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ABSTRACT

As the concept of experience economy has been accelerated recently, user experience is
more emphasized today, most of all. And related representative keywords are gamification.
Gamification characterized by that intangible elements are produced and consumed through
various interactions between providers and users and by having a structure that is difficult
to generalize and objectify to economic value. Therefore, the purpose of the present study is
to develop a quantitative valuation indicator of concept and standardize the valuation
formula covering economic value for gamification technology and overall framework from
the perspective of evaluating economic values of intangible technologies such as of
knowledge, design, contents, and service of a company.
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tHaI.
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Gamification Technology Components and Definitions

- Objective : To present the flow leading up to the
Sto training process
ry - Elements : Talk connected to the objectives and
purpose of education
J Distinguish into various fun.
- Objective : Induce spontaneous participation and
Dynamics provide fun with stories.
- Elements : Fun & Experience
) Specific types of algorithms, structuring
. |- Objective : Implementation of dynamics
Mechanics '
- Elements : Unique elements of the game
7 Deploy as user experiences
- Objective : Deploy in a form that enables users
skill to interact
- Elements : no restriction
v

Create meaningful economic transactions

[Fig. 4] Definition of Gamification Technology
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[Table 2] Key Sales Indicators
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Evaluation grade AAA ~ D

[ Calculation of weighted average ]
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[Table 4] Expert Evaluation

Index 9 x 5 point scale
Is this technology appropriate for
1. User ,
the user’s level?
Are the rules clear, understandable,
2. Rule and can not be randomly changed

or violated?

Is the prototype complete and

3. Protot .
rototype applicable?

What are the technical aspects that

4. Fun entertain the user and immerse the
user in it?
. Is the time that the user
5. Time

experiences appropriate?

Does it not matter because it is too

6. Distinction |unfamiliar or similar to similar
technologies?
. Can users participate without
7. Material . .
additional preparation?
. What value is available to users
8. Meaning

and what does it mean to have fun?

. Did the Executive provide user
9. Expansion

self-expanding?

3.3.2 AFBX "I} XIE dA

[Table 5] User Evaluation

Index 11 x 5 point scale

Be willing to buy

Purchasing |I'm willing to spend my time on

power |the purchase.

I think buying is a good decision.

I will choose to purchase next time.

I will talk about buying positively.

Fidelity |I will recommend this purchase to

others.

Consider the purchase first

Buying is a wise decision.

Be impressed with one’s buying

Satisfaction

I am satisfied with my
level

Overall,
purchase.

I'm glad I decided to buy.

Technology Valuation Framework —
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[Table 6] Valuation Score Points

[Table 7] Valuation Grade
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Evaluation | Mark Evaluatio Mark Evaluati Mark
n on
91-100 100 | 91-100 | 100 | 91-100 | 100
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61-70 70 61-70 70 61-70 70
51-60 60 51-60 60 51-60 60
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