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Abstract

Game-based learning (GBL) and gamification are becoming increas-
ingly popular among educators and researchers. This paper is the first
to explore the history of GBL studies in electrical engineering specifically,
and is intended to provide context for future experiments in the field. The
review shows that while the number of empirical studies on GBL is grow-
ing, there is still very little usable data pertaining to electrical engineering
education. The results are generally positive and indicate that GBL can
potentially improve student engagement, enjoyment, motivation, compe-
tence, teamwork, and grades.

1 Introduction

Faced with a decline in the number of engineering students over the past
decade [1, 2] and increased pressure from the industry to produce excellent en-
gineers, [3, 4, 5, 6] some engineering faculty members are seeking out new tactics
to improve student engagement and comprehension. Although the traditional
lecture-style format is still the predominant mode of instruction in higher edu-
cation, [7, 8] a recent proliferation of research into active learning has yielded
promising results. [9, 10]

The chief tenet of the active learning model is that students learn the most
when they spend a significant amount of time on activities which directly engage
them with the learning process. [11] In many ways this idea is not new. Home-
work assignments, laboratory exercises, and in-class dialogues are examples of
active learning techniques that have long been regarded as staples of modern
education. However, research into active learning as an educational paradigm
almost exclusively refers to the use of engagement activities in the classroom,
with the instructor typically taking on the role of facilitator. This is in con-
trast to the traditional transmission model, where instructors act as purveyors
and the primary authority of knowledge, and other activities like homework are
merely a supplement to lectures. [12] So far, studies done on active learning
methodology have pointed to its remarkable success as a teaching tool, and its



acceptance as a valid method of instruction is becoming prevalent within the
academic community. [9, 10, 11, 12]

With a surge of investigations showing exciting results, many educators are
eager to utilize active learning techniques in their curricula. But although there
is remarkable interest in their use among education experts, the question of
which techniques in particular are the most conducive to student success is still
largely unanswered, as evidenced by the wild variations of methodologies that
have been explored in research. Some of the methods that have been proposed
include project-based learning, problem-based learning, cooperative learning,
“think-pair-share” discussions, peer review, role-playing activities, and game-
based learning (GBL).

The scope of this paper will focus on the latter approach, and its goal is to in-
vestigate the existing literature on GBL and form conclusions about what needs
to be done to improve the body of knowledge. The purpose of this review is to
support an experiment which will implement GBL in several upper-level under-
graduate communication systems courses. The paper will first begin by defining
terminology. Second, it will describe the methodology used to obtain current
research. Third, it will summarize relevant works in the field and indicate any
central themes discovered. Finally, it will attempt to provide recommendations
about how future research should be conducted.

2 Definitions

2.1 Game-Based Learning

Game-based learning has been described by most authors as the use of games
in the learning process, most often where learning targets are embedded in a
game itself. [8, 13, 14] It is sometimes distinguished from gamification, which is a
framework that generally employs the “veneer” of a game by using specific game
elements without necessarily involving complete games per se. In this paper,
game-based learning will be used as an umbrella term to encompass GBL itself
as well as gamification, serious games, and learning activities involving game
elements in general.

2.2 Gamification

Gamification is nearly universally regarded as the use of game mechanics
and design traits in contexts that otherwise have nothing to do with games.
[15, 16, 17, 18, 19] This is the definition that will be used throughout this pa-
per, but some authors have developed other interpretations. One subtle but
notable deviation proposed by Hamari, Koivisto, and Sarsa is gamification as



the “process of enhancing services with (motivational) affordances in order to in-
voke gameful experiences and further behavioral outcomes.” [20] The perspective
offered by this definition places the emphasis on the intention of gamification to
mimic the emotional and psychological experiences provided by actual games,
rather than simply borrowing their design elements.

The concept of game elements refers to specific game mechanics that are
used in the gamification process. Examples include quests/missions (tasks
that players can complete for rewards), experience points (a quantitative
indication of how much progress a player has made), badges (visualizations of
achievements), and leaderboards (a public table of data showing how much
progress each player has made). [21] The latter three are sometimes confusingly
referred to together as “PBL”, which can also mean problem-based learning in
different contexts. [12, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26]

2.3 Games and Serious Games

Serious games are closely related to game-based learning and refer to games
whose main purpose is for learning or problem-solving rather than leisure. [9,
17, 27].

However, there is some disagreement within the literature about what is
meant by a “game” at all. Game play is defined by [14] as “the interaction
with the game through its rules, the connections between player and game,
challenges and solution and the plot & player’s emotional connection with the
plot.” [28] refers to games as “the range of ‘interactive strategies’ focusing
on the actions and interactions of students.” [17] reiterates Lloyd P. Rieber’s
claim that serious game play is “an intensive and voluntary learning interaction
consisting of both cognitive and physical elements” which is “purposeful, or
goal oriented”. [28] puts forth a different opinion, claiming that games “offer a
simple form of a reward — the pleasure of playing, without serious consequences
for failure.” Some definitions are even more ambiguous, claiming that serious
games are simply “the essence of innovation” and characterized by their ability
to challenge established rules. [17]

In this paper, “games” will loosely refer to any structured types of play which
have certain characteristics in common with each other; for example the use of
points, levels, competition, and storytelling. However, the reader is encouraged
to research this concept further and form their own conclusion about what
defines a game.

3 Methodology

The literature was obtained by querying the following databases: ACM Dig-
ital Library, ACS Publications, EBSCOHost, ERIC, Google Scholar, IEEE



Xplore, JSTOR, and ProQuest. The keywords game-based learning, game-
ful, games + education, gamification, GBL, serious games, and serious play
were used as search terms. Consultants at Western Washington University’s
Research-Writing Studio also helped with this process.

From the results generated, only papers and books written in English which
describe the use of games or game elements to achieve learning targets (either
directly or indirectly) were considered as part of the literature review. Addi-
tionally, the citations made by major works were examined in case other authors
had referenced additional useful literature not found from the database searches.

An overview of the literature investigated for this paper can be found in
table I below.

Research Cate- | Citations

gory

Non-Empirical [6, 7, 13, 22, 23, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36,
Studies 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50,

51, 52, 53, 54]

FEmpirical Studies

[8, 10, 16, 21, 24, 26, 27, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61,
62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75,
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82]

Concerning Electri-
cal Engineering

[27, 32, 35, 52, 56, 59, 63, 81, 82, 83]

Concerning  Other
STEM Topics

[6, 8, 16, 18, 21, 23, 24, 26, 28, 29, 30, 33, 34, 38, 39,
40, 41, 42, 44, 46, 47, 49, 50, 53, 54, 55, 57, 60, 61,
62, 65, 68, 69, 72, 73, T4, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 84,
85, 86, 87

Concerning  Non-

Digital Games

[6, 7, 23, 24, 26, 28, 30, 33, 36, 38, 43, 58, 81, 36]

Literature Reviews

19, 20, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96]

Other

[9, 14, 15, 17, 66, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104,
105, 106, 107]

Papers  Published
in January 2015-
April 2016

[10, 13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 36, 37, 38, 39,
44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 52, 55, 57, 59, 60, 63, 70, 71, 72,
73, 83, 84, 88, 97, 98, 99, 100, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106,
108, 109)]

TABLE I — Literature Reviewed




4 Summary of Relevant Works

While there have been a handful of literature reviews that have assessed
research on gamification (see table 1), only two have focused on STEM applica-
tions [89, 96] and just one on engineering applications [89]. So far, no literature
reviews have been conducted on the role of GBL in electrical engineering educa-
tion in particular. However, the review published in 2016 by Bodnar, Anastasio,
Enszer, and Burkey [89] does an excellent job of summarizing work that’s been
done on games in engineering education, and the reader is encouraged to read
their analysis as a primer. The purpose of this section is twofold: First, to sup-
plement the work carried out by Bodnar et al. by examining research published
since their review was conducted, and second to look more closely at studies
done within electrical engineering specifically.

4.1 Summary of Previous Literature Reviews

In 1992, Randel, Morris, Wetzel, and Whitehill conducted one of the earliest
available literature reviews on games in education. They found that 56% of 68
studies concluded that games had no significant impact on student performance,
while just 32% concluded that games had a significantly positive impact. How-
ever, Randel et al. did find that games had a positive impact in 89% of studies
involving math or physics. [93]

A later review from 2005 by O’Neil, Wainess, and Baker evaluated 15 years
of research and found that although the potential of GBL was “promising”,
very few empirical studies had been done to validate this claim. [92] The same
sentiment was echoed by Connolly et al. in 2012 [94] and to a lesser extent
by Hamari et al. in 2014, who lamented the lack of more rigorous methodolo-
gies but conceded that there was probably enough evidence to support the use
of gamification. [20] In July 2015, a literature review by Calderén and Ruiz
summarized research on serious games in the context of software project man-
agement and similarly found that the majority of research touted many benefits
of GBL but did not illustrate them empirically. [96]

In November 2015, Boyle, Hainey, and Connolly et al. presented an alternate
point of view when they published an addendum to their previous work (as in
[94]) and reported that “many more” papers demonstrating positive outcomes
empirically had since been published. They also noted that progress has been
made in identifying the most engaging features of learning games, including
the use of goals, rewards, and interactive multimedia. Nonetheless, they main-
tained that research into specific game elements and frameworks, while having
improved in quality, was still “piecemeal” and rarely comprehensive. [95]

The research review of serious games in engineering education conducted in
January 2016 by Bodnar et al. agrees, and references the authors of [91], [92],
and [94] in a discussion of the need for more empirical research. Nonetheless,



Bodnar et al. reported that 87% of studies (out of 62) demonstrated positive
results from gamification, while only 13% demonstrated neutral results and none
demonstrated negative results. [89]

4.2 Summary of Recent Studies

Although the previous literature reviews have already examined the major-
ity of existing GBL research in detail, the steady increase of publications as
described by [20], [89], and [95] suggests that an update is warranted.

The review published by Bodnar et al. can easily be considered the most
comprehensive and relevant available document to this paper, so only studies
not considered there will be described in detail here. Because their research was
completed in late 2014, it is reasonable to assume that only papers published
from 2015-2016 need be summarized. The discussion in section 5 will take into
account studies that have already been investigated by other literature reviews
even if they are not explicitly described below.

4.2.1 Education Studies

[10] (2016) used the Brazilian platform MeuTutor to study the effect of
gamification elements on students in an online environment (N==833) and found
that the inclusion of missions and trophies may contribute to more questions
being answered correctly.

[21] (2015) also used MeuTutor to conduct an observational study on the
use of gamification elements to teach mathematics, with each topic assigned to
its own “level”. The results indicate that learning outcomes were improved by
badges and experience points for some levels but not others, and overall the
data was inconclusive.

[22] (2015) developed a gamification framework based on self-determination
theory which used elements like leaderboards and badges in an online environ-
ment. The study found that while student motivation increased, competence
with the material was unchanged.

[23] (2015) used a group role-playing game to study the efficacy of project-
based learning for engineering students. The game was used in a master’s level
information systems project course and was evaluated from student responses
on an exit questionnaire. 77% of students reported an increase in the quality of
their work and 79% reported that they could see themselves reusing the course’s
framework in their professional lives. The authors of the study did not make
use of a control group because they believed that group would be at a learning
disadvantage compared to students who played the role-playing game.

[24] (2015) used gamification elements in two software engineering courses
and demonstrated that student involvement in the learning process improved.



However, the study also found that in one of the gamified courses, average grades
were significantly lower than those in the control group.

[25] (2015) studied the effect of similar gamification elements on children
with dyslexia and found that they may increase motivation.

[26] (2015) used a learning management system and experience points to
motivate engineering students learning about process management and found
significant improvements in teamwork, punctuality, and participation.

[36] (2012) used a digital/mobile gamified environment to teach computer
science to 131 students. The study showed that student attention, motivation,
and learning improved with the gamified environment, but in some cases the
findings were not statistically significant.

[29] (2015) used the programming puzzle game LightBot to teach introduc-
tory comper science to 45 students and investigated whether GBL improves
competence according to ABET criteria. The study reported mostly positive
results but found an increased percentage of students displaying “unsatisfac-
tory” teamwork performance due to a higher course dropout rate.

[38] (2016) made recommendations for implementing gamification and pre-
sented a case study of a systems and design course that had been taught using
a role play/simulation game. The study found that gamification increased stu-
dents’ motivation and engagement, but no data was included to support this
claim.

[48] (2015) studied the gamification of an online course for 22 Master of
Education students, using quests and experience points to improve engagement
and learning outcomes. A modified leaderboard was also used which displayed
rankings by score but hid students’ names. The study found that student moti-
vation was greatly increased, and that students who earned the most experience
points also earned the highest scores in other areas of the course.

[60] (2015) describes an experiment with 56 first-year students studying data
structures at Goa University. The students were randomly assigned to either
a traditional control group, a gamification group using Moodle, an adaptive
system group using Smart Sparrow’s Adaptive eLearning Platform, or a com-
bined group using both Moodle and Smart Sparrow. The Moodle gamification
platform allowed for mechanics like experience points, badges, levels, and leader-
boards, while the Smart Sparrow adaptive system platform learned from stu-
dents’ progress and actions to customize their learning experience. Data from
the study shows that students who received traditional instruction performed
marginally better than those who participated in either a gamified or adaptive
system, but students who participated in the combined gamification-adaptation
system performed significantly better than the other groups.

[109] (2015) tested gamification in an online course for PhD students in Saudi
Arabia and Sudan. The instructor used storylines, missions, points, leader-
boards, badges, tutorials, social engagement loops, and levels as the main gam-



ification elements. In the gamified class, homework was turned in on-time 90%
of the time compared to 80% turned in late for the non-gamified version. Ad-
ditionally, participants responded that they enjoyed the gamification elements
and were motivated by badges and competition elements.

[55] (2015) implemented a digital game to teach algorithm concepts and
found that users of the game were able to demonstrate learning outcomes better
than non-users.

[70] (2015) studied whether a mobile puzzle and quiz game could teach 36
university students how to use library resources. The study did not find a sig-
nificant difference in performance between the control and experimental groups.

[44] (2015) attempted to find out whether serious games could improve learn-
ing outcomes for students studying mathematical modeling at the National Re-
search Tomsk Polytechnic University. The players worked in teams of 3-4 and
completed three activity stations (playing a puzzle board game about mathe-
matical models, solving a problem through programming, and playing a board
game about random number generators and conditional statements). The study
found through observation that the games improved teamwork, creativity, inde-
pendence, and ability to synthesize technical information.

[73] (2015) describes the digital role-playing game Classcraft and investi-
gated what motivated students to play the game. The study found that students
who desired a performance advantage in class were more inclined to play the
game, but perceived social influence, condition of facilities, and content quality
did not affect their decision to play.

[45] (2015) investigated the effects of collaboration and competition on learn-
ing using MatchingHero (a modified version of the matching game Concentra-
tion). The results from the study were inconclusive.

[46] (2015) describes a serious game developed for engineering management
students. The authors received positive feedback from students but did not
conduct any formal experiments.

[13] (2015) surveyed 103 university students and faculty from Malaysia and
found that the majority had positive opinions of GBL.

[106] (2015) studied instructors’ attitudes toward serious games using data
collected from 1668 Finnish primary and secondary schoolteachers. The study
showed that the teachers’ pre-conceived notions about GBL are strong indicators
of whether GBL is used, and that female teachers perceive more value in GBL
and use it more often than male teachers. Additionally, female students were
reported to benefit more from GBL than male students.

The authors of [14], [47], [97], and [100] proposed gamification frameworks
and best-practices but did not validate their claims as part of their proposals.

[52], [59], [63], and [83] are additional recently-published papers that pertain
specifically to electrical engineering and will be described in detail in section



4.3.

4.2.2 Non-Education Studies

[39] (2016) describes an architecture for gamifying a code review process but
did not conduct a validation experiment.

[103] (2016) conducted an empirical study with 31 participants to find out
whether gamification increased users’ motivation to submit ratings in an online
recommender system and concluded that it did.

[104] (2016) studied the effect of competition in detail and connected the
results to gamification applications. 391 professional participants were organized
into teams of 5-12 members including a team leader, and data was collected
through surveys. The study found that competition within teams significantly
improved task complexity (which in turn had a strong positive relationship
with performance) and psychological safety (which had a weak relationship with
performance) while increasing conflict (no direct relationship with performance).

4.3 Summary of Studies Relevant to Electrical Engineer-
ing

[35] (2011) focuses on a set of laboratory exercises used in a signal processing
course at the University of Sarajevo. The exercises make use of familiar acoustic
signals and challenge students to replicate what they hear by manipulating
sine waves in MATLAB. Although the paper refers to this activity as a form
of gameplay, the authors use few actual game mechanics except perhaps the
element of competition from students working in teams to achieve the best
signal. While it could be argued that problem-based learning or tinkering might
be better keywords for the study, post-surveys indicate that students did enjoy
and find more value in these lab exercises than a traditional lab format.

[56] (2011) describes a mobile quiz application used in two digital electronics
classes at the University of Tennessee at Martin. Although the paper presents
the software as a game-style tool, there seem to be few game mechanics present
and the authors may be relying on the delivery method (smartphones) to make
the quizzes enjoyable. Nonetheless, the authors note that its use improved
student grades on a midterm by 5%-15%.

[82] (2011) describes a digital 3D puzzle game used to teach digital electron-
ics fundamentals to 13 undergraduate study participants. Learning outcomes
were not measured directly, but the participants reported believing that the
video game was a more effective way to learn digital electronics concepts than
traditional methods, and also that video games are good tools to teach electrical
engineering in general. They also reported enjoying the game and being much
more motivated to learn.



[27] (2012) used custom online “mini-games” to teach digital electronics
fundamentals to 25 volunteer students over the course of a week. The study
used pre and post-test surveys to collect data. The results showed that students
received the games positively and thought that they were a desirable way to learn
digital electronics. The study also found that participants needed an average of
3 play sessions in order to understand the mini-games well enough to achieve a
passing score. Additionally, the authors noted that the way data was presented
within the games impacted student performance (for example, students took
longer when data was presented in tables).

[81] (2012) is a study conducted at the Air Force Institute of Technology
with 36 graduate students who played DETABOO (an adapted version of the
Taboo card game) to learn about signal processing. The game was played with
two teams in 50-minute class periods. A post-survey from the course shows
that while most students felt that the game was a positive addition to their
course, the majority also felt that their performance had not improved from
playing the game. In general, the students felt that the game should be used as
a supplement to lectures (possibly as a final exam review). Analysis of student
grades showed that game participants scored better on the final exam than non-
participants, but there was no significant difference on grades for projects and
other exams.

[32] (2014) explains the creation a video game called Circuit Warz for PCs
and mobile devices used to teach basic electronics theory at the University of
Ulster. The game appears to be fairly sophisticated compared to other games
of its kind, especially because of its included analytical tools. However, it has
yet to be tested experimentally.

[52] (2015) describes Game of Ohms, a board game implemented in a physics
class at Wentworth Institute of Technology used to teach introductory electron-
ics theory to 150 students. The game was played by two teams which each at-
tempted to build a circuit with a (secret) specified resistance. Each team took
turns adding components to the circuit to meet their goal, and then worked
together to solve the total resistance of the final circuit. The exercise was
graded on points scored. The authors collected data to measure learning out-
comes between a control and experimental group and found that students who
played Game of Ohms made significant improvements in their understanding
of advanced circuits as well as achieving an average grade 11% higher than the
control group. Additionally, students who played the game spent about 80 min-
utes longer in the laboratory even when not required to, and were observably
more engaged with the material. The authors suggest that the competitive
atmosphere encouraged group interaction.

In [59] (2015), a form of GBL was implemented in a microcontrollers class by
challenging students to create games as their projects. The study found that the
introduction of games greatly increased interest in the course among computer
science students and improved overall project scores.
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[63] (2015) presents a 2-D platform game used to teach RADAR basics to 34
university students and found that only 6% of students failed an introductory
exam after playing the game compared with 38% who failed before playing. In
addition, the students reported that they enjoyed the game and learned a lot.
No control group was used.

[83] (2015) describes a digital game designed to teach electronic design au-
tomation to second year engineering students. No empirical data was collected,
but the authors intend to make the game available to the public to “crowd-
source” data.

5 Results & Discussion

5.1 Disagreements on Terminology

Although experts have attempted to neatly define the terms gamification,
serious games, and GBL as distinct methodologies, there appears to be sig-
nificant overlap among definitions and it is not always clear at what point a
gameified environment becomes a serious game in its own right. Furthermore
(as discussed in section 2) there seems to be confusion about what a game ac-
tually is. For example, both [35] and [56] emphasize the use of “game-play” in
their studies even when no obvious game mechanics are present. This indicates
that researchers have different assumptions about what is meant by a game, and
perhaps by extension, what kinds of activities are fun and engaging.

5.2 Conclusions About GBL
5.2.1 Effect on Behavioral and Learning Outcomes

There is no shortage of papers that proclaim many benefits of games in
education. They often praise GBL’s potential to skyrocket student engagement,
boost learning, and encourage qualities like teamwork and motivation. [8, 28, 30,
89, 90] This view is perhaps vocied the most vocally by James Paul Gee, one of
the leading experts on GBL. His ideals have been cited often by other scholars,
who echo his optimism. [17, 90, 110, 111] It is tempting to think of games
as a kind of miracle cure for student apathy, especially because contemporary
students already spend so much time gaming. [8, 16] But does introducing games
into education actually work to improve learning and engagement targets?

Based on the literature reviewed, the answer is probably “yes,” although it
depends on what the educator is trying to achieve. If nothing else, it is clear that
student opinions on GBL are very positive, and most students report enjoying
educational activities involving games. [7, 13, 16, 19, 23, 27, 34, 35, 46, 52, 56,
59, 61, 62, 81, 82, 109]
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In recent years, more quantitative evidence has emerged suggesting that GBL
can improve grades. [48, 52, 54, 56, 59, 60, 63, 65] However, some studies which
have attempted to measure grade changes have been inconclusive, [7, 28, 61, 109]
and one found that grades may be negatively impacted.[28] Because so few
studies have empirically examined the effect of GBL on grades, more research
is required to form a firm conclusion.

Currently, there appears to be a stronger argument for GBL’s potential as a
motivational tool than a way to improve grades. The majority of studies have
found that games and gamification significantly improve student engagement
and desire to learn. [6, 8, 16, 19, 24, 25, 26, 30, 36, 37, 38, 48, 61, 82] Additionally,
studies measuring improvements in competence have yielded positive results
[7, 23, 29, 36, 37, 44, 48, 52, 55, 56, 59, 63, 109] and research on GBL’s ability
to encourage teamwork are similarly optimistic. [16, 19, 23, 26, 44, 52] The data
also suggests that GBL provides educational benefits for individuals who have
cognitive disabilities because of its suitability for self-paced work. [25, 58, 64]

Nonetheless, there are still many studies which have mixed or inconclusive
results for one or more of these outcomes, which again points to the necessity
of more research. [7, 10, 22, 28, 45, 60, 61, 70, 81, 109]

5.2.2 Preparation for the Future

One concern about gamification is whether students who grow accustomed
to learning through games will be at a disadvantage when they get to the “real
world” and are tasked with doing work that has not been packaged in a fun, easy-
to-swallow form. However, educators can take a little comfort in knowing that
industry trends seem to be in their favor. Many major companies have begun to
introduce game elements within their products or internal processes, including
Adobe, Autodesk, IBM, Khan Academy, Microsoft, Nike, and others. [15, 61]
A report from 2011 estimated that by 2015, “more than 50% of organizations
that magnage innovation processes [would] gamify those processes.” [15] A
separate report claimed that “70% of the to 2,000 global organizations will use
‘gamified” applications ... by 2014.” Although it is not within the scope of this
paper to verify whether these claims became true, they indicate that GBL and
gamification are becoming more embraced in the workplace. According to a Pew
Research Center report, 53% of surveyed technology experts agreed that major
advances in the use of gamification would develop by 2020. [18] Furthermore,
games may provide a useful context for simulations of phenomena that students
will encounter as engineers in the real world and provide them with a a safe
environment in which to prepare for them. [6, 8, 14, 18, 23, 35, 58, 64]
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5.3 Recommendations for Implementing GBL
5.3.1 Conducting Experiments

Most literature on game-based learning concludes with advice from the au-
thors about how to design experiments and class activities, and so predictably
the recommendations are varied and sometimes contradictory. The suggestions
in this section are a consolidation of findings from the studies that appeared to
be most successful.

The most often repeated observation within the literature is that GBL des-
perately needs more empirical studies and qualitative data. Although empirical
research is becoming increasingly prevalent, there is still a significant need for
more experimental validation using large sample sizes. Furthermore, much of
the previous research has implemented many different game elements simul-
taneously under the umbrella of “GBL” and then attempted to analyze the
framework’s effectiveness as a whole. There are likely nuances in the effects be-
tween different game mechanics that are not yet understood, and may be very
difficult to use the existing literature to determine which specific mechanics or
affordances are the most conducive (or harmful) to learning. [13] Therefore,
future researchers might consider narrowing the scope of their study to a very
specific question (for example, whether a particular game or game element, like
leaderboards, helps improve grades.) Another alternative is to collect data for
“modular experiments” within the context of a longer period of time—for exam-
ple, focusing on a specific activity or mechanic each week and collecting data
on its effect as well as the larger effect of game-based learning on the class in
general.

As suggested by Bodnar et al., researchers should strongly consider perform-
ing their experiment in consultation with education experts. [89]

5.3.2 Instructor vs. Facilitator

Because active learning—and especially game-based learning—is such a rad-
ical paradigm shift in academia, it will be necessary for educators to re-think
their roles within the classroom. According to [12], “the real challenge in col-
lege teaching is not covering the material for the students; it’s uncovering the
material with the students.” In other words, instructors will need to spend
more time acting as curators of thoughtful, intentional, and enjoyable learning
environments and less time as intellectual authorities.

In the same vein, allowing students to work together and build a sense of
community may have a strong impact on success. [8, 12, 35] Providing plenty
of opportunities to interact with fellow students, ask questions, and teach each
other could help mitigate some of the potential negative effects of a competi-
tive environment. [6] It may also be useful to involve students in the creation
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process of game elements because it encourages critical thinking and provides
an incentive to be successful. [101]

5.3.3 Game Mechanics

The research that has been done on GBL has not yet scratched the surface
of the many possibilities of what forms serious games and gamification could
take. However, a comprehensive study by Barata et al. suggests that quests and
challenges are useful tools to foster engagement, competence, and enjoyment. In
their study, challenges motivated students to participate in online discussions,
perform previously disliked tasks, and created a sense of autonomy. Still, the
authors warn that the challenges must be designed carefully to be as meaningful
as possible, and should be evenly spaced so that students do not become bored
after completing many in a short timeframe. [61]

Another common theme throughout the literature is the need for integrated
reflection and debrief opportunities within the game environment, and that
instructors should develop a plan to help students recognize what they have
learned through playing. [7, 19, 28]

6 Limitations

Although results from the literature are optimistic, there are limitations
to the conclusions drawn by this review. The most obvious one is that some
relevant works may have been omitted because they were not contained in the
databases used or were not accessible through the resources available at Western
Washington University. It is also possible that studies have been withheld from
publication because they did not produce desirable results.

Additionally, the discrepancies between publications about the difference be-
tween gamification, GBL, project-based learning, problem-based learning, and
other active learning techniques mean that some relevant studies were likely not
found because they did not include keywords related to GBL. It is possible that
some researchers have implemented serious games without recognizing them as
such, for example perhaps thinking of a role-playing activity as a project instead
of a game.

7 Conclusion

This literature review examined the existing body of research on game-based
learning as of April 2016 with an emphasis on studies relating to electrical en-
gineering and studies published recently (2015-2016). The review gave a brief
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overview on GBL and defined vocabulary, summarized previous literature re-
views as well as relevant studies, discussed the results found, and made sugges-
tions for future GBL researchers and educators.

The review confirms the need for more empirical research—especially within
electrical engineering—and quantitative data with large sample sizes and targeted
research questions. In addition, the field of GBL research would be better served
by more consistent terminology. Although GBL has been applied to electrical
engineering topics in some instances, experiments within the field are vastly
different and rarely empirical so few conclusions can be drawn from them. The
most common GBL experiments for electrical engineering are used to teach
digital electronics and signal processing, but the methods of implementation
are dissimilar.

The research shows that the potential for game-based learning is promising,
and is very well-liked by students compared to traditional instruction methods.
There is some data to suggest that gamification and serious games can improve
grades and learning outcomes as well as intangible skills like teamwork and mo-
tivation. Although there is a significant amount of both positive and neutral
data alike, only one study observed considerable negative consequences from
using GBL. Therefore, so far it seems that there are few downsides to imple-
menting GBL as long as the instructor has the time and resources to invest in
creating a meaningful experience.

References

[1] A.S. for Engineering Education, 2014 ASEE Profiles of Engineering and
Engineering Technology Colleges. American Society for Engineering Ed-
ucation, 2014.

[2] R. M. Felder, K. D. Forrest, L. Baker-Ward, E. J. Dietz, and P. H. Mohr,
“A longitudinal study of engineering student performance and retention.
i. success and failure in the introductory course,” Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 82, no. 1, pp. 15-21, 1993.

[3] D. W. Callahan and B. Pedigo, “Educating experienced IT professionals
by addressing industry’s needs,” IEEFE Software, vol. 19, no. 5, pp. 5762,
2002.

[4] R. L. Conn, “Developing software engineers at the C-130J software fac-
tory,” IEEE Software, vol. 19, no. 5, pp. 25—29, 2002.

[5] W. W. McMillan and S. Rajaprabhakaran, “What leading practitioners
say should be emphasized in students’ software engineering projects,” in
12th Conference on Software Engineering Education and Training, 22-24
March, 1999, New Orleans, Louisiana, USA, 1999, pp. 177-185.

15



[6]

[10]

[14]

[15]

A. Baker, E. O. Navarro, and A. van der Hoek, “Problems and program-
mers: an educational software engineering card game,” in Software Engi-
neering, 2003. Proceedings. 25th International Conference on, May 2003,
pp. 614-619.

T. Vold and S. Yayilgan, “Playful participation for learning in higher ed-
ucation; the introduction of participatory role play simulation in a course
at hedmark university college,” in Information Technology Based Higher
Education and Training (ITHET), 2013 International Conference on, Oct
2013, pp. 1-4.

B.-S. Jong, C.-H. Lai, Y.-T. Hsia, T.-W. Lin, and C.-Y. Lu, “Using game-
based cooperative learning to improve learning motivation: A study of
online game use in an operating systems course,” Fducation, IEEE Trans-
actions on, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 183-190, May 2013.

O. Albayrak, “Instructor’s acceptance of games utilization in undergradu-
ate software engineering education: A pilot study in turkey,” in Games and
Software Engineering (GAS), 2015 IEEE/ACM jth International Work-
shop on, May 2015, pp. 43-49.

S. J. de Santana, H. A. Souza, V. A. Florentin, R. Paiva, I. I. Bittencourt,
and S. Isotani, “A quantitative analysis of the most relevant gamification
elements in an online learning environment,” in Proceedings of the 25th
International Conference Companion on World Wide Web, ser. WWW ’16
Companion. Republic and Canton of Geneva, Switzerland: International
World Wide Web Conferences Steering Committee, 2016, pp. 911-916.

M. Prince, “Does Active Learning Work? A Review of the Research,”
Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 93, no. July, pp. 223-231, 2004.

K. A. Smith, S. D. Sheppard, D. W. Johnson, and R. T. Johnson, “Pedago-
gies of engagement: Classroom-based practices,” Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 94, no. 1, pp. 87-101, jan 2005.

W. S. Yue and T. W. Jing, “Survey analysis: The effectiveness of game-
based learning (gbl) in tertiary education environment,” in IT Conver-
gence and Security (ICITCS), 2015 5th International Conference on, Aug
2015, pp. 1-4.

M. Ahmad, L. Ab Rahim, and N. Arshad, “Understanding game play
domain: An interpretive approach towards modelling educational games
with multi-domain framework,” in IT Convergence and Security (IC-
ITCS), 2015 5th International Conference on, Aug 2015, pp. 1-5.

K. Erenli, “The impact of gamification: A recommendation of scenarios
for education,” in Interactive Collaborative Learning (ICL), 2012 15th
International Conference on, Sept 2012, pp. 1-8.

16



[16]

[19]

R. Filev Maia and F. Reis Graeml, “Playing and learning with gamifi-
cation: An in-class concurrent and distributed programming activity,” in
Frontiers in Education Conference (FIE), 2015. 32614 2015. IEEE, Oct
2015, pp. 1-6.

D. T. Rover, “Serious play,” Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 94,
no. 2, pp. 279-280, apr 2005.

A. Uskov and B. Sekar, “Serious games, gamification and game engines
to support framework activities in engineering: Case studies, analysis,
classifications and outcomes,” in Electro/Information Technology (EIT),
2014 IEEE International Conference on, June 2014, pp. 618-623.

F. F.-H. Nah, Q. Zeng, V. R. Telaprolu, A. P. Ayyappa, and B. Eschen-
brenner, “Gamification of education: A review of literature,” in HCI in
Business, ser. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, F. F.-H. Nah, Ed., vol.
8527. Springer, jun 2014.

J. Hamari, J. Koivisto, and H. Sarsa, “Does gamification work? — a lit-
erature review of empirical studies on gamification,” in System Sciences
(HICSS), 2014 47th Hawaii International Conference on, Jan 2014, pp.
3025-3034.

R. Paiva, A. Barbosa, E. Batista, D. Pimentel, and I. I. Bittencourt,
“Badges and xp: An observational study about learning,” in Frontiers in
Education Conference (FIE), 2015. 32614 2015. IEEE, Oct 2015, pp. 1-8.

D. Lamprinou and F. Paraskeva, “Gamification design framework based
on sdt for student motivation,” in Interactive Mobile Communication
Technologies and Learning (IMCL), 2015 International Conference on,
Nov 2015, pp. 406-410.

B. Warin, O. Talbi, C. Kolski, and F. Hoogstoel, “Multi-role project
(mrp): A new project-based learning method for stem,” Education, IEEE
Transactions on, vol. PP, no. 99, pp. 1-1, 2015.

M. Laskowski, “Implementing gamification techniques into university
study path - a case study,” in 2015 IEEE Global Engineering Education
Conference (EDUCON), March 2015, pp. 582-586.

D. Gooch, A. Vasalou, and L. Benton, “Exploring the use of a gamification
platform to support students with dyslexia,” in Information, Intelligence,
Systems and Applications (IISA), 2015 6th International Conference on,
July 2015, pp. 1-6.

B. B. Lambruschini and W. G. Pizarro, “Gamification in university engi-
neering education: Captivating students, generating knowledge,” in Com-
puter Science Education (ICCSE), 2015 10th International Conference on,
July 2015, pp. 295-299.

17



[27]

28]

[29]

[30]

[32]

D. Pranantha, F. Bellotti, R. Berta, and A. De Gloria, “A format of serious
games for higher technology education topics: A case study in a digital
electronic system course,” in Advanced Learning Technologies (ICALT),
2012 IEEFE 12th International Conference on, July 2012, pp. 13-17.

M. Alexander and J. Beatty, “Effective design and use of requirements
engineering training games,” in Requirements Engineering Education and
Training, 2008. REET ’08., Sept 2008, pp. 18-21.

I. Cabezas, “On combining gamification theory and abet criteria for
teaching and learning engineering,” in Frontiers in Education Conference
(FIE), 2015. 32614 2015. IEEE, Oct 2015, pp. 1-9.

K. Boudreau and L. Hanlan, “A game-based approach to information
literacy and engineering in context,” in Frontiers in Education Conference
(FIE), 2014 IEEFE, Oct 2014, pp. 1-4.

T. Xie, N. Tillmann, and J. de Halleux, “Educational software engineering;:
Where software engineering, education, and gaming meet,” in Games and
Software Engineering (GAS), 2013 3rd International Workshop on, May
2013, pp. 36-39.

M. Callaghan, N. McShane, and A. Gomez Eguiluz, “Using game analyt-
ics to measure student engagement /retention for engineering education,”
in Remote Engineering and Virtual Instrumentation (REV), 2014 11th
International Conference on, Feb 2014, pp. 297-302.

J. Srinivasan and K. Lundqvist, “A constructivist approach to teaching
software processes,” in Software Engineering, 2007. ICSE 2007. 29th In-
ternational Conference on, May 2007, pp. 664—672.

K. Perutka and M. Heczko, “Teaching of matlab programming using com-
plex game,” in Frontiers In Education Conference - Global Engineering:
Knowledge Without Borders, Opportunities Without Passports, 2007. FIE
07. 87th Annual, Oct 2007, pp. SIH-13-S1H-18.

E. Sokic, M. Ahic-Djokic, and A. Salihbegovic, “Understanding signal the-
ory through play,” in MIPRO, 2011 Proceedings of the 34th International
Convention, May 2011, pp. 1117-1122.

C. M. Barrio, M. Organero, and J. S. Soriano, “Can gamification improve
the benefits of student response systems in learning? an experimental
study,” IEEE Transactions on Emerging Topics in Computing, vol. PP,
no. 99, pp. 1-1, 2015.

R. Sreelakshmi, M. McLain, A. Rajeshwaran, B. Rao, R. Jayakrishnan,
and K. Bijlani, “Gamification to enhance learning using gagne’s learning
model,” in 2015 6th International Conference on Computing, Communi-
cation and Networking Technologies (ICCCNT), July 2015, pp. 1-6.

18



[38]

[39]

[43]

[45]

[46]

[47]

O. Noran, “On gamification in action learning,” in Proceedings of the Aus-
tralasian Computer Science Week Multiconference, Canberra, Australia,
February 2-5, 2016, 2016, p. 15.

S. K. Sripada, Y. R. Reddy, and S. Khandelwal, “Architecting an ex-
tensible framework for gamifying software engineering concepts,” in Pro-
ceedings of the 9th India Software Engineering Conference, ser. ISEC '16.
New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2016, pp. 119-130.

T. J. Brumm, A. Ellertson, D. Fisher, and S. K. Mickelson, “Practic-
ing omega: Addressing learning outcomes in an on-line case simulation,”
in Agricultural and Biosystems FEngineering Conference Proceedings and
Presentations. American Society for Engineering Education, jun 2004.

Y. Chang, E.-S. Aziz, S. K. Esche, and C. Chassapis, “A game-based lab-
oratory for gear design,” in 2011 Annual Conference €& Exposition. Van-
couver, BC: ASEE Conferences, June 2011, https://peer.asee.org/17325.

Y. C. Chang, H. Y. Peng, and H. C. Chao, “Examining the effects of
learning motivation and of course design in an instructional simulation
game,” Interactive Learning Environments, vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 319-339,
2010.

J. del Carmen Chin Vera, A. Lopez-Malo, and E. Palou, “An initial anal-
ysis of student engagement while learning food analysis by means of a
video game,” in 2012 ASEE Annual Conference. San Antonio, Texas:
ASEE Conferences, June 2012, https://peer.asee.org/20927.

O. M. Zamyatina, P. 1. Mozgaleva, Y. O. Goncharuk, and O. V.
Marukhina, “Game technogies in teaching mathematical modeling,” in
2015 IEEE Global Engineering Education Conference (EDUCON), March
2015, pp. 847-851.

V. S. Herbst, “A study on collaborative and competitive strategies of
learners used in an educational game,” in 2015 IEEE 15th International
Conference on Advanced Learning Technologies, July 2015, pp. 200-204.

T. Mettler and R. Pinto, “Serious games as a means for scientific knowl-
edge transfer: A case from engineering management education,” IEEFE
Transactions on Engineering Management, vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 256-265,
May 2015.

A. M. Toda, R. S. do Carmo, V. Campos, A. L. da Silva, and J. D.
Brancher, “Evaluation of sigma, an empiric study with math teachers,” in
Frontiers in Education Conference (FIE), 2015. 32614 2015. IEEE, Oct
2015, pp. 1-6.

K. Becker, H. Bair, L. Cheng, D. Gunson, M. Hayden-Isaak, and C. Miller,
“Gamifying an m.ed. course: A post-mortem,” in Games Entertainment
Media Conference (GEM), 2015 IEEE, Oct 2015, pp. 1-8.

19



[49]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[58]

[59]

I. Hatzilygeroudis, F. Grivokostopoulou, and I. Perikos, “Teaching aspects
of constraint satisfaction algorithms via a game,” in Proceedings of the
Twenty-Sizth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, ser. AAAT'12.
AAAT Press, 2012, pp. 2371-2372.

J. B. Hauge and J. C. Riedel, “Evaluation of simulation games for teach-
ing engineering and manufacturing,” Procedia Computer Science, vol. 15,
pp. 210 — 220, 2012, 4th International Conference on Games and Virtual
Worlds for Serious Applications(VS-GAMES12).

N. Martin-Dorta, I. Sanchez-Berriel, M. Bravo, J. Hernandez, J. L. Saorin,
and M. Contero, “A 3d educational mobile game to enhance student’s
spatial skills,” in 2010 10th IEEE International Conference on Advanced
Learning Technologies, July 2010, pp. 6-10.

J. G. O’Brien, G. Sirokman, F. J. Rueckert, and D. Cascio, “Resistance
is futile: A new collaborative laboratory game-based lab to teach, ba-
sic circuit concepts,” in 2015 ASEE Annual Conference and Exposition.
Seattle, Washington: ASEE Conferences, June 2015.

H. Ptter, M. Schots, L. Duboc, and V. Werneck, “Inspectorx: A game for
software inspection training and learning,” in 2014 IEEE 27th Conference
on Software Engineering Education and Training (CSEE T), April 2014,
pp. 55—64.

C. Remeikas, S. Chowdhury, Y. Xu, C. Ling, Z. Siddique, P. Saengsuri, ,
and X. Geng, “Gaming and interactive visualization for education year
1 progress,” in 2010 Annual Conference & FExposition. Louisville, Ken-
tucky: ASEE Conferences, June 2010, https://peer.asee.org/16634.

A. Yohannis and Y. Prabowo, “Sort attack: Visualization and gamification
of sorting algorithm learning,” in Games and Virtual Worlds for Serious
Applications (VS-Games), 2015 Tth International Conference on, Sept
2015, pp. 1-8.

J. Potts, N. Moore, and S. Sukittanon, “Developing mobile learning ap-
plications for electrical engineering courses,” in Southeastcon, 2011 Pro-
ceedings of IEEE, March 2011, pp. 293-296.

W. Frcz, “An empirical study inspecting the benefits of gamification ap-
plied to university classes,” in Computer Science and Electronic Engineer-
ing Conference (CEEC), 2015 7th, Sept 2015, pp. 135-139.

J. Hornibrook, “Further development of the construction management
game ldquo;committed rdquo;,” in Multi Media Engineering Education,
1996., IEEE International Conference on, Jul 1996, pp. 71-76.

S. Ristov, N. Ackovska, and V. Kirandziska, “Positive experience of the
project gamification in the microprocessors and microcontrollers course,”

20



[60]

[61]

[63]

[65]

[66]

[68]

[69]

in 2015 IEEE Global Engineering Education Conference (EDUCON),
March 2015, pp. 511-517.

V. Naik and V. Kamat, “Adaptive and gamified learning environment
(agle),” in 2015 IEEE Seventh International Conference on Technology
for Education (T4E), Dec 2015, pp. 7-14.

G. Barata, S. Gama, J. Jorge, and D. Goncalves, “Engaging engineering
students with gamification,” in Games and Virtual Worlds for Serious
Applications (VS-GAMES), 2018 5th International Conference on, Sept
2013, pp. 1-8.

U. Jayasinghe and A. Dharmaratne, “Game based learning vs. gamifica-
tion from the higher education students’ perspective,” in Teaching, As-
sessment and Learning for Engineering (TALE), 2013 IEEFE International
Conference on, Aug 2013, pp. 683-688.

L. Vercauteren, 1. Cuinas, and J. Verhaevert, “Learning through play: an
educational computer game to introduce radar fundamentals [education
column],” Antennas and Propagation Magazine, IEEE, vol. 57, no. 2, pp.
6674, April 2015.

D. Brown, J. Ley, L. Evett, and P. Standen, “Can participating in games
based learning improve mathematic skills in students with intellectual
disabilities?” in Serious Games and Applications for Health (SeGAH),
2011 IEEFE 1st International Conference on, Nov 2011, pp. 1-9.

P. Mohammed and P. Mohan, “Combining digital games with culture: A
novel approach towards boosting student interest and skill development in
computer science programming,” in Mobile, Hybrid, and On-Line Learn-
ing, 2010. ELML ’10. Second International Conference on, Feb 2010, pp.
60-65.

L. Musaitif, B. Cox, D. Porterfield, M. McGirr, C. Phipps, and R. Saun-
ders, “Factors affecting students’ decision to choose a traditional or role-
play simulation based course format,” in Computer Games (CGAMES),
2012 17th International Conference on, July 2012, pp. 46-50.

M. Begum and R. Newman, “Evaluation of students’ experiences of de-
veloping transferable skills and business skills using a business simulation
game,” in 2009 39th IEEE Frontiers in Education Conference, Oct 2009,

pp. 1-6.
B. D. Coller and M. J. Scott, “Effectiveness of using a video game to teach

a course in mechanical engineering,” Comput. Educ., vol. 53, no. 3, pp.
900-912, Nov. 2009.

M. Ebner and A. Holzinger, “Successful implementation of user-centered
game based learning in higher education: An example from civil engineer-
ing,” Comput. Educ., vol. 49, no. 3, pp. 873-890, Nov. 2007.

21



[70]

[71]

[72]

[76]

K. Kaneko, Y. Saito, Y. Nohara, E. Kudo, and M. Yamada, “A game-
based learning environment using the arcs model at a university library,”
in Advanced Applied Informatics (IIAI-AAI), 2015 ITAI 4th International
Congress on, July 2015, pp. 403-408.

R. Ratan, R. Rikard, C. Wanek, M. McKinley, L. Johnson, and Y. J.
Sah, “Introducing avatarification: An experimental examination of how
avatars influence student motivation,” in 2016 49th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), Jan 2016, pp. 51-59.

T. Auvinen, L. Hakulinen, and L. Malmi, “Increasing students’ aware-
ness of their behavior in online learning environments with visualizations
and achievement badges,” IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies,
vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 261-273, July 2015.

D. A. Haris and E. Sugito, “Analysis of factors affecting user accep-
tance of the implementation of classcraft e-learning: Case studies faculty
of information technology of tarumanagara university,” in 2015 Interna-
tional Conference on Advanced Computer Science and Information Sys-
tems (ICACSIS), Oct 2015, pp. 73-78.

M. Ebner and A. Holzinger, “Successful implementation of user-centered
game based learning in higher education: An example from civil engineer-
ing,” Comput. FEduc., vol. 49, no. 3, pp. 873-890, Nov. 2007.

A. I. G.-T. Ferreres, J. M. de Fuentes, J. L. Hernandez-Ardieta, and
B. Ramos, “Leveraging quiz-based multiple-prize web tournaments for re-
inforcing routine mathematical skills.” Educational Technology & Society,
vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 28-43, 2013.

T. Hainey, T. M. Connolly, M. Stansfield, and E. A. Boyle, “Evaluation of
a game to teach requirements collection and analysis in software engineer-
ing at tertiary education level,” Computers & Education, vol. 56, no. 1,
pp- 21 — 35, 2011, serious Games.

L. Hakulinen, T. Auvinen, and A. Korhonen, “Empirical study on the
effect of achievement badges in trakla2 online learning environment,” in
Proceedings of the 2013 Learning and Teaching in Computing and En-
gineering, ser. LATICE ’13.  Washington, DC, USA: IEEE Computer
Society, 2013, pp. 47-54.

R. Joiner, J. Iacovides, M. Owen, C. Gavin, S. Clibbery, J. Darling, and
B. Drew, “Digital games, gender and learning in engineering: do females
benefit as much as males?” Journal of Science Education and Technology,
vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 178-185, April 2011.

P. Spalevic, K. Kuk, D. Jokanovic, and D. Jokanovic, “Using a game-based
learning model as a new teaching strategy for computer engineering,”
Turkish Journal of Electrical Engineering and Computer Science, vol. 20,
pp- 1312 — 1331, 2015.

22



[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

H. Nishizawa, K. Shimada, W. Ohno, and T. Yoshioka, “Increasing reality
and educational merits of a virtual game,” Procedia Computer Science,
vol. 25, pp. 32 — 40, 2013, 2013 International Conference on Virtual and
Augmented Reality in Education.

A.S. King and R. K. Martin, “The benefits of game use in a signal process-
ing graduate class,” in 2012 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics,
Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), March 2012, pp. 2753-2756.

V. Srinivasan, K. Butler-Purry, and S. Pe, Developing Educational Games
for Engineering FEducation: A Case Study. IGI Global, 2011.

E. Marasco, L. Behjat, and W. Rosehart, “Enhancing eda education
through gamification,” in Microelectronics Systems Education (MSE),
2015 IEEFE International Conference on, May 2015, pp. 25-27.

A. Zhamanov and Z. Sakhiyeva, “Implementing flipped classroom and
gamification teaching methods into computer networks subject, by using
cisco networking academy,” in 2015 Twelve International Conference on
FElectronics Computer and Computation (ICECCO), Sept 2015, pp. 1-4.

J. Pfotenhauer, D. Gagnon, M. Litzkow, and C. Blakesley, “Designing and
using an on-line game to teach engineering,” in Frontiers in Education
Conference, 2009. FIE ’09. 39th IEEFE, Oct 2009, pp. 1-5.

W.-C. Chang and Y.-L. Chen, “Cultivating operating system process con-
cept with card game,” in Parallel Processing Workshops, 2007. ICPPW
2007. International Conference on, Sept 2007, pp. 23—-23.

S. Kim and F. I. Ko, “Toward gamified classroom: Classification of engi-
neering students based on the bartle’s player types model,” International
Journal of Digital Content Technology and its Applications, vol. 7, no. 2,
pp. 25-31, jan 2013.

A. Mora, D. Riera, C. Gonzalez, and J. Arnedo-Moreno, “A literature
review of gamification design frameworks,” in Games and Virtual Worlds
for Serious Applications (VS-Games), 2015 Tth International Conference
on, Sept 2015, pp. 1-8.

C. A. Bodnar, D. Anastasio, J. A. Enszer, and D. D. Burkey, “Engineers
at play: Games as teaching tools for undergraduate engineering students,”
Journal of Engineering Education, 2016.

H.-C. Hsiao, “A brief review of digital games and learning,” in Digital
Game and Intelligent Toy Enhanced Learning, 2007. DIGITEL ’07. The
First IEEE International Workshop on, March 2007, pp. 124-129.

J. V. Dempsey, K. Rasmussen, and B. Lucassen, “Instructional gaming:
Implications for instructional technology,” in Annual Meeting of the Asso-
ciation for Educational Communications and Technology, Nashville, TN,
1994.

23



[92]

[100]

[101]

[102]

H. F. O’Neil, R. Wainess, and E. L. Baker, “Classification of learning
outcomes: evidence from the computer games literature,” The Curriculum
Journal, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 455-474, 2005.

J. M. Randel, B. A. Morris, C. D. Wetzel, and B. V. Whitehill, “The effec-
tiveness of games for educational purposes: A review of recent research,”
Simul. Gaming, vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 261-276, Sep. 1992.

T. Connolly, E. Boyle, J. Boyle, E. Macarthur, and T. Hainey, “A system-
atic literature review of empirical evidence on computer games and serious
games,” Computers & Education, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 661-686, 2012.

E. A. Boyle, T. Hainey, T. M. Connolly, G. Gray, J. Earp, M. Ott, T. Lim,
M. Ninaus, C. Ribeiro, and J. Pereira, “An update to the systematic
literature review of empirical evidence of the impacts and outcomes of
computer games and serious games,” Computers & FEducation, vol. 94,

pp. 178 — 192, 2016.

A. 6Caldern and M. Ruiz, “A systematic literature review on serious games
evaluation: An application to software project management,” Computers
& Education, vol. 87, pp. 396 — 422, 2015.

F. L. Khaleel, N. S. Ashaari, T. S. M. T. Wook, and A. Ismail, “User-
enjoyable learning environment based on gamification elements,” in Com-
puter, Communications, and Control Technology (I4CT), 2015 Interna-
tional Conference on, April 2015, pp. 221-226.

H. Vermeulen, J. Gain, P. Marais, and S. ODonovan, “Reimagining gami-
fication through the lens of activity theory,” in 2016 49th Hawaii Interna-
tional Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), Jan 2016, pp. 1328-1337.

R. Colpani and M. R. P. Homem, “An innovative augmented reality ed-
ucational framework with gamification to assist the learning process of
children with intellectual disabilities,” in Information, Intelligence, Sys-
tems and Applications (IISA), 2015 6th International Conference on, July
2015, pp. 1-6.

P. Lameras and N. Moumoutzis, “Towards the gamification of inquiry-
based flipped teaching of mathematics a conceptual analysis and frame-
work,” in Interactive Mobile Communication Technologies and Learning
(IMCL), 2015 International Conference on, Nov 2015, pp. 343-347.

S. Ramani, V. Sirigiri, N. Panigrahi, and S. Sabharwal, “Games as skins
for online tests,” in Digital Games and Intelligent Toys Based Education,
2008 Second IEEFE International Conference on, Nov 2008, pp. 90-92.

E. Hanson-Smith, “Games, gaming, and gamification: Some aspects of
motivation,” TESOL Journal, vol. 1, no. 7, pp. 227-232, mar 2016.

24



[103]

[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

S. Feil, M. E. Kretzer, K. Werder, and A. Maedche, “Using gamification
to tackle the cold-start problem in recommender systems,” in Proceedings
of the 19th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work
and Social Computing, CSCW 2015, San Francisco, CA, USA, February
27 - March 2, 2016, Companion Volume, 2016, pp. 253—256.

R. Brouwer, “When competition is the loser: The indirect effect of intra-
team competition on team performance through task complexity, team
conflict and psychological safety,” in 2016 49th Hawaii International Con-
ference on System Sciences (HICSS), Jan 2016, pp. 1348-1357.

R. Schulz, G. M. Isabwe, and F. Reichert, “Ethical issues of gamified
ict tools for higher education,” in 2015 IEEE Conference on e-Learning,
e-Management and e-Services (IC3¢), Aug 2015, pp. 27-31.

J. Hamari and T. Nousiainen, “Why do teachers use game-based learning
technologies? the role of individual and institutional ict readiness,” in
System Sciences (HICSS), 2015 48th Hawaii International Conference on,
Jan 2015, pp. 682—691.

A. All, E. P. N. Castellar, and J. V. Looy, “Assessing the effectiveness
of digital game-based learning: Best practices,” Computers & Education,
vol. 9293, pp. 90 — 103, 2016.

R. Smith and D. Popa, “Why play matters at work: Gamification is more
than just a passing fad.” IEEE Consumer Electronics Magazine, vol. 4,
no. 3, pp. 73-79, July 2015.

L. Butgereit, “Gamifying a phd taught module: A journey to phobos and
deimos,” in IST-Africa Conference, 2015, May 2015, pp. 1-9.

M. Farber, Gamify Your Classroom: A Field Guide to Game-Based Learn-
ing. Peter Lang Publishing, 2015.

K. M. Kapp, The Gamification of Learning and Instruction. Pfeiffer,
2012.

25



