Digital Play-Based L earning.
A philosophical-pedagogical perspective on
lear ning and playing in computer games.

Abstract:

A majority of investigations examine the potent@l€omputer games in enriching learning
processeshowever, only little research has been carried ioutxamining the role of irritations and
disillusionments in digital games. It appears rezage thateducational game design focuses on
the programming of well structured and entertainiggmes that support the player in his
linear learning process until the defined teachtaggets are reached. In contrast to this
understanding of learning and playing, an anthramital theory of playing, and a
philosophical-pedagogical perspective on the preces learning will be investigated,
opening up a new perspective on computer gamgwoliding insights into circulating and
non-linear process of relearning and learning aneembined with the spontaneous and
unstructured dimension of play in games, a diffei@ncept of learning will be proposed:
Digital Play-Based Learning. This multidisciplinanyaper draws on game studies and
educational theory to develop a concept for a nawaderstanding of learning based on
playing games.
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1. Introduction

It the last few years, that the potentials of cotapgames for learning and teaching have
increasingly become a focus in scientific reseamth the computer industry. It is argued that
computer games are a valuable tool to enrich legrnihe idea behind using games to
encourage teaching, may be as old as our habitato games (cf. Schiller, 1795), but the
target-oriented adoption of games in the contexteafning reached a new level with the
implementation of digital media. The vast majomtystudies focuses on the entertainment
aspects of playing games combined with new teclymedoand certain goals of teaching and
training (cf. Mitchell & Savill-Smith, 2004). Onlyery few investigations have explored the
role of errors, mistakes, and failures in learrsofware (cf. Kay, 2005) and computer games
(cf. Schank, 1997). Therefore, most educationabriee centre on the engaging force of
digital media (cf. Jenkins 2006). In recent yedms itombination of playing and learning
based on digital technology has been labellBiyital Game-Based Learnirig(Prensky,
2001).

On the one hand this new digitised way of learrhaged on the amusing effects of playing
games opens up novel dimensions of teaching (lgbhcEak, 1997; Gee, 2003; Prensky, 2001
and 2003), on the other hand, it remains questienabether playing games can significantly
enhance learning: “To turn learning into fun isdenigrate the two most important things we
can do as humans: To teach. To learn.” (Stoll, 19922). Within an anthropological theory
of playing, and a philosophical-pedagogical perspecon the process of learning | will
propose a new approach to the discussion centregboes of digital games and learning.
Most concepts ofDigital Game-Based Learningmplicate a reduced understanding of
learning processes and essentially restrict thifdtaspects of playing, while other aspects
such as the phenomenonrefearningor learning aneware largely overlooked.

Considering the dimension of inordinate, creatiigovative and free play within the
structures of games, the concepbDuagital Play-Based Learningvill be developed. This kind
of learning focuses on circular processes of legr@ind the play dimension of games (cf.
Caillois, 1958). Furthermore the possibilities dmaits of Digital Play-Based Learnindor
teaching and learning will be considered. The dbjef this paper is not to dismigsgital
Game-Based Learningut to give novel insights into learning basedtaying.

2. Digital Game-Based L earning

The term Digital Game-Based LearniigDGBL), in the majority of studies referring to
Marc Prensky’s book of the same title (2001) embraay marriage of educational content
and computer games(p. 145). Prensky points out that the procesaifring is very much
related to the learner’'s motivation. In traditiomglucational institutions the enhancement of
motivation for learningsomethingis often reduced to a pressure to performsomeone
“More generally, students’ motives for learning arenixture of intrinsic goals and extrinsic
rewards, combined with psychological factors sushfear and need to please.” (Prensky,
2002, p. 1). Although academic learning implicadsigh quality of meaningful content, the
engagement of learners seems difficult to enhdnasontrast to that, computer games engage
the player in a highly significant way, but — untibw — in less substantive content. Given
this, it may be concluded thdDigital Game-Based Learnindacilitates a reasonable
symbioses of meaningful content (learning) and amgaging environment (games),
transformed through digital media (Prensky, 2001146). Reasons as to why computer
games engage learners were recently pointed oiby Mitchell and Carol Savill-Smith’s
(2004) review of literature:

Computer games represent fantasies and follow plsiprinciple of winning or loosing, with
instant, quick outcomes (Prensky, 2001; Roubidotixale 2002); They use aesthetic
modelling and recognisable features to engage ¢henér’'s attention (Poole, 2000) by
stimulating the learner’'s enjoyment with visualdback (Bisson & Luckner, 1996); They
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provide a complete and interactive playing envirentrand a immersive experience (Presky,
2001). Furthermore they open up different solutiand ways of solving problems (cf. Gee,
2003; Mitchell & Savill-Smith, 2004). On this basisnay be concluded that computer games
implicate the potentials to engage the learnerfendibn. But does this activity effectively
enrich learning? What understanding of learningsdites digital panacea implicate? And
how isgamecharacterized as one that can be learnt fromRdridilowing, two notions will

be critically analysed and reflected: games (2nt) laarning (2.2).

2.1 What isa Game?

To begin with, what understanding of games candumd within the concept of learning
based on games? In the early stages of developiigtatl learning games were held in bad
repute. The reason why learners in the last decegested games with arranged learning
content was due to their unsatisfying gameplay thedr simple linear structure. In these
games, the structure of digital media was useddd the user to a well defined goal - mostly
in the form of written content. These so-callgaimes that made you practise vocabulary,
maths or history, were (and still are) typicallyustured as “tell-tests” (Prensky, 2001, p. 71-
72).

A much more progressive understanding of games laadhing can be found in Marc
Prensky’s approach (cp. Prensky, 2001, 2002, 2008hin his query on the engaging power
of games, he differentiates between three dimessibiplaying gamedun, play andgame
Firstly, the dimension ofun refers to the relaxing and motivating aspects layipg and
includes the dichotomy of “enjoyment and pleasg®&o(), and amusement and/or ridicule
(bad)” (Prensky, 2002, p. 5). Secondly, the aspégilay in games, as investigated by the
anthropologists Johan Huizenga (1956) and Rogédlo3a(1958), implicates the free activity
and the uncertain outcome of playing. Furthermoosdrary Garris defines the playing of
games as “voluntary, non-productive, and separata the real world” (Garris et all, 2002, p.
452). Finally,Gamesrestructure the play and fun dimension in “rulgsals and objectives,
outcomes and feedback, conflict/competition/ -clmgjefopposition, interaction and
representation or story” (Prensky, 2001, p. 11%cdkdingly, games perform as “organized
play” (119). On this basis, Prensky argues, thatdaybining the structure of games and the
unstructured dimension of playing, the engageménthe gamer in his learning process
becomes enhanced: “People play games becausedbtesgrof game playing is engaging”
(Prensky, 2002, p. 2). TherefoBagital Game-Based Learnindeals with the question, of
how to introduce game-play into education and egrnThe next chapter offers insights into
the underlying theory of learning in Prensky’s aygmh.

2.2 Learning based on games

As mentioned, in learning games of thé"2Dentury play was often reduced to following
instructions, and learning meant drill and practicethese “tell-tests” (Prensky, 2001) the
learner has to follow a clear target and the plesastiplaying is reduced to a minimum. The
rational of these kind of learning games can beadoin Behaviourism (Thorndike, 1913),
Cognitive Science (Gagne, 1985) and in other mogsychological theories of learning and
instruction. The main problem underlying theseneay and training games is not only their
dysfunction (Schrage, 2006), but also their mamifpug concealment of beliefs and
strategies. This sort of teaching, negates indegggnthought, understanding and judgement,
by transmitting content without allowing for theateer’s critical reflection. It is more
indoctrinating than instructional (cf. Snook, 197#) new media is used to enhance the
manipulation of the learning process, this probléeriarm of teaching can be considered as
digital indoctrination or “e-indoctrination”. Thé¢ory of learning in “E-indoctrination-Based
Games will not be examined in this paper, but i lsting used today in many e-learning



environments (cf. Mitgutsch, 2007). But how can arensophisticated understanding of
learning in games be developed?

Digital Game-Based Learninin the 2% Century (cf. Prensky, 2002) postulates a specific
perspective on the process of human learning. Wtiglitional theories of learning
concentrate on the content of learning, and fatlheaming under the condition of teaching
(which goes back as far as Platdenon cp. Mitgutsch & Sattler, 2007), today’s typical
theories focus on cognitive processes and trydatéoacts of learning in the human brain (e.
g. GOMS). Contrary to this, an understanding ofrie®y based on games, asks the question
of how one learns what In addition to this, Prensky recommends a leaceatred
perspective, which focuses on the learner’'s matwab engage with a particular content. He
defines learning as followsHuman Learning is the set of processes people eydioth
consciously and unconsciously, to effect changeshér knowledge, capacities and/or
beliefs” (Prensky, 2003, p. 4).

In this understanding — which Prensky admits tc@peragmentary — learning implicates
several related and interrelated processes andngagement with a learning object.
Furthermore it can not be substituted, becausasitth be done by the learner himself (in his
mind) and it “involves not only ‘knowledge’ (factgroups of facts, relationships between
facts), and ‘doing’ (capacities tasks, skills anehdwiours) but also ‘beliefs’ (theories,
understanding of how and why things work or happém)4). Furthermore Prensky stresses
that the success of learning relates to the “tyjpmaterial to be learned” (p. 4) and to the
knowledge the learner has already achieved. Inybieal group-oriented teaching situation
criticised by Prensky, individual access to conteytthe learners can rarely be achieved,
because learners’ subjective learning habits arereyl.

The theory ofDigital Games-Based Learningrgues that gaming holds the ability to be
completely learner-centred and to engage the |€aragention. On the whol®igital Game-
Based Learningocuses on learning based on the condition ofl¢laener's motivation to
engage with a certain type of content. Howeverenbains questionable if this reduction of
the human process of learning on the learner'svattin is reasonable. To sum up, learning
is understood as a set of linear processes thattethanges in the learner's knowledge,
capacities and/or beliefs (cf. Prensky, 2001). Waladbut knowledge that we are highly
motivated to achieve, but that eludes us? Are kadgé, capacities and beliefs things we
have a direct unobstructed access to, that we gieplploy or vice versa, do not things
mostly happerno us that we learrirom? What about experiences that befall us, that eymplo
us? And is learning in computer games limited todbetent provided by the game designers?
Questions such as these remain unanswered in tlee@oofDigital Game-Based Learning
but are essential to an extended understandinggarhihg. Therefore | will examine a
philosophical perspective, that on first glance migeem not applicable to games, but on a
second (closer) is very applicable to playing!

3. An educational theory of learning

Before entering the following discourse it seemsessary to indicate the theoretical leap that
is going to be examined. Instead of reconsidergagning under the perspective of narrative
structures (cp. Murray, 1997; Ryan, 2004), undeubstitution to theories of playing (cp.
Aarseth, 1997, 2004; Frasca, 2003) or related testipns of game-design and learner-
motivation (Prensky, 2001, 2003) an philosophiggiraach to the phenomenon of learning
will be undertaken. In contrast to a ludologicarmtological or design-based perspective on
learning, where learning is subordinate to playgages, firstly the process of learning shall
be examined (3.1) and according to this, the aptafing will be reconsidered (3.2).



3.1 Learning anew

In present-day investigations learning is undeigtas a direct process in which knowledge
and ability are appropriate. In this view learniagexclusively understood as a straight-lined,
direct or indirect act of transferring knowledgedaabilities from teachers to learners (cf.
Budin, Swertz & Mitgutsch 2006). Nevertheless, sameestigations focus on a so-called
negative dimensiowof learning, which has been overlooked in the migjof studies (cf.
Buck, 1989; Meyer-Drawe, 1982; Burgos, 2004; Migght & Sattler 2007). In this dimension
learning is conceived as“process in which one’s experience of one’s ownwedge and
ignorance, ability and inability plays a centralled (Benner & English, 2004, p. 412). An
insight into the meaning of the negativity of expece for learning can only be given by
focussing on the execution of learning as a prooésghieving experience. Learning in this
respect indicates that expectations and prejudgesmare confronted with unexpected
resistance in the process of gaining experience ¢ém learning in this sense be defined?
The historical roots of theories of learning andatevity reach back to Aristotle’s theories of
epagoge(often translated as induction) and can only heched on briefly in this paper:
Aristotle’s theory of learning is connected to hisderstanding of induction. Epagoge (or
Induction) is the inductive and intuitive (Greatoug recognition of theonein the many, in
the process of gaining experience. By recognizihg tniversal principles which are
implicated in the particulars, one can proceechéuniversal principles. For Aristotle, one’s
experience arises from a particular experiencenteensal experience of causes through the
process of induction (cp. Artistotle, Metaphysidsgarning in this ancient understanding is a
process of ascending order of experiences.

Centuries later Francis Bacon reclaimed the sup@ice of negative instances in his theory
of induction overlooked by Aristotle (cf. Bacon,@). Gaining experience is dependent on
negative instanceghat help to correct incomplete pre-experiences amticipations.
Departing from Aristotle’s epagoge, Hans-Georg Gaelastates that the refutation of wrong
generalisations through new experience is centralvery process of experience. He argues
that the negativity of experience has a certairdpcve meaning to the process of gaining
experience. A new experience does not only lead tealised disillusion, it gains “better
knowledge through it” (Gadamer, 1998, p. 353).

The central aspects of Gadamer’s considerationsitahe negativity of experience are as
follows: One experiences something new about aecblfjl), about the limitation of his prior
anticipation (expectation) (2), about the limitatiof one’s own consciousness (3) and finally
one reaches a new horizon of consciousness as ariencing subject (4). Based on
Gadamers investigation, the educationalist GlirBuek has transformed Gadamer’s analysis
of negativity and experience in educational disseutn his book, Llernen und Erfahrung”
(1989) (learning and experience), he describesallation between learning and experience as
reciprocal and conditional. Learning is foundedexperience and — vice versa — experience
depends on learning. Gunther Buck states that éemrare able to boycott the process of
learning by keeping a firm and dogmatic hold onrtherrent pre-experience and knowledge.
In this case, habits and familiarities turn agaimstv experience. Gunther Buck argues (with
reference to Edmund Husserl) that every pre-expeeies unspecific and therefore also the
condition of the possibility for learning. If theedrner's anticipation okomethingis
disillusioned, his knowledge of this object (1), lm& former anticipation (2) and of his
horizon (3) transforms. Learning from the produetnegativity through experience manifests
as an overcoming of dogmatic anticipations, andceeds as a change of the horizon of
experience. Buck calls this fundamental kind ofrdéay “umlernen” (p. 42), a process of
learning anew or relearning by negative instantbsrein, the experience of disillusions and
the confrontation with your own anticipations angperiences are key moments. In
conclusion, learning is a process of confrontatioth resistant experience and knowledge
that transforms the learners’ experience (1), thegrexperiences (2) and their knowledge (3).

5



While learning anew they relearn their former knedge and have an experience of their own
process of learning. But an experience of negaiiv&sances does not automatically lead to a
learning processHave we not all experienced disillusionments thatdid not learn from,
that did not lead to a processrefearning or learning aneWw Within Gadamers and Bucks
understanding, learning appears to be dependentegative instances, but is remains
guestionable, why in some places learning gathersentum and in others it freezes.

In the 1980s the phenomenologist Kate Meyer-Draollevied Glnther Buck’s analysis on
learning. She showed that learning is essentialgted to the “resistance of things” (Meyer-
Drawe, 1996). To stimulate learning, the teachestniorce the learner to the limits of their
pre-judgments, their pre-experiences and their dadignbeliefs (cf. Meyer-Drawe 1982,
1996; Benner&English, 2004). Furthermore, the @afther Bernhard Waldenfels (2002)
states, that every process of learning immediabglgns up a large number of new pre-
experiences, expectations and anticipations, tmathefurther experiences. Furthermore, the
learner does nqtassively receivenor actively gainexperiences, thingsassionatelygreek:
pathos)movehim (cf. Mitgutsch & Sattler 2007).

To enrich learning, the instructor’'s task is to opg an un-dogmatic environment, which
enablespassionateexperiences. The disappointment one experiencdg Vgarning, might
feel like suffering, but it gains new experiencesl ggathers momentum in the learning
process. But can learning — understoodetsarningandlearning anew- be enriched through
games?

3.2 Learning anew based on games?

Returning to the theories @igital Game-Based Learninghis negative understanding of
learning seems unsuitable. Marc Prensky admitshisatliefinition of learning omits aspects
such as experience, improvement or permanencedete assumes that whilst these factors
are related, they are “not intrinsic to learningré€nsky, 2003, p. 4). In direct opposition to
the passionate dimension, learning based on gamesta throw off “the shackles of pain
and suffering, which have accompanied it for satofiPrensky, 2002, p. 4Pigital Game-
Based Learningtargets the overcoming of the pain of learning, ibhgorporating the
enjoyment of games. At this point the limited pexstpve on the process of learning in the
discourse oDigital Game-Based Learningecomes evident: Learning is not understood as a
circular process of experiencing (relearning), astan act of linear instruction of content
(further learning). One might argue that even m ¢bncept oDigital Game-Based Learning
this circular and “negative” aspect is consideradthie theories of “Learning by failure”
(Schank, 1997 in: Prensky, 2001, p. 159). But is tespect, the learner’'s “mistakes” are
exploited to immediately correct his actions or &ssumption. In this sense, mistakes are
reduced to a key figure for leading the playeri® ‘tcorrect” predetermined path in his game.
The learner does achieve new knowledge about timeatgath or the correct answers, but he
barely forms a reflected experience about his ppeeences; he does ntgarn anewor
relearn by resisting experiences. In other words: He mightect his action, or achieve a
given content, but the learner does not becomeewfihis own process of experience, of
himself or his own restricted anticipations. Likeetrat in the t-maze (Behaviourism) the
player learns which path to follow through his rakss, but he does not recognize the limits
of his pre-experiences, the capacity of his prooéssarning.

By reconsidering this assumption, it may appearstjpieable whether circulating learning
processes could ever be reached by digital gamew. lehrning anewandrelearning may
necessarily be gained by playing will be examinedhie next chapter. One might not learn
anew bygames but byplaying



4. L earning based on play: Digital Play-Based L earning

If learning is understood as a circular processgaining experience through negative
instances, which confront the learner with his mptete prejudgements and pre-experiences,
a direct access by instructors or teachers appegrsssible. This applies to games that
structure the process of learning to a well defigedl (Tell-tests). It remains questionable
whether games, that — as a matter of principlee-tased on rules, goals, outcome and
structure (cf. Huizinga, 1956) provideelearning or learning anew How can highly
structured environments like computer games enalepened and essentially unstructured
and circulating process of learning? The answethi® question lies in a specific human
action thagamedry to structureplaying

4.1 Play vs. Game?

In his expansion of Johan Huizingas game theofi®56/1938) the French ludologist Roger
Caillois postulates an essential differentiationween play (paidia) andgame (ludus) (cf.
Caillois 1982/1958). Roger Caillois' postulatesdia (play) andludus (game)xs the main
principles that characterize games (cf. SchrammeWiggutsch, 2007). On this basis he
definespaidia as a free, not obligatory, act, separated fromsamgtions, and circumscribed
only by limits of space and tim&aidia follows uncertain targets and remains essentially
undetermined, as it performs as a spontaneous essaibn of the play instinct (cf. Caillois,
1982). This spontaneous act is accompaniellitys which confronts paidia with structures,
rules, goals and limits and furthermore transfpardia into institutional forms of games. The
structure ofludus enriches the act opaidia with competition, excitement and social
entertainment. The ludulogist Gonzalo Fransca técg@noposed “paidea’ as an equivalent
to the English noun ‘play’, and ‘ludu’ for the notgame™ (Frasca, 1999). In conclusion, the
notion of play, refers to the unstructured, spontaneous and dotesubordinated to the
institutional and obligatory structure of games fadlamowsky , 2005).

While Digital Game-Based Learninfpcuses on thgame-dimensionf game-play, as rules,
goals and structures, tipday-dimensiorremains relatively untouched. Prensky for example,
defines his idea of learning, based on the stractiirgames, not on an unstructured act of
playing. He certainly refers to the theories of #inga and Caillois (cf. Presnky, 2001, p.
111-112), but only focuses on the game dimensiah the practical implementation of
learning content to games (cf. Leopold, 2007, p. BGs fairly certain that the reason for this
may be found in the highly structured environmehgt game-design programs. The question
that remains is, how can a computer game be dakighat on one hand opens up an
environment for free and unstructured gameplayanthe other hand enriches the game with
target oriented learning content? How can the siring media of a computer be used to
open up a learning process that remains openedstductured? How this kind of learning
based on playing could be considered (and maylieedawill be examined in the last step:

4.2 Learning based on play

Having discussed this understanding of learningg, mow possible to reassess initial thoughts
on learning based oplay. To contradict assumptions, that learniaugew and relearning
based on the unstructured act of playing can notelaézed through computer games, a
statement by James Paul Gee shall be mentioneded’s introduction to his book “What
video games have to teach us about learning arddiy” (2003) he illustrates his impressions
after playing his first digital game:

“This game — and this turned out to be true of @idgames more generally — requires the
player to learn and think in way in which | am aoept.[..] Oddly enough, then, confronting
what was, for me, a new form of learning and thagkiwas both frustrating and life
enhancing.” (Gee, 2003, p. 5)



What Gee articulates in this quotation prototypfcalcirculatinglearning anewbased on the
play dimension of computer games. What Gee expeeiby playing a game, was a change
of his prior horizon of experiencing and learnikte learnt more than just a new content, he
relearnthis own way of learning, about personal limits @odentials, about his desire to play
and the power of frustration. And, what seems tonost important, he learnt about himself
as a learning and experiencing subject, imbeddeal ¢altural environment. Furthermore it
should be mentioned that this actifjital Play-Based Learningvas not based on a typical
learning game, but on the game “The New Adventofdbe Time Machine (DreamCatcher
Interactive/ Cryo Interactive 2000).

This example might give an initial idea as to wleatrning based on playing looks like. In a
related but different understanding Carlo Fabrieatstresses, that “new paradigms in
educational game design are needed” (Fabricatffi))2hat reconsider a wider examination
of the connection between learning processes amgpui@r games. He points out, that
learning based on games, includes more that jestréimsport of content, but a whole virtual
learning environment:

“In this sense, it is in first place important toderstand that a virtual gaming environment is
per se a learning environment, since it offers d¢ants free of any functional pressure and
negative consequences, and constantly faces tlyerpia situation that engender changes,
thus involving her in an experience that demandmlag and developing skills and abilities
during each instance and repetition of the baderaactive cycle which the game-playing is
based on.(Fabricatore, 2000)

Fabricatore’s understanding of playing and learropgns up a new perspective on learning
based on computer games. Although his conceptddfdaming” (Fabricatore, 2000) focuses
more on the dimension giamerather tharplay, and restricts learning to an act of achieving
knowledge via content (similar to Prensky), he ggopes the potential of virtual
environments for learning. Byilayingenvironments contain more potentials for learning,
than simply enjoyment and learning content. GonZalansca reminds us of how game-
enviroments can be understood, that focus opline(or paidea) dimension of games:
“Paidea [play-based] videogames have no pre-de®drgoal. So, there is no ‘winning plot’,
as in adventure videogames. The player has maoeddre to determine her goals. As we have
seen, as soon as the paidea player determinesl|avgbawinning and losing rules, the
activity may become a ludus [game].” (Frasca, 1@9%he Author])

Learning based on a playing environment, which Esdbarning anewandrelearning,does
not directly determine the player’s learning paith goals and rules. It opens up a wide range
of opportunities, and gives the learner the freedonshoose, and the possibility to reflect
upon, experienced negative instances. Compared Jaities Paul Gee’s thirty-six learning
principles in video game®igital Play-Based Learningnvolves active and critical learning
(Principle 1), the reflection of meta-levels of setic domains (principle 5), the gain of self-
knowledge (Principle 9), the aspect of rethinkiRgiriciple 15) via multiple routes (Principle
16) and the reflection of cultural models of prpies and of learning itself (Principle 30 &
31) (cp. Jee, 2003). In a last step the iddaigital Play-Based Learningvill be assessed:

5. Conclusion

Digital Play-Based Learnings a phenomenon that refers to a nonlinear, buwuleting,
process of learning and the unstructured act of iplgames. It can be characterized as an act
of learning anew from negative instancesexperienced in an opened virtual learning
environment. It aims to teach the learner about grier horizon of experience and to
relativize his prejudgments and his premature etie Therefore, learning based on play
does not only engage the learner by entertainmeghtchallenge, but by confrontation and
passion. This understanding of learning in game®isa substitution fobigital Game-Based
Learning but it focuses on a different aspect of learrang playing.



Learning based oplay includes more that the transfer of content surdednby an engaging
entertaining environment. The virtual environmetself, with its own culture, its specific
social aspects, its horizon of experiences, wghntplicit knowledge and beliefs and with its
drive to confront the learner’s prior experienaggpears to be the vital key to enrich learning.
It opens up a multitude of potentials that allow filayer to experience unknown situations
and experiment with situations that he would notehaccess to in hisormal life. Learning
based on the unstructured, spontaneous und frexd plety (Caillois, 1958) uses the learner’s
experience ofnegative instanceshat confront him with resisting knowledge and new
perspectives within his game-play. Instead of legdihe learner to the correct path of
achieving knowledge and true content (DGBL), tharer is forced to be player that
experiments without functional pressures of negatiensequences or social sanctions. To
support this uncontrollable way of learning, fhlayer should be capable of reflecting upon
and rethinking meta-levels of semiotic domains, el®af game- and learning-cultures and
predetermined goals that restrict his learning tsakfrurthermore the learner should be
enabled to understand the impact of media on dtureu beliefs and fields of knowledge (cf.
Swertz, 2007). In this sense, the learner is chg#ld to develop aew media literacyhat
allows him toplay within the limits of games and to rethink, reflagion and relearn his
actions in games. How thisew media literacycan be arranged and how games can be
designed that open a wider learning environmergears to be a major task for the future of
learning based on video gamé&xgital Play-Based Learninglaces an emphasis on aspects
of play, learning anewandrelearning which so far have not been considered educators or
game designer.
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