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Using choices in a fantasy adventure game has recently

been shown as a reliable method of measuring personality

(McCord, Harman, & Purl, 2019), with multiple advantages

over traditional Likert scale measurement. This study

systematically tests whether additional elements of

gamification enhance measurement. We test a text-based

gamified personality measure with and without graphics

comparing results with a traditional big 5 measure. Results

show both versions of the game adequately measure

personality in a shorter more engaging task and the

addition of graphics did not improve personality

measurement over the text-only game.

• The current study is a controlled test of additional  

elements of gamification (e.g. narrative, graphics, 

points, levels) in game-based personality measures 

(GPMs).

• The original GPM is a text-based adventure game 

where decision in game are used to measure 

personality. We Illustrated most items in the original 

game creating the GPM-Illustrated.

• We tested both correlations between game scores and 

scores on a traditional Big 5 inventory as well as 

participant reactions.

• Traditional personality assessments are typically 

context-poor and susceptible to faking and careless 
responding.

• New research on game-like personality measures 

suggests that gamification can reduce the negative 

effects associated with traditional measures.

• Gamification: The addition of elements 

commonly associated with games to a task.

Materials

Results

ABSTRACT

Discussion

The current study adds to the emerging literature on game like assessment of personality and gamification 

more generally. We tested two variants of game-like personality measures with adding illustrations to a 

measure already incorporating narrative. Both GPMs obtained modest correlations with each of the Big 5 

personality factors, enhancing the proof of concept provided by McCord et al. (2019), though construct and 

criterion validity remain areas that would require improvement before GPMs would be appropriate for applied 

use. This study is the first to measure participant reactions to GPMs providing evidence for the advantage of 

GPMs over traditional personality inventories in terms of perceived enjoyment, ease, and effort. In terms of 

the primary research question, would adding an additional game element to the measure enhance 

measurement or participant reactions, the results provide no evidence of additional benefits of illustrations.
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 Table 1. Correlations between personality factor scores (O, C, E, A, & N) from the GPM (both games collapsed) and 

the IPIP-50. Cronbach's alpha is listed in the diagonal. 

 GPM IPIP-50 

   O C E A N O C E A N 

GPM 

O  .214                            

C  .051  .204                          

E  .271 *** -.154 ** .125                       

A  .077  -.085  .334 *** .322                    

N  -.161 ** -.023  -.349 *** -.291 *** .264                 

IPIP-50 

O  .288 *** .050  .244 *** .074  -.178 *** .788              

C  .030  .306 *** -.118 * .030  -.127 * .020  .820           

E  .191 *** -.131 * .398 *** .038  -.357 *** .392 *** -.037  .916        

A  .062  -.075  .387 *** .323 *** -.191 *** .215 *** .013  .326 *** .870     

N  -.099  -.042  -.042  -.045  .206 *** -.064  -.229 *** -.131 * .150 ** .783  

 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

• Replicating previous work, the GPM factor scores correlated with scores from the IPIP-50 for each factor though correlations were moderate in size. 

Table 1 shows the correlation tables for the combined data. Cronbach’s alphas for the game scores are relatively low, consistent with previous work 

and somewhat expected as the game has only 6 items per factor, each on a 3 point scale of choice data as opposed to agreement judgments. 

• Because the items in the GPMs were on a 3 point scale which is not advised for CFA, we parceled items together to create three items per factor 

each on a 5 point scale. Results of this CFA showed an acceptable fit (χ2 (80) = 94.8, p. = .123; CFI = .839; RMSEA = .0236). 

• To test for differences in correlations between the text based and illustrated GPMs, we conducted simple slopes analysis on each factor. There was 

not a difference in slopes for any of the five personality factors between the standard GPM-nI and the GPM-illustrated. The observed interaction 

terms were; Openness (β = -.443, p = 0.127), Conscientiousness (β = .0124, p. = 0.997), Extroversion (β =  -.0583, p. = .888), Agreeableness (β =  -

.476, p. = 0.188), and Neuroticism (β =  .0285, p. = .944). 

• Means for the IPIP-50 and both the text and illustrated GPMs are plotted in figure 2. Collapsing across game types, there is a main effect with the 

GPMs scoring higher in joy and ease and lower on effort. Between the text and illustrated GPMs there was no difference in Joy, ease or effort. 

• For the effort scale, the IPIP-50 was rated as requiring more effort than the GPM but the difference between the IPIP-50 and the GPM-illustrated 

was not significant. 

Figure 1. Figure 1 shows an example item from the GPM-illustrated.

Figure 2. Figure 2 plots the mean participant reaction scores for the IPIP-50, GPM-nI, and 

GPM-illustrated.

GPM. The GPM is a 31 item text-based game. Throughout the narrative, the 

participant has to choose between different options to continue the adventure 

(measure available on the 1st author’s website). 30 of 31 choices are used to 

measure the big 5 personality factors (6 questions per factor). Response options 

for each question represent differing levels (high, medium, low) of a personality 

factor with low-level options being scored 0 and high-level options scored 2. 

Scores for each factor are the sum of the 6 questions for each factor. 

GPM-Illustrated. The GPM- illustrated is identical the the GPM with the addition 

of illustrations for most items (see Figure 1).

IPIP-50. The IPIP-50 is a 50-item sample questionnaire provided on the IPIP 

website (www.ipip.org) that has consistently demonstrated high validity and 

reliability measures (Goldberg, et al., 2006). The IPIP-50 provides 10 

statements per personality factor using a Likert-type scale ranging from one 

(very inaccurate) to five (very accurate). Thus, for each factor, the highest score 

a participant can obtain is 50 while the lowest is 10. 

Enjoyment, ease and effort. To measure participant reactions, we adopted 

post measures from Weidner and Landers (2018; originally adapted from 

Croteau et al., 2010; Venkatesh, 2000; and Speer et al., 2016). All responses 

ranged from 1 – strongly disagree to 7 – strongly agree. Three items measured 

enjoyment (e.g. the game (questionnaire) was enjoyable), three items measured 

ease and clarity (e.g. the game (questionnaire) was clear and understandable), 

and three items measured the perceived effort expended (e.g. the game 

(questionnaire) wore me out). 

343 Participants volunteered through the website reddit (r/SampleSize). 

Participants were told that the study was intended to examine the relationship 

between performance on a text-based game and personality. Participants first 

filled out a demographic questionnaire and were randomly assigned to play 

either the GPM or GPM-Illustrated followed by the enjoyment and engagement 

items. After they completed the game and its’ reaction items, and they 

completed the IPIP-50 followed by the final reaction items. After completing 

every portion of the study, participants were provided their scores on the IPIP-50 

along with information explaining their scores. 
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