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Appendices

These appendices list all the questionnaire’s Likert-scale questions (Appendix A) and statements
(Appendix B), sorted on the average score for the whole group. The first column shows the total
rank for the question/statement. The rightmost columns show the corresponding rank for the
subgroups with only art (n=13) and technology (n=14) students, respectively.

Appendix A. Questions

Tot. To what degree. .. Avg. Art Tech.

rank score rank rank

1 ...did the work with paper prototypes contribute to the 6.17 1 1
understanding of game design?

2 ...did you find it valuable to work together with stu- 5.93 2 7
dents from other disciplines?

3 ...did you find the workshop different from traditional 5.86 6 4
teaching?

3 ...did the collaboration with other disciplines lead to 5.86 4 12
new insights?

5 ...are you proud of the work your team accomplished? 5.83 6 7

6 ... did the test sessions contribute to the understanding 5.79 8 4
of game design?

6 ... were you more active in this workshop compared to 5.79 14 3
traditional teaching?

6 ...was the atmosphere more relaxed in this workshop 5.79 8 4
compared to traditional teaching?

9 ...did you enjoy participating in the workshop? 5.72 8 7

9 ...do you think your team was a successful team? 5.72 8 7

11 ...did the initial noughts and crosses assignments con- 5.69 4 15
tribute to the understanding of game design?

11 ...did the one-to-one interaction with teachers con- 5.69 24 2
tribute to the understanding of game design?

13 ...did your team collaborate efficiently? 5.55 13 21

14 ...did you find the workshop valuable for your learning? 5.52 8 22

14 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 5.52 14 15
of functional games?

14 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 5.52 18 13
of game testing?

14 ...did the one-to-one interaction with other students 5.52 21 7
contribute to the understanding of game design?

18 ...did the team work contribute to the understanding 5.48 19 13
of game design?

19 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 5.38 14 17
of game design?

20 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on idea gen- 5.28 19 24
eration?
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Tot. To what degree. .. Avg Art Tech.

rank score rank rank

21 ...did the collaboration with other disciplines con- 5.24 14 31
tribute to the understanding of game design?

22 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on game de- 5.17 21 27
sign?

23 ...did the written material contribute to the under- 5.14 24 28
standing of game design?

23 ...did the one-to-one interaction with teachers help 5.14 28 17
overcome technical challenges?

25 ...did the one-to-one interaction with teachers help 5.10 31 17
overcome game design challenges?

26 ...did the lectures contribute to the understanding of 5.07 31 17
game design?

27 ...do you rank your game design knowledge after the 4.97 27 29
workshop?

27 ...did your team manage to create a functional game?  4.97 21 34

29 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 4.93 24 35
of game art?

30 ...do you rank your functional game design knowledge 4.90 29 29
after the workshop?

31 ...did you understand the English spoken by teachers? 4.83 35 24

32 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on project 4.79 29 32
planning?

33 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on testing? 4.72 34 33

34 ...did you enjoy using Unity? 4.50 43 22

35 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 4.38 33 38
of game programming?

36 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on art? 4.34 2 46

37 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 4.21 38 39
of English?

38 ...did you experience challenges when using Unity? 4.08 39 37

39 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 4.07 36 41
of food production?

40 ...did language barriers have a negative impact on the 3.97 36 40
learning?

41 ...do you rank your English skills? 3.79 40 41

42 ...did the workshop give you increased understanding 3.69 44 36
of Unity?

43 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on program- 3.52 46 24
ming?

44 ...did you contribute to your team’s work on audio? 3.38 42 44

45 ...do you rank your prior game design knowledge? 3.24 41 44

46 ...do you rank your prior Unity knowledge? 2.97 45 43
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Appendix B. Statements

Tot. Statement Avg. Art Tech.

rank score rank rank

1 Active student participation increases learning! 6.21 5 1

2 It was challenging to produce a fun game! 6.17 1 3

2 It was challenging to produce a functional game! 6.17 2 2

4 The workshop format of teaching makes students more 6.03 6 3
active than in normal class room teaching!

5 I joined the workshop because I wanted to learn more 5.93 3 6
about game design!

5 I think this form of teaching has a potential to be used 5.93 6 5
more in other classes!

7 Mixing students from different disciplines increases 5.90 3 7
learning!

8 I would have appreciated more guidance from teachers! 5.59 8 9

9 I joined the workshop because I wanted to learn more 5.45 9 13
about functional games!

9 My team managed to create a fun game! 5.45 11 9

11 I think the teachers communicated the goals of the work-  5.38 11 7
shop clearly!

12 The workload in this workshop was higher than in reg- 5.34 10 11
ular classes!

13 I would have preferred to work more like this in my prior 4.95 16 12
Unity course!

14 I would preferred to focus more on my area of expertise!  4.66 14 14

15 My team had a good representation of food production 4.59 13 17
elements in our game!

16 The lunch breaks were too short! 4.38 14 16

17 The workload in this workshop was too high! 3.79 17 18

18 My prior knowledge of Unity was applicable in the pro- 3.77 20 15
totyping!

19 I prefer to spend more time reading than working with  3.10 18 20
applied problems!

20 The way I used Unity in this workshop was different to  2.87 19 21
my prior use of it!

21 I think the instructions from teachers were too unclear! 2.83 21 19
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