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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to confirm the effect size estimates for the effectiveness of board games in
elementary education. To this end, 19 journal thesis studies published in Korea were analyzed. The results
of this study are as follows. First, since 2016, studies on board games has continued steadily and focused
on students from third to sixth grade. The effect size according to the duration of board game use was
highest(ES;: 1.189, 95% CI: 0.736~1.642) in the range of 11 to 15 hours. Second the overall effect size of
the effectiveness of board games in elementary education was .990, which was found to have a midium to
large effect. Third, the use of board games in elementary education was divided in two domains in these
studies; learning domain and cognitive-affective domain, both of which showed significant results, with the
learning domain showing a greater effect. Fourth, this study showed a positive effect based on the analysis
using a random-effects model, but there was significant heterogeneity among the studies. And there is a
possibility of publication baias. Based on these research results, discussions were held and implications for
future research directions and directions for further research were suggested.
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[Fig 1] PRISAMA Flow Chart.
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<Table 1> Distribution of Publish Year, Grade Level ,
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Domain and Duration

Duration

PY Frequency GL Frequency Domain Frequency (Hour) Frequency
2016 1 (59
o (Hg;) 3rd 3 (16%) math 8 3 (16%)
(( ;) science 10 4 (21%)
2018 1 (5% learning computer 12 (63%)
0, V)
2019 1 (5%) 4th 2 (11%) environment 11 1 (5%)
2020 2 (11%) reading 12 5 (26%)
5th 4 (21%
2021 2 (11%) (@1%) 13 2 (11%)
0 i self-efficac 14 1 (5%
2022 0 (0%) 6th 5 (26%) ~ cognitive self-regulati(})]n 7%
2023 1 (5%) and sociality 7 (37%) 15 1 (5%)
2024 5 (26% affective 20 1 (5%)
GO \lixed 5 26%) empathy
2025 4 (21%) 36 1 (5%)
Total 19 19 (100%) 19 (100%) 19 (100%)

PY : Publication Year, GL: Grade Level
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<Table 2> Results Based on Grade Level

(L}:ii? ES. SE 95% CI Qufy P
3rd 3 0521 0221 26(5;3}
4h 2 1435 0301 )
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6th 5 1249 0380 %:925 @ 091
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Total 19 0.672 0.084 ~6‘836
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<Table 3> Results Based on the Duration of Board
Game Activities

Duration k ES,  SE  95% CI Quf) P
810 7 0877 0.227 Nol'f‘;zzz
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W0 s o 00 @ 0
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<Table 4> Effect Size of Total Average and Homogeney Test Results

Model k ES: SE 95% CI Q Q, i
Fixed model 19 0.502 0.040 0.424~0.579 197.313 000 90.877
Random model 19 0.990 0.156 0.684~1.295

Distribution of True Effects 95% A #73H0.641~1.400) 3 BF ¢F &
W o w yeht S5 YelA e FAadTt
A=A Ao A & 5 Utk pHt
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kol sk 95% A1¥]-7H0.474~1.210) % 5%
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[Fig 2] Distribution of true effects. oA Ak ow At wg ¥ T =
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<Table 5> Results Based on Cognitive and Affective
Domains

Model k ES: SE 95% CI Q P

. 0.641
learning 12 1.021 0.194 1,400
cognitive
0.474 0440 0.
and 7 0.842 0.188
~1.21 1
affective 0 ) 507
0.664
Total 19 0.929 0.135 1193
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<Table 6> Egger’s Regression Test

Estimate SE t P

3.925 0.930 4.220 0.00058
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<Table 7> Trim-and-Fill test results

Upper Limit

Lower Limit

ES

ST

197.313

1.294
0.672

0.684

0.501

Observed Values
Adjusted Values

fixed

428.223

0.025

0.290

9

197.313

1.294
1.294

0.684

0.989

Observed Values

random

197.313

0.684

0.989

Adjusted Values

ST:Studies Trimmed, ES:Effect Size
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