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Abstract 
Gamification, which is defined as the use of game design elements in non-game contexts, is put 
forward as a solution to low motivation and is suggested for the creation of a sustainable learning 
ecology in open and distance learning (ODL). The overall purpose of the present study was to 
examine the distribution of the Hexad gamification user types and the correlations of 
gamification experience, game mode, and gender with the user types’ scores within the context 
of an ODL system. The researchers adapted quantitative cross-sectional survey design to seek 
answers in this study. The Hexad user types of distance learners were determined based on the 
online “Gamification User Types Hexad Scale.” Findings revealed that the most common user 
types in the ODL environment were Philanthropists, Achievers, and Free Spirits, followed by 
Socializers and Players with a lower mean, while the least common user type was Disruptors. 
Women tended to score higher than men on the Disruptor user type. Achievers, Socializers, 
Philanthropists, and Players preferred multiplayer game modes, while the game mode had little 
influence on Free Spirits and Disruptors. Regarding the gamification experience, Players and 
Free Spirits seemed to have more experience of gamified applications. This study provides 
insights to learning designers in developing gamified ODL systems to engage the different 
Hexad user types. 
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Open and Distance Learning (ODL), and the flexible learning opportunities and support 
of life-long learning processes it engenders, has become part of mainstream education along with 
online content delivery methods, and continues to gain prevalence. The time-wise and/or place-
wise separation of the learner, instructor, and content in ODL, however, may cause the learner to 
feel devoid of interactions or social relationships (Kegeyan, 2016; Subramanian, 2016). It would 
be safe to argue that communication, interaction, and motivation are important components of 
ODL (Bozkurt, 2020). Hone and El Said (2016) claim that online learners tend to drop out of the 
system due to the poor interaction with instructors and other learners, insufficient feedback, and 
the lack of teamwork or group interactions. Accordingly, new suggestions may be needed on 
how to enhance learner–learner, learner–instructor, and learner–content interactions and how to 
improve the social and emotional statuses of learners in online environments, and so to increase 
success and satisfaction in ODL contexts. In this sense, gamification can be put forward as an 
answer to the questions of how to increase student motivation, how to improve course 
attendance, how to bolster the student experience (Pilkington, 2018), how to increase the social 
and cognitive interactions between the learner and the instructor (Abu-Dawood, 2016), and how 
to support learner autonomy (Kopcha, Ding, Neumann, & Choi, 2016). 
 

Related Literature 
Gamification is the use of game design elements in non-game contexts (Deterding et al., 

2011; Werbach, & Hunter, 2012). Though they sound alike, gamification, game-based learning, 
and serious games are different concepts (Marczewski, 2015). The general drive behind the use 
of gamification in education is to utilize the positive design elements of video games with single 
player or multiplayer game mode options (i.e., reward, socialization, autonomy, risk-taking, 
experimentation and challenges) to improve learner motivation and learning in a learning 
environment (Kopcha et al., 2016) or in different settings. In other words, gamification is the 
adaptation of certain game mechanics, such as points, badges, and leaderboards, to learning 
environments to make learning more fun, attractive, and sustainable. According to the Octalysis 
Model, the gamification design model developed by Chou (2016), the common goal of 
successful games is to motivate people to exhibit desired behavior by targeting one or more of 
eight basic instincts (accomplishment, meaning, social influence, etc.) of the individual. There 
have been several previous studies supporting the utilization of gamification in educational 
processes (Bovermann, & Bastiaens, 2018; Dicheva, Dichev, Agre, & Angelova, 2015; Vaibhav, 
& Gupta, 2014). Kapp (2012), and Werbach and Hunter (2012), however, have suggested that 
gamification may not be suitable for every system, in that it might not produce the same effect in 
every learning environment. As such, it would seem to be important to carefully analyze the 
systems that are planned to be gamified, to determine whether there is a need for gamification, 
and if so, to carefully carry out the gamification design. Werbach and Hunter (2012) have 
pointed out that identifying the users of the gamification is just as important as determining the 
targets, target behaviors, activity cycles, entertainment elements and proper tools for 
gamification design. 

In a review of the literature, Bartle’s (1996) player typology, as well as several other 
player typologies, are worthy of note (Nacke, Bateman, & Mandryk, 2014; Ferro, Walz, & 
Greuter, 2013). However, these typologies were created for game designs and, therefore, there is 
a need for new models specifically developed for gamified systems. To address this need, 
Marczewski (2015) classified gamification users under six user types based on the level of 
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intrinsic or extrinsic motivations they have during the interaction with gamified systems (Figure 
1). The six Hexad user types used in the present study are: 
 
Socializers are motivated by being in contact with or establishing social relationships with 
others. 
 
Free Spirits are motivated by autonomy and self-expression. They enjoy discovering and 
creating within a system. 
 
Achievers are motivated by competence or specialization. They are open to learning new things 
and developing themselves and seek to overcome challenges during such processes. 
 
Philanthropists are attracted by the purpose and meaning of the thing they are doing. Such 
people, who can be described as self-sacrificing, want to help others without any reward in 
return. 
 
Players are motivated by external rewards (i.e., points, badges, leaderboards). They fulfill all the 
assignments asked of them to obtain the reward from the system. 
 
Disruptors are motivated by change. They continuously force the system to change, either 
positively or negatively, by setting themselves or others to work. 

 
Figure 1 
The Gamification User Types Hexad (Marczewski, 2015) 
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As is seen in Figure 1, Socializers, Free Spirits, Achievers, and Philanthropists are mostly 
motivated intrinsically, while Players are extrinsically motivated. In Self-Determination Theory 
(SDT), people with intrinsic motivation display an interest in the activity itself, and the resulting 
reward is the pleasure and happiness people get from the action (Ryan & Deci, 2017). In 
extrinsic motivation, unlike intrinsic motivation, there is an external reward, social approval, or 
avoidance of punishment (Ryan & Deci, 2000). As stated by Ryan and Deci (2000), autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness are the innate basic psychological needs of the individual. When 
these needs are met, people feel satisfied, which results in increased intrinsic motivation (Kapp, 
2012). As the source of motivation for the intrinsically motivated user types (Free Spirits, 
Socializers, and Achievers) in the Gamification User Types Hexad, autonomy refers to the ability 
of people to guide their own behaviors; competence refers to the sense people have of their 
competence in learning and specializing in a subject; and relatedness refers to the feeling of 
being connected with others. Purpose (meaning), on the other hand, which supports the intrinsic 
motivation to fulfill challenging tasks (Davis et al., 2016), has been associated with the 
Philanthropist user type.  

Previous studies (Mora et al., 2019; Tondello et al., 2016; Tondello et al., 2019) have 
identified the most common user types to be Philanthropists, Achievers, and Free Spirits, while 
Disruptors are less common. In a similar study by Fischer, Heinz, and Breitenstein (2018), 
Philanthropists, Free Spirits, and Socializers were found to be more common in the gamified 
learning management system than other user types. 

When examining the different user types in the context of gender, women have been 
observed to score partially higher in the Philanthropists, Socializers, Free Spirits, and Achievers 
user types (i.e., intrinsic motivation) than men, whereas men’s scores were slightly higher in 
Disruptor category than those of women (Tondello et al., 2019). Another study (Mora et al., 
2019) reported women to be more commonly Philanthropists and Achievers, while men were 
more commonly Players and Disruptors.  

The literature review also unearthed studies assessing the link between game mode and 
user types. Barata et al. (2014) investigated the association between gaming habits and learner 
performance in a gamified learning experience, looking into what kind of students could be 
observed and how their behaviors were related to their game preferences in a gamified 
environment. The authors used the Brainhex player type model, which includes an online 
questionnaire, to classify the learners according to their gameplay styles. Their findings 
suggested that the learners who corresponded most with the Disruptors in Marczewski’s (2015) 
classification usually preferred single player game modes.  
 

Purpose of the Research 
Based on the above considerations, the overall purpose of the present study was to examine the 
user types and the variables with the potential to be associated with such types (gamification 
experience, game mode, and gender) in gamification within the context of ODL. It also aimed to 
discuss how the Hexad user types contribute to the gamification system and how gamified ODL 
systems can be developed to engage these six Hexad types. In accordance with this overall 
purpose, this study sought to answer the following question: Do the Hexad user types differ 
significantly in terms of gender, gamification experience, and preferred game mode? 
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Methodology 
Research Model and Design 

In accordance with the purpose of the study, the research applied a cross-sectional survey 
design using a quantitative research methodology (Creswell, 2012). This study intends to 
examine ODL learners in terms of the gamification Hexad user types and considering that cross-
sectional survey design is useful to “examine current attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices” 
(Creswell, 2012, p. 405) on the basis of different variables, it is thought that the research design 
is a good fit for the overall aim of the study. 
Sample 

For the evaluation of gamification user types in terms of game mode, gamification 
experience, and gender in ODL environments, a study universe comprising 1,120,000 learners 
enrolled in the Anadolu University Open Education System, which provides mass education in 
this regard, were identified as of January 2019. The study involved 2,292 students enrolled in the 
Anadolu University Open Education System in the fall semester of 2018–2019 academic year, 
including 1,522 women and 770 men. The age of the study participants varied between 18 and 
68. The gamification experience defined in the study was measured based on whether the 
students had made use of SoruKüp, a gamified web-based exercise application within the 
Anadolu University Learning Management System (LMS). Within the sample, and based on the 
collected data, the number of students who had tried the above-mentioned application was 434, 
while 1,858 students had not. The ethical approval was granted by Anadolu University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB).  
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 

The Gamification User Types Hexad Scale developed by Tondello et al. (2016) was 
based on Marczewski’s (2015) Hexad framework, which differs from other player classifications 
in its consideration of user types defined specifically for gamification. The statistical analyses in 
the study revealed that the scale was able to empirically measure Marczewski’s user types 
(Tondello et al., 2016), which are also the subject of the present study. Accordingly, it is 
believed that the use of the Turkish adaptation (Akgün, & Topal, 2018) of the original scale will 
contribute to improving Marczewski’s user type classification. The adapted scale is a 7-point 
Likert-type scale consisting of 22 items.  

Outlier calculations were made to ensure the normality assumption, and thus, the 
Mahalanobis distance (MD) was calculated. For this test, a tight statistical significance level of p 
< .001 is recommended (Kline, 2005), and as a result of the Mahalanobis distance analysis made 
in this context, 146 people who were calculated according to p < 0.001 and greater in regard to 
the Chi-square distribution table were excluded from the analysis. For normal distribution of 
data, kurtosis, and skewness, which both fell within the range between -2 and +2 were 
considered acceptable values (George & Mallery, 2016; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out to confirm the Turkish version of 
the scale in the present study. Fit indices were calculated based on the CFA results, and the Chi-
square value (x2/sd = 7,7, p = 0.001, N = 2292) was found to be significant and above the 
acceptable values (x2/sd = 3 and x2/sd = 5) (Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, & Summers, 1977). As 
such, the second item from the Players subdimension, the first item from the Disruptors 
subdimension, the third item from the Achievers subdimension, and the third item from the 
Socializers subdimension were removed due to the poor fit with the scale. The repeated CFA 
showed that the Chi-square value was (x2/df = 4.9, p = 0.001, N = 2292) and within the 
acceptable values. Kline (2005) suggested in fact that the Chi-square value is sensitive to sample 
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size, which leads to difficulties in establishing a certain Chi-square value alone for the model fit. 
Given the sample size of the present study (n = 2292), the Chi-square value seems acceptable 
(Wheaton et al., 1977). As is seen in Table 1, the fit indices are calculated based on the 
confirmatory factor analysis results and are at excellent acceptable levels. 
 
Table 1 
The Gamification User Types Hexad Scale CFA Fit Indices 
 
CFA fit indices Excellent fit indices Acceptable indices Indices resulting from 

the study 
x2/sd 0 ≤ x2/df ≤ 2 2 ≤ x2/df ≤ 5 4.9 
TLI .95 ≤ GFI ≤ 1.00 .90 ≤ GFI ≤ .95 .90 
CFI .95 ≤ CFI ≤ 1.00 .90 ≤ CFI ≤ .95 .92 
RMSEA .00 ≤ RMSEA ≤ .05 .05 ≤ RMSEA ≤ .08 .041 
SRMR .00 ≤ SRMR ≤ .05 .05 ≤ SRMR ≤.10 .03 

 

 
Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and CFA factor loadings for the Turkish version of the 
Gamification User Types Hexad scale. The CFA revealed all statements to be significant and the 
factor loadings to be at acceptable levels (0.332–0.944). The reliability of the factors for the scale 
in Turkish was tested by calculating Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficient, and the 
alpha coefficients were 0.64 for Philanthropists, 0.73 for Socializers, 0.60 for Free Spirits, 0.76 
for Achievers, 0.79 for Disruptors and 0.86 for Players. Since the values obtained were above the 
threshold (cut-off) values, the factors were considered reliable (Hair et al., 2019). The basic 
statistical analysis of the study was conducted using the IBM SPSS Statistic 25 software 
package, and the confirmatory factor analysis was made using the R “Lavaan” package (Rosseel, 
2012). 

 
Table 2 
Mean, Standard Deviation, Factor Loadings and Cronbach’s Alpha Values of the Scale 
 

Factors Items X SD CFA Factor 
Loading 

Cronbach's α 

Philanthropists P1 6.14 1.007 0.503 0.64 
P2 5.74 1.467 0.450 
P3 6.55 0.672 0.405 
P4 6.15 0.970 0.533 

Socializers S1 6.12 1.118 0.520 0.73 
S2 5.55 1.264 0.654 
S4 5.94 0.963 0.681 

Free Spirits F1 6.09 1.019 0.512 0.60 
F2 6.12 1.098 0.348 
F3 6.37 0.826 0.332 
F4 5.50 1.315 0.380 

Achievers A1 6.12 0.997 0.702 0.76 
A2 5.95 1.154 0.450 
A4 6.14 0.924 0.712 

Disruptors D2 3.12 1.805 0.891 0.79 
D3 3.72 1.862 0.944 

Players PL1 5.34 1.538 0.820 0.86 
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PL3 5.50 1.339 0.610 
 

 
Limitations 

Gamification is a recent research area, and this study is one of the earlier studies that 
examines gamification user types in a massive ODL environment. Though this can be considered 
as a strength of the study, the researchers acknowledge the following limitations: First, the data 
of the study is collected from one specific ODL system and different ODL systems with different 
learning designs can provide complementary findings. Second, gamification user types are 
related to social and psychological aspects, thus, different research that considers such variables 
can provide a broader understanding. Finally, learners' attitudes and practices that are related to 
their gamification user types can be affected by the cultural settings and a replication of this 
study in different cultural settings can lead to different research findings. 
 

Findings  
Descriptive Statistics for the Hexad User Types  

Table 3 demonstrates the descriptive distributions of the variables related to 
Philanthropists, Socializers, Free Spirits, Achievers, Disruptors, and Players as the student user 
types. It is worth noting that the participants of the study may display the characteristics of 
different user types to varying degrees. Therefore, the overall distribution of the scores of each 
user type in the sample should be considered. 
 
Table 3 
Descriptive statistics for the Hexad gamification user types. 
 
Construct n Min. Max. X SD 
Philanthrop
ists 

2292 2.75 7.00 6.14 0.67 

Achievers 2292 2.33 7.00 6.06 0.77 
Free Spirits 2292 3.25 7.00 6.02 0.63 
Socializers 2292 1.67 7.00 5.86 0.81 
Players 2292 1.00 7.00 5.41 1.24 
Disruptors 2292 1.00 7.00 3.42 1.45 

 

 
In the study, the most common user types are Philanthropists, Achievers, and Free 

Spirits, followed by Socializers and Players, while Disruptors are the least common user type in 
ODL environments within the scope of this study, and these findings parallel those of previous 
studies (Fischer et al., 2018; Mora et al., 2019; Tondello et al., 2016; Tondello et al., 2019;). 

The study findings also support the principles of SDT, which is the basis for the user type 
classification developed specifically for gamification by Marczewski (2015). Our finding that 
Free Spirits, Achievers, and Philanthropists, which were associated with autonomy, competence, 
and meaning (purpose), respectively, were the most common user types, and that Socializers, 
associated with relatedness, followed the means of the other user types suggest that the basic 
psychological needs and the desire to fulfill such needs, as argued by SDT and mentioned also 
by Tondello et al. (2019), are also strong sources of motivation for the ODL systems designed to 
be gamified. Our findings, further, are in line with the ideas put forward in the Octalysis Model 
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(Chou, 2016), which was developed within the context of gamification. Among the eight core 
motivations mentioned in the model, meaning can be associated with Philanthropists; 
development and accomplishment with Achievers; creativity with Free Spirits; and social 
influence and relatedness with Socializers. Therefore, such user types, being the most common 
in the present study, may lead to the idea that especially the core motivations associated with 
these user types should be considered in ODL environments.  

Moreover, the finding of the above-mentioned studies (Tondello et al., 2019; Tondello et 
al., 2016), as well as the present study, that Players follow the other user types with the highest 
averages supports the idea that external rewards are one of the most important factors in 
promoting motivation, as expressed in SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This finding, however, should 
be discussed carefully. As also dwelled on in the overjustification effect (Lepper, Greene, & 
Nisbett, 1973), if the Player user type focus on extrinsic rewards such as points, badges, and 
leaderboards more than the learning itself in gamified ODL systems, they may not maintain 
interest in learning activities in the absence of such rewards. Accordingly, this user type may be 
gradually integrated with intrinsically user types through a steady reduction of external rewards 
after they become accustomed to the system, internalize the goals and objectives, and give 
meaning to themselves, as mentioned also by Marczewski (2015). That said, further studies are 
needed to observe whether such a situation materializes. 

When examining the above-stated distribution of user types in the context of this study 
and other related studies, it can be understood that Disruptors exhibit a unique distribution 
pattern (Mora et al., 2019; Tondello et al., 2016; Tondello et al., 2019). The lower mean in this 
user type, who are motivated by the triggering of change and acts with the drive to test the 
system limits, indicates that the motivation emerging out of the desire to instigate change should 
be taken into consideration in ODL environments, even though it is not as common as the other 
factors in terms of its effect on motivation.  

The Killer type from Bartle’s (1996) player typology, which demonstrates similarities 
with Disruptors, thrive on causing stress to other players or attacking other characters within the 
system. That said, a good game needs Killers, as balance is needed among the player types for a 
good game flow, even if the number of each individual type is not equal (Bartle, 1996). In other 
words, a lack of sufficient Killers in a game, and enough Disruptors in systems that have been 
gamified or are planned to be gamified may suggest that the system is not challenging enough, as 
Disruptors are also motivated by their ability to force the system into either positive or negative 
change, and by testing the system in a similar way to the Killers. For instance, it is believed that 
students who reveal system vulnerabilities, who always criticize the system, who provoke other 
users and who always try to break the rules in ODL environments, may more resemble this user 
type. This user type can thus be described as the naughty kids of gamified systems and is likely 
to cause an increased sense of excitement in gamified systems or cause other user types or 
system administrators to be permanently on the alert. In brief, all types of motivation, and thus 
Disruptors, are needed in the gamification of ODL environments to create a game effect in the 
system. 

Orji, Tondello, and Nacke (2018) have stated that persuasive gameful systems are 
important in bringing about change in the behaviors of individuals by employing certain 
persuasive strategies and increasing system effectiveness through system personalization. Their 
study findings have shown that persuasive techniques such as competition, which addresses 
especially the Players, Socializers, and Disruptors, but do not adversely affect other user types; 
and cooperation, social comparison, and reward, which positively affect especially the Players 
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and Socializers and do not adversely affect other user types, are needed if persuasive 
gamification systems are to reach large masses (Orji et al., 2018). It is, therefore, believed that 
using such mechanics as leaderboards, status, countdowns within social comparison; communal 
discovery and social fabric of games within cooperation; points, virtual goods, reward schedules, 
and physical rewards within reward (Orji et al., 2018) will have a positive impact on attracting 
the attention of a wider learner profile in ODL environments. 
 
Evaluation of User Types based on Gender, Gamification Experience, and Game Mode 
among ODL Students 
An Independent Samples T-Test was used to establish whether there was a difference in user 
types by gender, gamification experience and preferred game mode. When the user types were 
analyzed in terms of gender, gamification experience and game mode, the Levene’s test found a 
homogenous distribution in all variables (p > 0.05), and ‘equal variances assumed’ was used to 
interpret the analysis results. The obtained results are presented in Table 4 for gender, Table 5 for 
game mode, and Table 6 for gamification experience. 
 
Table 4 
Examination of User Types in the Context of Gender 
Constructs Gender n x SD t df 

Philanthropists 
Male 770 6.15 0.70 

0.336 2290 
Female 1522 6.14 0.66 

Socializers 
Male 770 5.90 0.81 

1.180 2290 
Female 1522 5.86 0.81 

Free Spirits 
Male 770 6.05 0.64 

1.391 2290 
Female 1522 6.01 0.64 

Achievers 
Male 770 6.07 0.80 

0.014 2290 
Female 1522 6.07 0.76 

Disruptors 
Male 770 1.29 1.48 

3.005** 2289 
Female 1522 3.48 1.43 

Players 
Male 770 5.46 1.26 

1.093 2290 
Female 1522 5.40 1.24 

**p < 0.01; (1–Strongly Disagree; 7–Strongly Agree). 
 
Table 4 shows that user types varied significantly by gender only for the Disruptors factor (t: -
3.005; df: 2289; p < 0.01). There was no significant difference in the other factors (p > 0.05).  

Based on the above-stated findings, women were observed to be more likely to be 
Disruptors than men in ODL environments, although men were found to be more likely to be 
Disruptors in other studies (Fischer et al., 2018; Tondello et al., 2019). This may be due to the 
sociocultural differences of the contexts in which the studies were conducted. 
 
The significant difference in the Disruptors user type in favor of women indicates that women 
are more likely to be motivated by the triggering of change in ODL environments. Such a desire 
for change may manifest in the form of challenges to others, the system, or the system 
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administrators, and testing the limits of the existing system, but can also be interpreted as an 
effort to further improve the system. Hunicke, LeBlanc, and Zubek (2004) emphasized several 
mechanical, dynamic and esthetic factors that make games successful; while Zichermann and 
Cunningham (2011) stated that especially the use of proper mechanics may result in terminal 
reactions in individuals. Such findings reveal once again that it is important to shift the desire for 
change in the existing Disruptors user type toward the positive, and to use proper gamification 
mechanics in the systems planned to be gamified for this purpose.  
 
Table 5 
Examination of user types in the context of preferred game mode 
 
Constructs Game Mode n x SD t df 

Philanthropists 
Multiplayer 956 6.18 0.66 

2.035* 2290 
Single Player 1336 6.12 0.68 

Socializers 
Multiplayer 956 5.97 0.78 

5.241*** 2290 
Single Player 1336 5.79 0.83 

Free Spirits 
Multiplayer 956 6.04 0.63 

0.975 2290 
Single Player 1336 6.01 0.65 

Achievers 
Multiplayer 956 6.14 0.76 

3.478** 2290 
Single Player 1336 6.02 0.78 

Disruptors 
Multiplayer 956 3.47 1.48 

1.368 2289 
Single Player 1336 3.39 1.43 

Players 
Multiplayer 956 5.57 1.21 

5.016*** 2290 
Single Player 1336 5.31 1.26 

***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; (1– Strongly Disagree; 7– Strongly Agree). 
 
Table 5 shows that Philanthropists (t: 2.035; df: 2290; p < 0.01), Socializers (t: 5.241; df: 2290; p 
< 0.01), Achievers (t: 3.478; df: 2290; p < 0.01) and Players (t: 5.016; df: 2290; p < 0.01) 
differed significantly in terms of preferred game mode, while there was no significant difference 
for Free Spirits or Disruptors (p > 0.05). In other words, the multiplayer game mode was 
preferred more by Philanthropists, Socializers, Achievers, and Players than the single-player 
game mode. The findings of our research partially concur with those of a study (Barata et al., 
2014) in which all students types, other than the one whose player profile corresponded most to 
Disruptors preferred the multiplayer game mode.  

The preference for multiplayer game modes among these user types suggests that this 
mode may be more suited to the nature of certain user types. For instance, it is possible that the 
multiplayer game mode is preferred by Achievers as they want to see themselves as more 
competent than others; by Socializers to be in contact with others socially; by Philanthropists to 
help others in the game; and by Players to battle with others for the rewards. It is a known fact 
that digital game preferences are affected by social and cultural conditions (Pala & Erdem, 2011) 
such as gaming with familiar or unfamiliar people, whether the game is recognized in the culture, 
habits, and popular activities of the period (Engl, & Nacke, 2013). It is, thus, believed that the 
preference for the multiplayer game mode in four user types in the present study may be 
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attributable to sociocultural conditions. Such preferences in learners are believed to be a result of 
the collectivist culture that is characterized by solidarity, sharing and cohesion with others 
(Hofstede, 2001). Nevertheless, further studies are needed to demonstrate whether this is due to 
the above-mentioned reasons. 

It is believed that the influence of Socializers and Philanthropists, who are motivated by 
being in contact with others, but for different purposes, i.e., those who prefer playing multiplayer 
games in which there is engagement with others, and where there is cooperation and competition, 
should be taken into consideration in ODL environments. It is thereby believed that the first step 
of the Flow experience (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) can be realized in gamification systems by 
ensuring that individuals who prefer different game modes or different user types are able to set 
their own goals; in other words, making users feel a sense of control.  
 
Table 6 
Examination of user types in the context of gamification experience 
Constructs Gamification Experience n x SD t df 

Philanthropists 
No 1858 6.15 0.68 

0.777 2290 
Yes 434 6.12 0.68 

Socializers 
No 1858 5.87 0.81 

0.095 2290 
Yes 434 5.87 0.80 

Free Spirits 
No 1858 6.00 0.64 

-3.836*** 2290 
Yes 434 6.13 0.62 

Achievers 
No 1858 6.07 0.77 

-0.199 2290 
Yes 434 6.08 0.80 

Disruptors 
No 1858 3.44 1.44 

1.338 2289 
Yes 434 3.34 1.49 

Players 
No 1858 5.38 1.26 

-2.789** 2290 
Yes 434 5.57 1.18 

***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; (1–Strongly Disagree; 7–Strongly Agree). 
 
Table 6 shows that Free Spirits (t: -3.836; df: 2290; p < 0.01) and Players (t: -2.789; df: 2290; p 
< 0.01) are significantly different in terms of gamification experience. No significant difference 
was established for the other user types (p > 0.05). 

Within the scope of the study, gamification experience was measured based on whether 
the learners had made use of the SoruKüp application, which is a web-based exercise application 
involving gamification elements in the Anadolum LMS. It was found that learners of the Free 
Spirit and Player user types seemed more experienced in this application in the ODL 
environment. Several previous studies (Krath & von Korflesch, 2021; Lopez & Tucker, 2019; 
Marczewski, 2015; Orji, Nacke, & Di Marco, 2017; Tondello et al., 2016) have investigated 
which game mechanics are best suited to the motivation of each user type in gamification. The 
findings of the present study indicate that the gamification mechanics, such as points, 
leaderboards, and badges, used in the gamified SoruKüp application may appeal more to Players, 
while the opportunity to add to the questions provided to the learners by the application may 
appeal to the Free Spirits. Yet, the question of whether such game mechanics affect other user 
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types sufficiently comes to mind, since there was no statistically significant difference in the 
gamification experience of the other user types. As such, further studies are required to 
investigate which gamification mechanics motivate other user types and to observe the extent to 
which they are effective. 

 
Conclusion and Recommendations 

The present study has investigated the six Hexad gamification user types and their relationships 
with gender, preferred game mode, and gamification experience. Based on the study findings, 
and the Gamification User Types Hexad Scale, the most common user types were found to be 
Philanthropists, Achievers, and Free Spirits in ODL environments, followed by Socializers and 
Players with lower means, and then by Disruptors with the lowest mean. Women were observed 
to be more likely to be Disruptors than men. There was a significant difference in the preference 
for multiplayer game modes among Philanthropists, Socializers, Achievers, and Players. Free 
Spirits and Players seemed to be more experienced in the SoruKüp application, which contains 
gamification elements. 

Based on research findings, the following suggestions can be made for future research 
directions and gamified ODL environments: 

Efforts should be made to examine which gamification mechanics attract which user 
types, or are useful or not for which user types in gamification applications, and making 
improvements to applications accordingly; researchers should consider the core drives such as 
meaning, development, accomplishment, creativity, social influence and relatedness, which are 
associated especially with the common user types (Philanthropists, Achievers, Free Spirits, 
Socializers) when gamification is used in ODL environments; researcher should examine 
whether Players shift to intrinsically-motivated user types, as suggested in literature, when 
external rewards such as the points, badges, and leaderboards that motivate them are gradually 
decreased after the users internalize and give meaning to the goals and objectives of the system; 
the industry should consider gamification elements that will also motivate Disruptors in an 
educational context when designing gamification systems; the industry should allow Disruptors 
to become more autonomous by enabling personal changes to be made to certain gamification 
applications in order to ensure their motivation sources are directed toward a positive direction in 
ODL environments, based on the understanding that they act with a desire to challenge the limits 
of the system and so bring about change; and practitioners should use personalized gamification 
applications in ODL environments when considering the game mode preferences and 
motivational sources that can be associated with gamification. 
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