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Exploring Gamification Design on M obile Vocabulary Learning Application
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ABSTRACT: This study explores the impact of specific gamification design elements on user’s learning behavior and
gameful experience and verifies whether it can effectively improve the gamification experience and usability of mobile
word learning products by applying gamification design to mobile word learning APP design. Through rigorous experi-
mental methods, the application of growth, social, and personalized gamification design elements in word learning sce-
narios is explored and verified, and other word learning applications on the market are compared to conduct gamification
experience and usability test evaluation. The research results show that social and growth gamification design elements
can effectively enhance the participants' gamification experience, and personalized and gamification design elements can
significantly improve the time for participants to learn vocabulary. Compared with word learning applications on the
market, gamified word learning applications have more usability, and significantly improve the user's gamification ex-
perience at the same time. The gamification design elements significantly improved the users' gamification experience,
and improved learning behavior.
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