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ABSTRACT 
 

Gamification employs game mechanics to pray and 
play on the psychological aspects of attention span, 
social tendency, and loss aversion, and are all basically 
different types of rewards. In education terms, certain 
dynamics within particular environments, reward 
students for performing an action at a predetermined 
time; others use manipulate extrinsic motivators 
through the alteration of timing and scarcity of rewards 
(i.e. leveling up, which gets harder as the learning level 
increases). Gamification is great for commercialisation 
of education and influencing the buying of schools and 
teachers, through the appearance of educational 
motivation in students, but it can be disastrous for 
motivating students to want to learn in a genuine and 
natural manner; and may damage the student’s long 
term employability prospects. 
 
Keywords: Gamification, game based learning, 
transformation, education, technology. 
Focus Areas: Strategic Education. 

INTRODUCTION 

How does gamification, in education, affect knowledge 
creation and innovation? In what manner does 
gamification deal with the root causes of the prevailing 
education paradigm, in terms of driving new forms of 
21st Century?  
 

How will gamification, in education, equip talent needed 
help New Zealand and firms diversify, regenerate and 
or create innovation or new markets?  
 

With emerging economies usurping New Zealand, on 
international innovation standings, attention in the 
industrial and education system, is increasingly drawn 
to the quality of 21st century that education can and 
does offer. The common complaint underpins an ever 
diminishing lack of smart, creative, capable and digitally 
equipped talent being generated and supplied into the 
industrial system.  
While the problem is compounded by protectionism 
over legacy education philosophy and a shortage of 
educators with digital skills to implement new 
programmes, the lure of adopting “gamification” and or 
“game-based” digital “education” may seem like a 
simple and enticing Innovation and education strategy.  
 

 
Indeed, with the increasing commercialisation of 
education tools/games in the education field, 
gamification is being peddled as an accessible 
mechanism for a school’s 21st Century digital 
education strategy (Lee, J. J. & Hammer, J. 2011) and 
becoming increasingly prevalent or promoted, often by 
vested interests, in education’s professional 
development initiatives (Deterding et al; 2011).  With 
significant hype, gamification is touted as a credible 
mechanism for embedding new forms of teaching 
practice and digital engagement technological adoption 
by and for educators. Or, does gamification represent 
the catharsis of the industrial revolution education 
paradigm, presenting dangers for New Zealand 
innovation? 
 
APPEARANCE OF LEARNING 

Proponents of “gamification”, and it’s important at this 
juncture to bring in “game-based” learning as a related 
function (of gamification), are quick to justify the 
“appearance” of high engaged, 21st Century, learning 
in students who experience these phenomena. 
Examples of highly motivated and energised student 
learnings are referenced to through mass participation 
in simulations of reality or engagement linked to 
rewards (carrots) for processing tasks. In other words, 
the “gamification” proposition is said to be that students 
harness the motivational power of games where 
“engagement” is said to occur through the application 
of “skills” and “thinking” (cognitive development) in 
response to a variety of gamified designs, reward 
mechanisms, computer simulations and or artificial 
situations (Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, & Nacke, 2011; 
Iosup & Epema, 2014; Hamari, Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014; 
Werbach & Hunter, 2012). 
 
Gamification (inc. Game based learning) presupposes 
that either earning points, badges or ascending levels 
in the game, in education value and learning terms, 
either occurs or is validated elsewhere. Gamification 
therefore presupposes knowledge creation is later 
constructed by transposing artificially generated 
“capabilities” gained by and in students. In reality 
terms, the gamification argument, means that although 
learning-for-reality doesn’t occur in the “gamified” 



 
A White Paper by RARE-i 

 

 

  2 | P a g e  How does gamification affect knowledge creation and innovation? – © Rare i_Paul McClean 2015 

circumstances, evidence of its benefits (in students) will 
later, allegedly, be found and employed to solve 
academic and or real-world problems in free or non-
controlled circumstances (Lee & Hammer, 2011; Iosup 
& Epema, 2014; Deterding, 2013; Simões, Díaz, & 
Fernández, 2013. E.g. this is the very same assumption 
that drives and maintains the philosophies of the 
existing industrial revolution education paradigm.  
 
Using these principles, and drilling into the game-based 
scenario, such as with the increasingly popular use of 
“Mind Craft”, the appearance of learning is, therefore, 
said to be taking place because students are glued to 
monitors, seemingly “engaged”, said to be 
“collaborating” and being taught by a or the game 
developer’s codification of cyber worlds. The 
assumption of educational value therefore, can be 
drawn that as a “teaching” “method”, some integrity 
must exist in the level of psychological development 
attained by each student. This assumption then, would 
be validated, arguably, in the supporting game 
proposition, mechanics, specification or literature. The 
educator would be able to leverage this material, 
providing evidence, confidence and assurance to 
parents and peers that genuine cognitive development 
learning is actually taking place (rather than fun just 
being had). 
 
Unfortunately, when scrutiny is made on the absent 
integrity of educational value and the lack of cognitive 
development specifications (with gamification literature, 
and or the game itself) in this regard, and or where 
gamification is broadly cast and widely promoted as a 
significant salvation for 21st Century education, 
particularly by those with vested interests, it is not hard 
to understand why gamification is heavily criticised in 
academic and psychological quarters. The common 
thread is that gamification is as dangerous as it is 
exploitive and manipulative, at the least (Deci; 1978; 
Schunk, 1983;Bogost, 2011b; Bogost, 2011a).  
 
DEFINITIONS 

 Game based learning (GBL) is a type 
of game play that has de fined 
learning outcomes. In general terms, game 
based learning is designed to balance subject 

matter with gameplay and the said to 
incorporate the ability of the player to retain 
and apply said subject matter to the real world 
(at some later stage). 
 

 Gamification is the use of game thinking 
and game mechanics in non-game contexts to 
engage users in solving problems and 
increase participants contributions 

CRITICISM 

Relatedly, and during a discussion on the prospect of 
introducing gamification within a leading educational 
institution (and forum), two leading educators (one 
with a PHD in Psychology)’ recently echoed 
widespread criticisms: “This is seriously 
dangerous.”…. “We may as well inject them all with 
Nano chips or RFID’s”…..“Let’s just process students 
into drones and be done with it all!”  

In Dicheva et al (2015), this unsurprising.  

They evaluated 34 gamification-education case 
studies, revealing significant limitations with the design 
principles of a variety of gamification programmes in 
education. They found whereas “lot of publications on 
the use of gamification in education but the majority 
are only describing some game mechanics and 
dynamics and re-iterating their possible use in 
educational context, while true empirical research on 
the effectiveness of incorporating game elements in 
learning environments is still scarce.” 

There are, according to research, no studies that 
reveal the long term societal benefits of introducing 
gamification into education. Accordingly, careful and 
deliberate distinctions should be drawn towards the 
dangers of gamification, game-based learning and the 
needs to promote genuine, cognitive and social 
[societal] development, in young learners. This is 
because a growing number of critics liken the 
implications of gamification, in terms of very serious 
implications to societal development (which is bad 
enough in the traditional education paradigm) and to 
that of a question of integrity or educational morality.  
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Fears have long since been raised regarding the 
resultant societal benefits, behaviours and thrust for 
standardising performance testing paradigm(s) yet, 
game-based learning is grounded in these principles. 
Parallels were and are now increasingly drawn (from) 
to early game-based “learning” experiments involving 
Rhesus monkeys (Harlow, 1940’s+; Killian, 2013). The 
monkeys would manipulate a joystick to perform 
actions to which triggered event driven responses to 
computer-generated stimuli. “The monkeys of two 
species learned to perform repetitive, computer and 
non-computer game-based calculations, where 
gaining reward [peanuts] was achieved by 
successively repeating larger sums”. Unfortunately, 
the monkey that came second went hungry. In other 
computational or puzzle based tests, also using 
Rhesus monkeys, it found that the monkeys who were 
easily rewarded who then showed a lack of intrigue 
and or became disinterested in the activity.  

In human psychology terms, similar affects are found. 
Early interest spoke of apparent “motivation”, but, as 
varying levels of difficulty and task achievement are 
not responded to by adequate timing of rewards (at 
artificially designed “trigger” points), interest in the 
game design, ultimately wanes. Arguably the task 
being achieved is not representative of quality 
thinking, or educational value or even an authentic 
reflection of ability; it is merely the confluence or 
appearance of a ‘desired behaviour’ being activated 
by the pre-programmed conditions of a controller (the 
game designer). The desired behaviour occurs only 
when the controller or control system, with which the 
player exists, when an event or trigger happens, 
sufficiently or at the right time (Killian; 2013). The 
continuance of this creates the false perception that 
motivation occurs as a result of learning and the 
controller, controls the subverted participant. It is of 
little wonder that the underpinning principles behind 
both gamification and game based learning are the 
same as gambling and the software’s used in 
gambling machines that create additions. More, 
broadly, and when considering the use of such 
psychological control mechanisms used to influence 
masses of young minds, in a social engineering 
setting (which is what an education facility is), George 
Orwell would be proud.  

Indeed, early research (Lepper & Greene & Nisbett, 
1973) from Stanford and Michigan Universities, 
respectively, found that games-rewards based 
systems in education scenarios, which use game 
design and mechanics, pray upon the addictive 
functions of extrinsic motivators. They found this 
actually undermines a child’s intrinsic motivators to 
learn, presenting serious implications. In a series of 
controlled reward experiments they found that 
gamification led to the “anticipation” that subjects who 
“expected” awards to occur showed less quality of 
application and ultimately less subsequent intrinsic 
interest, and less consequential development, in the 
target activity than subjects undergoing unexpected-
award and or no-award conditions.  

The trail of this research has continued. Schunk 
(1991) followed, finding, through American 
Psychological Association publications, that significant 
caution needs to occur with reward mechanisms and 
how they are distributed in educational contexts. He 
found that the illusion of engagement would occur in 
rewards based participation however, promoted only 
an initial task engagement and short live persistence.  

Another study drew an interesting parallel in 
behavioral modification implications of or through 
“gamifying” education citing a future comparative 
testing of human test groups, through education 
policy. This was likened gamification to the ‘digitised’ 
version, probably on a BYOD device, of “the social 
engineering implications of the industrial revolution 
system, but certainly not fixing any of it!”… 

The summary view was that the unforeseen 
consequences of gamification provided the basis or 
influence for as much educational value, innovation, 
creativity (Amabile et al; 1986) and societal 
enrichment that supported the game-based 
psychological well-being of captive research animals. 
Others have criticised game-based, and poorly 
devised gamification courses, where students will be 
increasingly or engaged only when they come into 
gaming worlds full of collisions, magical potions and 
creatures. Worryingly, this is only a part of the real 
danger of adopting game-based education concerns 
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as well as being a social pastime, for students. This is 
explained later.  

DEPTH 

In looking at game-based learning, in this light, the 
nature of widespread criticism, and the analogy, is 
based on notions that video games will not teach 
thinking, nor teach students how to “think”, nor 
develop their own behavioural and learning mindset 
beyond that of a procedural construct. Indeed, 
gamification in this lens, actually undermines the 
natural and human effects of social comparison and 
competitiveness with artificial circumstances (Garcia 
2013; McClean 2009). This, underpinned by the now 
systemically evident implications of New Zealand’s 
NCEA system, on chronic skill shortages and 
degenerating international Innovation/competitiveness, 
causes further concerns. The dangers of introducing 
gamification into an already problematic education 
system, in terms of developing the talent who would 
be capable of creating value, new innovations, sectors 
and or broader societal contribution (or survival), are 
enormous.  

Games do not leverage or stimulate authentic 
creativity, nor incorporate the sophistication of 
developing intellect, of different and individual leaners. 
Game-based learning in particular falsifies reality; they 
do not genuinely teach students values, integrity, how 
to authentically problem solve, how to fail, how to 
reflect, analyse complex patterns of behaviour. 
Although the “appearance” of collaboration may occur 
in multi-user or multi-player scenarios, game-based 
learning deprives the learner of the fundamental 
opportunity to learn how to negotiate human 
interaction, truthfulness, persuasion and empathy. 
Using Mind Craft, as an example, educators loose all 
sense and ability in being able to assess what is going 
on with students “learning”. Further, in allowing 
students to interact on public servers, the implications 
are as grave as leaving them in a playground with 
strangers. As well as unworldly cyber bullying, cyber-
violence, intimidation and force, the intensification, 
unhealthy occultist obsession and frustrations may 
alienate the “student” from the purpose of the 
“experience” even if one argues some genuine 
learning was going on in a block-i-fied cyber unreality.  

Thus, artificial simulations or games will not enable 
students to progressively analyse scenarios or how to 
improve life skills, or how to search for information that 
falls outside of the bounded controls of the game. 
Indeed, in the case of “Mind-Craft”, educators 
capturing screen shots of play does not engender 
much confidence or evidence of learning. There are, in 
that example, widening reports that students either 
cheat or do not bother to capture the “work” as the 
“game” has ended, where disappointment or 
disinterest has set in; does this really return an 
investment on educational investment in costly game 
technologies, for longer term benefit? 

Games, like all computer programmes, operate with 
bounded inputs, the temporary storage of processed 
information and produce outputs. Users, like the 
monkeys, ultimately rehearse a set of procedures, and 
or answers, in order input the correct “answer” or to 
rehearse, repeat or practice the correct set of steps 
needed to complete an outcome for artificial reward.  

Knowledge may be employed in particular topical 
“games” however, the limitation of games rarely steps 
the learners cognitive development beyond low 
comprehension or recall. The over-estimation of them 
is simply a means to prop up the failing approach 
towards education, through quantifiable or procedural 
student “evaluation”. Authentic creativity is deprived 
by the bounds of digitising the same principles that 
built and preserve the industrial revolution educational 
construct. Even in “games” that profess strategy, the 
concept of “strategic” play is based on recalling “what 
works” [what computer inputs to process under a 
particular set of prescribed conditions] vs. “what does 
not” rather than the genuine evaluation of 
circumstances, to form human behaviour. This has no 
connection to claim to teaching students to analyse or 
evaluate for and of reality. The appearance of 
learning, motivation and or engagement occurs 
because video games, cyber worlds, and or the 
animation effects of educational tools, are often as 
graphically attractive as they are to fun to “play”; 
similar to what are toys such as Xbox and or PS3. 

Games do not promote the sociotechnical processes 
learners need to deal with nuances that input into 
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complex decision making; nor do they enable students 
of different backgrounds, to increase their systemic 
awareness by coping with diversity or adversity, 
working upon issues or problems in real life settings.  

Game-based learning promotes the use of artificial 
processes, colourful artistry and students appearing to 
respond to bounded, standardised, environments, 
assignments and tasks that may or may not have any 
validity. In effect, from a societal development 
perspective, they are inhibitory control mechanisms 
which suppress debate, reasoning and emotional 
development, thought and control human behaviour. 
The effects influence, even coerce, a set of desired, 
measurable, and repetitively rewarded, circumstances. 
The process, therefore, is argued as not genuine in 
motivating because “players” (students) are induced 
to be motivated to perform desired or manipulated 
actions in an alternate reality that may fall well short of 
the actual reality. Indeed, from an ethical standpoint, 
what role, then, does the teacher play or take in 
critiquing students and explaining to parents that their 
child has failed to respond to achieving a badge or 
putting a digitized-block in place, in a “gamified” 
education task or video world? 

 

REPLICATING THE STATUS QUO 

Gamification, therefore, replicates, indeed deepens, 
the problematic traits and issues that are anchored to 
today’s prevailing education system(s). Instead of 
students sitting in rows facing a teacher waiting for 
cues, questions or instructions, students sit in rows, 
facing a computer, waiting for cues, instructions, levels 
to complete, objects to move or tasks to performed. 

Gamification, in referencing game based learning also, 
as a possible education “standard”, is in stark conflict 
with the very notions of transformative education.  
Gamification replaces teacher-centred, direct 
approaches, with task-based, game-centred 
approaches. There is no connection to the student’s 
interests or well-being as the nexus of benefit is 
served to the game designer, the reward bearer and 
or 3rd party commercial interest. The student’s 
educational interests are removed from the equation 
as gamification does not promote transformation nor 
emergent creation from spontaneous human 
interaction because the notion of it denies it. This 
notion enslaves the student’s reliance upon valueless 
reward mechanisms that are devoid of and are a 
symbolic reduction of genuine achievement, or 
knowledge creation as a function of prior and future 
human behaviour. Accordingly, should education (as a 
system) adopt gamification widely the implications are 
that the “game” approach becomes the modern 
institutional enslaver that “digitises” the heavily 
criticised Victorian and industrial revolution autocratic 
authority. The entrapped student, much like an animal 
receiving food as reward for following a task, receives 
an idol, or badge for following invisible or standardised 
procedures (regardless of any argument about the 
power of virtual world creativity). This provides 
students with no ability to master the intellectual and 
practical skills necessary to survive and compete in 
the 21st Century marketplace (Chijoke et al; 2010).  
 

DANGER 

The real danger is that the “game” becomes the 
controlling utopian physical and social setting in which 
students rely upon to exist, and where everything or 
anything meaningful, to them, ultimately happens or 
develops. Game designers design their software in 
order to be addictive in order to attract, induce, elicit and 
sustain participation. By structuring false idol rewards, 
players (or students), become addicted to the “game” 
or the desire (“motivation”) to level up, rather than the 
underlying cognitive development mechanism (if one 
exists) and will therefore play longer, work harder.  

Students lose the fundamental ability and rights, in 
gamified scenarios, for self-determination and 
judgement (Schunk, 1991). Thus, it is not the quality of 



 
A White Paper by RARE-i 

 

 

  6 | P a g e  How does gamification affect knowledge creation and innovation? – © Rare i_Paul McClean 2015 

education that engages the student in authentic 
learning or cognitive development, but, the game 
designer that controls the student in a transfixed 
stupor of play (Jiang, 2011). The problem then 
worsens as educators promote and adopt gamification 
while seriously misunderstanding (or not knowing) the 
inherent psychological dangers of it. As such creating 
artificial scenarios and incentives, is extremely 
dangerous territory for education to go. Transformative 
education opportunities, therefore, become divorced 
from and impacts the culture of the learner’s “real” 
social environment as false idols and fads pervade 
what ought to be real-world learning. This includes 
divorcing the culture that the individual learning was 
educated in or lives in, and the people and institutional 
figures, or teachers, with whom they interact for 
demons and points; based on imitation and hard to 
sustain engagement (Dominguez et al; 2013; Gee; 
2003) .  
 
No new knowledge nor the thinking processes 
needed, as a result, are generated or constructed for 
real world applicability education (Chijoke et al; 2010). 
To this effect, Amabile et al (1986) started a field of 
research which showed that gamified reward 
mechanisms on task functions in workplaces and 
education settings actually killed creativity and 
innovation. As one example, 23 participants, as 
professional artists, were asked to participate. In a 
controlled environment were no participant new of the 
experiment, those that were rewarded generated 
artwork with little creativity and technical skill, as they 
were attracted to the reward not the development 
opportunity, task or quality. Amabile (1986) pursued 
the study further proving that, as subjects of 
remarkable experiment, the participants who were not 
rewarded provided significantly more creative, high 
quality and skill-visible work, than those who were 
gamified.  
 

 
Figure 1 - "Gotcha!" 

THE ALTERNATIVE – TRANSFORMATIVE 
EDUCATION FOR KNOWLEDGE CREATION 

The question, therefore begs, will gamification 
genuinely benefit education to develop talent or 
knowledge creation, and ultimately, Innovation?  

The answer is no.  

Education is poised for the greatest shake up for 
centuries. However, developing nations and education 
to create talent for free, prosperous societies built 
upon by a need for Innovation, “if” that remains one of 
the philosophical or practical goals of education (to be 
confirmed), based on Orwellian principles and or 
gamification, is not the answer.  

Game based learning, used as a whole, devalues 
education and undermines the intrinsic motivators 
needed to drive innovation (at an early age); where 
the individual leaner no longer has genuine freedom or 
choice to define, rationalise, or find meaning in the 
educational setting, and or life challenges, put to them.  

Driving students towards compulsive addition or to 
obsess over cyber structures does not expand their 
critical boundaries of reality or human values or 
behaviour, in reality. Thus, when considering the 
morality of education in the gamification context, Taw 
Wan Kim (2015) argues that providers of gamification 
are snake oil salesman. They deceive because they 
are “indifferent” to the justification of educational 
value or quality in promotion gamification in so far as 
there is none where Wan Kim goes onto to say that 
“gamifiers” seek only to manipulate and exploit. 
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Industrially, it is important to also expand upon the 
fundamental difference between using the principles of 
gamification, as an innovation, as a means to support 
customer loyalty systems, in business, than gamifying 
the practice of business itself. Indeed, many marketers 
have already identified the cause and expiry date of 
gamification as counterpoint to the waning 
effectiveness of contemporary competitive strategy.  

Thus, the focus of attention from industry, as 
mentioned in the introduction, is upon education to 
address the quality of talent supply issues. To 
diversify, industry seeks talent who can think 
differently and evaluate where society is going.  

In this context, the creation of video games absolutely 
has a place in education as one of many examples of 
what can be done from educating “programming” and 
“how” computers can be played with, but their 
relevance towards the education of students for and 
about a 21st Century reality is as limited as that of the 
competitive strategy (which symbolises the industrial 
revolution era driven by old paradigm of teacher-
centred and or chalk n talk education approaches). 
The alternative to gamification, and less dangerous 
approach to resolving supply from the education 
paradigm, is therefore not to hide the responsibility of 
education behind a miss construed reward system, 
game or interface. The alternative is to regenerate the 
education system using “knowledge creation” as the 
fundamental and genuine transformative academic 
construct.  

By incorporating “real world” project based learning, 
embedding industry qualifications, using real time 
thinking and 21st Century project/skill measurement, 
“thinking” not simulation and repetition, should be 
encouraged and harnessed in students. Indeed, it is 
not to say, however, that game elements should not 
be included in education. Indeed, game elements, 
understood with significant care, can enhance 
frameworks that embody and promote the integrity of 
school-based activities, with prestige and accolade 
(Rock 2004).This is because rewarding real 
educational and life challenges are not found in 
experimental, simulated or artificial games.  

Accordingly, where the feedback time is immediate, 
personalised, in a variety of forms, or short, the 
resulting positive reinforcement has integrity, value, is 

knowledge creation and principle driven. This helps 
students develop a sense of purpose with authentic 
“real learning” leveraging the dynamics of school 
environment, or classroom. This develops the student 
because ‘they’ hold dominion over their own ability to 
become the incubator of new knowledge creation, not 
a controlled participant following a set of pre-defined 
or being confined to bounded environments.  

With full and genuine transformative, student-centred 
approaches, where students negotiate ambiguity, 
developing systems, design and critical thinking, 
solving, proving and evaluating “real life” problems, 
using 21st Century tools, not games, for should be the 
Innovation outputs. As a result the best use of 
“reward” is to enable students, in real-time, to 
negotiate the quality of their innovation, small or large 
in scale. This is where “reward” scales also to some 
societal, human, tangible, academic or industrial 
meaning, significance or relevance.  Doing so, has the 
greatest emotional and social impact on students, as 
“real” reward systems and competitive social 
mechanisms generate authenticate motivators, 
extrinsically and intrinsically (McClean, 2012). Reward 
systems suppose, therefore, that an innovative, fun 
and encouraging way exists to represent progress 
within a real-time educational experience. 

This approach is highly effective. It embraces and 
enhances authentic human motivation and promotes 
longer term psychological, creative confidence and 
social skill developments, over time, and in reality. By 
giving students real-time visibility and data as 
validation of their own human behaviour, and real 
world exploits, the education becomes less 
instructional (or disruptive), creating a more 
transformative learning environment; where the actual 
disruption can occur in education and genuine market 
places not a virtual or a make believe tool, scenario or 
world that belies the margin of the “developer”.  

“Real world” education empowers students to 
become the architect of their learning, enables them to 
identify real world skill needs, enables them to think 
differently, drives real results, for real reasons. “Real 
world-if-i-cation” as the polar opposite to gamification, 
is befit to the complex, varied, variable, intellectual, 
social, behavioural, competitive and collaborative traits 
of the learner. This has proven, authentic, greater, 
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cognitive, emotional and social impacts on students, 
as the reward systems and competitive social 
mechanisms are themselves authentic, and that 
proven for the wider societal interest.  

The cumulative acquisition of knowledge, to create 
new knowledge, is as much a function of natural and 
social behaviour as it is the integral application and 
creative utilisation of 21st century tool sets (not 
games).  

Summarily, there must be a distinction between 
education, the real world, reward systems vs. 
gamification and that of the questionable morality of 
promoting the dangers of play-way fads and play-way 
tools in education. Competitiveness and reward 
systems, again drawing a distinction from gamification, 
should, in schools and through genuine transformation 
programmes, invoke the next generation of fresh 
mindsets propelling them towards new thinking 
towards 21st century digital and knowledge creation. 
Reward mechanisms, in classrooms, should be the 
function of linked to societally applicable and relevant 
projects; and a feature of educational institutions who 
embed industrial qualifications, student and socio-
industrial outcomes that are able to transcend to the 
innovation interest of the nation, not commercial 
drivers promoting gaming interests. 
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