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ABSTRACT
The educational value of play has long been acknowledged. During the last decades,
much attention has been paid to video games and the multifarious ways in which they
can promote and enhance learning. The main objective of this dissertation is to weave
game principles, learning and the notion of playfulness with assessment principles in
an attempt to investigate how what I call “game-informed playful assessment” (GIPA)
may affect student learning and, more particularly, student experience of learning.
The GIPA was introduced to an undergraduate Ancient Greek poetry course at a
University in Cyprus. My data was generated through in-depth interviews with ten of
the students that attended the course. Even though the GIPA, which was designed so
as to promote student agency, autonomy, collaboration and playfulness was
favourably, even enthusiastically, received the research also served to bring to the
fore several other issues that call for attention, such as the stress that innovative
assessment may evoke to students and student readiness to be playful within an
academic framework that typically juxtaposes serious work with playfulness and play.
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INTRODUCTION
“I don’t think there is any point in knowing this Sapphic distich by heart”. I once
received this response to a relevant question on a final exam paper from one of my
ancient Greek students. When I emailed the student emphasising the importance of
the distich, the student apologised, but indicated nevertheless that he would have
preferred to be asked to reproduce a distich that meant something to him.
Considering that throughout the semester students had been given various
opportunities to express themselves freely and communicate their ideas in class, I
found this remark somewhat unfair. However, the incident prompted me to reflect
upon the design of my assessments. What quality was I rewarding through my
question on the Sapphic distich, and what meaning was I communicating to my
students? Was the design of my assessment responsive to my innovative teaching
methods? How might I have designed the exam differently, and how would this have
affected the student experience? This dissertation is primarily about assessment. Its
main objective is to weave assessment principles, games, learning and the notion of
playfulness together in an attempt to investigate how what I call “game-informed
playful assessment” (GIPA) can affect student learning and, more particularly,
student experience of learning.
My research concerns an ancient Greek course delivered at a university in
Cyprus. The ancient Greek language holds a prominent position in the educational
curriculum of Greece and Cyprus. In both countries, secondary education has a
duration of six years, divided into two equal phases: gymnasium (ages 12–15) and
lyceum (ages 15–18). All secondary students have to attend many hours of ancient
Greek language courses throughout gymnasium and for the first year of lyceum. In
the second year of lyceum, students choose their area of specialisation, and those
majoring in the humanities attend several additional hours of ancient Greek for the
remaining two years (Fig. 1). On the basis of this, one would naturally expect
students entering university to have a relatively good command of the ancient Greek
language. In reality, the level of the great majority is very low. Moreover, many
students also come to nurture strong negative feelings about ancient Greek,
considering it to be inaccessible, difficult, useless and parochial. Even though there
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is no consensus on the causes of this phenomenon, all stakeholders seem to agree
that there should be a radical change in the way ancient Greek is taught in both
secondary and tertiary education (Maronitis 2001).
Whereas in many other countries the study of classical languages has
undergone an innovative shift during the last few years (Bodard and Romanello
2016; Hill 2003), in Greece and Cyprus ancient Greek is still typically taught in a
very conservative and old-fashioned way that offers little if any scope for exploration
and playfulness. Even ancient Greek literature courses are language-centred and
place excessive emphasis on form, leaving little space for interpretation and meaning
(Tsafos and Seranis 2013; Polkas 2011; Chatzimavroudi 2007). Furthermore, ancient
Greek texts are still often approached with a feeling a reverence and awe, as if they
conceal valuable meanings waiting to be discovered inside them. The methods used
for the assessment of ancient Greek language and literature courses are of a similar
nature. To be in position to pass their exams, students have to passively memorise
hundreds of declensional and conjugational patterns and various grammar and syntax
rule exceptions, must learn to recite long lists of regular and irregular verbs, and
must even learn by heart extensive chunks of modern Greek translations of ancient
Greek texts. Except for a handful of attempts to change these methods of assessment
(e.g. at the Open University of Cyprus ancient Greek is assessed though open-book
examinations), students are still almost exclusively assessed through high-stakes
methods: mid-terms and final written exams.
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As a graduate of both a Cypriot secondary school and a Greek university, and
having taught ancient Greek in a higher education institution in Cyprus for several
years now, I know first-hand the negative implications of this method of assessment
for both student learning and student experience. When I enrolled on the GameBased Learning (GBL) module during my MSc a few years ago, I was intrigued by
the vivid discussions of games and learning, and by how educators often try to
leverage the great potential of video games for their teaching. Although these
discussions had been in circulation for many years, especially in the UK and the US,
they were entirely new to me—indeed, they are still relatively new in Greece and
Cyprus. Accordingly, for my MSc dissertation I decided to build upon this new
knowledge and connect it to the other issue that troubled me, that of assessment, in
order to examine whether and how it might affect the student experience of
assessment. This seemed to be a potentially fruitful area for research, considering
that student experience apropos “innovative assessment” (Hounsell et al. 2007) has
not yet been adequately investigated (Bevitt 2015). Furthermore, whereas GBL has
been widely used in a number of disciplines, in classics—except for a couple
exceptions—the educational potential of games has not been an issue (Pike 2015;
Evans 2016). Last but not least, the timing was also apt for such a research project,
as at that time I was asked to undertake an ancient Greek course which I had taught
twice in the past and which I felt was “mature” enough for this kind of radical
experimentation.
Bearing all the above in mind, my research question was formulated as
follows: how is GIPA received by students enrolled on an ancient Greek poetry
course at a university in Cyprus? Μy main objectives were to investigate:
Ø whether students had experienced other innovative forms of assessment
before
Ø the differences that students would identify between GIPA and traditional
forms of assessment
Ø how students would articulate and describe their experience with GIPA in
terms of enjoyment and learning
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For the purposes of this research, I designed a number of activities that were
underpinned by game principles and that could allow some scope for playfulness. I
also tried to leverage the affordances of new technologies through the use of my
university’s virtual learning environment and the students’ smartphones, so as to add
a digital dimension to the course.
This dissertation falls into two parts. In the fist part, I discuss some of the
seminal literature on assessment practices and the use of games in education, also
touching upon the notions of motivation, engagement and playfulness. In the second
part, I lay out my methodology: I describe my method of approach, the research tools
I used to generate my data, the process I followed for the data analysis, and some
issues concerning ethics and the trustworthiness of my research. The dissertation
closes with the presentation and discussion of my findings.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Since I am a classicist, let me open this section with a reference to Theaetetus, a
dialogue by the fourth-century (BCE) Greek philosopher Plato, which masterfully
interweaves many of the themes I am concerned with in this dissertation. The
Theaetetus is the Platonic dialogue par excellence that centres on and seeks to
scrutinise the nature of knowledge (Burnyeat 1990). The participants in the dialogue
are Socrates; a promising Athenian lad called Theaetetus; and Theodorus, a
mathematician and Theaetetus’ teacher—a fervent advocate of instructional
teaching. The scene is at the palaestra (i.e. a place for wrestling), a semantically
significant venue which predisposes us to perceive the ensuing conversation as a
wrestling match, or an agon according to Caillois’ (1962) classification: a game that
is competitive and entertaining and requires sustained attention, discipline, training
and perseverance.
The question of the nature of knowledge is posed by Socrates, who claims to
have long been troubled by it and expresses the desire to investigate it with those
present. In his attempt to get everyone involved in the discussion, Socrates suggests
that they cast their conversation in the form of a children’s ball game; anyone who
makes a mistake should sit down and be “donkey”, and anyone who comes through
without a miss will be “king” and can make the others answer any questions he
likes. The others remain silent at Socrates’ unexpected proposal: how would it
possible to pursue such a difficult philosophical question as the nature of knowledge
by playing a children’s game? And, in any case, who wants to be called a “donkey”
and be exposed for making a mistake? When Socrates ponders whether his
suggestion was “boorish”, Theodorus encourages Socrates to address all his
questions to Theaetetus, claiming that he himself is too old for this kind of
conversation, dialectical as is.
Although Socrates’ suggestion about the ball game draws a blank, the
discussion that follows is repeatedly cast in terms of play/games: we move,
therefore, from a focus on actual play to the notion of playfulness. In order to
pursue their goal, Socrates encourages Theaetetus to formulate his own definitions
of knowledge, and then puts these definitions under scrutiny, so as to help his young
interlocutor to self-assess what he really knows and to straighten out his beliefs.
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Although some of the philosophical issues that come up during the discussion are
quite challenging, Socrates adopts a playful attitude throughout the conversation; as
well as continuously pleading ignorance on the issue under investigation and
presenting himself as Theaetetus’ co-learner, he impersonates other thinkers, makes
extreme hypotheses, presents Theaetetus with puzzles, narrates stories etc. As he
keeps emphasising to Theaetetus, who on several occasions appears to be in a state
of wonder and even confesses an inability to deal with various matters, the
effectiveness of their discussion depends on their genuine and mutual willingness to
keep “playing” the philosophy game. If they reach a dead end, neither of them
should stop—the game needs two players—but rather they should make a different
hypothesis together and take another route, that is, play the “game” in a different
way. The main point is not to lose sight of their ultimate goal: to find the truth.
But Socrates does not merely encourage and support Theaetetus to keep
“playing”; he is also at pains to actively show him what it means to play this game
well, that is, to be a good player (see Appendix A). Among the features that
characterise a good player, according to Socrates, are a combination of seriousness
and playfulness (Plass 1967; Ardley 1967) and a complete indifference to time. The
last point comes to a climax in the middle of the dialogue, when Socrates juxtaposes
the philosopher, whom he portrays as a man of schole (leisure),1 against other wise
men, particularly litigants and orators. The portrait of the philosopher as a man
entirely immersed in the serious play of learning, as intrinsically motivated to learn
for learning’s sake, and as experiencing what in modern terms we would call “flow”
(Csikszentmihalyi 1990) reflects in the most eloquent way the immersion that
educators seek to achieve for their students. How can academic learning and
assessment (i.e. “work”) be experienced as leisure in the Platonic sense of the word?
How can we support students to become good players in a state of constant wonder?
How can we enhance student engagement, that is, students’ investment of time,
effort and interest (Trowler 2010) in their learning?

1

For Plato, the term scholê (σχολή), which translates as “leisure”, was not simply equated with “free
time”, but was used to indicate free time dedicated to the pursuit of higher things (i.e. learning); cf.
Hemingway (1988); Hunnicutt (1990).
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Games, Play and Learning
During the last few decades, an answer to the above questions has been sought in
computer and video game play (Squire 2003). To be sure, the educational value of
play and its impact on children’s cognitive development in general was first
recognised by Plato, and in the twentieth century it was spotlighted once again
through the work of educators and psychologists such as Piaget (1962) and
Vygotsky (1978). The recent upsurge in the video games industry has rekindled this
interest, but has refocused it on digital games and their affordances. Logo, the
educational programming language designed by Feurzerig, Papert and Solomon,
constituted one of the first attempts to leverage the power of computers to help
children with geometry (Papert 1999). Since then, video games have been
extensively used for educational purposes, although the various attributes
occasionally attached to certain categories of video games betray an “anxiety” on
the part of educators and game designers to promote such games as not merely fun
and to present them as respectable. Thus, from the “educational games” of the
1980s, which were designed primarily to meet specific educational purposes, we
then moved on to “serious games”, whose gamefulness was not sacrificed to their
educational orientation (Deterding et al. 2011). Two other terms in use today are
“transformative games” (McGonigal 2011) and “persuasive games” (Bogost 2007).
The former term seeks to present video games as drivers of social change, the latter
to advance them as an expressive medium that can influence and persuade its
players.
Although the use of actual games in education—a practice known as “gamebased learning”—has gained several encouraging results and many enthusiasts, it is
also in many respects problematic and difficult to implement in terms of time, cost
and pedagogy (Kapp 2012; Dicheva et al. 2015). Apart from video games
specifically designed to meet the purposes of particular courses, in all other cases
video games are used mainly in a supplementary way: as extrinsic motivators and
stimuli for learning, instead of being a central aspect of the learning experience
(Begg et al. 2005). It is therefore not surprising that many educators have tried to
take advantage of the educational value of video games in ways that do not require
the use of actual games. One such example is gamification. According to one
definition, gamification is “the integration of elements of game design into nongaming contexts” (Deterding et al. 2011). To date, most attempts to apply
7

gamification to an educational context have concentrated on the use of game
vocabulary and mechanics, such as points and reward systems (Hamari et al. 2014;
Dicheva et al. 2015). This has led to the criticism that gamification offers a
superficial experience—a game veneer—instead of a real game with a backstory
and a design that caters to specific learners’ needs (Jagoda 2013; Bogost 2015; Mak
2013). A game is a system, and its gamefulness depends on a range of factors that
go far beyond the use of external rewards and game lexis. It is on these terms that
Bogost castigates gamification as “bullshit” (2015) and “exploitationware” (2011),
and the term “gamification” is often pejoratively referred to as “pointsification”
(Robertson 2010). For all its drawbacks, gamification continues to be a buzzword
today, and there have been some serious recent discussions of how it might become
more sophisticated and meaningful (Fuchs 2014). In my field, even though
gamification is not widely used, it has been adopted by a handful of teachers with
some promising results (Gloyn 2015; Pike 2015).
Like gamification, game-informed learning (GIL)—a term coined by Begg,
Dewhurst and Macleod (Begg et al. 2005)—does not presuppose the use of actual
games or game worlds. However, whereas current practices of gamification
typically employ game mechanics to offer a game veneer, GIL focuses mainly on
game principles, such as role-playing, collaboration and storytelling, with a view to
rendering learning more fundamentally game-like. GIL draws its rationale from
James Paul Gee, whose seminal book What Video Games Have to Teach Us About
Learning and Literacy extensively discusses the intriguing ways in which video
games facilitate learning whenever a game player encounters and attempts to master
a new game. According to Gee, video games can provide numerous insights into
how people learn, because such games build a theory of learning into their design.
Following from this, Gee put together a list of thirty-six principles which, according
to him, underpin good video games and represent central truths about the human
mind and human learning (see also Whitton 2010; Deterding 2014).

Gameplay as a Voluntary Act
“The inner life of videogames is bound up with the inner life of the player” (Poole

2000)

Although educators’ attempts to leverage the potential of games as learning
tools⎯whether through GBL, gamification or GIL⎯have been quite extensive, an
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important issue that is often surprisingly absent from discussions of games and
learning but is also one of the biggest challenges is that game-playing is first and
foremost a voluntary act (Nicholson 2012). Although it is true that in many good
video games gamers are allowed to move around freely, explore various
environments, and extend their reach to unforeseen spatial localities (Gee 2007), the
satisfaction emanating from this internal autonomy is largely premised on their
external autonomy and the simple fact that game play, like any other form of play,
is a free and voluntary act performed for its own sake (Suits 1978; Deterding 2014).
The gamer is the one who chooses when to play, which game to play, for how long,
where and with whom (Deterding 2014). Even in cases where a game is not played
recreationally but is rather a means to a specific end (e.g. to facilitate social
interaction at a gathering), the gamer still retains some control over their decision to
play (Whitton 2010).
The external autonomy enjoyed by gamers raises a number of questions:
would a gamer enjoy a video game if they were forced to play it? Would they feel
the same pleasure, enjoyment and fun if someone else had decided what and how
they were going play? How free would they feel within a game space that allowed
them to make several choices if they had been coerced into playing that particular
game in the first place? Inevitably, although the immersive nature of video games
results from a complex of elements and techniques (Shute and Ke 2012), their
appeal is largely premised on the fact that game-playing is a leisure activity. No
matter how engaging a video game is supposed to be, if it is imposed and not freely
chosen it might quickly lead to a cessation of participation (Mollick and Rothbard
2014) and even be perceived as a kind of “electronic whip” (Deterding 2014: 308–
10). Consequently, if with GBL and GIL we seek to attract student engagement in
order to achieve deep learning, it is important to at least partly redeem the loss of
external autonomy. As Mollick and Rothbard (2014) have shown, the detrimental
effects that an externally imposed game may cause can be alleviated if the game is
consented to, a condition that can be achieved if the participants have choices.
Accordingly, it is important that students be provided with a range of options to
choose from (Nicholson 2012).
As well as providing choices, however, it is also important to give students
the opportunity to customise their learning and even design activities that are
meaningful to them (Nicholson 2012). By allowing them to become “co-designers”,
9

not only do we enable students to take ownership of their learning and enjoy some
autonomy⎯an important reinforcer of intrinsic motivation (Lepper 1988)⎯but we
also contribute to the formation of what Kolb and Kolb have called a “ludic learning
space”, namely a “free and safe space that provides the opportunity for individuals
to play with their potentials and ultimately commit themselves to learn, develop and
grow” (2010). In addition to play, “ludic spaces” can also foster the development of
a playful attitude. The term “playful” is used here to indicate “a state of mind in
which an individual can think flexibly, take risks with ideas (or interactions), and
allow creative thought to emerge” (Youell 2008: 122). Consequently, playfulness
can lead to playful play, and this in turn can generate radically new approaches and
become a significant driver for creativity (Bateson and Martin 2013). Moreover, as
Fizek (2014) points out, playfulness can also lead to fun, an element that has mostly
been ignored in discussions of learning.
The crucial question is: how easy is it for students to be playful with their
learning? The complexity of the notion of playfulness is illustrated in the two
following examples, both of which constitute
attempts to apply game elements to a nongame context. The first example concerns the
installation of an exergame aboard a public

Figure 2: Musical Staircase, Stockholm

tram in order to motivate users to do pullups. While the installation of the exergame

would justify its use, people did not use it, because they found it embarrassing and
inappropriate to play-exercise aboard a tram (Toprak et al. 2013; Deterding 2014).
The second example concerns an experiment carried out in Odenplan underground
station in Stockholm, where in an attempt to encourage people to use the stairs
rather than the escalators, the Fun Factory team turned the staircase next to the
escalators into a piano (Fig. 2). In this case not only were people willing to use the
musical staircase, but they also played with it in various playful ways. Why were
the outcomes so different in these two cases? Why was embarrassment not an issue
in the second example? Some conjectures: first, the piano staircase did not require
any musical knowledge and could be easily used by anyone, regardless of age, size
or gender. For the exergame, however, we can assume that it might have been
inaccessible to certain groups such as small children, the old and the unfit. Second,
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whereas in order to get out of the underground people had to use either the piano
stairs or the escalators, the exergame did not form an indispensable part of the
passengers’ travelling experience, in so far as people did not have to use the
exergame in order to reach their destination. Third, even though the exergame was
placed on a tram, one could not be really playful with it, but had to use it properly in
order to justify its use—otherwise one might be accused of showing off. In the case
of the piano staircase, however, people could adopt a playful attitude, because the
very appearance of the staircase evoked the impression of something playable and
therefore justified such behaviour. Last but not least, it is important to note that
whereas the piano steps could be used simultaneously by a number of people, the
exergame could only be used by one person at a time, a particularity that might
heighten the “exposure” of its user to the eyes of other passengers. One ponders
what might have happened if passengers had been offered a reward for using the
exergame, or if the exergame had been accompanied by a note stating that when a
total of 1000 pull-ups was reached a certain amount of money would go to a charity.
Would people dare to be more playful in those circumstances? If so, would they be
extrinsically or intrinsically motivated, or both? What would happen to the feeling
of embarrassment in that case, and why? And what about the musical staircase?
Would more people use it if there were a reward, or would this have a detrimental
effect? One last crucial question: did the use of the musical staircase have merely ad
hoc or wider implications? These questions are more easily asked than answered.
What the abovementioned examples make clear, though, is that the appeal of a
game, and even its perception as a game, is not inherent to the game alone. Rather,
it is subjective and situational, and depends both on the interaction between the
game and the player and on the conditions within which game-playing takes place.
One player may thoroughly enjoy a video game, another may not, while the same
player may experience diverse feelings even when playing the same video game,
depending on the situation in which they find themselves each time. As Fuchs
(2012) notes, if we were to drop some Lego bricks into a 1970s European child’s
room, in an Egyptian temple in 2000 BCE, and in front of the curator of a
contemporary design museum in central Tokyo, those bricks would be perceived
differently in each case, owing to the different context in which they were placed: as
a toy, a sacred object and a piece of design respectively. A game exists as a game
only when it becomes one in somebody’s mind (Philippettee 2014). Accordingly, a
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player’s disposition towards a game and their willingness to play with it are
essential for a game to reach its full potential (Deterding 2014). This observation
gains in significance if we think of the role that play holds today in formal
education and its usual conceptualisation as a purposeless, silly and frivolous
activity. As Kolb and Kolb (2010: 26–27) observe:
In reality, play has been devalued and continues to be squeezed out of
our formal education institutions under the misguided view that learning
is reserved to the classrooms and play should be confined to the
playgrounds.
The marginalisation of play in academia raises crucial questions, as it might be
detrimental to a student’s willingness to play qua student. Having been attuned to an
educational system where the work/play, seriousness/playfulness dichotomies
prevail, students are very likely to be apprehensive about the idea of mixing play
with education or readily adopting a playful stance towards their material (Whitton
2010).

Assessment and Learning
Assessment has always been an indispensable part of the educational system.
Especially today, with the growing commercialisation of higher education, the need
for apparent objectivity in metrics on the performance and competencies of
students, academics and institutions is more urgent than ever (Nørgård et al. 2017).
Yet, far from being merely a means for measuring performance, assessment also
circumscribes the behaviour of all stakeholders. As Rowntree (1987: 1) notes with
reference to student assessment: “if we wish to discover the truth about an
educational system, we must look into its assessment procedures… The spirit and
style of student assessment defines the de facto curriculum”. As such, assessment
can have a profound effect on the way that students learn (Russell et al. 2006) and
can largely shape what and when students study, how much work they do, and the
approach they take to their learning (Εntwistle & Entwistle 1991; Swan et al. 2006;
Struyven et al. 2005). It is therefore not surprising that students very often skip or
devote little time and effort to non-assessed tasks, tailoring their study to what is
assessed and mainly to what is graded (Gibbs and Simpson 2004–5; Elton 1988). In
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the past, assessment was mostly seen as a measurement of factual knowledge,
normally occurring after learning had been completed. This kind of assessment,
known as summative assessment, is typically juxtaposed against so-called formative
assessment, whose overarching objective is to improve and support learning and
teaching (Sadler 1989). Although these two modes of assessment are often treated
as forming a binary, their character is rather situational. What really differentiates
summative from formative assessment is not so much the practice as the intention
(Knight 2002). If a facilitator designs an assessment with the intention to use it
merely for validation, the assessment has a summative function; if the same
assessment is used with the intention to create feedback that will be used to adapt
the teaching to meet learning needs and promote learning, then its function is
formative (Knight 2002; Shepard 2000; Black et al. 2004). Of course, to fulfil its
ends, feedback should meet certain conditions: it should be timely, specific and
targeted (Gibbs and Simpson 2004–5), functions which have nowadays been
optimised by the affordances of technology (Russell et al. 2006). Nevertheless, the
final word on whether formative assessment is true to its name rests with students,
who may ignore the feedback and focus on the grade (Rowe 2017; Black & William
1998) or even feel discouraged by feedback, since it is liable to generate strong
emotions (Rowe 2017; Deterding 2014). As studies have shown, a good way to
acculturate students to feedback is by means of peer- and self-assessment activities
(Race 2001), getting students involved in the creation of their own assessment
(Carless 2007) and building on their ability for self-regulation (Nicol and
MacFarlane-Dick 2006).
Although discussions of assessment often concern the quality of feedback
and ways of motivating students to act upon it, another crucial factor is the design of
assessment itself. Assessment should be designed in a way that promotes intrinsic
motivation and sustains engagement: it should be authentic, involve collaboration,
promote autonomy and higher-order thinking skills, and allow students to retain
some control over their material. It should also be relevant (Lepper 1988; Trowler
2010). As many researchers have pointed out, as well as contributing to knowledge
acquisition and understanding, assessment should also be geared towards the needs
of the twenty-first century by helping students to develop the attributes and skills
required to deal successfully with a complex and rapidly changing world: to be
creative, be capable of learning independently, take risks, be flexible, have the
13

capacity to use particular knowledge in context, etc (Dolin and Evans 2018).
Drawing on the way in which assessment works in good video games, Shute and Ke
(2015) have also pointed out that assessment should not be isolated from context
and focus merely on the final product, but rather should take into account the whole
process and even be invisible. In other words, assessment should be designed in a
way that would make students forget that they are being assessed and shift their
attention to their performance instead. In light of all the above, I find the term
“assessment for learning” useful and quite handy, to the degree that it refers to both
the intentions and the design of assessment (Wiliam 2011). According to the
definition provided by Black and colleagues (2004: 10), “assessment for learning is
any assessment for which the first priority in its design and practice is to serve the
purpose of promoting students’ learning” (see also Taras 2010).

Game-Informed Playful Assessment (GIPA)
Drawing on all the above theories of games, learning and assessment, and on the
notion of playfulness, I have formulated the term “game-informed playful
assessment” to refer to a type of assessment that is underpinned by game principles
and whose aim is not merely to record student achievement (assessment of learning)
but rather to promote learning (assessment for learning) by motivating and engaging
students. In designing the GIPA I have tried to allow at least some scope for student
autonomy, so as to compensate for the fact that, unlike games, graded assessment is
not a voluntary activity. The use of the adjective “playful” also points to the
intention in this kind of assessment to foster a ludic attitude, thus encouraging
students to see the world’s structures as opportunities for playful engagement
(Zimmerman 2009). Seen from this perspective, the purpose of GIPA is twofold: it
seeks not only to increase intrinsic motivation and enhance student engagement in
order to promote learning, but also to change student perceptions of learning.
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METHODOLOGY

Epistemology
Coming from the Humanities and having been trained as a classicist whose objective
is the reconstruction of a bygone past by means of tattered papyri, fragmented
artefacts and distant voices, my philosophical positioning is rather that of an
interpretivist. I believe that reality is a social construct and, therefore, too multiple
and complex to allow us to define universal and timeless laws. Being time and
context bound, experience is always subjective and the only way to make sense of the
multiple experiences and perspectives is by looking at the specific and concrete.
Following from this, this study was underpinned by a qualitative approach, which
allowed me to understand in depth students’ perceptions of their learning experiences
(Scotland 2012).

Phenomenology
The strategy of design best suited for such a study was phenomenology, to the degree
that phenomenology is concerned with the understanding of social and psychological
phenomena from the perspective of the people involved. The phenomenological
approach puts experience into the limelight in order to gain insight into people’s
motivation, feelings, thoughts and actions and obtain comprehensive and accurate
descriptions that portray the essences of a lived experience (Giorgi 1997; Moustakas
1994).

Field site
The GIPA that I designed, was applied to an ancient Greek literature course titled
“Introduction to Archaic Greek Lyric Poetry”. The course is credited with 5 ECTS
and is offered as an undergraduate course at a Higher Education Institute in Cyprus. It
is predominantly a face to face course, although facilitators may, if they want, blend
their teaching with Blackboard, the University’s Virtual Learning Environment. The
overarching aim of the course is to introduce students to the Greek lyric poets of the
archaic period (7th-5th c. B.C.E.) through the study of a range of representative
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fragments in the original. Among the course’s main objectives is also to train students
in some of the most significant lyric meters, and to incite them to reflect upon the
universal and timeless character of archaic lyric poetry (Appendix B).

Researcher role
While conducting my research I was both a researcher and the students’/interviewees’
teacher. My twofold role raised several issues concerning power relations, that
needed to be addressed. One of the major issues concerned the timing of data
generation. On the one hand, conducting the research before marking the various
activities could restrain students from expressing themselves freely during the
interviews. On the other, the conduction of the interviews after the students had
received their marks, could have the drawback that their views would be biased by
their grade and that the time lapse from the activities they would be asked to reflect
upon would be greater. I decided to conduct the interviews after the allocation of a
grade, as I deemed this option to be less compromising. The place of the interviews
was another issue that needed to be carefully thought through. To render the
interviewing process less stressful for the students, the research was not held at my
office, but at the University’s café, where the environment was more relaxed and the
atmosphere less hierarchical. Given that the students’ responses were planned to be
recorded, all interviews were conducted at off-peak hours.
Even though power relations in qualitative research is a very complicated and
thorny issue (Karnieli-Miller & Strier 2009), the above measures, were—partly at
least—conducive to the formation of what Taylor & Bogdan (1998: 48) call “a
feeling of empathy for informant” that can encourage disclosure and authenticity on
the participant’s side. A third factor that contributed to this was, I believe, the mutual
respect that had been established between me and the students. Throughout the
semester I tried my best to pass on to students the message that their views matter and
are highly valued by keeping asking for their feedback on the style of teaching and by
trying to encompass, whenever possible, their suggestions. As a result, the research
was not perceived by students as being conducted merely for the utilitarian purpose
of completing an MSc dissertation, but as being underpinned by a genuine interest in
the advancement of teaching and learning.
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Participants
My criteria for recruiting my sample were: a) the students’ willingness to be
interviewed; b) their involvement in all the activities under investigation.
Accordingly, all interviewees had attended my Archaic Greek Lyric course taught in
the Spring Semester 2017/18. The size of my class was 72 students: 59 female and
13 male. All students were from Greece and Cyprus, except for two Erasmus students
from Italy and Spain. “Introduction to Archaic Lyric Poetry” is a core module for
second-year students studying Classics, but it can also be taken as an elective by
second-, third-, and fourth-year students of the Faculty of Letters that study History,
Archaeology, Modern Greek & Byzantine Studies and Philosophy (Τable 1)
Considering that what really matters in phenomenological research is not the size of
the sample but rather the deeper meaning of one’s experience of an event (Hycner
1985), I kept my sample relatively small (10 students), so that I could provide a more
in-depth analysis of my data. Students were chosen randomly, as is normally the case
in phenomenological research (Hycner 1985; Englander 2012), even though
preference was given to students that also attended the lectures of the course.

Psedonym

Year of Study

Field of Study

Penny

4

History

Miranda

2

Philosophy

John

2

Classics

Tonia

4

Modern Greek & Byzantine

Anna

4

Mod. Greek & Byzantine

Rania

2

Classics

Nicholas

4

Mod. Greek & Byzantine

Vicky

2

Classics

Simone

1

Mod. Greek & Byzantine

Chara

3

Mod. Greek & Byzantine

Table 1: Demographics of Interviewees
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Procedure
In designing the GIPA, I made sure to align all the assessment tasks with the
objectives and intended outcomes of the course. I used as a basis James Paul Gee’s
(2007) list of thirty-six learning principles underpinning good video games, laying
particular emphasis on the eight principles that a) I deemed most appropriate to the
objectives of my course, b) could encourage student engagement with both activities
and other students, and c) could help students to develop twenty-first century skills,
which I included among the course’s secondary objectives. More specifically, I tried
to provide students with opportunities to get actively and critically involved with their
material (the active, critical learning principle), to work and learn with their peers
(the affinity group principle), to evaluate their peers (the peer-review principle), to
use and reflect upon modalities other than words (the multimodal principle), to make
choices (the multiple routes principle), to have small-scale embodied experiences (the
situated meaning principle), to use the skills and knowledge they gained from one
activity in the next (the transfer principle), and to have the autonomy to customise the
various activities according to their own interests and concerns (the insider principle).
In order to encourage students not only to work on the activities but also to engage
with them and adopt a playful attitude, I tried to take into account motivational theory
(Malone 1981; Lepper 1988) and include tasks that encouraged students to associate
things with no obvious relevance and to look at their surrounding environment inside
and outside the university in alternative ways (see Appendix C).
Tasks were accompanied by specific rules, but did not have a factual
orientation. All were designed to invite students to think up and formulate their own
answers driven by their personal interests, concerns, and social and cultural
backgrounds, rather than searching for model answers. I tried to keep all assignments
quite short, for two reasons: a) I wanted students to enter into a dialogue and spend
most of their time brainstorming, discussing and reflecting on their material, with
others and by themselves—to pay more attention to the process than the product, to
avoid surface approaches to learning (Drew 2001) and to have time to think and look
around them (Levy 2007); b) I wanted to promote concise and focused written
communication, and to encourage students to boil down their answers to the essence.
For three of the four activities, students had to work in groups of four or five,
which they could form on their own. I put any remaining students into groups
alphabetically. For each group a forum for discussion was created in Blackboard, in
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order both to facilitate asynchronous communication and to enable monitoring of
their learning in progress for the provision of continuous formative feedback (Russell
et al. 2006). Teams were encouraged to use these fora, although it was not set as a
requirement. All assignments had to be submitted in digital form via Blackboard,
even though in my department students’ graded work is still predominantly submitted
in printed form. Detailed guidelines for each activity along with relevant material
were published on Blackboard and were also automatically sent to the students’ email
addresses. The four activities were revealed to the students one at a time, in order to
provoke a feeling of suspense and curiosity. Students received ample feedback on all
their assignments with the use of “track changes” in Microsoft Word. However, in
order to increase engagement with the feedback, the grades for each activity were
withheld until the completion of all activities in week nine (Carless 2006; Boud and
Falchikov 2007). It needs to be stressed that my intervention in the course’s
assessment method meant that many other changes also had to be introduced into my
teaching, so that the teaching and informal formative activities carried out in class
during weeks two to eight would scaffold the GIPA.
Although the main purpose of the GIPA was formative rather than
summative, since formal assessment is a direct indicator of importance to students
(Keppell et al. 2006; Russell et al. 2006) I decided to substitute the course’s mid-term
exam, weighted as forty per cent of the final grade, with the GIPA and another
innovative assessment, allocating twenty per cent to each (Table 2). My previous
experience of the course had shown that students concentrated their efforts on the two
or three days before the mid-term exam. In order to mitigate this phenomenon, I
divided the GIPA into four smaller activities that each counted for five per cent, and I
spread these between weeks two and eight so that student engagement would be
equally spread across the first half of the semester (Gibbs and Simpson 2004). The
activities were scaffolded, so that the experience gained from each activity could be
applied to the next and feedback could be used as feedforward (Hounsell et al. 2007).
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Weeks

2-8

How?
Teamwork/In couples or
Individually

What?

Four game-informed activities

Grade
Assessed
20%

Small-scale creative projects inspired by
the lyric poets (painting, musical
9-12

Individually

composition, play, collection of poems,

Assessed

polls, interviews to the University’s radio

20%

station etc)

14

Individually

Final written examination

Assessed
60%
Non-

1-12

Individually

Digital Multiple-Choice Questions

Assessed
[Badges]

Table 2: Methods of Assessment for "Archaic Greek Lyric Poetry"

Data generation
I elicited my data through the conduction of in-depth individual interviews (Mears
2012). This method of data collection is widely used in phenomenological research,
as it allows the researcher to get an accurate and complete description of the
experience that a participant has lived through (Giorgi 2009; Bloor and Wood 2011).
For this reason, in this kind of research interview questions tend to be very generic;
generability on the one hand allows interviewees to freely express themselves and
touch upon issues that mattered to them; on the other it allows the researcher scope
for probing potentially promising remarks that crop up during the discussion.
Accordingly, in designing the interview questions I tried to get rid of various biases
and not to superimpose upon the participants my own concepts and concerns. Of
course, even though the desideratum is for the researcher to become, in Kvale and
Brinkmann’s terms, a “deliberate naiveté” (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009), this is easier
said than done. The issues that a researcher lays emphasis on or singles out for more
clarification are de facto “contaminated” by his own interests and concerns. In fact,
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the very research question puts a frame around the issue under investigation from the
very beginning.
All the interview questions were formed with the view to prompting students
to recall the situations within which particular tasks were performed and to eliciting
concrete events and experiences. However, being a novice in phenomenological
research, I felt that it would be safer to adopt the more structured phenomenological
approach to interviewing proposed by Bevan (2014). As Bevan points out, whereas in
phenomenological interviewing questions should be kept generic, at the same time, it
is important to apply some structure to these questions, in order to get richer and
more holistic descriptions. On these grounds, he suggests that a phenomenological
interview

should

contain

questions

based

on

themes

of

1)

experience

contextualisation; 2) apprehending the phenomenon; 3) and clarification of the
phenomenon. Drawing on this model, I designed three main questions. My first
question sought to contextualise the participants’ experience by exploring their
feelings towards ancient Greek, taking into account that all students had attended
many hours of ancient Greek both at school and at the University. Accordingly, even
though this question manifests what has been noted above about the subjectivity of
the researcher, it was deemed to be a crucial one. Through the second question I
sought to apprehend how students experienced the game-informed activities that they
were asked to perform, trying to elicit, by means of four probe sub-questions, an indepth description of how each activity was lived through. Considering the time lapse
between the implementation of the activities and the time of the interview, I deemed
it essential to provide brief reminders of the activities, so that students could retrieve
the experience more easily. For purposes of further clarity in the presentation of the
phenomenon, the third question was designed so as to exploit imaginative variation to
explore experience (Bevan 2014, Table 5; see also Appendix D).
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Table 3: A structure of phenomenological interviewing (reproduced from Bevan 2014)

All interviewees were met at a preliminary meeting, where we reviewed the
ethical considerations and they completed the ethical forms. During this instance
participants were also asked to go through the research question, so that they could
have time to ponder, if they wished, on their experience before the interview. A
possible objection to this practice could be that such a reflection may “spoil” the
participants’ spontaneous, pre-reflective responses and lead them to selfinterpretation of the experience. A counter-argument would be that this may enable
interviewees to provide a richer description during the interview by retrieving more
details on their feelings, memories, thoughts and sensations of an experience
(Englander 2012: 27). A spontaneous response is not de facto more trustworthy,
sincere or authentic; even an ad hoc description of a past event is the outcome of
reflection and interpretation, to the degree that such an event is necessarily described
in retrospection and is, therefore, understood through the scope of the present. Given
that in re-collection we always have an overview of the whole and know the ending,
our narration of past events is always informed by this ending (Ricoeur 1980).
Besides, as Englander (2012: 27) correctly points out, “the goal of the later data
analysis is to describe the psychological meaning and this also includes describing the
psychological meaning of the participants’ self-interpretations”.
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Analysis
Upon completion of the interviews, I moved on to the transcription of the recordings.
Given that the interviews were held in modern Greek, the students’ mother tongue,
the transcription was done in modern Greek; I only translated into English those
passages which I chose for verbatim quotation in my dissertation. Although I paid
much attention to issues of accuracy, I am aware that my transcriptions were not an
exact replica of what was said during the interview. As Jen Ross (2010) cautions,
whether we like it or not, transcription is an interpretative act; the transcriber has to
make many assumptions during the transcribing stage and a great deal of the
authenticity of the data is compromised⎯albeit unconsciously⎯through one’s
cultural-linguistic filters. Similar remarks, but to an even greater extent, apply to
translation; on several occasions I had to make difficult decisions as to what the
students meant in order to be able to provide a translation.
Another thing that needs to be noted here concerns the non-verbal and paralinguistic levels of communication (e.g. intonation, pauses, gestures), which can shed
light upon a student’s experience and contribute to its better understanding (Hycner
1985). Whereas in my initial research proposal I stated that such information would
also be recorded, this was only partly achieved owing to my being a neophyte in
phenomenological research. In my attempt to keep eye contact and empathise with
the participants, so that they open up and freely express themselves, I was “immersed
into” the interview, thus missing some important non-verbal information. Because of
my inexperience I also missed some opportunities to probe interesting issues that
were worth of further exploration. I came to realise this when listening to the
recordings and during the data analysis. Following pure phenomenology, I attempted
to simply describe my data, even though an interpretative element has also been
added. To be in position to portray the essences and “thickness” of the participants’
experience and pull out emerging themes, I went through both the recordings and the
transcriptions several times, I tried to break down the data and use codes (Moustakas
1994).
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Ethics
The research was conducted in accordance with the British Educational Research
Association Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (ΒΕRA 2018). Prior to the
research administrative consent was acquired from the University of Edinburgh under
the auspices of which the research was conducted. My own Institution and the Head
of my Department were also officially informed about my prospective research. No
permission or any other approval was needed in this case, owing to the fact that the
interviews were conducted with my own students and the learning activity fitted in
my on-going teaching practice. Written voluntary consent was obtained from all
prospective interviewees (Appendix E). Participants were also informed both about
their right to withdraw from the interview at any stage and about my intention to use
the collected data for future research after the submission of the MSc dissertation.
Upon completion of the interview process special attention was paid to the
appropriate handling and storage of the collected data through the creation of a
password-protected file. To ensure confidentiality and anonymity, the identity of all
participants and my own Institution were concealed in all documents pertaining to
this study.

Trustworthiness
To ensure the trustworthiness of the procedure followed I evaluated the quality of my
research by taking into consideration the following four constructs: credibility,
transferability, dependability and confirmability (Guba 1981; Shenton 2004).
Credibility: Even though the use of only one research method (interviews) to collect
my data did not allow for their validation through triangulation, I tried to support my
findings with ample references to relevant bibliography. Transferability: In
qualitative research replicability is not possible to the degree that research is
grounded in a very specific context; however, I made sure to provide sufficient detail
on the context within which the research was carried out, so that to allow some
transferability of the study and future application of my findings to a similar
environment/situation. Dependability: To ensure the future repetition of my research
I tried to provide a detailed description of its various steps. Confirmability: I made
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sure to carefully transcribe and analyse my data, trying to leave aside⎯to the degree
possible⎯my own predispositions and biases.

Challenges and Limitations of Design
One of the main challenges of my design is, I think, that participants were chosen
mainly from the students that regularly attended the lectures and not from the
students that submitted the activities but had never showed up in class. What is more,
there was no correlation between student remarks and their actual performance or
their overall achievement in the course, so as to verify that deep learning occurred.
Last but not least, even though the Archaic Lyric Course is not for first-year students,
due to a system error, this time one fourth of the students were freshers. This
contingency not only radically increased the size of the class, thus leading to great
workload implications for me (as the facilitator), but it also raised serious questions
on these students’ readiness and maturity to come to grips with this kind of
innovative assessment, considering that they only had experienced one full term (i.e.
the Winter Semester) of Higher Education. This was the main reason why the use of
the discussion groups on Blackboard was recommended but was not set as a
requirement. Given that most of the freshers did not even know what Blackboard is,
because only a handful of teachers make use of it, I preferred to allow students to use
more familiar means of communication, if they wished. The implication of this was
that I was not able to monitor their discussions and provide immediate feedback, a
significant motivational reinforcer.

PRESENTATION OF DATA
The interviews were illuminating in many respects. Due to limitations of space, here I
concentrate on the most important issues that came up, illustrating these with ample
evidence, so as both to show the richness of the experience and to allow the students’
own voice to be heard. The findings are presented by question.
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Ancient Greek language and the Emotional Baggage of Students
Student responses to the first Question (Tell me how you would describe your
experience studying Ancient Greek so far?) varied. Five students characterised their
relationship with ancient Greek as good, specifying that they had high marks at this
subject at High School. The rest of the students emphasised that ancient Greek was
not among their favourite subjects, mainly owing to the conservative way ancient
Greek is taught. Simone and Miranda explained that their experience was better at the
University, because the focus was not exclusively on grammar and syntax but also on
interpretation. Anna, who claimed to have received one of the highest marks in the
subject at the National entry exams, stated that her experience with ancient Greek at
the University was worse, as she was expecting that her teachers would adopt an
alternative mode of teaching and would make use of technology.

Ιnnovative Assessment and Student Emotions
Responding to the second Question (Could you recall your thoughts and feelings
upon announcement of the activities) six of the students reported that they
experienced strong negative feelings including anxiety, confusion, insecurity, stress,
perplexity and fear. These students identified two main sources of stress: 1) the fact
that they were not accustomed to this kind of assessment and 2) their inexperience in
working in groups in the past. Miranda’s response is illustrative:
Well….my reaction was not good (laughing). So.. my first concern was
associated with the groupwork. I said: Gosh! How would the teams be
formed? With whom shall I work? I do not know many of my peers… And
what if the collaboration doesn’t work? What will happen then? And if I am
the one who cannot collaborate? This was a problem… My second concern
had to do with the fact that we had to be creative… Having spent so many
years practicing on rote memorisation, it is veeery hard to be asked to be
creative again within the framework of merely one semester. …. To cultivate,
in any case, this kind of thinking….
Rania spotlighted the novelty of the assessment:
I hated you for five minutes, you know. For sure! (giggling). I was so
stressed! This kind of things stress me up…. They stress me up because we
haven’t done anything similar in the past. It was something entirely alien…
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We are not used to it….. Something entirely alien…. We had none of this
kind of assessment in our other courses…. Alien and entirely new.
Chara further specified that she did not like the idea because she felt that this kind of
activities would not prepare her for the final written exam. When asked if their initial
feelings remained the same throughout the activities, all six students reported that
there was a radical shift. As John observed, “From the first activity the anxiety was
gradually developing to creative stress, critical thinking and creativity”. Five of the
students credited this change of feelings to the good collaboration they had with their
teams from the very beginning.
Two students remarked that, upon hearing about the activities, they experienced
mixed feelings. Penny stated that she was caught by surprise, which she defined as
both positive and negative, while Tonia noted that she felt both stress and curiosity.
Tonia also commented on the fact that she was surprised to hear that the activities
would be graded and count as 20% of their final evaluation.
Finally, Vicky and Anna reported that their reaction was ultimately positive.
Anna saw the innovative assessment as a challenge:
Well… when a lecturer tells you that you won’t have a mid-term, you take it
as a good thing… Of course, after you explained how this would work, it was
not that easy…. but it was more creative. But…. given that this was the only
module that was creative—in the other modules nobody has never asked us
to do something similar—most of the students, after I had spoken with
them— were stressed … because they have learnt—this also applies to me—
only to write academic essays… But… I mean… we keep complaining about
the mid-terms and then, when a lecturer suggests something new we
complain again… at least we should give it a try!

Engagement, Motivation, and Flow
The third Question (Could you describe your experience for each activity
separately?), brought several issues to the fore.
Activity One: Playfulness and Situated Learning
The great majority of students reported that the composition of the poem had been by
far the most difficult task. Three students underlined the joy and satisfaction that they
shared with their teams upon completing the activity. Rania’s report is illuminating:
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Rania: I remember that at the beginning it seemed to us impossible!
Interviewer: What exactly?
Rania: Especially the idea of the poem…We had in mind that we must follow
the instructions, in order to get it right, be right….the requirement that all
even syllables had to be accented, stressed us up! And this stressed us up
primarily because two of us were living in Nicosia, the other two in other
cities…therefore we Skyped in the evenings. For the first 3-4 days we were
Skyping and sitting there for hours—just staring at each other trying to make
sense… In vain! And then we started taking notes and, all of a sudden, it was
going well… I remember our screaming and how glad we were, when we
finished the very first verse (giggling). We were so excited! Just the first
verse! And then all the rest just followed…it was also the message that we
wanted to pass…it was good that we hadn’t interpreted the poems in class…
we had more freedom… This helped a lot… And at the end it was such a
relief! We couldn’t believe that we had written all that. I don’t know how it
came out, but we liked it very much.
Students found the association of Archilochus’ poetry with a painting easier. Rania
noted that without realising it, this association
prompted them to embark upon the analysis of art as
well. Miranda commended on the feelings of surprise
that she experienced, while working on the association:

Figure 3: One of the paintings
given to students

I would never think about it… When you get into
the process of making the association, you are
surprised. You realise that it is possible…. To think
of things other than the ones that they tell you that
are right…. In our attempt to analyse the colours,
the posture of the figures… indeed, so many ideas
sprang to mind.

Activity Two: Authenticity & Playfulness
All students described the second activity as being an authentic task and commented
on the fact that, by adopting the identity of a secondary-education teacher, they felt
that they were applying their knowledge to a real-world challenge, which they would
probably face in the future. To quote Anna:
This was much better than the first assignment, because we had to get into
the role of a teacher—which is what we study…. For instance, what we did
with the photo, I would like to adopt it as well for my own teaching. I would
not have thought about it before…
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Many

students

reported

that

the

restriction of having to take their
photos from the University Campus
incited them to draw attention to
aspects of the university environment
that had not been previously attended.
As Penny noted, even though initially
she and her team were put off by this
limitation, after they started looking

Figure 4: One of the photos captured for
Activity 2

around, they realised that they had

several choices and that the restrain was necessary for the “awakening” of their
creativity. Simone described how her team decided to re-write the finished
assignment for the second activity all over again, because they did not feel entirely
satisfied with the first photo that they took and commented upon. Tonia described
how she captured her photo, which was then chosen by her team, at a moment of
leisure:
Personally I spend too much time at the University’s Library… I stay until
late in the evening... I remember that one evening I went downstairs to make
a break. When I looked up for a moment, I saw a peer passing by… While he
was walking, he looked like a shadow, because it was dark… I immediately
captured a photo with my smartphone…While reading the poem I (and my
team agreed) wanted to compare man to a shadow that, despite the
difficulties, moves on and struggles to keep the balance… the “measure”…
Whereas for the second activity students were given the opportunity to illustrate
Archilochus’ fragment using either photos or a video, only one out of the fifteen
teams prepared a video. Rania, a member of that team, explained that one of the other
team-members had a friend whose sister (at the students’ age) had gone through a
difficult illness. Considering that one of the points raised by Archilochus 128 is that
humans should not succumb to difficulties, the group decided to contact the girl and
asked her if she could share her experience with them and be video recorded. When
the girl consented, the students had to deal with another problem—the rule that all
videos (and photos) had to be captured at the University Campus. The team solved
the problem by having a conversation with the girl via Skype at the University’s
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premises. Rania singled out the emotional bearing that the activity had upon her and
how this outweighed even my feedback, as the facilitator:
This was an experience that I have never had before… I was sure… even
before your feedback, that the outcome was very good, very good… in the
sense that it was something unique… I was feeling very touched….from the
moment I talked to the girl and she explained to me what she went through
… how she managed… she went abroad alone… I was so touched…. For the
moment that we decided to include her story in our assignment, we said that
it is worth, regardless of the result. We didn’t care about how it would be
assessed…. We knew that we included something good… Inside me I knew
that it was something good.
When Rania was asked to comment on the fact that, whereas they received
feedback on their assignment, they did not receive a grade until the end of all the
activities, she replied as follows:
I did not care about my grade… We had a great time. We have learnt. I didn’t
even bother about my grade. We engaged more with the texts and I did not
have the assessment in mind… I do care about my grades, but not this time…
I do not know why…
Activity Three: Peer-Assessment
Students reported that they had never been asked to assess their peers before. Penny
noted that, while being an Erasmus student in Germany, she had noticed that the
practice of peer-assessment was well-established. She contrasted this to Cyprus,
where, according to her, peer-assessment is still “a taboo”. Eight students said that
they found this activity to be difficult, owing to the fact that they were anxious to use
the right wording, so that they would not offend or hurt the feelings of their peers. As
a result they spent a lot of time thinking of how to articulate their thoughts and
suggestions. John’s report is illuminating not least because it also provides a list with
the features of what he and his team considered as “good feedback”:
To assess the assignment of another team … this means that you get into the
process of making judgements… this is something that happens in our lives
as well. People judge us on what we say, on what we do. Hmm… So we had
to be very careful about what to say and how to say it. To be precise and …
support our comments…. Be clear… not to write generalities… We also
thought of our own assignments and how the other teams would judge us…
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So, we agreed that we should evaluate them in an objective way, as we would
like our own assignment to be evaluated.
Tonia stated that she and her team felt weird and a bit puzzled because they did not
feel confident that they were in position to understand and appreciate what the other
teams have written. Three other students paid attention to the fact that this process
enabled them to rethink their own assignments and even trace some of their own
mistakes. Penny also argued that this process helped them to get into the lecturers’
head and understand how lecturers think, while grading their assignments. Finally,
one student claimed that this kind of assessment enhances critical thinking. Half of
the students observed that the whole process would have been different, if they had
not worked on the same assignments themselves. As Vicky pointed out, it was
interesting and revealing to see that other students approached the same topics in so
different and diverse ways.
Activity Four: Autonomy & Agency
All students commented on the strong feelings that they experienced by addressing
the lyric poets in the second person singular. Penny noted that the use of the second
person contributed to the “resurrection” of the lyric poets, while Chara stressed that
the abandonment of the third-person singular— typically used in academic essays—
made her feel that she could freely express herself. The great majority of students
also laid emphasis on the fact that through their “dialogue” with the lyric poets they
managed to appreciate the timeless and universal value of archaic lyric poetry. As
Vicky commented:
I did not believe that we could use such an old poem to talk about contemporary
things… Honestly, I did not believe this…. I would never think about this…
The notions of autonomy and agency also came to the fore. Simone explained how
the opportunity to talk to a lyric poet by adopting the perspective of a young person
of her age “liberated” her from her identity as a student and as a philologist-to-be and
allowed her not only to speak with her very own voice—as a 20-year old GreekCypriot—about several issues that concerned her but also to send a message. A
similar point was made by Vicky, who confessed that she faced difficulties in
deciding upon the fragment that she would work on for her assignment:
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Initially I worked on a fragment by Archilochus (the student here confused
Archilochus with Tyrtaeus) which I felt that I didn’t really understand when
we went through it in class. I didn’t get the gist… it was about the youth…
the dead bodies…. war… sacrifice for one’s fatherland… I believe that we
ought to love our fatherland… Gradually I felt that the message that I wanted
to pass could be better illustrated through a different poem…
The emotional attachment confessed by Vicky is best illustrated by John’s response:
John: I decided to deal with the issue of refugees. I dedicated too much
time… I wanted to use the most appropriate words… It was difficult….. But
enjoyable… So many ideas squeezed into a condensed text… But at the end
they led somewhere… They send a message…
Interviewer: How was it to use an archaic poet to discuss contemporary
issues?
John: It is as if… it is as if… Tyrtaeus was living now and I was living back
then…I found it very interesting… I am thinking that I could make similar
associations with other poets as well…
Interviewer: Your photo was from a street art….
John: Yes… Actually, I was skeptical about this… This street art represents
refugees, but contemporary refugees… And street art is also very often
criticised… I was skeptical… I would never imagine that I could put down
my own thoughts and create something soooo good… By reading it again,
and again and again I have learnt it by heart… (giggling).
Interviewer: How do feel about it?
John: I feel proud…Whenever I read it—because I am still reading it—I am
thinking that when other people read it, they will get my point, I will provoke
feelings to them….I have already asked my peers whether they have read it,
and I realised that it had an impact upon them.
It should be noted that when students were prompted to comment on the implications
that the prospect of having their works publicly displayed had on them, none of them
reported of any implications. However, students whose work was chosen for
exhibition remarked that they experienced feelings of pride and satisfaction.

Collaboration
Students reported that they had not worked in groups before. However, all spoke
favourably about this experience, highlighting the advantages of being able to
exchange ideas, persuade others through argumentation, and learn with and from
others. As Vicky put it: “with others we think alternatively”. Many students
acknowledged that collaboration also involved challenges, and that their experience
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would have been entirely different if their teams had been dysfunctional. Chara
referred to one such team, pointing out that some of her friends had had a hard time
collaborating with their team members. Four students stated that their collaboration
with others had had an impact on their character and skills, helping them to become
more receptive to other ideas, to learn to compromise, and to accept, as Chara
reported, “that occasionally others may have better ideas”. Chara also said that
teamwork had made her realise that she had leadership and organisational skills,
while Penny highlighted the ability to collaborate with others as a significant lifelong
skill. With regard to team dynamics, Rania emphasised that collaboration with the
same team for the first three activities had been conducive to her bonding with other
team members. She juxtaposed this practice against that adopted on some foreignlanguage courses, where groups are formed randomly and only for the duration of a
class. She compared such episodic teamwork to “children’s play” (in Greek,
paichnidaki)
Even though students were encouraged to use Blackboard for their
discussions, the great majority did not follow this recommendation. Indeed, seven
students stated that they had not even bothered to learn how the discussion forum
worked. Since they either had never used Blackboard before or had used it merely for
downloading course material, they deemed it more convenient to exchange ideas and
share their material (photos and drafts) through Facebook and Skype. The majority of
students reported that they had mostly communicated face-to-face, either on campus
or in nearby cafes. Two students, whose teams had used Blackboard for a couple of
weeks, stressed that they had found it useful to receive immediate feedback from the
teacher, as this had helped them to stay on track and feel more secure. Nevertheless,
eventually they too had had to abandon Blackboard, because not all members of their
team used the platform regularly, and because Blackboard did not allow
synchronicity. Rania reported that her team had not used Blackboard because their
discussions were great fun and they thought it would not be very appropriate for me
to read their comments, because they were not very “academic”.
Notably, whereas all students acknowledged the benefits of efficient
teamwork, half of them had preferred to work on their own for activity four, because
they preferred to have full agency. As Tonia indicated: “in this way I felt that my own
voice could also be heard… my own opinion”.
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Describing the GIPA in one word.
In answering Question 4 (Could you describe one thing (thought, sensation, feeling)
that you remember more vividly about the experience?) four students adopted a
holistic perspective, juxtaposing their initial negative feelings to the subsequent
positive ones. To quote Miranda:
What I take from this course… one thought… a lesson, I would rather say…
is that we should never criticise something before experiencing it and trying
it out…. I will always remember my feelings when you announced that we
would work in groups and how much I enjoyed it at the end … it really
helped me to become more communicative…more creative… I really like it!
I did not expect it to be like this…… It was something amazing! I think that
this is what I will always remember….
The rest of the students focused on the positive feelings that they experienced
while working on the activities, glossing those activities that made them the
greatest impression. As Anna put it:
What is left from all this is the creativity… This was the only module that
was so creative…. I am not just saying this. It is the true. In no other course
did they allow us to do something creative; talk to a poet, take a photo….I
remember the other students watching me walking around in the Campus
with a digital camera at my hand….(giggling). All this was so interesting!
In addition to the noun “creativity”, and the adjectives “creative”, “interesting” and
“amazing” employed in the above quotations, in describing their experience students
also used the terms “joy”, “pleasure”, “critical thinking” and “different”.
Furthermore, most of them also reported to have experienced some kind of emotional
investment in the tasks (especially with regard to Activities 2 and 4).

Assessment for Learning vs Assessment of Learning
Responding to Question 5 (Could you describe how your engagement with the
archaic Greek lyric poets would be different if the activities were replaced by a
different method of assessment), all students identified the different method of
assessment with the traditional mid-term written exam. Chara mentioned the oral
exam as another possible alternative. Notably, all students described mid-terms in
depreciatory terms, pointing out that the knowledge gained through studying for a

34

mid-term is retained for a short period of time because it is the product of rote
memorisation. In describing mid-terms students used terms like “boring” and
“trivial”, pointing out that this kind of assessment requires specific answers, thus
allowing no scope for one’s personal view. Penny raised the issue of diversity,
arguing that mid-terms and final exams assess very specific skills, thus ignoring that
different students have different skills. Simone outlined the “strategy” to be followed
for successfully tackling a mid-term:
If we had a mid-term exam we would learn a few things but we wouldn’t
remember them forever. It would be the same as we do now; we study, we
give the exam and when we leave, we forget…It was much more helpful than
a mere mid-term exam… In a mid-term you learn the most important things,
but you don’t retain them because you just read them superficially and then
everything is gone. You do not do research… if you do some research on a
text, you will remember things… when you are asked to do something with a
text you return back, you read it, you write, then you return back again, you
write, you return back again…In this way you retain more things. While for
the mid-term, you can guess what’s going to be about… you will only read
this stuff… and then everything will go away!
Vicky explained how the GIPA differed from a mid-term, laying emphasis on the
control that she felt to have with the four activities:
A mid-term exam would seem more natural, because this is what I have
learned so far. They have put me into this mode of thinking and I had the
impression that this is helpful. But, now I understand that I have gained much
more through these activities… I mean, I was involved with things that I
wouldn’t if I only had to memorise some information. First of all, I would not
have gained some of the knowledge I have now… And I would not have put
my hand to the material. I would have learnt something as the facilitator
would have taught it. I would not have put myself into all this… Honestly, I
did like it a lot!

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The interviews foregrounded a number of interesting and intriguing findings. Some
of the views expressed by students were expected and are supported in the literature.
Some of the issues touched upon, however, have not previously received adequate
attention. In this section I selectively refer to and discuss some of the issues that I
deem the most important.
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Game-Informed Learning, Gamefulness and Playfulness
Although the activities were informed by game principles, none of the students used
the terms “play” or “game” (in Greek both meanings are expressed by the word
paichnidi) to describe their experience. While this might be mere coincidence, it may
also indicate that students did not perceive the activities as a game/play. This is
reasonable, considering that my design was game-informed, not game-based, and that
I did not use game mechanics (e.g. achievement points, badges or leader boards) that
might have added a game veneer. Another hypothesis is that students might not have
felt that defining the activities as a game/play would be congruent with the
seriousness of the tasks. This remark might find support in Rania’s use of the term
paichnidaki (children’s play) to refer to an activity that was not deemed serious
enough. Students did not use the terms “playful” or “playfulness” either.2 Although
this might also be a coincidence, it should be taken into account that in modern Greek
the adjective “playful” is not as widely or commonly used as it is in English. In fact,
the adjective “creative”, which cropped up many times during the interviews, is often
used as a synonym. It might have been worth pursuing these issues further, since the
perception of something in a particular way nurtures certain expectations that can
affect how one treats one’s material (the “subject-expectancy effect” (Supino 2012)).
Following from this, students may feel that it is more legitimate to “play” with their
material if they are told that the design of a course is underpinned by game principles.
To be sure, even though the four activities were designed to foster playfulness,
students’ preoccupation with “being right” and “getting things right” reveals that they
need more support to adopt a playful attitude and dare to problematise even the rules
and dogmas of correctness. It is important for students to realise that playfulness and
seriousness are not mutually exclusive concepts but can and should go hand in hand
(Skilbeck 2017).

Innovative Assessment and Emotions
The feelings experienced by students upon the announcement of the innovative
assessment during the first lecture call for particular attention. Taking into account

2

There are no equivalent words for the terms “gameful” or “gamefulness” in Greek.
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student dissatisfaction with summative assessment, one would expect students to
have welcomed the proposed alternative mode of assessment and to have experienced
positive feelings, such as excitement and curiosity. The initial discomfort and stress
experienced by the great majority of students clearly demonstrates that the
introduction of a new kind of assessment—no matter how exciting it might seem to
the facilitator—can provoke strong negative feelings such as anxiety, stress,
uncertainty and even fear. This observation supports the thesis that new kinds of
assessment may be risky and engender student distress and discomfort (McDowell
and Sambell 1999; Bevitt 2015; Carless 2017). As Gibbs (2006: 20) points out,
students are “instinctively wary of approaches with which they are not familiar or that
might be more demanding... [and] unhappy about assessment methods where the
outcomes might be less predictable”. Consequently, students’ dissatisfaction with
current methods of assessment does not entail that they will readily embrace
innovative assessment, even though it might point to their readiness to do so. No
matter how exciting it may seem, innovative assessment, like all new things, needs to
be scaffolded and supported (Vygotsky 1978; Carless & Zhou 2015). It might have
helped, for instance, if students had had access to the course handbook, and therefore
to the method of assessment, prior to the first lecture. Likewise, more peerassessment tasks in class might have alleviated the mixed feelings often experienced
by students with regards to peer-assessment activities (Segers & Dochy 2001).
Particular mention should be made here of “surprise”, the feeling one
experiences when one expected things to be different, which was mentioned by
students in relation not only to the couching of the activities but also to the feelings
they experienced while working on the various tasks. Surprise can have both negative
and positive results, depending on whether one deals with it actively or passively
(Hunzinger 2015). Even though surprise has not been examined in relation to GBL, it
calls for further investigation, not least because of its association with the notions of
“playfulness” and learning. De Koven (2017) defines playfulness as “an openness to
surprise”, while in the Theaetetus Plato portrays the philosopher—and by extension
anyone who pursues knowledge—as being in a constant state of wonder (Tht. 155d).
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Collaboration
The enthusiastic way students referred to collaboration with their peers reinforces
previous studies that advocate the beneficial impact of teamwork on learning
(Entwistle and Waterston 1988; Davies 2009). Peer support can be reassuring, while
negotiation and the exchange of ideas can facilitate rich learning experiences (Kaye
1995; Boud et al. 1999; Boud and Falchikov 2007; Watkins 2004; Bryan 2006). The
emphasis upon the gradual bonding of team members also supports the view that
groups can be more efficient and functional if they are formed early and last for
several weeks (Davies 2009). It takes time for a team to become what Gee calls an
“affinity group” where members share a sense of common purpose and collegiality
(Gee 2007). The comparison of the ad hoc formation of teams to “children’s play”
raises interesting questions about the importance of at least some kinds of bonding for
“serious” work. The fact that some students preferred to work individually rather than
in pairs for the fourth activity is also notable, and might be associated with the need
for agency and ownership over one’s own learning. Along with the various
challenges that collaboration can involve (Davies 2009), this shows that for all its
advantages, collaboration is not a panacea. Accordingly, courses should strike a
balance, and students should also be given the choice to pursue certain tasks on their
own.

Motivation
Students’ remarks about the time and effort they dedicated to the various tasks, and
about their feelings of enjoyment, imply that they felt intrinsically motivated while
working on the tasks. This might be associated with the taxonomy of intrinsic
motivators for learning identified by Malone and Lepper (1987), such as challenge
(tasks were neither too easy nor too difficult), curiosity (there were novel
associations, and the activities were revealed one at a time), fantasy (e.g. an
imaginary dialogue with a poet) and autonomy (students had a certain level of control
over the tasks) (Malone and Lepper 1987). In addition, intrinsic motivation was also
increased by other factors such as contextualisation (e.g. preparing a presentation for
secondary students (Lepper 1988)), collaboration and creativity (Barab et al. 2005).
While intrinsic motivation seems to have persisted throughout the activities, the
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negative feelings experienced by the majority of students upon hearing about the new
method of assessment imply that several students might have not embarked on the
activities if they had not been graded (extrinsic motivation). The shift from external
to internal motivation shows that the boundary between these two modes of
motivation is porous and that extrinsic incentives might prove significant, especially
if we want to motivate students to experiment with something novel outside their
routinised ways of thinking and acting. As Lepper (1988) points out, even when one
is intrinsically motivated towards an activity, if the activity is challenging and
stimulates one’s curiosity, its inherent motivational power may be increased. Of
particular interest is the example of Rania, who reported that she had felt very
stressed at the beginning, but who also stated that the emotional satisfaction of
completing the second activity had been so great that she did not even care about her
grade. Last but not least, a note should be made on students’ reaction to the prospect
of having one of their assignments exhibited at a public event. Even though all
students claimed that this had no bearing on how they had engaged with the
prescribed task, three students stated that they saw it as an opportunity to send a
message and be heard. This shows once again that, depending on how and when it is
offered, an extrinsic reinforcer may increase intrinsic motivation; it therefore
problematises the view that external motivations such as rewards can only lead to
superficial engagement (Deci et al. 2001) and might even be detrimental to intrinsic
motivation (Hanus and Fox 2015).

Engagement and Flow
A theme that came up in all the reports was the feeling of engagement that students
experienced while completing the four activities. This engagement finds eloquent
expression in the specific terms in which students couched their experience, but it is
also implied in the ways they described particular attitudes and events. For instance,
the fact that none of the students mentioned any workload implications is telling. If
students had had to study for a mid-term exam, they would have spent less time
studying, and the study time would have been concentrated into just a couple days
before the exam (Gibbs and Simpson 2004–5). The four assignments that students
had to complete covered the first eight weeks and required more time overall, an
issue also acknowledged by the students themselves, although not in the form of a
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complaint. This different experience of time might be explained by the fact that the
students’ effort was more evenly spread, thus reducing time pressure. The intrinsic
motivation that students seem to have experienced while working on the activities
might also have been conducive to this, to the degree that motivated students seem to
experience a lowered perception of workload (Kyndt et al. 2014). Furthermore,
motivation is also a prerequisite for “flow”, the feeling that one experiences when one
is fully immersed in an engaging activity (Csikszentmihalyi 1990). In addition to the
above, students’ stance towards workload might also be associated with the fact that
the activities did not require the retrieval of factual knowledge or the use of the
library for books. The design of the activities to encourage students to discuss with
their teams, think critically, make novel associations, seek inspiration from their
environment inside and outside the university, and use their smartphones (Morphitou
2015) and other social media which are typically used for leisure might have made
the tasks look less like “formal work”.

Technology and Feedback
Students’ remarks that my interventions (as a facilitator) in their discussions in
Blackboard made them feel secure and in control of their material are supported by
research on the benefits of formative feedback during the process of an activity
(Hounsell et al. 2008) and on technology’s potential to enhance student engagement
with feedback (Hepplestone et al. 2011). However, although Blackboard creates the
opportunity for continuous feedback, it is notable that the great majority of students
did not even attempt to start a group discussion there, preferring instead to
communicate via other social media such as Skype and Facebook; this problematises
the unquestioned use of Blackboard as a collaborative educational tool (Maleko et al.
2013). This preference might be explained by the fact that Blackboard does not
support synchronous communication and sharing of knowledge. Rania’s comment
that her team had preferred not to have their discussions monitored because of the
informal style of their communication raises other significant questions relevant to
the provision of continuous feedback in online environments: how does a facilitator’s
presence in an online environment affect student interaction? Might the facilitator’s
presence compromise student playfulness? In what ways does continuous feedback
from an authoritative voice in an online environment differ from the continuous
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feedback received by gamers while playing a game? Another point that needs to be
mentioned here concerns the fact that, as well as communicating through social
media, all students reported that they had face-to-face meetings with their teams. This
detail indicates that the opportunities for synchronous communication offered by new
technologies are no substitute for physical presence, at least not in conventional
universities. In light of this, before making the use of online environments for
collaboration a requirement for students in traditional universities, educators should
be able to answer the following crucial question: “why this artefact in this form?”
(Hamilton and Friesen 2013).

Assessment for Learning vs Assessment of Learning
Students’ identification of mid-term and oral exams as the only alternative methods
of assessment demonstrates that, in spite of ample research on the benefits of
assessment for learning, assessment of learning still prevails. It is also indicative of
the lack of diversity in assessment formats and approaches (Race 2001) and of the
predominantly traditional way in which assessment is carried out in classics in Greek
universities. The negative way all students referred to mid-terms (and written
examinations in general) reveals their dissatisfaction with and dislike of this method
of assessment, while the “strategies” (e.g. “selective neglecting”) they said they
adopted in order to prosper and survive within this assessment culture have been
extensively discussed in assessment literature (Entwistle and Entwistle 1992; Tang
1994; Gibbs and Simpson 2004–5). The clear-cut distinctions that students drew
between mid-terms and the game-informed activities also resonate with other
research on student perceptions of traditional and innovative assessment (Struyen et
al. 2005). Traditional methods of assessment are often perceived as promoting
surface approaches to learning, and innovative assessment as stimulating deep-level
learning (Sambell et al. 1997). Even though students’ inexperience with other forms
of innovative assessment renders it difficult to determine whether their enthusiasm
derived from the novelty or if they actually felt that the game-informed activities had
a deeper influence, their responses support previous research on the different learning
approaches that students adopt for different assessment tasks (Scouller 1998). It is
also notable that students talked about game-informed activities in a more subjective
tone, indicating a more personal and emotional commitment. This is congruent with
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the view that, among other things, deep learning also presupposes emotional
attachment (Gee 2009).
CONCLUSION
The emotions experienced by students while working on the four game-informed
activities specifically designed for the purposes of this dissertation and the
vocabulary that they used in order to articulate their experience confirms the
dominant view that what renders ancient Greek unattractive to many students is not
the nature of the subject per se but rather the parochial and outdated way in which it
is taught. The adoption of constructionist and innovative ways of assessing (and
teaching) students through tasks informed by game principles and motivational and
assessment theories, not only contribute to learning but also serve to advance learning
as an enjoyable experience. Instead of forcing students to be strategic and play the
game of assessment, it is crucial that we incite them to be playful with their material
and play the game of learning instead. This said, the initial reaction of the majority of
students to the innovative assessment clearly shows that it does not suffice to simply
provide students with ludic spaces and ask them to play or be playful. It is imperative
that we help them to foster a playful attitude and support them emotionally and
cognitively in order to become “good players”. This holds especially true for students
studying ancient Greek in Greece and Cyprus, who are accustomed to instructional
and conservative methods of teaching and assessment and, therefore, are more
apprehensive with innovative assessment and the notion of playfulness.
Even though the current research was carefully designed it still has many
limitations. Accordingly, further research is recommended so that we gain a richer
insight into the complexities surrounding student engagement with assessment and so
that we appreciate the various factors (subjective, situational etc), that contribute to
student engagement, motivation, and the enjoyment of the learning process. More
research is needed on the ways in which we can foster playfulness, but also on
notions such as surprise and curiosity, that cropped up several times in students’
reports but have not been extensively studied in relation to game-based and gameinformed learning and assessment.

42

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Ardley, G. (1967). The role of play in the philosophy of Plato. Philosophy 42: pp.
226-244.
Barab, S., Arici, A., and Jackson, C. (2005). Eat your vegetables and do your
homework: a design-based investigation of enjoyment and meaning in learning.
Educational Technology 45: pp. 15−21.
Bateson, P. and Martin, P. (2013). Play, playfulness, creativity and innovation.
(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press).
Begg, M., Dewhurst, D., and MacLeod, H. (2005). Game-informed learning:
applying computer game processes to Higher Education. Innovate 1(6). Retrieved:
March 2018. http://www.innovateonline.info/index.php?view=article&id=176
Bevitt, S. (2015). Assessement innovation and student experience: a new assessment
challenge and call for a multiperspective approach to assessment research.
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 40(1): 103-119.
British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2018). Ethical guidelines for
educational

research,

4th

edn.

Retrieved:

February

2018.

http://content.yudu.com/Library/A1t9gr/BERAEthicalGuideline/resources/index.htm.
Bevan, M. T. (2014). A method of phenomenological interviewing. Qualitative
Health Research 24(1): pp. 136-144.
Black, P. and William, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in
education: principles, policy and practice 5 (1): pp. 7-74.
Black, P., Harrison, C., Lee, C., Marshall, B., and Wiliam, D. (Eds.) (2004). Working
inside the black box: assessment for learning in the classroom. Phi Delta Kappan,
86(1): pp. 8-21.
Bloor, M. and Wood, F. (2006). Phenomenological methods. In Keywords in
Qualitative Methods. (London, SAGE): pp. 129-130.
Bodard, G. and Romanello M. (2016). Digital classics outside the echo chamber:
teaching, knowledge exchange and public engagement. (London, Ubiquity Press).
Bogost, I. (2011). Persuasive games: expoitationware. Gamasutra. Retrieved April
2017.
https://www.gamasutra.com/view/feature/134735/persuasive_games_exploitationware.php

43

Bogost, I. (2015). Why gamification is bullshit. In The Gameful World. S. P. Walz
and S. Deterding (Eds.) (Cambridge, MA, MIT Press): pp. 65−79.
Bogost, I. (2007). Persuasive games; The expressive power of games. (Cambridge,
MA, MIT Press).
Boud, D. & Falchikov, N. (2007). Rethinking assessment in Higher Education.
(London, Kogan Page).
Boud, D., Cohen, R. and Sampson, J. (1999). Peer learning and assessment.
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, 24(4): 413-426.
Bryan, C. (2006). Developing group learning through assessment. In Innovative
Assessment in Higher Education. C. Bryan and K. Clegg (Eds.) (London, Routledge):
pp. 150-157.
Burnyeat, M. (1990). The Theaetetus of Plato, with a translation of Plato’s Theaetetus
by M. J. Levett, revised by M. Burnyeat. (Indianapolis, Hackett Publishing
Company).
Caillois, R. (1962). The classification of games. In Man, Play, and Games. (London,
Thames and Hudson): pp. 11-36.
Carless, D. (2017). Students’ experiences of assessment for learning. In scaling up
assessement for learning in Higher Education. D. Carless, S. M. Bridges, C. Ka Yuk
Chan, R. Glofcheski (Eds.) (Singapore, Springer): pp. 113-128.
Carless, D. (2007). Learning-oriented assessment: conceptual bases and practical
implications. Innovations in Education and Teaching International 44(1): pp. 57-66.
Carless, D. (2006). Differing perceptions in the feedback process. Studies in Higher
Education 31(2): pp. 219-233.
Carless, D. and Zhou, J. (2015). Starting small in assessment change: short in-class
written responses. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 41(7): pp. 11141127.
Carse, J. P. (1986). Finite and infinite games: a vision of life as play and possibility.
(New York, The Free Press).
Chatzimavroudi, E. (2007). H διδασκαλία των αρχαίων ελληνικών από το πρωτότυπο
στο γυµνάσιο και στο λύκειο. [Teaching of ancient Greek from the original in the
Gymnasium and Lyceum]. (Thessaloniki, University Studio Press).
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: the psychology of optimal experience. (New
York, Harper & Row).

44

Davies, M. W. (2009). Groupwork as a form of assessment: common problems and
recommended solutions. High Educ 58: 563-584.
De Koven, B. L. (2017). “Defining Playfulness”. Psychology Today. Retrieved April
2018. https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/having-fun/201708/definingplayfulness
Deci, E., Koestner, R., and Ryan, R. (2001). Extrinsic rewards and intrinsic
motivation in education: reconsidered once again. Review of Educational Research
71(1): pp. 1−27.
Deterding, S. (2014). Eudaimonic design, or: Six invitations to rethink gamification.
In Rethinking gamification. M. Fuchs, S. Fizek, P. Ruffino, N. Schrape (Eds.)
(Lüneburg, Meson Press): pp. 305−332.
Deterding, S. Dixon, D., Khaled, R. and Nacke, L. (2011). From game design
elements to gamefulness: defining ‘gamification’. Proceedings of the 15th
International

Academic

MindTrek

Conference:

Envisioning

Future

Media

Environments, Tampere, September 28: pp. 9−15. Retrieved: March 2017.
http://gamification-research.org/2012/04/defining-gamification/.
Dicheva, D., Dichev C., Agre G., and Angelova G. (2015). Gamification in
education: a systematic mapping study. Educational Technology & Society 18(3): pp.
75−88.
Dolin, J. and Evans, R. (Eds.) (2018). Transforming assessment through an interplay
between practice, research and policy (Switzerland, Springer).
Drew, S. (2001). Perceptions of what helps learn and develop in education. Teaching
in Higher Education 6(3): 309–331.
Elton, L. (1988) Student motivation and achievement. Studies in Higher Education
13: pp. 215-222.
Englander, M. (2012). The interview: data collection in descriptive phenomenological
human scientific research. Journal of Phenomenological Psychology 43: pp. 13-35.
Entwistle, A. and Entwistle, N. (1992). Experiences of understanding in revising for
degree examinations. Learning and Instruction 2: pp. 1-22.
Entwistle, N. J. & Entwistle, A. (1991) Contrasting forms of understanding for degree
examinations: the student experience and its implications, Higher Education 22: pp.
205–227.

45

Entwistle, N., and Waterston, S. (1988). Approaches to studying and levels of
processing in university students. The British Journal of Educational Psychology 58:
pp. 258-265.
Evans, E. (2016). Gamification in a year 10 Latin classroom: ineffective edutainment
or a valid pedagogical tool. The Journal of Classics Teaching 17: pp. 1-13.
Fizek, S. (2014). Why fun matters: in search of emergent playful experiences. In
Rethinking gamification. M. Fuchs, S. Fizek, P. Ruffino, N. Schrape (Eds.)
(Lüneburg, Meson Press): pp. 273-288.
Fuchs, M. (2014). Predigital precursors of gamification. In Rethinking gamification.
M. Fuchs, S. Fizek, P. Ruffino, N. Schrape (Eds.) (Lüneburg, Meson Press): pp.
119−140.
Fuchs, M. (2012). Ludic interfaces. Driver and product of gamification. GAME: The
Italian Journal of Game Studies 1. Retrieved: June 2018.
https://www.gamejournal.it/ludic-interfaces-driver-and-product-of-gamification/
Gee, J. P. (2009). Deep learning properties of good digital games: how far can they
go? In Serious games: mechanisms and effects. U. Ritterfeld, Cody, M. and Vorderer,
P. (Eds.) (New York, Routledge): pp. 65-80.
Gee, J. P. (2007). What video games have to teach us about learning and literacy,
rev. ed. (New York, Palgrave Macmillan).
Gibbs, G. (2006). How assessment frames student learning. In Innovative Assessment
in Higher Education. C. Bryan and K. Clegg (eds.). (London and New York,
Routledge): pp. 23-26.
Gibbs, G. and Simpson, C. (2004-5). Conditions under which assessment supports
students’ learning. Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 1: 1-31.
Gibbs, G. and Simpson, C. (2004). Does your assessment support your students?
Learning and Teaching in Higher Education 1(1): 1-31.
Giorgi, A. (2009). The descriptive phenomenological method in psychology: a
modified Husserlian approach. Pittsburgh, PA, Duquesne University Press.
Giorgi, A. (1997). The theory, practice, and evaluation of the phenomenological
method as a qualitative research procedure. Journal of Phenomenological Psychology
28.2: 235-260. Retrieved: June 2018. http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156916297X00103

46

Gloyn, L. (2015). Gamifying intermediate Latin – the first year. Classically Inclined
2. Retrieved: May 2017. https://lizgloynwordpress.com/2015/10/02/gamifyingintermediate-latinthe-first-year/
Guba, E. G. (1981). Criteria for assessing the trustworthiness of naturalistic inquiries.
Educational Communication Technologies Journal 29: 75-91.
Hamari, J. Koivisto, J. and Sarsa, H. (2014). Does gamification work? A literature
review of empirical studies on gamification. Proceedings of the 47th Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii: pp. 3025−3034. Retrieved:
June 2018.
https://people.uta.fi/~kljuham/2014-hamari_et_al-does_gamification_work.pdf.
Hamilton, E. and Friesen, N. (2013). Online education: a science and technology
studies perspective. Canadian Journal of Learning and Technology 39(2): pp. 1-21.
Hanus, M. D. and Fox, J. (2015). Assessing the effects of gamification in the
classroom: a longitudinal study on intrinsic motivation, social comparison,
satisfaction, effort, and academic performance. Computer & Education 80: pp.
152−161.
Hepplestone, S., Holden, G., Irwin, B., Parkin, H. J. and Thorpe, L. (2011). Using
technology to encourage student engagement with feedback: a literature review.
Research in Learning Technology 19(2): pp. 117-127.
Hemingway, J. L. (1988). Leisure and civility: reflections on a Greek ideal. Leisure
Sciences 10: pp. 179−191.
Hill, T. (2003). Hyperrote? The role of IT in ancient language teaching.
Retrieved:

May

2018.

http://www.epea.gr/content/content/files/MicrosoftWord-

HyperRote_learning_THE.pdf
Hounsell, D., McCune, V., Hounsell, J. and & Litjens, J. (2008). The quality of
guidance

and

feedback

Development 27(1): pp.

to

students.

55-67.

Higher

Education

Retrieved:

June

Research

&

2018.

DOI: 10.1080/07294360701658765
Hounsell, D., Blair, S., Falchikov, N., Hounsell, J., Huxham, M., Klampfleitner, M.
and Thomson, K. (2007). Innovative assessment across the disciplines: an analytical
review of the literature. (York, Higher Education Academy).
Hunnicutt, B. K. (1990). Leisure and play in Plato’s teaching and philosophy of
learning. Leisure Sciences 12: pp. 211−227.

47

Hunzinger, C. (2015). Wonder. In A Companion to Ancient Aesthetics. P. Destrée and P.
Murray (Eds.) (Chichester, John Wiley & Sons): pp. 422-437.
Hycner, R. H. (1985). Some guidelines for the phenomenological analysis of
interview data. Human Studies 8: pp. 279-303.
Jagoda, P. (2013). Gamification and other forms of play. Boundary 2: pp. 113−144.
Retrieved: June 2018. https://doi.org/10.1215/01903659-2151821.
Kapp, K. M. (2012). The gamification of learning and instruction: game-based
methods and strategies for training and education. (San Francisco: Pfeiffer).
Κarnieli-Miller, O., and Strier, R. (2009). Power relations in qualitative research.
Qualitative Health Research 19: pp. 279-289.

Retrieved: June 2018. DOI:

10.1177/1049732308329306.
Kaye, A. (1995). Computer supported collaborative learning. In Information
technology and society. N. Heap, R. Thomas, G. Einon, R. Mason & M. MacKay
(Eds). (London, Sage): pp. 192-210.
Keppell, M., Au, E., Ma, A., Chan, C. (2006). Peer learning and learning-oriented
assessment in technology-enhanced environments. Assessment and Evaluation in
Higher Education 31(4): 453-464.
Knight, P. T. (2002). Summative assessment in higher education: practices in
disarray. Studies in Higher Education 27(3): 275-286.
Kolb, A. and Kolb, D. A. (2010). Learning to play, playing to learn: a case study of a
ludic learning space. Journal of Organizational Change Management 23(1): 26−50.
Kvale, S. and Brinkmann, S. (2009). Interviews: learning the craft of qualitative
research interviewing, 2nd ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA, SAGE).
Kyndt, E., Berghmans, I., Dochy, F. and Bulckens, L. (2014). Time is not enough.
Workload in higher education: a student perspective. Higher Education Research &
Development

33(4):

pp.

684-698.

Retrieved:

May

2018.

DOI:

10.1080/07294360.2013.863839
Lepper, M. R. (1988). Motivational considerations in the study of instruction.
Cognition

and

Instruction

5(4):

289-309.

Retrieved:

April

2018.

DOI:

10.1207/s1532690xci0504_3
Levy, D. M. (2007). No time to think: reflections on information technology and
contemplative scholarship. Ethics and Information Technology 9(4): 237-249.

48

Mak, H. W. (2013). The Gamification of college lectures at the University of
Michigan. Retrieved: September 2017. http://www.gamification.co/2013/02/08/thegamification-of-college-lectures-at-the-university-of-michigan/
Maleko, M., Nandi, D., Hamilton, M., D’Souza, D. and Harland, J. (2013). Facebook
versus Blackboard for supporting the learning of programming in a fully online
course: the changing face of computing education. Conference Proceedings:
Learning and Teaching in Computing and Engineering (LaTiCE): pp. 83-89.
Malone, T. W. (1981). Toward a theory of intrinsically motivating instruction.
Cognitive Science 4: pp. 333-369.
Malone, T. W. and Lepper, M. R. (1987). Making learning fun: a taxonomy of
intrinsic motivations for learning. In Aptitude, learning, and instruction, volume 3:
Conative and affective process analyses. R. Snow and M. J. Farr (Eds.) (Hillsdale,
NJ, Lawrence Erlbaum): pp. 83-89.
Maronitis,

D.

N.

(2001).

Issues

and

problems

of

intra-linguistic

translation. Philologiki 74: pp. 3-7.
Mcdowell, L. and Sambell, K. (1999). Fitness for purpose in the assessment of
learning: students as stakeholders. Quality in Higher Education 5(2): 107-123.
Retrieved: April 2018. DOI:10.1080/1353832990050202.
McGonigal, J. (2011). Reality is broken: why games make us better and how they can
change the world. (New York, Penguin Books).
Mears, C. L. (2012). In-depth interviews. In Research Methods and Methodologies in
Education. J. Arthur, M. Waring, R. Coe, and L. Hedges (Eds.) (Washington DC,
Sage): pp. 170-175.
Mollick, E. and Rothbard, N. (2014). Mandatory fun: consent, gamification and the
impact of games at work. The Wharton School Research Paper Series. Retrieved:
June 2018. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2277103.
Morphitou, R. N. (2015). The use of smartphones among students in relation to their
education and social life. Proceedings of the International Conference on Interactive
Mobile Communication Technologies and Learning, November 13-14, Thessaloniki:
pp. 315-319.
Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods. (London, Sage).
Nicholson, S. (2012). Strategies for meaningful gamification: concepts behind
transformative play and participatory museums. Paper presented at Meaningful play

49

2012,

Lansing,

Michigan.

Retrieved:

May

2018.

http://scottnicholson.com/pubs/meaningfulstrategies.pdf
Nicol, D. J. and Macfarlane-Dick, D. (2006). Formative assessment and selfregulated learning. A model and seven principles of good feedback. Studies in Higher
Education 31(2): pp. 199-218.
Nørgård, R. T., Toft-Nielsen, C. and Whitton, N. (2017). Playful learning in higher
education: developing a signature pedagogy. International Journal of Play 6(3): 272282. Retrieved: May 2018. DOI: 10.1080/21594937.2017.1382997.
Papert, S. (1999). What is Logo? Who needs it? In Logo philosophy and
implementation. Westmount, QC, Logo Computer Systems Inc.: pp. IV-XVI.
Philippettee, T. (2014). Gamification rethinking: ‘Playing the game’ with Jacques
Henriot. In Rethinking gamification. M. Fuchs, S. Fizek, P. Ruffino, N. Schrape
(Eds.) (Lüneburg, Meson Press): 187−200.
Piaget, J. (1962). Play, dreams and imitations in childhood. (New York, Norton).
Pike, M. (2015). Gamification in the Latin classroom. Journal of Classics Teaching
16: 1-7.
Plass, P. (1967). ‘Play’ and philosophic detachment in Plato. Transactions of the
American Philological Association 98: 343−364.
Polkas, L. (2011). Integrating ICT in the teaching of classics in curricula across
Europe. Retrieved: June 2018.
http://www.greeklanguage.gr/sites/default/files/digital_school/conclusions_ancient.pdf

Poole, S (2000). Trigger happy: the inner life of videogames. (London, Fourth
Estate).
Race, P. (2001). A briefing on self, peer, and group assessment. The Learning and
Teaching Support Network Generic: Assessment Series 9: 1-29. Retrieved March
2018.
https://phil-race.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/Self,_peer_and_group_assessment.pdf
Ricoeur, P. (1980). Narrative Time. Critical Inquiry 7(1): 169-190.
Robertson, M. (2010). Can’t play, won’t play. Retrieved: September 2017.
https://kotaku.com/5686393/cant-play-wont-play.
Ross, J. (2010). Was that infinity or affinity? Applying insights from translation
studies to qualitative research transcription. Forum: Qualitative Social Research
11(2). Retrieved: May 2018. http://dx.doi.org/10.17169/fqs-11.2.1357.

50

Rowe, A. (2017). Feelings about feedback: The role of emotions in assessment for
learning. In scaling up assessment for learning in Higher Education. D. Carless, S.
M. Bridges, C. Ka Yuk Chan, R. Glofcheski (Eds.) (Singapore, Springer): pp. 159172.
Rowntree, D. (1987). Assessing students: how shall we know them. (Routledge,
London).
Russell, J., Elton, L., Swinglehurst, D., Greenhalgh, T. (2006). Using the online
environment in assessment for learning: a case-study of a web-based course in
primary care. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 31(4): 465-478.
Sadler, D. R. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems.
Instructional Science 18: pp. 119-144.
Sambell, K., McDowell, L. and Brown, S. (1997). But is it fair? An exploratory study
of student perceptions of the consequential validity of assessment. Studies in
Educational Evaluation 23(4): pp. 349–371.
Scotland, J. (2012). Exploring the philosophical underpinnings of research. English
Language Teaching 5(9): pp. 9-16.
Scouller, K. (1998). The influence of assessment method on students’ learning
approaches: multiple choice question examinations versus assignment essay. Higher
Education 35: pp. 453-472.
Segers, M. & Dochy, F. (2001) New assessment forms in problem-based learning: the
value-added of the students’ perspective. Studies in Higher Education 26(3): pp. 327–
343.
Shenton, A. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research
projects. Education for Information 22: 63-75.
Shepard, L. A. (2000). The role of assessment in a learning culture. Educational
Researcher 29(7): pp. 4-14.
Shute, V. J. and Ke, F. (2012). Games, learning and assessment. In Assessment in
Game-based Learning: Foundations, Innovation, and Perspectives. D. Ifenthaler, D.
Eseryel and Ge, X. (eds). (London, Springer): 43-58.
Skilbeck, A. (2017). Dewey on seriousness, playfulness and the role of the teacher.
Education Sciences 7: 1-14.
Squire, K. (2003). Video games in education. International Journal of Intelligent
Simulations and Gaming 2(1): 49-62.

51

Struyven, K. Dochy, F., and Janssens, S. (Eds.) (2005). Students’ perceptions about
evaluation and assessment in higher education: a review. Assessment and Evaluation
in Higher Education 30(4): 331-347.
Suits, B. (1978). The Grasshopper: games, life and utopia. (Toronto, University of
Toronto Press).
Supino, P. G. (2012). Fundamental issues in evaluating the impact of interventions:
sources and control of bias. In Principles of research methodology: a guide for
clinical investigators. P. G. Supino and J. S. Borer (Eds.) (New York and London,
Springer): pp. 79-110.
Swan, K., Shen, J., Hiltz, R. (2006). Assessment and collaboration in online learning.
Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks 10(1): 45-62.
Tang, C. (1994). Effects of modes of assessment on students’ preparation strategies.
In Improving student learning: theory and practice. G. Gibbs (ed.). (Oxford, Oxford
Centre for Staff Development): pp. 151-170.
Taras, M. (2010). Assessment for learning: assessing the theory and evidence.
Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2: pp. 3015-3022.
Taylor, S. J. and Bogdan, R. (1998). Introduction to qualitative research methods,
3rd ed. (New York, John Wiley).
Toprak, C. C., Joshua, P. Hsin Yang Ho and Mueller, F. F. (2013). Cart-Load-O-Fun:
Designing

Digital

Games

for

Trams.

Retrieved:

April

2018.

http://www.fdg2013.org/program/papers/paper17_toprak_etal.pdf
Trowler, V. (2010). Student engagement literature review. The Higher Education
Academy. Retrieved March 2017.
https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/system/files/studentengagementliteraturereview_1.pdf
Tsafos, V. and Seranis, P. (2013). Teaching of ancient Greek, teaching methods.
Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics. (Leiden-Boston, Brill).
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society. (Cambridge, MA, Harvard University
Press).
Watkins, R. (2004). Groupwork and assessment: the handbook for economics
lecturers.

Economics

Network.

Retrieved

June

2018.

http://www.economicsnetwork.ac.uk/handbook/printable/groupwork.pdf.
Whitton, N. (2010). Learning with digital games. (New York, Routledge).
Wiliam, D. (2011). What is assessment for teaching? Studies in Educational
Evaluation 37: pp. 3-14.
52

Youell, B. (2008). The importance of play and playfulness. European Journal of
Psychotherapy and Counseling 10(2): pp. 121-129.
Zimmermann, E. (2009). Gaming literacy. Game design as a model for literacy in the
twenty-first century. In The video game theory reader 2. M. J. P. Wolf, and B. Perron
(Eds.) (New York, Routledge): pp. 23-32.

53

APPENDICES
Appendix Α: The features of a ‘good player’
As can be gleaned from Plato’s Theaetetus a “good player” should be:
•

be in a state of constant “wonder”, even about things that are deemed
unquestionable, straightforward and well-established.

•

not readily accept anything as knowledge, but put everything under scrutiny,
even norms that are deemed sacred

•

be willing to explore and consider all views, even those to which they do not
have a personal commitment

•

not get frustrated easily, but welcome every new obstacle and puzzle as a
challenge rather than a burden

•

defend their arguments, and not succumb in the face of the first sound
criticism

•

be ready to “expose” themselves without feeling embarrassed

•

seek knowledge for the sake of truth not for the sake of “victory”

•

respect their interlocutors, not seeking to outweigh them with contentious
arguments but rather entering into a conversation with them in order to search
for the truth - the game should also be played on fair terms

•

not feel constrained by time or other obligations but get immersed into their
play/game.
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Appendix Β: Course Description
Below I cite the course description for the course under question. This was the
description of the course before my intervention. When I decided to change the
assessment method of the course, I made several changes to the description of the
course as a whole, mainly on the methods of teaching.

Course Title

ARCHAIC LYRIC POETRY

Course Code

AEF 214

Course Type

CORE

Level

UNDERGRADUATE

Year / Semester

2ND YEAR (4TH SEMESTER)

Teacher’s Name

MARIA PAVLOU

ECTS

5

Lectures / week

TWO (2)

Laboratories /
week

Course Purpose
and Objectives

The main objectives of the course are for the students to:
•

Get to know the main representatives of archaic lyric poetry

•

Get to know the various kinds of archaic lyric poetry and their main
features: themes, musical instruments, mode of performance etc

•

Familiarise themselves with a number of lyric metres (elegiac
couplet, iambic trimetre etc)

•

Know and use the main critical editions for the archaic lyric poets

•

Appreciate the close and complex relationship between lyric and epic
poetry

•

Appreciate the socio-political framework within which the lyric poets
compose their poetry

•

Appreciate the public orientation and performative character of lyric
poetry
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•

Appreciate the difficulties in the study of the archaic lyric poetry
owing to its fragmentary nature

•

Appreciate the universal nature of archaic lyric poetry

Learning Outcomes Upon completion of the course students are expected to:
• Be able to use the basic critical editions for lyric poetry
•

Know the main representatives of the archaic lyric poets

•

Identify the main features of the four major lyric subgenres (iambic,
elegiac, monadic and choral poetry) with regards to their metre,
themes, musical instrument, dialect etc.

•

Identify the metre of various lyric poems and be able to provide the
metrical analysis for at least a couple of metres used by the lyric
poets.

•

Examine lyric poetry in conjunction with the socio-political
framework within which it was composed

•

Identify similarities and differences between lyric and epic poetry

•

Appreciate the public orientation of archaic lyric poetry and the fact
that it was composed in order to be performed, two features that
distinguish archaic lyric poetry from contemporary lyric poetry.

•
Prerequisites

Appreciate the universal nature of ancient Greek lyric poetry

N/A

Required

N/A

Course Content
AEF 214 “Introduction to Archaic Lyric Poetry” aims at introducing students
to the lyric poetry of the archaic period, through representative samples from
various poets such as Archilochus, Tyrtaeus, Solon, Semonides, Sappho, and
Pindar. Among other things, the course focuses on the themes and main
features of archaic lyric poetry, their classification, their relationship with
their sociopolitical milieu, their performances and re-performances, and their
performative and public character. Furthermore, the course reflects upon the
lyric poets’ dialogue with the previous poetic tradition and more particularly
Homer.
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Teaching

Lectures, Discussion in Class and in Blackboard

Methodology

Educational videos prepared by the Lecturer in order to help students with
metrical analysis / Various relevant videos from Youtube.

Assessment

Mid-Term Written Exam (30%)
Final Written Exam (60%)
Presentation in Class (10%)* [this part was introduced by me, when I
undertook the course two years ago.]
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Appendix C: Activities
Below I cite the descriptions of the four Activities, that were given to the students.
After each activity I also note the principles on which each activity was designed.

Αctivity 1
(Weeks 2-3)

i. Read closely all fragments of the archaic poet Archilochus cited in the
module’s Corpus of Poems.
ii. Choose, through collaboration, 10 words that to their view best describe
Archilochus’ poetry, themes and style
iii. Use all or some of these words to compose a poem about Archilochus. The
poem could be either in rhymes or in free-verse, and be written either in
modern Greek or in the Cypriot Dialect. There was one limitation: it had to be
composed in the iambic trimeter, a meter extensively used by Archilochus and
one of the three meters on which students were to be examined in their final
exam.
iv. Associate Archilochus’ poetry to one of six well-known paintings provided
by the facilitator, and explain the rationale of their association in a short
paragraph of +/- 400 words.

Mode

Teamwork

Gee’s
learning

active & critical learning, multimodal, multiple routes, situated meaning affinity

principles

group

Other
motivational
factors
Αctivity 2
(Weeks 3-4)

“You have successfully completed your studies and have been placed as a
teacher of Classics at a High School. In one of your classes, you have to teach
your 16-17 years old students Archilochus’ fragment 128. Given that you only
have ten minutes at your disposal, you decide to teach the fragment by using
photos or a short video, in order to capture your students’ attention and trigger
reflection.”
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Challenge: both the video and the photo(s) had to be taken from the University
Campus. Photos can be captured with a digital camera/videocamera or your
smartphones. If you wish, you can edit your photos using Photoshop or a
relevant software. At a later stage all the visual material and texts will circulate
to all students.
Mode
Gee’s

Teamwork

affinity group, multiple routes, situated meaning, multimodal, insider

learning
principles
Other
motivational
factors
Αctivity 3

Each group will receive two anonymised files with the assignments for

(Week 5)

Activities 1 and 2 of one or two other groups. Go through the assignments
carefully and provide constructive feedback to your peers by taking as a
yardstick the directions provided for each assignment (e.g. does the poem on
Archilochus meet the requirements specified? Is the association of Archilochus’
poetry with a painting adequately explained?)
Make sure that you open your review by singling out what your team deems to
be the strongest aspect of the assignments under review and then continue with
the least successful parts. Be careful so that your feedback is specific and clear.
The anonymised comments of each group will be sent back to the initial groups
along with my feedback. My feedback will concentrate on the peer-assessment
(in other words I will give feedback on the feedback that each group will
receive by another group)

Mode
Gee’s

Teamwork

peer-review, affinity group

learning
principles
Other
motivational
factors
Αctivity 4

Choose one set of verses that impressed, problematised, or even angered you
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(Weeks 6-8)

and compose a text of 450-500 words where you will address the lyric poet of
your choice in the second person singular. Structure your text by adopting the
perspective of a person of your age, living in Cyprus in 2018.
Your texts had to be accompanied by a photo taken by you. For this activity you
do not have to explain your use of the specific photo, but merely accompany it
with a catchy caption that will encapsulate the main point of your text.
The best 10 assignments will be printed out in A3 coloured posters and be
exhibited within the framework of a public poetry event I am coordinating in
mid-March 2018. The even has received funding by the Ministry of Education
and Culture.

Mode

Groups of two or individually

Gee’s

multimodal, multiple routes, situated meaning, transfer, insider

learning

affinity group

principles
Other
motivational
factors
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Appendix D: Interview Questions
1. Tell me how you decided to study Greek Philology and describe your
experience studying Ancient Greek so far?
2. This semester within the framework of the Archaic Lyric Poetry module you
have been asked to perform a number of small-scale activities weighing
towards the 20% of your final grade. Could you recall your thoughts and
feelings i) upon announcement of the activities ii) during the implementation
of the various activities?
3. Could you describe your experience for each activity separately?
For the first activity you were asked to work in teams and collaborate in
Blackboard. You were asked to go through Archilochus’ poetry, trace its main
features and write a poem about Archilochus using a particular meter. You
were also asked to associate his poetry with one of five famous paintings. Can
you describe your feelings and thoughts during the implementation of this
activity?
For the second activity you and your team were provided with a scenario and
were asked to discuss a short poem by Archilochus. You were also asked to
take photos from the University Campus that would serve to illuminate the
poem under investigation. Can you describe what did you experience in
implementing this activity?
For the third activity you were asked to comment upon the essays of a
different team. How did you experience this?
For the fourth activity you were asked to work in couples or alone and
compose a short text where you address a lyric poet adopting the perspective
of a millennial living in Cyprus in 2018. You were also asked to accompany
your text with a photo and a catchy caption. You were told that the best 10
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projects would be exhibited within the framework of a public event. How did
you experience this activity?
4. Could you describe one thing (thought, sensation, feeling) that you
remember more vividly about the experience?
5. Could you describe how your engagement with the archaic Greek lyric poets
would be different if the activities were replaced by a different method of
assessment?
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Appendix E: Consent Form

TITLE: GAME-INFORMED LEARNING AND STUDENT EXPERIENCE
CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEWS

General Information
Based on research findings that show the great learning potential of games, during the last
two decades researchers have drawn their attention to what is known as game-informed
learning. This approach to learning advocates the integration of gameful elements and
game principles into the learning process with the view to rendering learning a more
rewarding, meaningful, even enjoyable experience for learners. The interviews will focus
on the game-informed learning and assessment activity that you have participated in as
part of Activity 1 (Weeks 2-7) of your course. This is the reason why you have been
invited to be interviewed on this issue. The interview will be conducted by the facilitator
of the course (Maria Pavlou), and it forms part of her MSc dissertation, which focuses on
game-informed learning and student experience. The MSc is pursued at the University of
Edinburgh (The Moray House School of Education).
Please Initial
box:
I confirm that I have read and understood the aforementioned and have had the opportunity to
ask questions
I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time
without giving any reason and without there being any negative consequences. In addition,
should I not wish to answer any particular question or questions, I am free to decline.
I understand that my responses will be audio recorded and be kept strictly confidential. I
understand that my name will not be linked with the research materials, and will not be
identified or identifiable in the report or reports that result from the research.
I understand that the audio recordings of this interview will be used only for research purposes
and that extracts from the transcriptions, in which I would not be personally identified, may be
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used in any conference presentation, report or journal article developed as a result of future
research. I understand that no other use will be made of the transcripts without my written
permission and that both the recordings and the transcripts will be safely stored.
I agree that my anonymised data will be kept for future research purposes such as publications
related to this study after the completion of the study.

I agree to take part in this interview.
________________________
Name of participant
_________________________

Researcher

________________

___________________

Date

Signature

__________________

____________________

Date

Signature
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