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1 Introduction

A current societal challenge is the increase in misleading information and narratives [85], particularly through short posts

on social media that contain images or videos [81]. Content containing misinformation or disinformation can in�uence

opinions, manipulate audiences, prevent the formation of truthful beliefs [31], discourage democratic engagement, and

weaken trust in news [60, 72] as well as societal cohesion by deepening polarization [41, 77]. Misinformation is de�ned

as "false information that is shared without the intention to mislead or cause harm" [5, Table 3]. Exposure to harmful

health misinformation has been associated with confusion, reduced trust, and risky behaviors among younger users, e.g.,

injecting bleach to cure diseases [9, 30]. Disinformation intentionally misleads and is often politically motivated, e.g.,

through the manipulation of elections [8, 54, 83], or aims to change public opinion on topics such as support for Ukraine

[61]. Besides social media platforms, legacy media can also play a signi�cant role in amplifying or disseminating false

narratives [80]. Often, the umbrella term "fake news" is used to refer to false information [5]. Young adults are especially

at risk of manipulation, as they primarily consume information online through user-generated content platforms, which

are channels where false information and manipulative narratives can spread quickly [23]. One study reports that

almost 20 percent of the top 20 search results on TikTok contain misinformation about major news topics [66]. Users

struggle to identify misleading content, which they encounter at least weekly in their feeds [33].

To mitigate these adverse e�ects, media literacy, speci�cally the capacity to evaluate the credibility of online

information and distinguish accurate content from misinformation, has become an essential competency for digital

media users [12, 56]. However, the delivery of media literacy education to children, youth, and young adults depends

on individual instructors, as formal school curricula rarely integrate it systematically [75]. Here, serious games o�er

a scalable and engaging approach to teach critical thinking and information veri�cation strategies, leveraging the

widespread acceptance of digital games [7, 78].

Prior work suggests that game-based interventions can improve misinformation resilience, often by having players

practice or "prebunk" manipulation strategies (e.g., Bad News) [48]. At the same time, many well-studied interventions

are guided, choice-based simulations that emphasize short, text-forward interactions [36, 48]. This focus is increasingly

challenged by the prominence of multimodal misinformation, including persuasive short-form videos and image-based

formats [34]. Additionally, some media and information literacy interventions can reduce trust in misinformation while

also inadvertently lowering trust in accurate news [45].

Prior reviews have already advanced our understanding of misinformation games, but they tend to focus on relatively

small corpora, short-term evaluations, and a narrow set of mostly text-based social media simulations [18, 21, 26, 36].

They also di�er in scope and analytic emphasis, with some focusing primarily on learning outcomes [18] and others on

game design or intervention types [36]. As a result, we still lack a broader view of how misinformation education games

are designed, what pedagogical strategies they use, how they connect learning objectives to game mechanics, which

media environments they address, and how they are studied in practice. In addition, publicly released games developed

outside academia (e.g., by NGOs, journalists, studios, or civic education initiatives) are often excluded because they lack

peer-reviewed evaluations, even though they may represent more fully realized game experiences (e.g., Wiebkes Wirre

Welt, In�uence Inc.).

To address these gaps, we conduct a systematic mapping review that combines a PRISMA-guided literature search

with a qualitative search for publicly available misinformation education games. We di�erentiate between academic

games, de�ned as games accompanied by a corresponding peer-reviewed publication, and non-academic games, which

lack such publications and may include both commercial titles and freely available educational games. Together, these
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sources allow us to map the current landscape of misinformation education games across game design, pedagogical

approaches, media context, audience, and evaluation. Against this background, our review is guided by the research

questions:

� (RQ1) What types of gami�ed interventions have been developed to address misinformation?

� (RQ2) What teaching objectives and theories do they employ?

� (RQ3) What game designs and formats are used?

� (RQ4) What media context and content does the game cover?

� (RQ5) What populations and study contexts are used?

� (RQ6) What are the measured metrics, results, and key �ndings?

Our review extends prior work in both scope and coverage, including 54 games and 31 papers. Overall, 30 games

have peer-reviewed corresponding papers; 17 apply quantitative learning outcome measures and 9 apply qualitative or

mixed-method measures; 4 papers present primarily the game concept or analyze the content and mechanics of the

game. In addition, we broaden the perspective of academic game research by including 24 non-academic games and

systematically quantifying their designs.

By mapping and thematically analyzing both academically evaluated interventions and publicly released games

across categories such as learning objectives, theoretical grounding, game mechanics, and player roles, we map the

games of this review into �ve types: Veri�cation Games, Strategy Narrative, Platform Simulations, Role Immersion,

and Systems-Power Games. Our goal is to inform the design of future misinformation education games that are not

only e�ective but also more gameful and engaging, and that better re�ect the multimodal media environments where

misinformation is encountered today.

2 Background

The contemporary digital environment is characterized by low barriers to creating and publishing content [88].

Moreover, this issue is driven by algorithmic ampli�cation, which prioritizes sensationalism over accuracy [87]. Within

this ecosystem, information disorder can spread quickly. Wardle et al. categorized information disorder into three

groups: (1) Misinformation, false information shared without the intent to mislead, (2) Disinformation, information

created with the intent to deceive, and (3) Malinformation, the use of truthful information in a malicious context to cause

harm [88]. This manipulates audiences, prevents the formation of truthful beliefs, and weakens trust in information

sources generally [31, 60].

The use of Generative AI, such as image generators and chatbots like ChatGPT, Gemini, or Grok, has ampli�ed

this threat by enabling the rapid production of multimodal, highly realistic synthetic media [44]. Bad actors can use

synthetic media containing misleading, false, or harmful content to drive counternarratives that even dismiss truthful

evidence as fake [74]. Consequently, this increases the cognitive burden on users who must verify not only the content

but also its origin [44, 74], necessitating high levels of media literacy.

2.1 Media Literacy and Misinformation Education

One established approach to media literacy is civic online reasoning (COR). Media literacy curricula [3] and COR

interventions [4, 50] aim to strengthen individuals' veracity discernment abilities, the ability to critically evaluate

whether information is credible or misleading. These approaches typically provide structured guidance to support

systematic source evaluation and veri�cation practices. For example, media literacy frameworks often draw on structured
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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evaluation strategies such as the CRAAP test (Currency, Relevance, Accuracy, Authority, Purpose) [10] or the SIFT

method (Stop; Investigate the source; Find better coverage; Trace claims, quotes, and media to the original context)

[15]. These heuristics provide step-by-step procedures for assessing the credibility of online information. Similarly,

COR interventions often rely on interactive checklists [32] and web-based learning environments to operationalize

such strategies. For instance, the interactive tool The News Evaluator provides users with structured tutorials, hands-on

tasks, and both implicit and explicit feedback to support critical engagement with online content [4]. By packaging

COR objectives into guided activities, these interventions promote systematic evaluation strategies.

A related framework is inoculation theory, originally proposed by McGuire[52]. Drawing on a medical analogy, the

theory posits that exposing individuals to a weakened form of misinformation can build resistance to future persuasive

attempts [48]. In the context of misinformation, this approach typically involves forewarning individuals about an

impending persuasive threat and providing refutational preemption. This process equips users with cognitive strategies

to recognize and counter common manipulation techniques, such as emotional appeals, polarization, or impersonation.

2.2 Misinformation Education through Games

Serious games and gami�cation can serve as e�ective pedagogical tools for teaching information evaluation skills and

enhancing educational settings [20, 25, 29, 58, 84]. Gami�cation refers to the integration of game design elements into

non-game contexts [22, 39], whereas serious games are developed with a primary purpose beyond entertainment, often

education [78]. Gami�cation and serious games sustain attention through active participation, helping complex content

reach audiences who might otherwise disengage. Replacing passive consumption with interactive experiences also

supports longer-term retention of learning objectives [48].

Beyond increasing engagement through interaction [18], serious games embed learning objectives within their

mechanics and narratives [1]. Recent reviews of design frameworks identi�ed the systematic alignment of game design

with educational objectives as a central determinant of e�ectiveness [49]. The Gami�ed Knowledge Encoding (GKE)

model describes this link as learning content that is segmented into rules that are encoded into interactive game

mechanics. The repeated executions of those mechanics during play then build a mental model that can transfer to

real-world situations [57]. Beyond mechanics, the narrative framing and aesthetic presentation of a game are themselves

part of how it communicates its content rather than a neutral wrapper around its mechanics, in�uencing which

competencies it can convey [26].

Gami�ed interventions have become a central application of inoculation theory through preemptive and active

inoculation. Unlike passive educational approaches, games such as Bad News (Figure 1, [70]) allow players to assume

the role of a disinformation producer. By creating misleading content within a simulated, text-based social media

environment1, players engage directly with common manipulation strategies. Conversely, in Misinformation is Contagious

[6], players take the role of the good producer and try to avoid publishing misinformation. This active involvement

supports the internalization of deceptive techniques and improves the ability to recognize similar strategies in real-world

contexts [21, 69]. Longitudinal evidence suggests that Bad News can increase resilience to misinformation for up to

three months [48]. However, most existing interventions rely on text-based simulations and pay limited attention to

contemporary formats such as short-form video content [34]. This points to a gap between a media landscape shaped

by videos and the predominantly text-based design of educational misinformation games.

1a text-based social media environment such as the social media platform X
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Fig. 1. Bad News (released in 2018, [7, 70]), a social-platform simulation game, in which players act as a bad actor. The game inoculates
players against misinformation by having players use six manipulation strategies: Impersonation, Emotion, Polarization, Conspiracy,
Discredit, and Trolling.

3 Related Work

Gami�ed misinformation interventions have been mapped by several reviews (see Table 1) [18, 21, 26, 36], identifying a

reliance on short-term, small-scale evaluations. Kiili et al. [36] conducted a systematic review of 15 papers (covering 12

unique games) and found that studies typically featured a median of= = 196 participants with a median playing time of

only 15 minutes. Most games used preemptive inoculation strategies. Furthermore, only two of the analyzed studies

involved minors, suggesting a signi�cant gap in researching younger, more vulnerable demographics. Similarly, the

rigor of evaluation varied, with only eight studies using a formal control group and seven employing a pre/post-test

design [36].

Across recent reviews, digital interventions consistently exhibit limited diversity in both format and gameplay

structure. DeJong[21] analyzed 22 games, identifying a dominance of browser-based Quiz games (= = 12) and Text

Adventures (= = 6), with playtimes often averaging only �ve minutes. This genre homogeneity is echoed by Glas et al.

[26], who conducted a thematic analysis of 100 media literacy games. Their �ndings indicate that most interventions are

single-player and strictly linear, primarily focusing on misinformation and privacy rather than other media competencies.

The mapping of mechanics to educational goals remains a challenge. Contreras-Espinosa and Eguia-Gomez[18]

analyzed 24 games, including commercial games sourced from Steam, and developed a point-based system to evaluate

learning outcomes such as understanding algorithmic e�ects and source credibility. Despite including commercial games,

most interventions that cover learning objectives still prioritize simple mechanics, such as asking players to discern

news veracity or spreading fake news to understand its mechanics and consequences. However, Contreras-Espinosa

and Eguia-Gomez [18]'s focus on Steam excluded a range of web-based, non-academic misinformation games.

The identi�ed reviews except Contreras-Espinosa and Eguia-Gomez[18] examine only a limited subset of misinfor-

mation games and exclude games developed for educational purposes that have no corresponding publication. Examples

such as Wiebkes Wirre Welt ("Wiebkes tangled world") and In�uence Inc.2 incorporate more advanced gameplay, content,

and design elements but are left out of academic reviews.

Table 1 maps the variables used in each of the prior reviews and in the present work. Three patterns show. First, no

prior review combines game-level and paper-level coding at scale. While Kiili et al. [36] analyzes empirical studies,

their corpus is limited to 12-games. DeJong [21], Glas et al. [26], and Contreras-Espinosa & Eguia-Gomez [18] engage

2In�uence Inc. is the commercial successor of Fake it to Make it [82].
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Table 1. Comparison of coding dimensions across prior reviews and the present work. Dashes indicate that the variable was not in
the review as it was not in the scope of their research questions. N/A indicates that the variable could have been coded but was not
included.

Variable Kiili et al. [36] DeJong [21] Glas et al. [26] Contreras
&Eguia[18]

Our review

Scope Empirical studies;
critical reading fo-
cused

Digital fake news
games

Digital media-
literacy games

Digital media-
literacy games
incl. commercial
titles

Digital + ana-
log games;
academic and
non-academic

Games (Paper) 12 (15) 22 games 53 played, 12 in-
depth

24 54 (30)

Non-academic
games

� � � Ø Ø

Game type / genre Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø
Game mechanics Ø(descriptive) � partial Ø Ø
Player role2 Ø(2 categories) Ø(2 categories) partial (3 cate-

gories)
� Ø(7 categories)

Media context Ø � � � Ø
Modality1 � � � � Ø
Theo. framework2 Ø � Competency

Mapping
Curriculum map-
ping

Ø

Learning
objectives

partial partial Ø Ø Ø

Target audience /
age

Ø Ø � Ø Ø

Playing time Ø Ø � Ø �
Availability
/platform

� Ø Ø Ø partial

Thematic analysis2 � � Ø (deductive,
MIL)

� Ø (in- + deduc-
tive)

Paper-level dimensions (coded only for games with empirical studies)
UX/PX measures1 � N/A N/A N/A Ø (30-game sub-

set)
Learning
outcomes

Ø N/A N/A N/A Ø (30-game sub-
set)

Sci. impact (FWCI) Ø N/A N/A N/A �
1 Dimension introduced in the present work; all other dimensions were coded in at least one prior review.2 Where a dimension is shared,
cell entries show di�erences in granularity (e.g., player role in seven categories here versus two or three in prior reviews).

with game designs across larger samples without coding corresponding studies. Second, several dimensions are not

addressed by any prior review, such as the modality of content presented in the game and whether the empirical studies

measure player experience. Third, prior reviews mostly exclude publicly released non-academic interventions.

This study addresses these limitations by examining a substantially larger corpus of misinformation games (= = 54),

more than double the scope of comparable recent reviews [18, 21, 36]. It also broadens the sample's diversity by including

both academically evaluated games and publicly released interventions. We systematically compare educational

strategies, game types, narratives, media contexts, covered modalities, target audiences, and reported outcomes. By

mapping this broader landscape, the review identi�es trends, game types, and design patterns and explores how

academically developed games and publicly released, non-commercial games can inform and strengthen each other's

approaches.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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4 Methodology

The objective of this mapping review [28] is to systematically identify, analyze, and map gami�ed misinformation

interventions designed. The review follows the PRISMA 2020 guidelines for transparent reporting of search, screening,

and inclusion procedures [62] detailed in Figure 2. In addition to a formal academic database search, we conducted a

qualitative search on Google and game platforms to identify games not represented in scholarly databases.

Fig. 2. Game Selection and Screening Process. Steps are labeled S1-S4 (structured literature search) and G1-G2 (Game search)

4.1 Search Strategy

4.1.1 Literature Search. A systematic literature search was conducted to identify relevant scienti�c literature. Based on

the research questions, two keyword groups were developed (see Table 8). The �rst group contains keywords about the

problem domain, while the second group de�nes the intervention types. Boolean operators (AND/OR) were used to

systematically combine these keyword groups into seven distinct search strings. The "OR" operator was used to include

synonyms, while the "AND" operator was used to intersect the problem domain with the intervention types. The search

was executed on Google Scholar on September 1, 2025, using a script to retrieve the articles, and returned 700 entries.

Google Scholar served as the primary database as it has great coverage, broad indexing, and a high sensitivity to return

relevant research [55].

4.1.2 Game Search. Additionally, an exploratory search for educational and serious games was conducted on Google.

This search aimed to identify games that are not evaluated in academic papers but are relevant to the landscape of

misinformation interventions. We conducted Google searches using the terms "fake news game", "misinformation

game", "disinformation game", and "desinformation game". We queried the game distribution platform Steam with the
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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keywords "fake news", "misinformation", "disinformation", "desinformation", and "news". Using the snowball method,

we identi�ed additional relevant games. Lastly, game titles found through Google were searched for in Google Scholar.3

If a corresponding paper was found, we added it to the corpus of scienti�c games.

4.2 Selection Process

As this work combines a systematic literature search and qualitative searches, we describe both selection processes

below. Throughout both processes, two independent coders applied the inclusion criteria. Disagreements were resolved

through discussion with a third coder. The �nal corpus includes all games from both searches.

Systematic Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria. The PRISMA search returned 700 records. After removal

of duplicates (n = 8), the corpus contained 692 unique records. Article relevance was assessed in a two-stage screening

process. First, records were excluded at title and abstract level if they did not meet all of the following inclusion criteria:

(1) the focus is on misinformation, disinformation, media literacy, or veracity discernment; (2) the work presents a

game or gami�ed educational intervention; (3) the publication language is English or German; and (4) the work is not

a literature review. Second, the remaining articles underwent full-text screening and were included if (5) the paper

described the game design or the game was available to play, and (6) the gameplay contained educational elements

related to information-veracity discernment. We included= = 31 entries for= = 30 games listed in Table 6, including

= = 7 games identi�ed via the supplementary search with corresponding publications.

Qualitative Game Search and Inclusion Criteria. Games identi�ed via our supplementary search were included

if they (1) were available to play, (2) contained relevant educational content for veracity discernment, (3) had gameplay

focused on veracity discernment, and (4) had gami�cation mechanics exceeding a multiple-choice quiz. Each game

is analyzed by two coders (^ linear = ”75;^quadratic = ”82). From= = 58 found games, we included= = 24, excluding the

aforementioned= = 7 games with corresponding papers (Google/Included= = 24•15, Snowball/Included= = 22•8,

Steam/Included = = 7•2, Paper Snowball/Included = = 5•5).

Final Corpus. The �nal corpus contains 54 games. A comparison against the four prior reviews [18, 21, 26, 36]

shows that 30 (56%) of the 54 games are unique entries that have not been analyzed in any prior review, while 24 (44%)

appear in at least one (see Table 7).

4.3 Analysis and Coding of Games

Each coder �rst familiarized themselves with the games by playing them and reviewing available supporting material.

Observable variables such as platform, game type, and media context were coded in parallel. More interpretive variables,

including game mechanics, teaching objectives, story, and player role, were documented through analytic notes and

then re�ned through iterative comparison across cases. Ambiguous cases were discussed with an additional coder. All

�nal labels are reported in Table 2. Game type, mechanics, player role, and narrative framing were developed inductively

during the iterative comparison of the games. Learning-objectives and learning-theories were derived deductively from

established media-literacy frameworks and instructional theories (e.g., COR, SIFT, CRAAP; see 2). Beyond categorical

labeling, coders also noted qualitative observations such as the salience or centrality of certain elements (e.g., relative

mechanic complexity) which informed the thematic analysis without being captured in the structured coding labels.

In addition, one researcher reviewed the corresponding paper to summarize the study design, sample, and reported

outcomes (RQ5, RQ6).

3If the game title did not yield hits, the search term was extended to include "game" or "misinformation".
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To identify common themes and types of gami�ed interventions for misinformation education (RQ1), a second-

cycle thematic coding process was used to group recurring patterns across mechanics, narrative, player role, teaching

objectives, and theoretical framing into broader themes according to shared pedagogical objectives and game designs.

We focused on connecting game mechanics with teaching objectives, following the GKE model [57]. This inductive-

deductive process produced higher-order thematic categories that describe how misinformation games position players,

structure learning, and use game design and mechanics to teach about misinformation. The purpose of this step was

not to produce a rigid typology, but to identify recurring patterns that summarize the corpus.

Table 2. Coding Labels

Variable Labels RQ

Topic (Mis)Information Literacy; Conspiracy Theories; Propaganda; Disinformation; Manipulation Strategies;
Trolls, Satire, Humor, Ads; Bots; Social Media; Polarization

RQ1

Intervention Type Video Game; Card Game; Board Game; Classroom Game; AR; Escape Room; TTRPG RQ1
Framework / Learn-
ing Objective

Detect misleading/truthful content; Social Media Literacy; Procedural literacy; Socio- emotional
awareness; Normative behavior; System/power understanding; Strategy awareness

RQ2

Learning Theory Procedural; Declarative knowledge transfer; Inoculation/prebunking; Procedural strategy use; Con-
structivism/ situated learning; Corroboration; Veracity discernment; Source evaluation; Bias recogni-
tion; Metacognitive; Heuristic vs. analytical; Narrative-based

RQ2

Game Type Choice-based Simulation; Trivia; Classroom; Board Game; Card Game; Decision Tree; Other; Point
and Click; RPG; Simulation

RQ3

Game Mechanics Source/ content evaluation; Headline classi�cation; Scoring/feedback loops; Social-media simulation;
Narrative framing (none, low to medium, strong); Content creation; Sharing decision; Story decision;
Quiz/ Trivia; Competitive; Cooperative; role-play; Progression

RQ3

Player Role Bad Actor; Good Actor; Detached Evaluator; Strategic Actor; Embedded Evaluator; Accidental Bad
Actor; Opponent

RQ3

Platform Web-Based; Mobile; Card Game; Board Game; Desktop; Console; Other RQ3
Media Context News Articles; Social Media; Multi-modal; Video; Other; No speci�c media context RQ4

The corpus was analyzed using a mixed quantitative and qualitative content analysis. The analysis focused on

game properties relevant to the research questions and could be compared across cases, including platform, game type,

mechanics, narrative, topic, player role, teaching objectives, intervention type, theoretical framework, and the kind of

misinformation represented. These variables were chosen because they capture both the design of the game and its

educational framing: platform and game type describe the medium and format (RQ3); mechanics, narrative, and player

role describe the game design and how misinformation learning is implemented in it; topic and misinformation type

describe the learning material (RQ4); and teaching objectives, intervention type, and theoretical framework capture the

pedagogical grounding of the game (RQ2). Most variables in Table 2 were coded categorically for presence or type.

Narrative was the exception. Given its centrality to several games' pedagogical design, it was additionally coded for

strength/integration level. We rated each game's narrative strength on an ordinal scale (none, weak, medium, strong)

to re�ect how a �ctional storyline shapes gameplay and learning. None denotes games with no storyline, such as

classi�cation or quiz games without a setting or character; the player acts as a detached evaluator; weak a simple, linear

storyline which sets the narrative of the game but does not develop over the course of play, with limited replayability;

medium a more developed setting or role that structures gameplay; strong a game in which players are embedded

within a �ctional world and their decisions carry narrative consequences, such that learning is transported through the

narrative.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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5 Results

In the following, we �rst report numbers on the types of misinformation games, their design characteristics, mechanics,

and media contexts, as well as their modalities, theoretical frameworks, and learning objectives of the 54 games.

Afterward, we describe the �ve themes identi�ed through the thematic analysis. Finally, we examine how these games

have been empirically evaluated and which samples and outcome measures have been reported.

5.1 Mapping Review of Misinformation Games

5.1.1 Topic and Platform of Games (RQ1). Our quantitative analysis of 54 games shows a dominance of digital games.

Video games make up the majority of the corpus (= = 41, 76%), consisting mostly of web-based games (= = 32, 59%). In

contrast, other digital formats are scarce. Mobile applications (= = 3), mobile and web-based (= = 2), and dedicated

desktop or console releases (= = 6) represent only a small part. The remaining titles comprise analog and hybrid

formats, including card games (= = 5), board games (= = 2), and niche interventions such as classroom games (= = 4),

escape rooms (= = 2), tabletop games (= = 2), and augmented reality games (= = 1). The proportions indicate that

misinformation games are predominantly built for individual or small-group screen-based play, with a noticeable niche

of table-top and classroom implementations.

Most games (= = 49, 91%) addressed misinformation literacy in general. Twelve games were explicitly focused on

social media, though many others used it implicitly within the game context. Nine games emphasized manipulation

strategies. Five games each addressed conspiracy theories, propaganda, trolls/satire/humor. Four games focused on

disinformation, and four addressed advertising. Three games included bots as a topic, such as Harmony Square, Escape

Fake, which feature bots that create tra�c and false consensus, and Spot The Troll turning bot detection into the core

task.

5.1.2 Frameworks and Learning Objectives (RQ2). We analyze the underlying learning objectives and, where applicable,

the theories used in the games. We identi�ed content veracity discernment (misinformation detection) as the most

prevalent objective, appearing in= = 31 (57%) games (e.g., Factitious in Figure 3, SWRFakeFinder). These games focus

on users' ability to distinguish between misleading and truthful content, such as posts, headlines, or articles. They

frequently employ feedback-driven learning mechanics, aligning with behaviorist principles, and enable procedural

knowledge acquisition through learning-by-doing interactions (= = 40, 74%). Awareness of manipulative strategies

was present in= = 28 (52%) games and was commonly grounded in psychological inoculation theory (= = 26, 48%).

Inoculation-based designs often position players in the role of misinformation producers to help them understand

and recognize manipulative techniques. These games aim to build resistance to manipulation such as sensationalism,

trolling, impersonation, and logical fallacies (e.g., Bad News Game, Harmony Square, SchlaWiener, CrankyUncle).

Procedural literacy (= = 20, 37%) represented the next most common intervention type (e.g., LAMBOOZLED!,

Facts&Fantasy). These interventions typically target a broader set of competencies, including structured strategies

for source evaluation such as COR [50] (e.g., Trustme!), SIFT [15] (e.g., Misinformation is Contagious [6]), and CRAAP

[10] (e.g., How to Spot Fake News, Hacking the Research Library [67]). They frequently incorporated declarative knowl-

edge components (= = 16, 30%), typically through tutorials or in-game explanations, which were then followed by

opportunities for procedural knowledge application. AI literacy was included in three games.

Additionally, = = 14 (26%) games included socio-emotional learning objectives, often implemented through situated

learning approaches (= = 12, 22%) or narrative-based designs that support socio-emotional processing (= = 4).
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Fig. 3. Screenshot from the game Factitious (first released in 2017, [27]), where players discern between real and fake news articles.
The game uses real news articles on COVID-19 and health, elections and politics, science and nature, social and cultural issues, satire
and clickbait.

A part of the corpus (= = 12, 22%) was categorized as systems of power, incorporating situated learning mechanics

that illustrate how systems of power in�uence public discourse through propaganda, news, and institutional actors

by casting the player as part of a news or media operation (e.g., Headliner: Novinews, Not for Broadcast, The Westport

Independent). A further= = 10 (18%) of the games emphasized normative behavior by teaching social norms of online

participation, such as responsible sharing.

5.1.3 Game Designs and Mechanics (RQ3). Game Formats and Genres. Trivia games were the most common mechanic

(= = 15, 27%; players answer questions, discern veracity, or label content, e.g., Factitious in Figure 3, [27]). This was

followed closely by text or choice-based simulation= = 12 (22%) (players decide between options, often in chat

format, with their decision impacting a simulation, often social media statistics, e.g., Bad News, Figure 1 [70]) and

simulations (= = 8, 15%) (players have more agency and can use di�erent game mechanics to in�uence the simulation,

e.g., In�uence Inc. in Figure 8, The Republica Times). Other gameplay mechanics, such as simple decision trees (= = 6,

11%), point-and-click (= = 3), and role-playing games (RPGs) (= = 3), appeared less frequently.

Game Mechanics. Games in the corpus used multiple game mechanics related to misinformation education, as

listed in Figure 10, and their co-occurrence with teaching objectives is detailed in Figure 11. Most common were game

mechanics around evaluating information (= = 23, 42%), speci�cally headlines (= = 13 (24%), e.g., Factitious), often

combined with scoring and feedback mechanics (= = 21, 39%). Social (media) simulations (= = 19 (25%), e.g., Bad News

Game), where player actions a�ect a simulated social ecosystem, and strong narrative framing (= = 16 (30%), e.g.,

CatPark) also appeared often in the corpus. Further, we observed content creation (= = 15, 28%) as a core mechanic,

where players created (mis)information themselves (e.g., Fake It to Make It). Sharing decisions (= = 13, 24%) or story

decisions (= = 11, 20%), where players decide if they want to share a piece of content (e.g., The Republica Times) or

decide between multiple actions to continue the story (e.g., Choose your own fake news), often co-occurred with the

previous mechanics. Ten games were competitive, while only three were cooperative (e.g., Hacking the research library).
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Most games were single-player games, sometimes with competitive elements like leaderboards. While multiple games

assigned a role to the player, three put their main focus on role-play (e.g., Social Media Puppeteers).

Player Role. Player positioning strongly in�uenced both narrative framing and game design, resulting in seven

primary player role labels. The most common roles frame the player as a "good", prosocial information citizen (= = 17

(31%), e.g., Fakey), a detached evaluator (= = 15 (28%), e.g., Factitious), or an embedded evaluator within the story world

(= = 13 (24%), e.g., How to Spot Fake News). These roles predominantly align players with prosocial and critical-reading

perspectives.

"Good actors" receive the mission to combat misinformation, framing them as morally aligned with this goal. In

contrast, "detached evaluators" are tasked with assessing content or making decisions without narrative immersion,

often operating as themselves in abstracted or task-oriented environments. "Embedded characters" are more deeply

immersed within the narrative context, sometimes without a clearly de�ned moral alignment, and are required to make

decisions as part of the story world, often facing emotional, ethical, or moral consequences (e.g., a city on �re after

player decisions in Headliner:Novinews, Figure 4).

Fig. 4. Headliner:Novinews (released 2018, © Unbound Creations) depicts the impact of the players' choices as a national news editor
on the city. Players decide which fictional news items and perspectives to publish, ranging from immigration and healthcare to
genetic modification, queer rights, alcohol, and vice.

A subset of games casts players as opponents (= = 11, 20%, e.g., LAMBOOZLED!, Figure 6) or bad actors (= = 7 (13%),

e.g., Fake It to Make It, Bad News Game). This is particularly evident in content-creation and simulation games, where

players actively create or spread misinformation. These designs align with inoculation approaches that place players in

manipulative roles to help them understand such strategies. The distinction between these roles lies in their framing:

"opponents" typically compete against other players, often with minimal narrative context, whereas "bad actors" are

assigned a �ctional role associated with misinformation production. In six opponent-role games (e.g., FakeYou), players

engage in both creating (misinformation production) and discerning (misinformation detection), although their role

engagement remains relatively detached. These games tend to feature limited narrative framing, evoke less emotional

involvement, and focus primarily on the mechanics of misinformation creation and detection.

Two games (We Become What We Behold, CatPark in Figure 5) position players as accidental bad actors, engaging in

manipulative strategies unintentionally because of persuasive in-game systems or narrative in�uences.

5.1.4 Media Context (RQ4). News articles were the most frequently observed media context, appearing in= = 37 (69%)

games. Of these,= = 21 (39%) interventions used news articles exclusively as the media context. Social media (e.g.,
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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