, one (1%) non-binary, and three (2%) participants who did not
indicate their gender. Participant ages ranged from 15 to 64 years, with the majority
falling between 20 and 30 years old (mean 27.02, median 23, see Figure 1).

3.5 Analysis

For the BWS analysis, we employed a counting approach to determine the ranking posi-
tions of the GDEs. Following the established procedure in related literature (Schöbel
et al, 2016; Orme, 2005; Berger and Jung, 2021; Schmidt-Kraepelin et al, 2019), we
tallied the frequency with which each GDE was chosen as the best and worst, and
based on these results, we calculated standardized means and standard deviations for
each element. To further validate the results obtained from the counting analysis, we
employed a logic regression model, which provides a more detailed explanation of the
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Element Counting Analysis Regression Analysis

Choice
prob-
ability

Rank

Counts Proportions Std.
Mean

SD Coeff. SD 95%-CI

Total Best Worst Best
in total

Worst
in total

Diff Lower Upper

Progress Bar 600 363 49 0.605 0.082 0.523 0.419 0.403 1.162 0.068 1.029 1.295 0.254 1

Achievements 600 241 59 0.402 0.098 0.303 0.243 0.369 0.626 0.061 0.508 0.745 0.148 2

Feedback 600 263 103 0.438 0.172 0.267 0.213 0.500 0.547 0.060 0.429 0.664 0.137 3

Concept Map 600 248 131 0.413 0.218 0.195 0.156 0.555 0.395 0.059 0.280 0.510 0.118 4

Points 600 185 107 0.308 0.178 0.130 0.104 0.380 0.261 0.058 0.147 0.376 0.103 5

Badges 600 154 147 0.257 0.245 0.012 0.009 0.449 0.023 0.058 -0.090 0.137 0.081 6

Leaderboards 600 137 240 0.228 0.400 -0.172 -0.137 0.525 -0.347 0.059 -0.462 -0.232 0.056 7

Storytelling 600 138 248 0.230 0.413 -0.183 -0.147 0.546 -0.371 0.059 -0.486 -0.256 0.055 8

Virtual Currency 600 96 371 0.160 0.618 -0.458 -0.367 0.560 -0.990 0.065 -1.118 -0.863 0.029 9

Avatar 600 50 420 0.083 0.700 -0.617 -0.493 0.451 -1.439 0.073 -1.583 -1.295 0.019 10

Table 2 Results of the counting and regression analysis for the BWS ranking

relative ranking of the GDEs (Flynn et al, 2007; Lipovetsky and Conklin, 2014) For the
combination analysis, we calculated frequencies to identify the most preferred combi-
nations of GDEs and also examined correlations to gain insights into the relationships
between pairs of elements.

In our qualitative analysis of participants’ responses to the open-ended survey
question about why they selected specific GDEs as the most effective for enhancing
their learning motivation, we employed an iterative coding approach to establish cate-
gories of motivation drivers (Saldaña, 2013). Initially, we formalized keywords for each
response, and then we iteratively refined and merged these keywords to create cat-
egories related to learning motivation. To ensure consistency and comparability, we
translated all German responses into English, correcting any grammar and spelling
errors in the process.

For our statistical analyses, we used the software tools Excel, SPSS, and the
package bwsTools in R for the regression analysis.

4 Findings

In this section, we present our findings organized according to the three research
questions. We will begin with the results of the BWS analysis, followed by the results of
the combination analysis, and conclude with the findings from the qualitative analysis,
highlighting the various categories of motivational drivers associated with the different
GDEs.

4.1 Results of the Best-Worst-Scaling

Table 2 shows the results of the counting analysis. The standardized mean (Std.Mean)
was calculated by the difference between the number of times the respective GDE
was preferred the most and the least, and then divided by the product of the number
each GDE appeared in a choice set (6) and the number of participants (125). For
the element progress bar, the calculation would be for example: (363-49)/(6*125)=
0,4187. The resulting scale ranges from -1 to 1, with values closer to 1 indicating higher
preferences and values closer to -1 indicating lower preferences.
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Rank Overall
Gender Video Game Enjoyment Age

Female Male Less Enjoyment Enjoyment < 20 20− 26 > 26

1 PB PB PB PB PB PB PB PB
2 AC FB AC FB AC PO AC CM
3 FB AC CM AC FB AC FB AC
4 CM CM FB PO CM BA CM FB
5 PO PO PO CM PO CM PO PO
6 BA ST BA BA BA FB BA BA
7 LB BA LB ST LB LB ST ST
8 ST LB ST LB ST VC LB LB
9 VC VC VC AV VC ST VC VC
10 AV AV AV VC AV AV AV AV

n 125 56 65 44 80 26 61 26

Table 3 Comparison of BWS ranking results by different user traits

The results according to standardized means show that the progress bar emerged
as the most preferred GDE, exhibiting a significant lead over the next most pre-
ferred elements, which include achievements, feedback as the top 3 ranked GDES, and
concept map, and points as the top 5 ranked GDEs. These are followed by badges,
leaderboards, and storytelling. The least preferred GDEs was the avatar, followed by
virtual currency. Examining the raw data, as indicated by the columns for frequen-
cies of best and worst selections of a GDE, further highlights these findings. The
progress bar was chosen as the most preferred alternative much more frequently than
any other GDE. In total, it was chosen as the best alternative in more than 60% of
its occurrences (n=363), which corresponds to a 70% higher frequency than the next
most often chosen GDE, which is feedback (n=263). Following feedback, concept map
(n=248) and achievements (n=241) were the next most frequently chosen GDEs. The
other GDEs had a more substantial gap between them. Avatar and virtual currency
were also consistently the most often chosen as the least preferable alternatives, once
again with a significant margin. The regression analysis verifies the results from the
counting analysis as it shows the same ranking.

To investigate whether there are preference differences based on user traits, we
performed also a counting analysis differentiated by gender, video game enjoyment,
and age. Regarding the analysis of video game enjoyment, we categorized our sample
based on their responses to the survey question, “Do you enjoy playing video games?”.
Responses “Not at all”, “Not really”, “Neutral” were grouped as Less Enjoyment

and responses “Somewhat” and “Very much” were grouped as Enjoyment. We
acknowledge that grouping “Neutral” responses with Less Enjoyment may oversim-
plify participants’ actual preferences. Future analyses could benefit from a three-group
categorization (low, neutral, high) to capture more nuanced trends. In this version,
we chose the two-group split to enable clearer statistical comparisons. Due to the
limited diversity in our sample regarding age, we decided to generalize the age cate-
gories by learning stages. Specifically, we categorized participants as follows: age 15-20
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Element Frequency Rank BWS

Progress Bar 89 (70.63%) 1
Achievements 81 (64.29%) 2
Concept Map 74 (58.73%) 4
Feedback 73 (57.94%) 3
Points 64 (50.79%) 5
Badges 43 (34.13%) 6
Leaderboard 43 (34.13%) 7
Storytelling 42 (33.33%) 8
Avatar 27 (21.43%) 10
Virtual Currency 20 (15.87%) 9
None of Them 2 (1.59%) -

Table 4 Frequency of GDEs in bundles

as secondary school to early tertiary education, age 20-26 as tertiary education (e.g.
university, vocational training), and age ¿26 as employed individuals.

Table 3 presents the results of the GDEs ranking based on the counting analy-
sis differentiated by user traits. The findings indicate only minor differences among
different user traits. For most user traits, the top four ranked GDEs consisted of
different combinations of the overall ranking, with the progress bar consistently
being the highest-ranked element. There were no significant gender differences,
with male participants showing a slightly higher preference for achievements and
leaderboards, while female participants showed a slightly higher preference for feed-
back and storytelling, compared to each other. Regarding video game enjoyment,
no major differences were observed, except for minor rearrangements. Standard-
ized means for participants indicating high video game enjoyment suggested that
they have clearer preferences (ranging from 0.18 to 0.45 among the top 4 ele-
ments) compared to those less interested in video games (ranging from 0.11 to
0.37 among the top 4 elements). The age-related analysis indicated that younger
learners (age 15-19) had a higher preference for the GDE points (mean=0.16), com-
pared to the age groups 20 to 26 (mean=0.06) and older than 26 (mean=0.05).
On the other hand, the GDEs concept map and feedback seemed to be less
important for the younger group (meanCM,<20=0.00, meanFB,<20=-0.03) compared
to older participants (meanCM,20−26=0.12, meanCM,>26=0.28, meanFB,20−26=0.15,
meanFB,>26=0.22). Overall, while there were some differences based on user traits,
the general pattern of GDE preferences remained relatively consistent across different
groups.

4.2 Results of the Combination Analysis

On average, participants selected 4.45 GDEs in bundles at the survey question “If
you were free to choose between the previous game design elements, which would you
use together in online courses to increase your learning motivation?”. Table 4 displays
the frequency of each GDE being chosen as part of a bundle, and Table 5 provides a
more detailed breakdown for different bundle sizes.
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Number of Elements in Bundle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
∑

Number of Responses (total) 6 7 28 20 28 18 8 6 0 2 123 (100.0%)

Progress Bar 0 2 16 13 26 16 8 6 0 2 89 (72.4%)
Achievements 2 2 12 9 25 18 5 6 0 2 81 (65.9%)
Concept Map 2 2 12 13 20 11 7 5 0 2 74 (60.2%)
Feedback 0 1 9 12 20 15 8 6 0 2 73 (59.3%)

At least one of the best four elements 4 5 25 19 28 18 8 6 0 2 115 (93.5%)
At least two of the best four elements - 2 18 17 28 18 8 6 0 2 99 (80.5%)
At least three of the best four elements - - 6 9 23 14 8 6 0 2 68 (59.1%)
All four elements - - - 2 12 10 4 5 0 2 35 (28.5%)

Table 5 Combination and frequency of best-ranked GDEs in bundles

The order of the most frequently chosen elements closely aligns with the ranking
from the counting analysis, with the only exceptions being that concept map switched
positions with feedback, and avatar switched positions with virtual currency. The
progress bar element remains the most commonly chosen element, included in the
bundles of over 70% of participants. Achievements are the second most frequently
chosen element in GDE bundles, followed by concept map and feedback. For bundles
of size three and five, the progress bar was the most frequently chosen element (see
Table 5). For bundles of size three, the top choices were the progress bar and concept
map. For bundles of size six, achievements were most often chosen.

Overall, more than 90% of participants included at least one of these top four
preferred GDEs in their bundles, with over 80% including more than two of them in
their selections. Even about 60% of participants included at least three of the top four
elements in their bundles. Approximately 30% included all four of the top elements
in their bundle selection, rising to 42% when considering only participants who chose
bundle sizes of 4 and higher.

We also conducted a correlation analysis to identify elements that were more likely
to be chosen together. There were only moderate correlations found between achieve-
ments and progress bar (r = .382, p < .01), achievements and badges (r = .322, p <
.01), feedback and progress bar (r = .323, p < .01), and virtual currency and avatar
(r = .345, p < .01).

A differentiated analysis for different user traits did not reveal any major differ-
ences, except for the younger age groups, where points were chosen significantly more
frequently compared to the other age groups. For participants aged 19 and younger,
points were the most often chosen element in bundles, while for the other age groups,
the GDE points ranked fifth.

4.3 Results from the Qualitative Analysis of Motivational
Drivers

In this section, we present the results of the qualitative analysis based on responses
to the survey question, “Which game design elements in the given scenario would
motivate you the most and why?”. We received a total of 88 responses to this question.
Table 6 reveals that the GDEs progress bar (n=24) and concept map (n=20) were
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VISUAL PROGRESSION
. . . making learning progress and success distinctly visible

15 5 6 - 8 - - 2 - - 23

EFFECTIVE LEARNING
. . . providing strategies that make learning more effective

1 3 1 12 2 4 - 1 1 - 20

GOALS
. . . clear reachable goals that keep the learner engaged

6 2 8 - 7 - - - 1 - 19

STRUCTURE
. . . providing a clear structure and making connections visible

4 13 1 - 1 1 - - - - 18

SHOWCASE
. . . social comparison and competition

- - 1 - 1 - 10 1 2 - 13

RELEVANCE
. . . meaningful and relatable learning contexts

- 1 2 - - 5 - - 1 1 8

∑
gde 24 20 16 15 14 13 12 10 6 2 88∑′
gde 16 17 10 11 9 7 7 3 4 1 66∑

gde responses related to the respective GDE∑′
gde responses related to the respective GDE including only those that could be assigned to a category∑
cat total responses associated with the respective category

Table 6 Results from the qualitative analysis of the survey question “Which game design
elements in the given scenario would motivate you the most and why?”

each mentioned by approximately a quarter of all responses as the most motivating
GDEs. Following closely, the GDEs achievements (n=16) and feedback (n=15) were
also frequently cited. In contrast, virtual currency (n=6) and avatar (n=2) were the
least favored GDEs in terms of their perceived value for enhancing learning motivation.
These findings align with the results obtained from the combination analysis. While
the frequency analysis of mentioned GDEs offers valuable insights into their relative
importance, the participants’ provided reasons for selecting specific GDEs allow for a
deeper understanding of their motivational drivers.

Through our systematic coding approach, we identified six categories of learn-
ing motivation that summarize the reasons participants provided for selecting specific
GDEs as the most effective for motivating them: VISUAL PROGRESSION, EFFECTIVE
LEARNING, GOALS, STRUCTURE, SHOWCASE, and RELEVANCE. Two researchers conducted
open, inductive coding of the responses. Disagreements were resolved through dis-
cussion, and codes were refined iteratively. While we did not compute inter-rater
reliability, the coding process was guided by grounded theory practices. Table 6
displays these categories in ascending order by frequency. Except for the last two cat-
egories (SHOWCASE and RELEVANCE), each category appeared in more than one-fifth of
the responses as a reason for learning motivation, with the VISUAL PROGRESSION and
EFFECTIVE LEARNING categories peaking at 26% and 23%, respectively. It’s important
to note that our coding approach allows for the same response to contribute to differ-
ent categories simultaneously, even within the same GDE. Next, we will present the
advantages of the various GDEs for the different motivation categories based on the
participants’ responses.
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Progress bar is the most frequently mentioned GDE among those chosen by par-
ticipants as the most important for increasing their learning motivation. This GDE was
primarily associated with the VISUAL PROGRESSION category (n=15). Participants
highlighted the progress bar’s ability to visually represent their learning progress in
an intuitive and immediate manner, which they found highly motivating. There were
also mentions related to the GOALS (n=6) and OVERVIEW (n=4) categories. Partici-
pants indicated that the progress bar helped them organize their studies by allowing
them to estimate the overall content extent, which, in turn, enabled them to set spe-
cific learning goals. Here are two responses that illustrate the motivational benefits of
progress bars:

... From a subjective point of view, there is something satisfying about looking at
the bar filling up at each step of the way. From a practical point of view, it gives
you a visual representation of how much you have done and how much you still
need to do. Great to know when you want to organize your study sessions and
set goals. [P5]

For me, progress bars are an essential tool when learning to keep track of how far
I have come in a certain topic and overall in a course, which is a motivation in
itself ... [P50]

Concept Map was the second most often mentioned GDE for making learning as
engaging as possible, mainly through its contribution to the category of STRUCTURE
(n=13). Participants frequently mentioned the benefit of concept maps to provide
a comprehensive, clearly structured overview of the learning content. An important
motivational potential of concept maps is given by its strength of making connections
from the learning content within the big picture visible as for example illustrated by
the following responses:

Probably Concept Map, so I can see how everything is connected from what I’ve
learned ... [P30]

Concept Maps or Storytelling, as they put the topic into perspective (by giving
motivation and context) and break it down into digestible pieces [P66]

Another participant highlighted the motivational potential of concept maps
through their use for discovering new topics of interest:

It is especially important for me to see my progress while learning and to discover
the different topic areas. That’s why concept maps and progress bars are the most
important elements for me. [P35]

Achievements and badges appear to serve similar motivational purposes for
learners. Although badges and achievements were conceptually distinct in our design
(e.g., badges as individual task rewards, achievements as milestones), we recognize
the overlap may not have been fully clear to participants. To mitigate confusion, each

13



prototype was accompanied by brief contextual examples and presented in randomized
order. They are distributed relatively evenly across the VISUAL PROGRESSION and
GOALS categories and are frequently mentioned together (n=6). One prominent effect
highlighted by participants is the sense of collecting, which contributes to both making
achievements visible and establishing worthwhile goals, ultimately resulting in longer
and more engaging learning sessions:

[With badges or achievements] I can easily retrospectively recognize what I’ve
earned, see something I want to work towards ... [P77] ... and have the various
levels of learning neatly organized in one place. [P77]

... During learning I’m glad to have some badges and achievements to collect -
they make my learning sessions longer. ... [P62]

However, participants also emphasized the importance of providing a relevant
context for the earned achievements:

Achievements, if related to specific lessons, set out specific goals to work towards
and give you bragging rights once you reach them. It also enables a sort of wish
to collect them all. [P83]

Feedback emerged as the most prominent GDE for the EFFECTIVE LEARN-
ING category (n=12). Qualitative analysis highlights the importance of feedback in
enhancing learners’ motivation by providing effective support throughout the learn-
ing process. Participants emphasized that feedback can reduce frustration, maintain
learners’ focus, and deepen their understanding of the learning context:

The feedback element, since it helps the most in improving, which in turn hope-
fully lowers the frustration that might stem from making the same mistakes over
and over again. [P7]

Feedback would help me to stay focused and to better understand certain things.
[P61]

Feedback is regarded as essential for learners to acquire the necessary knowledge
to contextualize their learning progress:

... Feedback, so I can test my knowledge and see if I actually learned something

... [P30]

One participant underscored the distinct significance of feedback compared to other
GDEs:

... However, without any feedback or correction I wouldn’t use the app. [P62]

Storytelling appears to be particularly effective in providing meaningful con-
text for learning content, falling under the RELEVANCE category. This GDE captures
learners’ attention and keeps them engaged throughout the learning process:
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With good storytelling, I can embed everything I’ve learned into a context. The
other elements are important, but they essentially come afterward. With a story,
I get engaged initially and the other elements keep me involved then [P34]

Several participants also highlighted storytelling’s advantage in supporting learning
strategies that enhance knowledge retention, aligning with the EFFECTIVE LEARNING

category:

Storytelling. I believe it will give me a deeper understanding of the subject and it
will make it easier for me to remember the knowledge because the story gives me
”pictures” of context that are connected and relevant to the knowledge I need to
remember. [P13]

Leaderboards were selected as significant Game Design Elements (GDEs) for
enhancing learning motivation by participants who generally consider themselves com-
petitive and enjoy comparing their performance with peers, striving to perform as well
as or better than others. One participant emphasized the importance of leaderboards
accurately reflecting learning performance:

I like a competitive aspect and therefore Leaderboards based on performance
would motivate me most [P48]

Another participant emphasized the controversial nature of leaderboards, noting
that they can be both motivating and demotivating:

Leaderboards can be both motivating and demotivating depending on how com-
petitive one is. It might be cool to have a feature where users can enable or disable
this function in the settings. [P47]

Points are mentioned in a total of ten responses, but rarely the reason for choos-
ing the element was further specified. Most participants simply acknowledged the
motivational potential of points without providing specific details:

The points would be a motivational boost [P61]

Two participants, however, associated points with a sense of progression, empha-
sizing the motivational aspect of collecting them:

Collecting badges and points - a good feeling of having achieved something. [P76]

Points. I find it thrilling to try to reach 100 percent [P31]

In summary, the qualitative analysis revealed six distinct categories of learning
motivation, shedding light on how various GDEs serve distinct purposes in enhancing
learning motivation (Table 6). Progress bar shows to be highly effective in enhanc-
ing learning motivation by making learning progress distinctly visible. Concept map
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excels in providing a structural framework for learning content and revealing connec-
tions. Both achievements and badges are instrumental in bolstering motivation by
providing clear objectives as well as making success tangible. Feedback contributes
to improved learning motivation by enhancing the efficiency of learning. Storytelling
offers contextualization to the learning content. Leaderboards stand out for their
capacity to furnish a tool for peer comparison and competition.

5 Discussion and Future Research

These findings support the need for purpose-driven gamification, that is, gamifica-
tion strategies that integrate closely with instructional objectives rather than offering
extrinsic rewards alone. The motivational themes align well with Self-Determination
Theory, particularly the emphasis on competence (via feedback and progress) and
autonomy (via personalization). Our study reveals that among the presented ten
GDEs, the progress bar stands out as the most effective in enhancing learning
motivation. It is followed by achievements, feedback, concept maps, and points. In
contrast, virtual currency and avatars are less favored. In a similar study by Schöbel
et al. (Schöbel et al, 2016) about user preferences on a different set of ten GDEs in
learning management systems the top four preferred GDEs were level, points, goals,
and status, which at first may seem different from our results. However, since the
meaning of level is closely related to our concept of progress bar and status is closely
related to the concept of feedback, the relevance of these two elements seems to be
evident, also supported by results from a study by Jia et al. (Jia et al, 2016) about
the motivational affordances of GDEs.

The relevance of feedback is further highlighted by the fact, that feedback is con-
sidered one of the most powerful tools for influencing learning (Hattie and Timperley,
2007). This is reflected in our findings of the qualitative analysis, where respondents
clearly indicated that tools that provide strategies to make learning more effective are
essential for their learning motivation. Feedback was mentioned as the most important
element to achieve this goal, followed by the GDEs storytelling and concept map.

Our study results indicate progress bars as one of the most central GDEs in
increasing learning motivation. Previous research could also demonstrate the motiva-
tional potential of progress bars (Manzano-León et al, 2021; Ding et al, 2017; Jent
and Janneck, 2018), but still, there is very little research available related to this GDE
(Mazarakis and Bräuer, 2023), and almost no attention is given to it in the context
of educational gamification (Antonaci et al, 2019). This might be due to its nature of
appearing very simplistic, but considering the large set of conditional variables such
as shape (Li et al, 2021; Ohtsubo and Yoshida, 2014), color (Hamada et al, 2011), or
general behavior (Harrison et al, 2007; Conrad et al, 2010; Gronier and Baudet, 2019)
that can have an influence on the effectiveness of progress bars, the need for further
research about the requirements for progress bars in the design of educational systems
is highlighted.

Our findings are consistent with previous research related to achievements and
badges and their potential to increase learning motivation (Botte et al, 2020; Hallifax
et al, 2019; Reid et al, 2015). But it is important to note that the effect strongly
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depends on how these systems are designed (Abramovich et al, 2013; Almeida et al,
2023; Botte et al, 2020). As the results of our qualitative analysis indicate, the main
purposes of these elements are on the one hand to contribute to the visualization of
progress making learning success tangible, and on the other hand to provide clear
goals in the learning process. If achievements and badges are not dosed well enough
or become too detached from the contextual purpose (i.e. the learning content), they
become more and more extrinsically motivated, which might even have a negative
impact on learning motivation (Abramovich et al, 2013; Çubukçu et al, 2017). This
demonstrates the necessity of carefully considering the intersection between the design
of these elements and the learning content (Abramovich et al, 2013; Almeida et al,
2023; Botte et al, 2020).

While concept map was one of the most preferred GDEs by our respondents,
studies in this area of gamification research are scarce (Klock et al, 2020; Dehghan-
zadeh et al, 2023). Our vision of the GDE concept map is any approach to visualizing
domain content, its connections, and the learners’ progression among different con-
tent. Related terms in the literature are for example progression graphs, knowledge
maps, semantic maps, domain maps, graph organizers, or advance organizers (Gha-
nizadeh et al, 2020; Hall and Strangman, 2002; Klock et al, 2020; Toda et al, 2019).
Our results show that the potential of concept maps to increase learning motivation is
especially because of their ability to provide a clear structured overview of the learn-
ing topics and their connections. It is also helpful for the learner to orient in the
learning context, which has shown to be relevant for enhancing learning attitude and
achievement (Wahl, 2011; Hwang et al, 2011, 2013). Another benefit of the concept
map mentioned by participants was the possibility of exploring new areas where to
continue learning. This strategy of activating new content as the learner progresses
and showing the next steps proved to be effective in increasing intrinsic motivation
(Jent and Janneck, 2018; Roubi, 2019). This effect could be even enhanced by uti-
lizing the concept map as a tool to make interdisciplinary connections and everyday
life connections visible (Tytler et al, 2019; Ng and Fergusson, 2020; Marquardt and
Happe, 2023). We suggest that the concept map could be integrated into educational
gamification by incorporating existing GDEs like progress bars, feedback, points, or
achievements. This integration can take various forms: these elements could be embed-
ded within different sections of the concept map, or progression through the concept
map could be rewarded with achievements for example. This approach would ensure a
strong connection between the learning content and the gamification system. In con-
clusion, we see significant potential in leveraging the benefits of concept maps within
the domain of educational gamification. However, it’s important to note that further
research and evidence are necessary to fully explore these possibilities. We propose
the concept map as a could be implemented in a way that it incorporates existing
GDEs such as progress bars, feedback, points, or achievements. On the one hand,
those elements could be embedded into different areas of the concept map, and on
the other hand, progressing through the concept map could for example be rewarded
with achievements. This would ensure the connection between learning content and
the gamification system. Overall we believe there are huge possibilities in integrating
the advantages of concept maps to the domain of educational gamification, but more
research and evidence is essential.
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Contrary to our initial expectations, our analysis considering different user traits
like gender, video game enjoyment, and age, did not reveal significant differences
in preferences for GDEs. These findings align with observations made by Jent and
Janneck regarding gender and age preferences in gamified contexts (Jent and Janneck,
2018) and also with results of a study by Oliveira et al. that indicated no significant
differences between tailored and non-tailored gamification environments (Oliveira et al,
2020, 2022).

However, regarding age, our analysis revealed an interesting anomaly among
younger participants (age: 15-19). In this age group, the GDE points was significantly
more preferred compared to other age groups. Additionally, our results indicated a
positive correlation between age and the preference for the GDE concept map, with
older participants tending to show a higher preference for this particular GDE com-
pared to younger participants. However, it’s important to note that our sample size
for the specific age groups, especially the younger ones, was relatively small. Addi-
tionally, the study by Jent and Janneck (Jent and Janneck, 2018) did not include this
age group, limiting direct comparisons. These results underscore the necessity for fur-
ther research dedicated to learners in primary and secondary education. Such studies
should offer more detailed differentiation, considering that expectations, needs, and
requirements may vary and change (Bruckman et al, 2012).

Regarding gender differences, our analysis indicates that females exhibit a slightly
higher preference for storytelling. This aligns with prior research highlighting gender-
related preferences (Bentz and Standl, 2022). However, our study did not find
significant differences in GDE preferences based on gender overall. It’s worth not-
ing that this topic is extensively debated in the literature, with substantial evidence
suggesting that gender could indeed influence GDE preferences (Manzano-León et al,
2021; Klock et al, 2020; Pedro et al, 2015). These findings might imply that the
GDEs selected for our study are relatively gender-independent. Alternatively, gender-
related differences could manifest during the actual implementation and usage of these
elements. In light of these results, the chosen selection of GDEs can serve as a founda-
tional starting point for further investigations. In our future work, we plan to explore
additional dimensions of user traits, including age brackets, as well as player types,
which show to play a significant role in tailoring gamification effectively (Klock et al,
2020; Santos et al, 2021).

Rather than isolated elements, learners appear to value combinations that reinforce
progress and feedback. This has practical implications for educational platforms that
allow instructors to bundle or sequence elements. Most participants chose to combine
several GDEs in their learning experiences, with an average of four to five GDEs per
bundle. Our combination analysis revealed that the most preferred GDEs (progress
bar, achievements, concept maps, and feedback) are at the same time most often
chosen in bundles of GDEs. On average four to five GDEs were chosen for a bundle
of GDEs, which is consistent with earlier findings by Schöbel et al. (Schöbel et al,
2016). Interestingly, while the points-badges-leaderboards (PBL) triad is the most
commonly studied combination of GDEs (Khaldi et al, 2023; Dehghanzadeh et al, 2023;
Nadi-Ravandi and Batooli, 2022; Manzano-León et al, 2021; Subhash and Cudney,
2018), none of the elements from this triad emerged as the top four most preferred
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GDEs in our study. The PBL combination was chosen a total of 13 times, with the
first occurrence observed in bundles comprising seven or more elements. In contrast,
the combination of progress bar, concept map, and feedback was selected 23 times,
indicating a greater demand for such combinations.

The preceding observations collectively suggest a correlation between learning sat-
isfaction and learning motivation. This connection becomes evident as the primary
rationale of participants for favoring particular GDEs with the aim of enhancing learn-
ing motivation lies in their capacity to deliver visual progression, employ effective
learning strategies, establish clear objectives, and provide structural support. This
underscores the importance of expanding research beyond the PBL triad and explor-
ing “deeper gamification integrating different dynamics, mechanics, and aesthetics
that can act as reinforcers of intrinsic motivation of the students” (Manzano-León
et al, 2021, p. 10). Based on our findings, we recommend initiating an educational
gamification design under the consideration of the GDEs progress bar, concept map,
achievements, and feedback. Subsequently, other elements like badges, storytelling,
points, or leaderboards can be incorporated. In the design and implementation process,
careful consideration should be given to the purpose of each element in fulfilling spe-
cific learning motivation requirements, as indicated in our qualitative analysis (Table
6). We propose a novel approach to educational gamification that strongly emphasizes
a purpose-driven methodology, where GDEs are selected based on their relevance to
the learning content and their potential to enhance learning motivation. By establish-
ing this strong connection between design and purpose, it becomes possible to mitigate
potential negative effects of gamification in educational contexts such as extrinsic
motivation overshadowing learners’ intrinsic drive (Almeida et al, 2023).

Our study highlights the significance of including progress bar, concept map,
achievements, feedback, badges, and storytelling in educational gamification. We
strongly recommend promoting the interoperability of these elements within edu-
cational systems, creating opportunities for innovative gamification approaches that
simultaneously engage and effectively support learning processes.

6 Conclusion

This study examined learners’ preferences for ten game design elements (GDEs) in
educational contexts through a best-worst scaling (BWS) survey and qualitative anal-
ysis. Progress bars, achievements, immediate feedback, and concept maps emerged as
the most motivating elements—both individually and when combined. These elements
were consistently favored for their ability to visualize progress, structure learning, and
provide meaningful feedback, demonstrating a clear preference for learning-aligned
over reward-centric gamification.

Interestingly, while overall preferences were consistent across demographic groups,
younger learners (ages 15–19) showed a stronger preference for points, while affinity
for concept maps increased with age. These differences suggest opportunities for age-
sensitive or personalized gamification strategies.

Our qualitative analysis identified six motivational drivers that underpin learn-
ers’ choices, including visible progress, clarity of goals, and relevance to the learning
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content. These findings align with Self-Determination Theory and reinforce the impor-
tance of supporting intrinsic motivation through the careful integration of GDEs
into learning design. It became evident that the most motivating GDEs were those
that seamlessly extended the learning experience, making learning progress visible,
providing clear goals, facilitating connections, and offering guidance for knowledge
expansion.

Rather than isolated elements, learners appear to value combinations that rein-
force progress and feedback. This has practical implications for educational platforms
and learning management systems (LMSs) that allow instructors to bundle or
sequence GDEs. Purpose-aligned gamification strategies should emphasize elements
that directly support learning trajectories, rather than relying solely on extrinsic incen-
tives. This underscores the importance of future research in exploring novel GDE
compositions, including innovative GDEs such as concept maps, which can effectively
establish intrinsic connections with the learning content rather than solely relying on
extrinsically motivated arbitrary goals.

We consider this work a step toward a paradigm shift in educational gamifi-
cation, one that is purpose-driven, learner-centered, and grounded in motivational
theory. Future research should investigate how these preferences affect actual learning
behaviors and outcomes in real-world classroom and digital environments.
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Almeida C, Kalinowski M, Uchôa A, et al (2023) Negative effects of gamification
in education software: Systematic mapping and practitioner perceptions. Infor-
mation and Software Technology 156:107142. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.infsof.2022.107142, URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0950584922002518

Antonaci A, Klemke R, Specht M (2019) The effects of gamification in online learn-
ing environments: A systematic literature review. Informatics 6. https://doi.org/10.
3390/informatics6030032, cit 93 (20.5.22)

Azouz O, Lefdaoui Y (2018) Gamification design frameworks: a systematic mapping
study. In: 2018 6th International Conference on Multimedia Computing and Systems
(ICMCS), IEEE, pp 1–9

Bentz A, Standl B (2022) Identification of pupils’ preferences of patterners and
dramatists in secondary school computer science education. Discover Education
1(1):11

21

https://www.springer.com/gp/editorial-policies
https://www.nature.com/nature-research/editorial-policies
https://www.nature.com/srep/journal-policies/editorial-policies
https://www.biomedcentral.com/getpublished/editorial-policies
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2020.3045817
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2022.107142
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2022.107142
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0950584922002518
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0950584922002518
https://doi.org/10.3390/informatics6030032
https://doi.org/10.3390/informatics6030032


Berger M, Jung C (2021) Gamification in nutrition apps : Users’ gamification element
preferences : A best-worst-scaling approach. In: Proceedings of the 54th Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS). Honolulu, USA, p 1335–1344,
URL https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/10125/70774/0132.pdf

Borges SS, Mizoguchi R, Durelli VHS, et al (2016) A link between worlds: Towards a
conceptual framework for bridging player and learner roles in gamified collaborative
learning contexts. In: Koch F, Koster A, Primo T, et al (eds) Advances in Social
Computing and Digital Education. Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp
19–34

Botte B, Bakkes S, Veltkamp R (2020) Motivation in gamification: constructing a
correlation between gamification achievements and self-determination theory. In:
Games and Learning Alliance: 9th International Conference, GALA 2020, Laval,
France, December 9–10, 2020, Proceedings 9, Springer, pp 157–166

Bruckman A, Bandlow A, Dimond J, et al (2012) Human–computer interaction for
kids. In: Human Computer Interaction Handbook. CRC Press, p 841–861

Buckley P, Doyle E (2016) Gamification and student motivation. Interactive learning
environments 24(6):1162–1175

Conrad FG, Couper MP, Tourangeau R, et al (2010) The impact of progress indicators
on task completion. Interacting with computers 22(5):417–427
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Appendix A Appendices

A.1 Prototypes of Game Design Elements

Avatar
An avatar represents you and is
displayed to other app users. You
can customize it e.g. appearance,
clothes and accessories.

Achievements
In the app you can see an overview
with the achievements you can
reach. Every achievement can be
rewarded by e.g. a badge.

Leaderboard
The leaderboard allows you to
compare your learning progress
with your friends or other app
users.

Badges
After finishing a few tasks or
challenges like learning for 7
days straight, you can gain badges.
You can see all badges in the
achievement overview.

Storytelling
In the app you are guided through
a story, a kind of mission, in
which you can do tasks to solve a
certain problem and thus deepen
learning content in a playful way.

Feedback
After each completed task, you can
toggle feedback by clicking on the
work assistant button. The feedback
can help you to understand the
solutions and give hints.
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Virtual Currency
Through various completed tasks, you
can get virtual currency, which will
be added to your wallet. With this
currency you can buy different things,
for example clothes and accessoires
for your avatar for different layouts
for the app.

Concept Map
Each subject area is displayed in their
respective sub-areas in a concept map.
Here you can see all the topics
included in the app and their
connections to each other. Furthermore,
the progress you have made in
each area is shown there.

Progress bar
Progress bars show the relative
progression of your own learning
process. You can see an overall
progress while you are working
on a task and if you click on it, you
can see detailed information broken
down by different topics.

Points
You can earn knowledge-points by
activities in the app. You have a
total points system that expands after
each point you gain. Additionally, by
clicking on the information button next
to the point notification, you can view
detailed information how the total points
are put together.

Table A1 Table with description and visual prototypes for each of the ten selected GDEs. Each
prototype is presented on a smartphone layout.
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A.2 Choice Sets

Game Design Element
Choice Set ID

Total Appearances
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Progress Bar ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Feedback ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Achievements ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Virtual Currency ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Leaderboard ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Avatar ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Points ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Storytelling ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Conceot Map ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
Badges ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 6
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