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Introduction

- Who we are
- LUDIBRILANG project (2021-2025)



Introduction

- Partnership with Ikigai games, a consortium of game developers
and French universities purported to develop digital serious games

- Ikigai’s sponsors:

https://ikigai.games/games/gamesList


Establishing students’
gamer profiles



Why establish gamer profiles?

- To understand user engagement and design personalised gaming
experiences

- Self-determination theory: individuals endeavour to fulfil three basic
needs, autonomy, competence and relatedness, and improve their
well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2020)

- What are some empirical gamer typologies around?



Gamer typology #1: Bartle’s (2003)

- 4 player types, Killer, Explorer, Socialiser, Achiever

- https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/bartle-s-player-types-for-
gamification?srsltid=AfmBOoq1xFkz6fwZE0RN3F3X5Kv-Qmi5MJpT3gLu7qnZN-lHzXJITGYI

https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/bartle-s-player-types-for-gamification?srsltid=AfmBOoq1xFkz6fwZE0RN3F3X5Kv-Qmi5MJpT3gLu7qnZN-lHzXJITGYI
https://www.interaction-design.org/literature/article/bartle-s-player-types-for-gamification?srsltid=AfmBOoq1xFkz6fwZE0RN3F3X5Kv-Qmi5MJpT3gLu7qnZN-lHzXJITGYI


Gamer typology #2: Hexad

- Expands on Bartle’s work
- Gamification User Types Hexad Scale (Hexad-24) (Tondello et al., 2016):

6 user types, namely Philanthropist, Socialiser, Free Spirit, Achiever,
Disruptor, Player

- Valid psychometric properties (Fong et al., 2024)
- Marczewski’s types:



Gamer typology #3: BrainHex

- BrainHex (Nacke et al. 2016): 7 player types, Seeker, Survivor,
Daredevil, Mastermind, Socialiser, Achiever

- Interesting as a questionnaire to define an individual’s gamer’s
profile is available, but unfit for using in a large-group context

- http://survey.ihobo.com/BrainHex/index.php

http://survey.ihobo.com/BrainHex/index.php


Gamer typology #4: Yee & Ducheneault

- 9 player types, Acrobat, Gardener, Slayer, Skirmisher, Gladiator,
Ninja, Bounty Hunter, Architect, Bard and 6 motivation groups,
Action, Social, Mastery, Achievement, Creativity and Immersion.

- Available online: cf QR code
- Sample of a gamer motivation profile
- https://apps.quanticfoundry.com/surveys/start/gamerprofile/

https://apps.quanticfoundry.com/surveys/start/gamerprofile/


Comparing Gamer typologies



Guide to establishing students’ gaming
profiles
1. Choose a typology (ours: Mastermind, Seeker, Conqueror,

Daredevil, Achiever)
2. Create a gamer profile questionnaire. Ours, inspired from BrainHex,

contained 20 items on videogame experiences that respondents
were asked to rate by choosing from a scale between “I love it!”, “I
like it”, “It’s OK”, “I dislike it” and “I hate it!”

3. Map each item to one or two of the profiles
4. Set your marking scheme
5. Export your results to .xls and compute them



Sample gamer profile questionnaire

- FYI only (you will not get your gamer profile)

- Our typology: Mastermind, Seeker, Conqueror, Daredevil, Achiever
- A similar questionnaire that included psychometric data was sent to about 2,000 1st and 2nd

year Bachelor’s in Law students at U. Bordeaux and Lyon using Sphinx (software)



Item/profile matrix

- Each item is mapped to one or two of the five profiles (Mastermind,
Seeker, Conqueror, Daredevil, Achiever) according to the core
experience it describes

- Sample of our item/profile matrix:



Scoring system

- Assign a numerical value to each response
➔ “I love it!”: 4 points
➔ “I like it”: 3 points
➔ “It’s OK”: 2 points
➔ “I dislike it”: 1 point
➔ “I hate it”: 0 point

- If an item maps two profiles, split the points (e.g., 2 points each for “I love it!”)
or assign the full value to both (if you want those hybrid items to weigh more)

- Calculate profile scores by summing the points for each profile based on item
mapping

- Determine dominant and secondary profiles = with the highest score and with
the second highest score



Validate your typology idea through playtest

- Observation and recording: use “think aloud” protocols or simple
observation notes on how players interact with each segment; audio
or video recordings can enhance analysis

- Quick post-test feedback: gather post-test player feedback based
on self-assessment

- Analyse alignment of actions and feedback against typology
predictions



Group discussion

- What is more appropriate in your context?
➔ Ready-made gaming typologies?
➔ Custom-made gaming profile typologies?
➔ Relying on AI to determine students’ gaming profiles, based

on field of study?
- Which would you choose? And how would you proceed?



What AI says the types of games that best
match certain disciplines

1. Exploration Games (Discovery and Investigation)
○ Discipline: Science, Geography, Environmental Studies
○ Example: A virtual exploration game where students navigate a simulated ecosystem to identify species, understand ecological relationships, and investigate

environmental changes
2. Quest-Based Games (Mission-Driven Problem Solving)

○ Discipline: History, Literature, Law
○ Example: A game where students must solve a historical mystery by gathering clues, interviewing characters, and completing tasks—similar to "The Lost History of

the World," where learners piece together historical events.
3. Simulation Games (Real-World System Modeling)

○ Discipline: Business, Medicine, Engineering
○ Example: "SimCity" for urban planning or "Medical Simulation" for practicing diagnoses.

4. Puzzle Games (Logical Reasoning and Critical Thinking)
○ Discipline: Mathematics, Physics, Computer Science
○ Example: "The Witness," which involves solving puzzles to progress, helps develop logical reasoning and problem-solving skills in math or physics contexts.

5. Collaborative or Social Games (Teamwork and Communication Skills)
○ Discipline: Language Learning, Social Sciences, Business
○ Example: Multiplayer role-playing scenarios where students work together to negotiate treaties or conduct diplomatic negotiations, fostering communication and

teamwork.
6. Role-Playing Games (Empathy and Perspective-Taking)

○ Discipline: Ethics, Social Studies, Law
○ Example: A game where students assume the roles of different stakeholders in a community dispute, encouraging understanding of diverse perspectives.



Set learning goals



Learning goals

- Context: large cohort of about 1,500 1st year students in Law, in two series
- 12 weeks, amphitheatre, no tutorials, limited number of faculties and

classroom space
- Active competencies in English (written and oral expression and interaction)

left apart at the start of the project
- Project objectives:

➔ Make the lecture less top-down and more fun
➔ Use active pedagogy, boost engagement, take into account

diverse student populations



Learning goals

- 5 chapters, English as a Lingua Franca context
1. Legal studies and legal professions in common law and English-

speaking countries
2. English law in medieval times
3. The UK constitution
4. The US constitution
5. Crime

- Listing learning outcomes using Bloom’s taxonomy:
https://fctl.ucf.edu/teaching-resources/course-design/blooms-taxonomy/



Key messages

- 5 chapters, English as a Lingua Franca context
- A complete re-writing of the lecture using the key verbs in Bloom’s

terminology and selecting the main points in the course. 2 months



Fostering meaningful learning experiences
that go beyond traditional lessons

- Creating an engaging, immersive universe

- Craft entire worlds populated with characters, narratives, and
interactive quests that serve pedagogical goals



Game 1: Magna Carta

- Medieval court scene with characters such as King John, barons,
and people of various trades that students meet and/or interact
while navigating the process of drafting and signing the document

- Immerse students in the political and social tensions of the time to
make the learning experience more tangible



Game 2: Supreme Court

- Students assume the role of a female judge (Justice Singh)
- She interacts with various characters working in the court (her

fellow justices, her clerk…) but also journalists, environmental
activists, and our character’s own daughter

- Through her quests, she examines evidence, debates legal
principles, and makes a decision that determines the majority ruling



Gamigying a legal English course

- Building a compelling narrative environment tailored to the
learning goals (it is not about replicating the structure of a regular
lesson plan)

- It demands:

- Creativity
- Storytelling skills
- Relevant game mechanics



Choosing the type of game
and the

game mechanics



Main types of serious games



Types of game mechanics



Magna Carta

Students have the role of a medieval character, a Baron, who makes
choices that influence the course of history

- Role-playing: allows students to embody characters and experience
their perspectives

- Decision-making: engages them in applying legal principles actively

- Narrative progression: helps structure the learning journey, making
complex processes like signing the Magna Carta or issuing a court ruling
more tangible)



Supreme Court

Students embody Justice Singh, a judge at the South Montana
Supreme Court who needs to make a decisive ruling on an
environmental case taking into account the facts of the case but also
the law and what the state constitution says on that specific issue.
- Puzzles: Students analyse evidence and interpret legal information,

solving a "puzzle" of understanding the case
- Exploration: Players explore the evidence (in the court’s library,

the judge’s office etc) and legal documents to inform their decision



Game 2: Supreme Court

- Decision trees: The outcome depends on the player"s
interpretation of the documents or situations

- Narrative progression: The students’ decision influences the
story"s direction, culminating in a final ruling that closes or advances
the case



Example: A History course on the French
Revolution Gamified
Scenario: The Storming of the Bastille
You are a revolutionary leader in Paris, and today is a pivotal moment. Tensions are rising, and the
crowd demands action. Your choices will influence the course of the revolution.
Learning goals: understanding
Situation:
The citizens are gathering outside the Bastille, demanding weapons and freedom. The guards are
anxious, and the crowd is growing restless.
Options:
1. Negotiate peacefully with the guards to let the crowd in without violence.
2. Encourage the crowd to storm the Bastille immediately, risking casualties but aiming to

seize weapons quickly.
3. Call for calm and organize a delegation to speak with the authorities, trying to find a

diplomatic solution.



Example: A History course on the French
Revolution Gamified
Outcome:
● If you choose to negotiate peacefully, the crowd feels heard, but the guards remain suspicious, which

could lead to future unrest.
● Storming the Bastille may inspire a swift victory but could cause casualties, fueling anger.
● Organizing a delegation might delay action but could lead to a more stable transition.

Role-playing
This is ideal because students assume the roles of historical figures or different societal groups during the
Revolution, making decisions and experiencing consequences.
Relevant Game Mechanics:
● Decision trees: Students' choices influence the course of the revolution, illustrating cause-and-effect.
● Narrative progression: The course unfolds through key historical events, shaped by student decisions.
● Exploration: Students explore different perspectives, documents, and options during their decision-

making process.



Playing our games
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Collaborating with the
various stakeholders



Balancing design% learning outcomes and
costs
- Some graphics were added along the way to fit with learning

outcomes



Balancing design% learning outcomes and
costs
- Some functionalities were added along the way to fit with learning

outcomes, e.g. translation option in Magna Carta



Balancing design% learning outcomes and
costs
- Some graphics were omitted, in order to keep costs low



Balancing design% learning outcomes and
costs
- Sticking to the scenario while keeping costs low



Balancing design% learning outcomes and
costs
- Sometimes, teachers had little grasp over graphic options



Balancing costs

Funding came in several phases



Balancing costs

- Development in the framework of a consortium, with membership
fees that included game development time

- Consortium had several membership plans
- Game design decisions impacted on development costs and project

duration, so on costs too



Q&A on technical%
pedagogical and

institutional scalability
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“Like a lighthouse guiding sailors to shore, the ENLIGHT alliance
will guide students to become lifelong learners and agents-of-

change ready to tackle the challenges of tomorrow”
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