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Abstract

The importance of gamificationiis.increasing gradually, butthow. teachers apply it in different disciplines
remain relatively. underexplored:. This: mixed/-method study implemented explanatory. design and
investigated teachers' gamification attitudes: (GA), gamification:user types (GUT), and preferred game
components across dfferent disciplines.. Quantitative-data were- collected! from, 362 elementary. and
secondary school teachers usingthree instruments: (GA, (GUT, -and | Preferred c Game: Components.
Additionally, semii-structured interviews: with 20 purposively selected! teachers provided a qualitative
insight. Results indicate that teachers hold generally positive attitudes toward gamification; especially
regarding acquisition: and usability,. Differences were found in the use of gamification elements, with
STEM teachers favoring levels .and'leaderboards, language teachers using badges and teams; and:arts
and humanities teachers emphasizing customization. Qualitative data further illustrates: how
disciplinary background/shaped gamification practices: arts and humanities teachers favored narrative

and feedback, while STEM educators preferred rule-b.as e dnene |l Teimern tosn Telacher so

growing curricularremphasis: on: design-based learning, highlighting the: importance of contextualized
problem solving in shaping gamified! experiences across disciplines. (Qur results :suggest differentiated
professional development and discipline-aligned strategies to support sustainable use:of gamification.
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In recent years, educational environments have undergone asignificant transformation,
increasingly shaped by the integration of technology and learner-centered methodologies.
Among the emerging strategies, gamification has attracted considerable attention for its
potentiall to, enhance student engagement, motivation, and participation: Especially in
cil-asisirnocomsiiiwhlerrvecttnr adliot-iao natl ipnisite rouent-ioona | met hc
gamification, offers: an alternative: pathway: to, reimagine: learning: throughhinteractivity: and
challenge. Yet, its effectivenesslargely depends on how teachers perceive, design, and
implement gamified practices within their pedagogical contexts. Gamificationis defined as the
application ofi design elements common to gamesin settings where . gaming isinotithe;primary
goal (Deterding et al., 2011), :and its «educational walue 'has!been:supported! byrresearch
highlighting:its-role in boosting motivation and @active learning (Hamari, Koivisto, & Sarsa,
2014; Seaborn & Fels, :2015). [Factors =such:as | digitallliteracy, iinstructional -styles, -and
insttuinthu tubporn-al siuvprploret cdisddtogsnaiitfoilectavmt! baynihdamof IKkuwence  ed
2012), while different user profiles:d such as Explorers, Achievers, and-Socializer8 reflect the
varied ways teachers.engage with-gamified content (Bartle, 1996; Marzewski, 2015; Landers,
202 4) oo comaxitiominzpec: \gaasmiafdificpadt doond sectdd mplaetiinMan s k e
personalized gamification models that adjust difficultylevels: based on student progress.
Nicholson (2015) underlined/thatithe importance:of matil vators, such asimeaningful challenges
and autonomy, alongside extrinsic rewards. Sailer et al. (2017) discussed incorporating
cooperative game €lementsito .enhance;peer dearning and teamwork./Johnson:et:al. (2016)
stated the value of utilizing advanced digital tools such as simulations and real-time feedback
mechanisms to create immersive learning experiences.

Gamification: often: boosts engagement, but its long-term sustainability. has: been
guestioned due to concerns :about extrinsic motivation, reward dependency, and superficial
participation: (Hanus- &: Fox;. 2015;: Decii & Ryan, 2017). Teachers (frequently encounter
challenges in designing meaningful game-based activities that go beyond points and badges.

Without! sufficient! support, . gamificationmay: fail : to calign:rwith: /deeper-ilearning: goals.

Thieinre foorien, iconhvie setcipgoat dinlgioct eachee risi 6 cspisecruciabfport i on s
developing sustainable gamified environments that foster intrinsic:motivation, autonomy;.and

reflective learning (Nicholson; 2015; Kim: et al.,. 201.8).

Gamification has been widely recognized for its motivational benefits: in) educational
settings, but the ways in which teachers adapt .and personalize ;gamified -strategies across
disciplines remain underexplored! Gamification: improves: student! engagement and
motivation (Hamari etial., 2014). The effectiveness of gamification in classrooms depends:on
how teachers perceive -and implement it as suggested by:Seaborn & Fels (2015)..Certain factors
such as jprevious experience with digital tools, teaching practices .andorganizational support
are known to affect teachers' perceptions (Kapp, 2012). In addition, pedagogical approaches
vary among disciplines, and these differences:may influence how.gamification is perceived and
implemented (Reinhardt & Sykes, 2012; Chou, 2019). Understanding gamification: as a
discipline-sensitive practice is essential to «designing effective interventions and teacher
training programs-(Reinhardt & Sykes,. 201.2; Chou, 2019).

How gamification: is: implemented! in different: disciplines <may: provide!valuable
insights into, how educators interact with: game' elements and motivational' structures
(Tondello et al., 2016; Marczewski, 2015). However, a ifew -studies'have examined different
usertvy-p.es wailidgmn: owiot-hhitoealchyeris 6uckdemo ginpapehivcerand  di
profiles to theirr gamification preferences: can facilitate: more: targeted! and! meaningful
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integration; of game mechanics in classroom practice (Landers, 2014). It also opensup:new
possibilities: fon designing: adaptive: gamification: that! are- tailored ! ini different, disciplines:
Building: upon: these results, the subsequent section provides :a ireview ofthe literature: on
gamification in different disciplines;-useritypes; andichallenges

Gamifiinca teidonacrant vhpeadont o sisling niitfoiccrantion mpr ov e
(Deci & Ryan, 2017), problem-solving skills (Kapp, 2012), and overall academic performance
('Diomznguezijet aclkeas, 2:0:1031) 1% Thhrecduicanici e avsrdasingly use of

emphasized the need ito «consider disciplinary differences in its application. For instance,
Mehalik et al. (2008) demonstrated that science teachers often adopt rule-based.and progress
oriented practices to enhance conceptual learning. Chou ((201.9) further argued that while
STEM (science, technology, engineering, mathematics)teachers preferstructured-systems like
points and levels. STEM educators often adopt rule-based systems:and:structured, progression
models such as points, lbadges, and!levels,eflecting their alignment! with performance: -
oriented learning environments-(Caponetto et al., 2014; Hamari et al., 2016).

Ini contrast, language and arts teachers .are moreiinclined to use narrative missions,
character roles, and open-ended challenges ithat encourage ccreativity :and emotional
engagement (Eseryel.etal., 2014;-Su.& Cheng, 2015): Reinhardt and Sykes (2012) highlighted
how language teachers:usenarrativedriven tasks and role-play to foster communication.. In
another study, Kangas (2010) explored how art and social studies teachers-employ game co
creation and performative: elements to support expressive learning. In social studies,
gamification: has been used to promote critical thinking: and! civic: engagement through
simulation games and role-playing activities: (McCall,. 201:1). These findings suggest (that
gamification:is:not a one-size-fits-all. These contrasting approaches:-suggest that:gamification
practices are not universally applied but are instead adopted to meet the need of different
disciplines.

Ini addition: to disciplinary- preferences; the- selection, of. game components plays a
criticall role:in1shaping: learning-outcomes.. Using badges and leaderboards jprimarily drives
extrinsic: motivation, oftenresulting in:shortri-term engagement (Deci et al., 2001; Mekler et
al., 2017). Conversely, elements!like narrative :structures, .and jprogress:chartsi tend to' foster
intrinsicc motivation: by promoting: autonomy; mastery, and @ :sense-of involvement ((Deci &
Ryan, 2017; Dichev & Dicheva, 2017). Understanding which .comporents are best suited for
different: learning disciplines:may designing effective: gamified!instruction:

Game me«c h-aniic cs can be conisinder:ed as anot h
effectiveness. (Gamification can be categorized into.competitive, collaborative, and selfpaced
models, each of them influences llearners differently (Sailer et al., 2017). (Competitive
gamification: tends: to, appeal to highly motivated! students: butt may- discourage those who
struggle with competition:(Mekler et al., 2017). Collaborative gamification fosters-teamwork
and knowledge sharing, where problem-based learning is implemented (Faiella & Ricciardi,
2015).

Gamification: also presents several challenges. (One pprimary cconcern iis ithe
sustainability. of motivationd while gamification: can initially engage students,. maintaining
long-term interest requires: well-structured and evolving game mechanics (Hanus & Fox,
2015). Research :suggests 'that poorly. designed: gamification:strategies can«lead: to extrinsic

EINNINE R



INNER Volume 7, Issue 1, 2@5/ 24

motivation .dependency, where students aim for rewards rather than focusing on the learning
experience (Deci & Ryan, 2017). Another challenge: is teacher training. Studies indicate! that
many educators feel underprepared to integrate gamification effectively into, their-curricula
(De Sousa et.al., :2014). "Moreover, -some-schools often:lackthe technological:infrastructure
needed for gamified learning environments: (Sanmugam et.al., 2019). Addressing these
challenges requires systematic professional.development.andsupport (Horn & Staker, 2015).

Gamification can enhance motivation and engagement (Hamari et al., 2014; Deterding
et al.,, 2011), 'but there remains :a gapiinunderstanding 'how iteachers perceive, adapt, and
personalize gamification strategies in different: disciplines. Gamifications:is-wide ly used in
STEM education (Ortiz et al., 2016; Venter, 2020). Despite the prominence of gamification in
higher education (Ortiz et al., 2016; Venter, 2020),. it! is: important 'to understand: how
gamification is: translated! into  different disciplines:in Ki.-12 edwation. Departing from: this
neededi; stuthhiipsredsst indiyichexipehzonrdend ot STEMcrthecalcnhserniscdes i deas
andnitrendenciesuch Tihen maiine foescecarcehicguessitiinon was:
and gamification attitudes- differibetween STEM teachers and teachers/from other disciplines
in Ki-1:2-uedouc aitqildonn?i0 di-lin -baded iexploration, weoexawahined earigtions n e
based on several demographic characteristics (age; gender.and educational attainment) in the
guantitative: section.. Finallly, the qualitative: section offered a detailed analysis of trelacher s 6
practices. Qualitative data discussed how teachers:apply gamificationiin different disciplines.

Method
Researchi Design

This mixed-methods study employed an explanatory sequential design ito iinvestigate
teeac haeirnsed tovant! teintiuader s trowa rud:r rgoa'mi fnd cratridomny gami f i
elements acrosswarious disciplines. lIn this study, quantitative data are gathered andanalyzed
in the initial |phase;. followed!' by qualitative-data: collectioniintended to: clarify or deepen the
interpretation of the-quantitative results.- As-noted by Creswellland' Plano: Clark: (2011), this
design is especially effective:whenithe goal is inot onlyto examine the outcomes of aparticular
phenomenon but also to explore the underlying perceptions, rationales, or contextual
influences that help explain those outcomes. Typically structured in two distinct phases, this
approach is often chosen when quanitative' results: reveal patterns or relationships that
require deeper explanation. It integrates the strengths of both methodologies to enhance
validity and applicability.inireal: -world educational and social research (Creswell, 2013).

Participants

The quantitative: phase of the study employed a survey design, whilethe qualitative
phase involved interviews with teachers who voluntarily. agreed to participate:. The target
population.comprised 4,494 Ki 1.2 . tiecachierns ciwo rikion gorkivin Thasamplet y i n
size was determined wsing the Raosoft online :sample :size - calculator. Given the total
population;. a 95% confidence level, and a 5% margin:of error, the minimum required sample
size was calculateditolbe 354 participants.

The sample group was selected by a purposive sampling:method.! Purpesive sampling
provides rich and detailed data on individuals who are directly related!to the research topic,
rather than representing the entire: population: (Patton;, 2002). Inthis: study,. pu . rposive
sampling was used ito reach iteachersworking /in «different disciplines. Participants were
selected from a wide range of discplines: English (n = 64), Turkish:(n:=48), Science (n = 40),
Mathematics (m = 38),. Social Studies (n = 37), Religious Culture and Ethics (n = 31),
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Technology and Design (n = 21), ICT ((n = 19), IPsychological Counseling:and Guidance:(n-=
15), Music (n = 15), Visual Arts (n = 14), and Physical [Education ((n = 20). Most of the
participants: were female (n = 230) and, and there were 132 male jparticipants. 77.6% of the
teachers held a lbachelor's (degree((n-=:281), while 222:4%} had:completed, postgraduate
education (n = 81). The age distribution revealed that 8.6% of teacherswere:aged between 20
to 30, 47.8% were aged between:31:to 40, and 43.6% were aged 41 above.

In the: analysis, disciplines were grouped into three categories: STEM Education
(Group 1): Mathematics, Science, Information and Communication: Technology (ICT);. and
Technology and Design; Language 'Education ((Group :2): Turkish and English teachers,
Humaniti.es & Arts Education (Group 3): Social Studies, Religious Culture and Moral
Knowledge, Psychological (Counseling :and (Guidance, "Music, ‘Visual ‘Arts, sand Physical
Education.

The qualitative: sample consisted of 20 teachers who were purposefully selected: to
ensure variation im different! disciplines: There were: seven STEM Teachers, :six ILanguage
Teachers and:seven Humanities & Arts teachers.

Data:Collection Tools

The quantitative: data for- this: study were: collected during: the falll semester of the
202412025 academic year wusing three iinstruments: the Gamification Attitudes: (GA)) Scale

developed by theeistio GO keadr py andcaSiezienr ( 20002 2)7% tithe Gami
orrzinghi dmalbplbdyy idievie dt 0. pred ) ablydaTo md elrili=o hveltoinankd. (l2016)
(22:0)2:8) e Caann domtoheets (GasmenaCompo nvenitnsr (Qu, e’ sitduoninai r e ad

data was gathered through a semi-structured interview.form designed by the researchers.
Gamification Attitudes (GA) Scale

GA Scale, (developedibycdhesi et al. (2022), comprises 14 items :across (three -sub
dimensions: acquisition; design, and usability. The scale employs a 5point Likertiformat (1=
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). In the original study, Ciri10):n'b-alpha defiability
coefficients were .88 for the overall scale, .87 for the acquisition subscale, .75 for.design,.and
.77 for usability. Inithe present study, the internallconsistency values were higher: .95 for the
overall scale, .92 for acquisition, .90 for design, and .92 for usability.

Gamification Wser Types)(GUT) Scale

GUT Scale, originally developed by Tondello etal. (2016).and-adapted into Turkish by
Alkigiéond Tanldico o pral (21012:8:) 4 CsO0 mpir jirsiess 2:4 hrobiti e ms ac
Socializer, Free Spirit, Achiever, Player, and Disrupter. The scale is based on a-point Likert
format,. ranging: from: 1 (Strongly. disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). In the original adaptation
sttdu duy rerat! hrenboolveelrha el Creondbracrh s wialsipha vrvesloi cabi | ity
for the philanthropist (dimension;: .79 forthe socializ -er dimension, .72 for the free spirit
dimension, .80 for the  achiever dimension,. .78 fon the player dimension; and! .71 for the
disrupter dimension: Inthe current study; the«internal consistencyof the:scale was: similar;
wiht:hroraac!Criloin b ac (hrdhe overdll gdale, .78 fbr the @hdantlirapist dimension; .78
for the socializer dimension, .78 for the free spirit: dimension, .81 for the achiever dimension;
.82 for the player dimension, .81 for the player dimension, and .80 for the' disrupter
dimension.
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Preferred-Game;:Elements Survey

The Preferred Game Elements ‘Survey was:designed toexplore |the ;specific::game
mechanics educators tend to integrate into their teaching practices. The instrument includes
17 game:elements frequently used in.gamified educational-settings (see Table 6).’ Partipants
were asked ito select up (to ifive -elementsi they hadpersonallyused on preferredin: their
classroom practice. The selection of «elements \was -guided Hby - established: .gamification

frrmamewo ks & ((Wer bachi & Humnt er 470:p2001 25000 MR028)me ws K i,

reflect widely observed applications in educational contexts.
Semii-Structureddnterview Form

A semi-structured interview. form was: developed to align with: the objectives of the
study. The development process!began with.a .comprehensive review,of relevant.national.and
international ! literature -tacidentify key-\themes -and./question,formats -appropriate: folor the
research context. Based onithis:review, a draft.version: of the interview form was created. To
ensure content validity, this:draftiwas: evaluated by three experts in the fields of mathematics
education, science education, and-socihsciences Their feedback was used torevise:and refine
the form, focusing on the clarity;. relevance, and comprehensiveness of ithe iitems. ‘A pilot
implementation was: then: conducted with:a: smalll group of teachers to assess:the clarity .and
applicability. of the questions. Final adjustments were made based: onithe results of this pilot,
resulting inithe version used in the main study.

The semi-structured interview. form: consists: of fourrquestions-and!was: prepared to
evaluate the knowledge, experience,and practices of the participants on-and-.gamification. The
form: includes questions to understand the educators’ awareness of gamification, their
practices, and the effects «of gamification. To expand on :a gamification-based example,
teachers were :askedi to provide: an-example related to /design:based learning! Theimportance
of design-based examples continued toiincrease inrrecent Turkish curriculum, reforms. This:is
why we asked teachersito' focus 'desigrbased llearning for providing an example (Ministry. of
Nationall Education;. 2024). Forrinstance;. arts: teachers are now expected ito focus on:artistic
design, whereas'STEMiteachers are expected to devep digital products: (Ministry of National
Education, 2024). Due to its: growing importance design-based exampleswere discussed with
teachers.

EthicalhCommitteeiDecision

Ethical approval for this: study was obtained from: U hak University Committee: on
Research :and IPublication Ethics in Social and Human Sciencesiin.June 2024 (Approval
Number 2024:-143).

Data:Analysis

Quantitative' data were examined using SPSS 24 software. First, the distribution for
normality. was: investigated. Normality: was: assessed ithrough skewness and: kurtosis:values.
For GA, skewness:was0.885 and kurtosis was —0.136; for GUT, skewness:was-0.799 and
kurtosis was 0 .3 66 Tiheseihwval uesihifraldl wihdtchihenhatih e
data are approximately normally distributed.' According to: Tabachnick'and Fidell (2001), the
distribution was: normal... Then, . descriptive: statistics: (mean;. standard' deviation) ) were
calculated. To explore differences :across demographic variables-such:as: gender, age, and
educational background, independent samples t-tests and oneway ANOVA were performed.

acce.q
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When significant results: emerged, post hoc analyses were:conducted: to/determinewhich
groups differed from:one another.

To ensure the trustworthiness of the qualitative: analysis, multiple strategies were
employed. First, the interview data: were transcribed verbatim, by the firstiauthorand reviewed
multiple- times: to) ensure: accuracy, consistency, and depth of interpretation.. An inductive
content analysis approach was :adopted, in-which codes were derived directly from ithe «data
rather than impesed through predefinedframeworks-(Weligodapola: & Darabi, 2018). Initial
coding was conducted manually by the first author and refined thirough iterative cycles of
review. To enhance credibility and reduce potential researcher bias, a peer debriefing-session
was held with an expert in qualitative: research. Additionally, all'codes were independently
reviewed by another graduate student to ensure inter-rater reliability:.

A total of 47 codes emerged from ithe :analysis: of the: 20 interview transcripts. These

coorders orwierc@imioinugraimihzre de citenctio alifodurth imatin s sthhreseai@ht i ¢ c at
guestions: (1) Knowledge on Gamification, (2) Im-Class Practices, (3) Impactof Gamification,
an di) 14)ne Taitdaoon. ionigheGamlifdilcatitivionles thEtaccchiedtchceeme i ncl u

diicveprasiiecs opuf rarcetitio el'sstaam dhe peedric-euptinarrativescreates éxcitemenatt ed A T
innhe tiheeonc lTasisir-00omo: («T-1) the inpadt fsom & stwléneperspective dnd s c us s e
inniclddiudierd e und enr thoe (catthriaridd 't -hbemen Sameh.tleacher a
sitdudent sd-opacec-and  loeancniiicn gy theeteaeherstarted(toldisuss L at er
how to utilize: gamification .and this-example was: grouped under the fourth: theme.
Findings

This section included quantitative-and! qualitative results.

Quantitative \Results

Ini Tabel 1 the descriptive statistics regarding teachers' GA :and (GUT :scores:are
presented.

Table-1l
Descriptive Statistics:-for GAland ' GUT Scores
GA Scores
Variable n X2 S
Acquisition 362 4,41 ,65
Usability 362 4,12 ,84
Design 362 4,36 7
GA (Total) 362 4,31 ,66
GUT Scores

Philanthropist 362 6,17 ,92
Socializer 362 5,93 1,04
Free Spirit 362 6,19 ,91
Disrupten 362 3,58 1,79
Player 362 5,74 1,20
Achiever 362 6,06 1,01
GUT (Total) 362 5,75 ,67

EINNINE R
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Tih elatadracteacd porlelsce niticecd han Tab l e 1 idnddivcrat e t ha
gamification are at a high level, with a mean score of 4.31 for(GA. ‘Among the:subdimensions,
the acquisition dimension (Xo= 1.4 . 4lla)ed d pnadiico@dtend) olaanphoasdnt invae. per c e |

on learning outcomes, while the design dimension (Xo= 4.36) reflected a high level of
acceptance regardingits practical implementation. On the other hand, the usability dimension
received a slightly lower mean score (K 3= 4.12).

Overall mean score was'5.75 for GUT indicating positive :attitude toward gamification.
The highest scoring user type iis [Free Spirit (Xo= 6.19), highlighting: a strong: inclination: for
independent exploration: and! innovation: among: participants.: Philanthropist-( (Xo= 6.17),
Achiever (Xz 6.06), and Socializer (Xo= 5.93) types also indicated high levels, reflecting
collaborative and goal-oriented attitudes, as well as a sstrong desire [for social 'interaction
through: gamification: In-contrast, the:Disruptortype (X 3.58) remained at a moderate level,
indicating: a low tendency toward! rule-breaking or system manipulation. Owverall, these
findings: suggest that teachers hold predominantly positive: views of gamification,. with only
one user type represented:moderately.

Table 2 presented the findings on variations in teachers' GA and GUT scoresaccording
to gender.

Table2
Differences in Teachers' GA and GUT Scores'Based on Gender
GA Scores

Variable Gender N X2 s t p

Acquisition Female 230 4,42 ,68 ,339 .07
Male 132 4,40 ,60

Usability, Female 230 4,18 ,81 1,541 12
Male 132 4,03 ,90

Design Female 230 4,37 ,78 410 .68
Male 132 4,42 ,68

GA (Total) Female 230 4,34 ,67 ,841 40
Male 132 4,28 ,65

GUT Scores

Philanthropist: Female 230 6,21 ,92 1,036 .30
Male 132 6,10 91

Socializer Female 230 5,96 1,09 677 49
Male 132 5,88 ,95

Free Spirit Female 230 6,20 ,95 ,164 .87
Male 132 6,18 ,84

Disrupter Female 230 3,58 1,83 ,030 97
Male 132 3,58 1,73

Player Female 230 577 1,21 ,599 55
Male 132 5,69 1,18

Achiever Female 230 6,06 1,04 -,029 97
Male 132 6,06 ,96

GUT (Total) Female 230 5,63 ,85 ,519 ,60
Male 132 5,58 75

Results presented in Table 3 revealed no-statistically significant differences between
female and male teachers in terms of their GA and GUT scores.'Mean scores for both groups
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were generally high across all subdimensions, indicating: that: genden does not have a
significant impact on teachers’ perceptions or tendencies regarding gamification practices.
Generally female teachers'had!higher scores regarding to GA:and GUTTable 3 presents ithe
findings: on variations-initeachers' GA and GUT scores accordingto.age.

Table3
Differences in Teachers' GA and GUT Scores/Based on'Age
GA Scores
Variable Age n Xo s F Meaningful p
Difference

20-30 (1) 31 439 0,53

Acqusition 31-40 (2) 173 444 0,66 0.168 None .84
41 +(3) 158 4,40 0,66 !
20-30 (1) 31 4,04 0,65

Design 31-40 (2) 173 415 0,66 . None , 76
41+ (3) 158 4,11 0,88 1
20-30 (1) 31 435 0,60

Usability 31-40 (2) 173 4,35 0,81 3,118 None ,99
41+ (3) 158 4,36 0,77

GA (Total) 20-30 (1) 31 4,28 049
31-40 (2) 173 4,33 068 0111 None 89
41 + (3) 158 4,30 0,66

GUT Scores

20-30 (1) 31 10 77

Philanthropist 31-40 (2) 173 6,28 0,80 2.144 None 11
41+ (3) 158 6,07 1,05
20-30 (1) 31 583 0,79

Socializer 31-40 (2) 173 6,07 0,89 3074 2-3 ,04*
41 +(3) 158 579 1,21 2
20-30 (1) 31 6,06 0,82

Free Spirit 31-40 (2) 173 6,28 0,75 None 17
41 +(3) 158 6,11 1,06

Disrupter 20-30 (1) 31 355 184 1745
31-40 (2) 173 3,63 1,78 None 87
41 and above 158 3,53 1,81
(3)

Player 20-30 (1) 31 5,83 0,87
31-40 (2) 173 595 1,07 0131 2-3 ,00*
41 +(3) 158 550 1,35 '

Achiever 20-30 (1) 31 6,09 0,82
31-40 (2) 17¢ 6,17 0,86 2,120 None 12
41 +(3) 158 5,94 1,18

GUT (Total) 20-30 (1) 31 558 0,69
31-40 (2) 178 578 070 . .. 2-3 ,03*
41 +(3) 158 549 0,93 ’

EINNINE R
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Results presented in Table 3irevealecho statistically significant differences:inteachers'
GA scores'based oniage groups. Across! all-age groups, the mean scores were generally high,
indicating that'teachers perceive gamification positively regardless of age. This suggests that
teea c hieirudedtoward thd henefits, applicability;, and design aspects of gamification
remained relatively similarramong-age groups. Teachers :aged 3340 reported slightly higher
mean GA scores compared to other.groups.

Thie roe o swasan@lbiiisting mitcfichecsan't scodei (flgseyr 2R px.05)nImt eac her
addition, statistically: significant differences emerged'inthe Socializer ([F(2,359=3.074 p<.05])
and Player dimensions ([F3s9= .131 p<.05]). In addition, the 317 40 age group received
higher scores in all GUT dimensions.

Table 4 presents the findings on variations in teachers' GA and GUT scores:according
to graduation level.

Table4
Differences in Teachers' GA and GUT 'Scores'Based on Educational Attainment
GA Scores
Variable Graduation N Xa s t p
Acquisitionm B:alc'hre | o r281 4,42 ,67 ,299 ,76
degree
Postgraduate 79 4,40 57
degree
Design Bialc'hre | o r281 4,13 ,87 1,159 ,87
degree
Postgraduate 79 4,11 76
degree
Usability, Bialc'hre | o r281 4,36 ,80 ,118 ,90
degree
Postgraduate 79 4,35 ,68
degree
GA (Total) Bialc'hre | o r281 4,32 ,70 224 ,82
degree
Postgraduate 79 4,28 ,65
degree
GUT Scores
Philanthropist! B:a'clhre | 281 6,21 ,92 1,036
degree ,30
Postgraduate 79 6,10 91
degree
Socializer Balchre | 281 5,96 1,09 677
degree 49
Postgraduate 79 5,88 ,95
degree
Free Spirit Balchre | 281 6,20 ,95 ,164
degree 87
Postgraduate 79 6,18 ,84
degree
Disrupter Baalchre | 281 3,58 1,83 ,030
degree 97
Postgraduate 79 3,58 1,73

degree
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Player Balchre | 281 5,77 1,21 ,599
degree .55
Postgraduate 79 5,69 1,18
degree

Achiever Baalchre | 281 6,06 1,04 -,029
degree 97
Postgraduate 79 6,06 ,96
degree

GUT (Total) Balclhre | 281 5,63 ,85 ,519
degree 60
Postgraduate 79 5,58 75 '
degree

Results presented iin Table 4 jpresentedno statistically significant: differences: for
teachers continuing: their: graduate  education. Mean: scores across all subdimensionsd
acquisition,,. design, use, and overall GASd are very similar between the two groups. Similarly,
no significant differences were observed in any of the GUT dimensions. These findings-siggest
that educational attainmentilevel does not have a significant impact on teachers' perceptions
orr prrnef elntelnc essiiicrienl athehdoheltro ang aimirfdine aldziconlk Both b
exhibit similarly:positive attitudes and userprofiles- A'closer/lo.0k at the mean scores ireveals
a consistent trend. Teachers 'holding postgraduate degrees-exhibited -slightly lower imean
scores across almost all subdimensions of GA and GUT.

Table 5 presents ithe findings on variations in GA and GUT scores -according ' to
discipline.

Table5
Differences in Teachers' GA and GUT Scores/Based on Discipline
GA Scores
Variable Discipline n X2 S F Difference p

STEM (1) 118 4,27 0,77

Acquisition Language (2) 112 4,49 0,61 1-2 ,01*
Humanities & 132 448 054 4152 13
Arts (3)
STEM (1) 118 3,92 1,05

Design Language (2) 112 420 0,71 5259 12 ,00*
Humanities & 132 4,24 0,70 1-3
Arts (3)

Usability, STEM (1) 118 4,18 0,97
Language (2) 112 443 0,71 4614 12 ,01*
Humanities & 132 445 0,58 -3
Arts (3)

GA (Total) STEM (1) 118 4,15 0,83
Language (2) 112 4,39 059 5853 1.2 ,03*
Humanities 132 440 050 1-3
& Arts (3)
GUT Scores
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