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Att välja mekanismer inom gamification: vad 

motiverar en mindre erfaren spelare? 

Sammanfattning 

Det här arbetet tar sin början i ett problem som rör en mekanism i ett spel som heter 

OfficeGame. Det finns en önskan att byta ut denna specifika mekanism mot något annat, och det 

här arbetet kommer fram till två potentiella ersättare. 

De här koncepten av mekanismer grundar sig i resultaten från en enkät, och testas sedan vidare i 

ett antal användartest. 

Slutsatserna skulle kunna sammanfattas med att de två nya koncepten egentligen inte är mer 

motiverande i sig själva. Men om någon skulle vilja ändra den ursprungliga mekanismen, skulle 

det kunna vara genom att göra den svårare, lägga till mervärden vid sidan av de virtuella 

värdena, samt göra kopplingen till hälsa tydligare. 

Choosing mechanics in gamification: what 

keeps a less experienced player motivated? 

Abstract 

This thesis takes off in a problem with a game mechanic in a game called OfficeGame. There is 

a desire to replace this particular mechanic with something else, and this thesis suggests a 

couple of potential replacements. 

These concepts of mechanics are derived from the results of a survey, and are further tested in a 

number of user tests.  

The conclusions could be summarized as that the two new concepts are not more motivational 

in themselves. But if one would like to change the original mechanic, it could be by making it 

more difficult, adding other values than just virtual, and making a stronger connection to health. 
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1 Introduction 
In this section, I will present the background to the problem which this thesis tries to solve. I 

will describe the setup of the game in question, what formulation of questions I have derived 

from this problem, and what this thesis is not aimed to do. 

1.1 Background 
I came in contact with Pontus Österberg at Prototyp Stockholm AB. He told me that he had got 

some feedback from a couple of customers, that there was a problem with Prototyp‟s product 

OfficeGame. Before telling about the problem, I would like to provide an introduction to 

OfficeGame. 

1.1.1 Description of OfficeGame 

OfficeGame is a product by Prototyp Stockholm AB. It is a game to be played by colleagues 

within an office or similar – an environment where people often are sedentary and could need 

some physical activation. The idea of OfficeGame is to make the employees of a company do 

some simple exercises, like going for a walk or change their working posture, and do this in a 

way of a game, so that people feel that they want to do these exercises. This would then lead to 

increased health amongst the employees which they of course would benefit from, as well as the 

company, with a hopefully increased level of work place involvement and fun. 

 

 

Figure 1 – Home screen in OfficeGame. 

 

A round in OfficeGame lasts for two to five weeks, depending on the choice of the end 

customer, and starts with providing every player with a clean home screen, as shown in Figure 

1. First of all, this image shows a list of exercises, just to the right of the centre. These are what 

the game is all about, and completing them is what makes the player progress in the game. 

These exercises are for example: 
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 Shoulders 

o Pull up shoulders 

o Stretch upper arm 

o Roll shoulders 

 Working posture 

o Change working posture from sitting to standing up, or vice versa 

o Alternatively: heel-raisings 

 Posture 

o Pull in chin 

o Stretch arms backwards 

o Sit on the edge of the chair 

 Neck 

o Turn head sideways 

o Lean head sideways 

o Stretch neck 

 Eyes 

o Blink 

o Take a look out through a window 

o Cover eyes 

 Take a walk 

When one of these is clicked, a pop-up window appears, providing instructions for how to 

complete the exercise. One exercise usually consists of a number of tasks for the player to 

perform, before he or she can finish the exercise, and they are more deeply described in the 

game than in the bullet list above. In Figure 2 we find an example of how this kind of 

instructions pop-up looks like.  
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Figure 2 – Example of an exercise in OfficeGame. 

 

In Figure 1, we can also see a little person, an avatar for the player. This character works as a 

paper doll, which the player will be able to provide with attributes such as clothes and items, as 

he or she continues to make progress in the game. These attributes are bought in a shop, for play 

money, which are acquired when completing exercises. This shop is shown in Figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 3 – The shop in OfficeGame. 
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On the wall behind the character in Figure 1, we can also see a number of trophies which are yet 

to be unlocked. These trophies could indicate that the player for example has completed his or 

her first three exercises, or that he or she has done all the exercises for one day. In Figure 4 we 

can see that some exercises have been completed. A number of attributes have been bought for 

the character, and three trophies have been unlocked. In the left corner of this image, we can 

also find progress bars, with a height corresponding to the number of exercises completed each 

day. There will be one of these progress bars for each day, to show the history of this particular 

player, and for this day, the progress bar is softly glowing, which means that all of the exercises 

have been completed. 

 

 

Figure 4 – Progress has been made in OfficeGame. 

 

The following list is an attempt to summarize all the features and mechanics (fundamental rules) 

of OfficeGame: 

 An avatar to which one can buy attributes. The avatar‟s mood changes according to how 

many exercises that get done. 

 The unlocking of trophies, when managing to complete certain tasks. 

 A progress bar for each day. Starts to glow when all exercises are completed. 

 Points are acquired for each exercise. 

 Play money are acquired for each exercise. 

 A player can join a team, which can compete against other teams. 

 A team‟s collected effort is shown with a percentage (number of completed exercises 

divided by maximum number of exercises). 

 Ranking of all the players in a game (for example, all the employees in a company). 

 Possibility to challenge another player in a duel, which lasts until one of the duelers 

fails to complete all the exercises each day. 

 Statistics showing the player‟s performance overall. 



1 Introduction 

 5 

 Possibility to remind other players to do their exercises. 

To see a more detailed analysis of the mechanics in OfficeGame, please refer to section 4.2. 

1.1.2 The Problem with OfficeGame 

The feedback that Prototyp Stockholm AB received about OfficeGame was regarding the avatar. 

Whereas the feedback from the actual players often implied that it is a fun part of the game, 

some companies seemed to think that it contributes with a too playful impression to the whole 

thing. For this reason, the company wanted me to try to find an alternative mechanic, or 

progress visualization, to the avatar. So, the task was in plain text: find a fun replacement for 

this part of the game, and this part alone. 

Prototyp wanted me to focus on people who are not very experienced in digital gaming, since 

OfficeGame lands within the scope of gamification (the making of tasks into games), where the 

purpose is to change people‟s behaviour, regardless of them being experienced gamers or not. 

Please see section 2.2, for more details. 

I have therefore, in this thesis, tried to see what people think is fun in games and what they think 

of two prototypes in this context, as alternatives to the avatar described above. Then, one can 

discuss what would be a little less playful implementation in the actual game. 

1.2 Goal and Purpose 
The goal with this thesis is to find either a concrete mechanic for OfficeGame, instead of the 

avatar, or some other pieces of advice for guidance. 

The scientific contribution would be some knowledge of what motivates the ”non-gamer”, 

ordinary people who are not extremely experienced in digital gaming, but who still are in the 

target audience for OfficeGame (and other kinds of gamification). 

1.3 Formulation of Question 
The general question for this thesis is: 

Choosing mechanics in gamification: what keeps a less experienced player motivated? 

To answer this, I will use these following two subquestions: 

 What do experienced as well as less experienced players think would motivate them in 

a game? 

 How can game mechanics be implemented in a game such as OfficeGame, when 

existing mechanics and user opinions are taken into account? 

1.4 Delimitations 
Although the problem with the avatar in OfficeGame is that it could add an unprofessional touch 

to OfficeGame, I will not try to find out what is professional or not. This thesis focuses on what 

motivates players. However, as I involve users in my methods, they might have things to say 

about this matter. 

This thesis is neither focused on cosmetic details of the design of such a mechanic that could 

replace the avatar, nor does it focus on usability issues, which otherwise is a common approach 

in human-computer interaction. Still, I choose the perspective of the user, and not the producer 

or the customer. 
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This work assumes that the health benefits of this kind of gamification are fine, so I have no 

special concerns in health aspects when talking to participants of my studies. However, I feel 

that it is advantageous to keep the context of OfficeGame when implementing my studies, since 

participants will be able to have that in mind when giving their opinions. 

I have a slight focus on people that have less experience in digital gaming. The reason for this is 

that gamification is all about changing people‟s behaviour (Kapp, 2012). These people do not 

have to be gamers. 

1.5 Glossary 
Avatar Originates from mythology of India, where some gods were 

incarnated on Earth as certain characters. In games, this word is 

often used for a player‟s character on the screen. Sometimes I will 

use the words paper doll and character synonymously. 

Concept In this thesis, the task is to come up with a replacement for the 

avatar in OfficeGame. This feature can be said to consist of a 

number of mechanics, why I sometimes want to use the word 

concept as an expression for a part of the game that just as well 

could contain a more than one mechanic. 

Gameplay This can be described with what a player of a game is actually 

doing; the actions that the player is supposed to perform and the 

total experience of a game, except for sound and graphics. 

Gamification The using of ”game-based mechanics, aesthetics and game 

thinking to engage people, motivate action, promote learning, and 

solve problems” (Kapp, 2012). In practice, this means that 

everyday tasks, like working out, are made into games to become 

more probable of being done. 

HUD Heads-Up Display. In combat airplanes, for example, the most 

important numbers and data are often projected directly on to the 

windshield or another transparent surface, so that the pilot does 

not have to remove his or her eyes from the window. In games, 

this kind of feature is often implemented. Besides the actual game 

in question, the screen is often provided with statistics and 

numbers telling the player how he or she is doing. 

MMORPG Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game. A genre in 

computer games, usually where a lot of players are interacting 

with each other in a fantasy virtual environment. 

Mechanic The foundational rules of a game, as in rules and possible player 

actions (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004). This word intends that 

one individual mechanic of a game is in focus, like the ones listed 

in Table 1. The word concept, as mentioned above, intends a less 

restricted idea, which could consist of many mechanics. 

MUD Multi-User Dungeon or Multi-User Dimension. A genre which 

was a predecessor of today‟s MMORPGs. These games were 

mainly popular in and around the 1980s, and were played by many 

players at the same time in a text-based environment.
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2 Theory 
In this section, I will provide theory about a common framework for games called MDA. This 

part introduces the idea of game mechanics. The term gamification will then be elaborated, 

followed by a listing of possible game mechanics that could be used in gamification. Finally, I 

will present a number of theories regarding player motivations. 

2.1 MDA 
The MDA framework is probably one of the most common tools for identifying the different 

components of games. MDA stands for Mechanics, Dynamics and Aesthetics and was 

developed at the Game Developers Conference in San Jose 2001-2004 (Hunicke, LeBlanc, 

Zubek, 2004). Since “the content of a game is its behaviour – not the media that streams out of 

it towards the player” (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004), this framework can act as a guidance 

in making design or development decisions. 

2.1.1 Mechanics 

Essentially this is what the designer has control of, but understanding the whole framework can 

help him or her control the final result. The mechanics are the foundation of the game, as in 

rules, possible player actions, how many points to receive after completing a certain task, 

etcetera. As in poker, for example, the different actions are betting, checking, folding and so on. 

When playing online there is no button called “bluff”, but a player can combine all the above 

mentioned actions to bluff, which is essentially a dynamic of the game, as described in section 

2.1.2 (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004). 

It can of course be difficult to predict the end result. It is as with any system and when 

concerning human-computer interaction. Some functions may never be used, and some may be 

used in a completely different way than intended. But by fine-tuning the mechanics of a game, 

perhaps after iterative testing, the dynamics can be modified and hopefully improved. The 

mechanics could for example reward the actions that the designer intended the game would be 

all about, or if a game is too difficult, the system could provide guidance for the player or 

maybe more chances to succeed. 

2.1.2 Dynamics 

The dynamics are used to make the player feel whatever one would like him or her to feel. 

Dynamics are the transition from the rules decided in the mechanics, to the final aesthetics in 

the eyes of the player. 

To create aesthetics one would have to consider the dynamics of the game. By making things as 

concrete as possible, one could approximately predict how the game actually runs as it is 

played. For example: one could calculate the average times of throwing two dice to get all the 

way around in Monopoly. Another thing is possible feedback systems, as in Monopoly where 

poverty leads to even more poverty and eventually elimination. Bluffing in poker is also a 

dynamic, as a combination of mechanics (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004). 

2.1.3 Aesthetics 

The aesthetics part basically underlines the player‟s point of view, by describing the different 

sensations that a game can give rise to. It is what all the design choices mentioned above 

eventually convey to the actual user, in the sense of feelings and experience. These different 

kinds of experiences can be divided into eight categories: 
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 Sensation (game as sense-pleasure) 

 Fantasy (game as make-believe) 

 Narrative (game as drama) 

 Challenge (game as obstacle course) 

 Fellowship (game as social framework) 

 Discovery (game as uncharted territory) 

 Expression (game as self-discovery) 

 Submission (game as pastime) (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004) 

The idea is that a game can be viewed through these three aspects from both the designer‟s and 

the player‟s point of view, and that each of these actors views a game from different angles. The 

designer decides the mechanics, which lead to dynamics and aesthetics of the game. The player 

sees the aesthetics, which are the window to the dynamics and the mechanics, please see Figure 

5. 

 

 

Figure 5 – Player views mechanics through aesthetics and dynamics, while the designer has the 

opposite perspective (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 2004). 

 

2.2 What is Gamification? 
”Gamification is defined as the use of game design elements in non-gaming contexts. It can be 

used as a tool to improve the participation and motivation of people in carrying out diverse 

tasks and activities that generally could not be too attractive. Its application is not restricted to 

any specific area and can be used in contexts as diverse as education, the development of 

respectful behaviour towards the natural environment or to improve the well-being of the 

elderly.” (Aparicio, Vela, Sanchez, Montes, 2012) 

In The gamification of learning and instruction  (Kapp, 2012), the term gamification is defined 

as ”using game-based mechanics, aesthetics and game thinking to engage people, motivate 

action, promote learning, and solve problems.” 

Kapp divides this sentence into its elements. The term ”game-based” infers that the goal is to 

create a game, in which people want to invest their time and energy. The mechanics include the 

levels and point systems, and such, that are usually seen in games, and are important parts of 

gamification, but insufficient to make a boring experience fun. Aesthetics are the look and feel 

of the mechanics (as described in section 2.1.3), and are as important as the mechanics. Kapp 

says that ”game thinking” is perhaps the most important part of this definition. This is the idea 

of taking an everyday activity, like jogging or doing the dishes, and from this pinpoint what 

could be thought of as game elements, such as competition, cooperation, exploration and 

storytelling.  
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The term ”engage” suggests that the engagement of a person is the ultimate goal with 

gamification. The ”people” can for example be learners or consumers, says Kapp. The 

”motivate action” infers that motivation of the player is important, ”promote learning” suggests 

that education within the game has to be promoted with points or such, and ”solve problems” 

underlines gamification‟s potential in helping solving people‟s or social problems (Kapp, 2012). 

”Adults love stickers, too, although we call them by different names”, says Jon Radoff (2011, p 

98), as he refers to various companies‟ ways of engaging customers by giving them points, 

credits or discounts, for every purchase they make. This way, customers are more probable to 

return. But this is not only true for business. Gamification is all about changing people‟s habits, 

by giving them credit it one way or another, just like in a game (Radoff, 2011). 

2.3 Game Mechanics 
Table 1 is a collection of possible game mechanics one might want to use in gamification, found 

on Gamification.org and in Manrique‟s The 35 Gamification Mechanics Toolkit. Sometimes 

these two sources have different names for the same mechanic, why the possible names of the 

mechanics are listed to the left in the table, and their descriptions are listed to the right. 

 

Mechanic? What is this? 

Achievements
1
 Small rewards when achieving certain tasks, like "complete the 

first level" or similar. Also known as badges and trophies. 

Ambassadors
2
 Some sort of expert players, that can recommend the game, 

develop it or recruit players. 

Appointments
1
/ Time 

events
2
 

Anything that ties the player to the clock. That he or she has to do 

something at a certain time. 

Area
2
 Areas for teams or guilds to communicate or socialize. 

Avatar
2
 A representation of the player. 

Behavioural momentum
1
 To make the player keep up the good work. 

Blissful productivity
1
 The idea that it is more fun to do work, than nothing at all. Fun 

games can make people put a lot of work into it, although they 

might not have that much time. 

Bonuses
1
 Rewards for completing a series of tasks, or perhaps certain core 

tasks of the game. 

Cascading information 

theory
1
/ Tutorial

2
 

Introducing the player to the game. 

Challenges
1
 Like quests (please see Quests), but more in the sense of 

competing against things like the clock or opponents. 

Chats
2
 To be able to socialise with other players. 

Combos
1
 Rewards the player for skills in combining different tasks. 

Community collaboration
1
 An entire community has to work together to be able to solve a 

problem. 

                                                      
1
 (Gamification.org, n.d.) 

2
 (Manrique, 2013) 
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Mechanic? What is this? 

Countdown
1
 The player is given a certain amount of time to achieve 

something, which often results in a clock counting down. 

Currency
2
 Some virtual currency that creates a market, in any way. 

Customization
2
 Options to change the appearance of the avatar, like its size or hair 

colour etcetera. 

Discovery
1
 Also known as exploration. The joy of discovering something 

new. 

Easter eggs
2
 Small secrets to discover. 

Economy points
2
 Points, besides possible currency, that can be traded for something 

else. 

Elite item
2
 Unlocks special areas or special items, like keys. 

Epic meaning
1
 Motivation through the feeling of being a part of something 

bigger than oneself. 

Equipment
2
 Collectables that have more than just a cosmetic impact. Source of 

power and skills. 

Fixed/ Variable rewards
2
 Rewards that are given to the player regularly, for example every 

day. Can be fixed or variable in amout or time. 

Free lunch
1,
 
2
 Some reward earned for free, with someone else's effort. For 

example, if a lot of people try to find this reward, a random 

selection of them get it. 

Guilds
2
 Gatherings with common goals, not limited in time. 

Infinite gameplay
1
 The joy of keeping a positive state forever. There is no other goal 

with keeping the positive state. 

Levels
1, 2

 Increasing discrete stages in the game, usually with increasing 

skills as well as level of difficulty. 

Lifejackets
2
 Things that help in difficult situations, like boosters och shortcuts. 

Local leaderboards
2
 Your position in relation to your nearby players. 

Loss aversion
1
 The repulsive force of losing something you have earned. 

Lottery
1
/ Random  

rewards
2
 

Random treats for the players, that might increase their sense of 

joy, and therefore encourage them. 

Ownership
1
 The will to care for something within the game. 

Parties/ Teams
2
 Gatherings with common goals, limited in time. 

Points
1
 Earning points when completing certain tasks. 

Power-up
2
 Something that increases the player's power for a limited time. 

Progression
1
/ Progress 

HUD (heads-up display)
 2
 

A measurement of the progression through the game, usually 

shown with progress bars or similar. 

Punishments
2
 Negative feedback to prevent "wrong" behaviour. 

PvP
2
 Any event with a player versus another player, 

Quests
1
 A set of obstacles for the player to overcome. 
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Mechanic? What is this? 

Reward schedules
1
 The idea of giving the player different valuables at specific 

moments in time. It could be that the character grows following a 

certain time interval, or similar.  

Skills/ traits
2
 Skills or abilities of the avatar. 

Social graph
2
 A view over player's connections to other players, as well as the 

possible actions to be taken. 

Social standings
2
 Leader board in combination with one's social relations. 

Special challenge
2
 Events that only take place sometimes, for example in 

synchronization with our annual holidays. 

Status
1
 Rank or level of the player. The sensation of status can only be 

felt if there are other players to see it. 

Total rankings
2
 Your position compared to all active players. 

Trading systems
2
 Ways to trade items between players or for new items, like 

auction houses or such. 

Urgent optimism
1
 The optimistic sensation of being able to complete the next, 

perhaps more difficult task. More of a dynamic, according to the 

MDA model (section 2.1). 

Vanity item
2
 Cosmetic collectables that can show the status of the player, or 

which can just be fun to equip the avatar with. 

Virality
1
 The idea of being more successful by inviting others to the game. 

World
2
 The whole space where the game takes place. Something to 

discover. 

XP points
2
 Experience points, i. e. a measurement of the player's expertise in 

the game. Usually with increased skills and status as a result. 

Table 1 – Listing of possible game mechanics. 

 

2.4 Player Motivations 

2.4.1 What is Fun? 

Fun could of course be experienced in many different ways. A lot of things not directly 

associated with games – like love, friendship, exercise – could result in rewarding signal 

substances in your brain, which make you feel good or like you are having fun (Koster, 2005). 

Raph Koster is the author of A Theory of Fun for Game Design and has specialized in 

pinpointing what makes games perceived as fun. 

The “fun” part is essential, according to Koster. By looking up “game” in a dictionary, one 

could find references to words like contests, pastimes and amusement. He quotes some previous 

definitions of “game”, like for instance the famous game designer Sid Meier‟s: “a series of 

meaningful choices”, or Katie Salen‟s and Eric Zimmerman‟s definition in their book Rules of 

Play: “a system in which players engage in an artificial conflict, defined by rules, that results in 

a quantifiable outcome”. Nowhere is the requirement of fun to be found (Koster, 2005). 

In a way, games are like life itself. According to Koster, fun from games originates in the act of 

solving puzzles. “Learning is the drug” (Koster, 2005, p 40) and as with anything else one 
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would like to learn in life, like playing the mandolin or learning the multiplication tables, or just 

doing your job, you get the sensation of joy when you feel like you are mastering it. 

The opposite of fun is boredom. Koster emphasizes the brains will to learn. Although, he claims 

that there is no need for new experiences, only new data. A new experience is exhausting, when 

the brain has understood a system, it prefers sticking with it rather than doing the effort of 

understanding a new one (Koster, 2005). The brain is lazy, as we humans are in most other 

aspects. New data, on the other hand, is all it takes to creating new patterns for the brain to 

learn. Some things that might cause boredom, according to Koster, are for example, that a task 

is too easy – if the brain can get the whole idea in five minutes it is trivial and not interesting – 

or that it is too hard – when there is no pattern to be found the brain categorizes it as noise. The 

pace of which the new patterns are unveiled has to be just right. If they are unveiled too slowly 

it gets repetitive, and if they are given too fast, the brain is likely to give up. Eventually, a brain 

will probably feel that it has understood everything there is to understand, and one might say 

that it has consumed the game. (Koster, 2005) 

2.4.2 Why are Games Fun? 

Koster (2005, p 46) accentuates the educational part of what makes a game fun: “The definition 

of a good game is therefore „one that teaches everything it has to offer before the player stops 

playing.‟ That‟s what games are, in the end. Teachers. Fun is just another word for learning.” 

Jon Radoff, author of Game On: Energize Your Business with Social Media Games (2011), 

gives more reasons to what makes a compelling game. “Games seem to involve many areas of 

the brain” (Radoff, 2011, p 101) he says, and refers to the involvement of things like movement, 

pleasure, problem solving, social organization and language as components that might make us 

engaged into games. Another thing he emphasizes is the element of emotion, that emotion is the 

common denominator between the different parts mentioned above. It is only when one can 

connect emotion to the reward systems of a game, that the game will be able to create long-term 

memories and experiences (Radoff, 2011). 

“The building blocks of emotions are your motivators” (Radoff, 2011, p 103), but the problem 

is that there is so little scientific knowledge about motivators. One approach that has been 

around among psychologists is a dualistic one, for example pleasure and pain or intrinsic (built-

in) and extrinsic (from outside yourself). Radoff, however, refers to Dr. Steven Reiss‟ sixteen 

basic motivators as a simple but much more nuanced tool for game developers to find possible 

triggers of emotion. Reiss‟ sixteen motivators are listed in Table 2 below. 

 

Motivator Object of desire 

Power Influence 

Curiosity Knowledge 

Independence Self-reliance 

Acceptance Be part of a group 

Order Organization 

Saving Collecting things 

Honour Loyalty to one‟s parents, community 

Idealism Social justice, equity 

Social contact Companionship 

Family Raising your own children 

Status Social standing 
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Motivator Object of desire 

Vengeance Competition, getting even 

Romance Sex and beauty 

Eating Food 

Physical activity Exercising the body 

Tranquillity Emotional calm 

Table 2 – Reiss’ sixteen motivators (Radoff, 2011, p 103-104). 

 

Reiss‟ sixteen motivators might be a tool for game development, but in the following section, I 

will present a number of much more common starting points for evaluating players‟ motivations 

in games. 

2.4.3 What Motivates Players? 

There has been some research on motivations in games, and a number of tries to categorize 

them. In this section I will present three of them: the Richard Bartle test, Nick Yee‟s 

motivational test, and Jon Radoff‟s universal model. 

A fourth model is however already mentioned in section 2.1.3 and is commonly referred to as 

LeBlanc‟s eight kinds of fun (sensation, fantasy, narrative, challenge, fellowship, discovery, 

expression, submission). 

Hunicke, LeBlanc and Zubek (2004) exemplify how the eight kinds of fun could be used, by 

analyzing which kinds of fun a certain game could give rise to, as shown in Table 3 below. 

 

 Charades Quake The Sims Final Fantasy 

Sensation  
 

  

Fantasy  
   

Narrative   
  

Challenge 
  

 
 

Fellowship 
 

   

Discovery   
  

Expression 
 

 
  

Submission    
 

Table 3 – LeBlanc’s eight kinds of fun, applied to four different games (Hunicke, LeBlanc, Zubek, 

2004). 

 

2.4.3.1 The Richard Bartle Test 

MUDs (multi-user dungeons) – which were mainly popular in the late 1970‟s and the 1980‟s, 

and are the predecessors of today‟s MMORPGs (massively multiplayer online role-playing 

games) – were most often free of charge, run by students and hobbyists. But a few companies 

charged an hourly fee for access to their MUDs, so to some extent, there was an interest in 
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finding out what the players/customers wanted. If they did not have fun, they would go 

somewhere else (Radoff, 2011). 

The possibly most known research on player motivations is the one by Richard Bartle in the 

early 1990‟s.  

What he really wanted to know was if MUDs could be considered as games. Or were they rather 

appealing to the players in ways comparable to pastimes, entertainment, sports? Bartle collected 

a lot of opinions from MUD players, regarding what they thought was fun about playing. He 

summarized the opinions into four main driving factors: 

 achievement within the game context, 

 exploration of the game, 

 socialising with others, and 

 imposition upon others. 

He meant that the four of course can be combined, but he felt that every player is primarily 

driven by one of these. Elements of the other categories are just steps towards the primary goal. 

Bartle therefore divided the different kinds of players into these types: 

 Achievers 

The main goal of the achiever is to rise in level and acquire points. Exploring is 

necessary to find out how to acquire points, socialising is a relaxing way of getting 

information from others, and killing is done if someone is an obstacle or if killing 

generates points. 

 Explorers 

Explorers want to know how things work and discover bugs and new places. Points can 

be necessary to be able to proceed and killing might be a quicker way, but may pose a 

threat if the deceased returns for revenge. Socialising can give information, but the own 

discovery is more fun. 

 Socialisers 

Socialisers are interested in people and what they have to say. The game itself is a 

platform for the discussion, and the most interesting to a socialiser is to listen, chat, 

gossip and joke around. Exploration is necessary to see what everyone else is talking 

about; points can be needed to be able to reach features higher up. Killing is rare, but 

can occur for personal reasons. 

 Killers 

Killers like to subject themselves to others. This could mean acts of kindness, perhaps 

some healing actions, but most often it is a matter of causing injuries and dominating 

others. Points are necessary to become stronger, socialising can give information on 

others‟ gaming behaviour or other killers‟ strategies. Exploration is also a tool for 

retrieving information (Bartle, 1996). 
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Figure 6 – Bartle’s four quadrants of MUD player types (Bartle, 1996). 

 

The diagram shown in Figure 6 shows the source of interest for each player in a MUD. To the 

left on the x-axis, there is an emphasis on players, while the right-hand side has an emphasis on 

the world. The y-axis goes from interacting with to acting on, and the four quadrants that are 

formed from this division, are the four categories that are described above. This diagram was 

Bartle‟s way of defining a MUD. Bartle meant that this diagram had to be balanced, to be sure 

that the game was balanced. The number of players in each category does not necessarily have 

to be the same, but the proportions of each category should remain constant over time, so that 

the balance between them remains the same. 

One could tilt this two-dimensional in one direction and lose the concept of a MUD, by 

emphasizing certain parts of the game, and suppressing others. For example, one could tilt it 

towards world, by making the world so big that no players would ever run into each other. If the 

game is tilted too much in one direction, it ceases to be a MUD. 

Richard Bartle did never provide a test of his own, that would decide a player‟s type in this 

diagram. There is, however a Bartle test, created by Erwin Andreassen and Brandon Downey in 

1999-2000 (Wikipedia, 2013). A test of this kind can be found at 

http://www.gamerdna.com/quizzes/bartle-test-of-gamer-psychology and consists of 30 

questions where the respondent has to choose one out of two statements, which suits him or her 

the most.  

These are some examples of questions from the Bartle test (Gamerdna.com, 2013): 

Would you rather have: 

 Two levels of experience, or 

 An amulet that increases the damage you do against other players by 10%? 

Which would you rather do? 

 Getting to a certain experience level faster than anyone else. 

 Solve a riddle no one else has gotten. 

Is it better to be: 

 Loved? 

 Feared? 

http://www.gamerdna.com/quizzes/bartle-test-of-gamer-psychology
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The result of the test is 200 % distributed over the four categories of player types, where a 

single category cannot have a higher score than 100 %. This is my score after taking the test: 

 

 

Figure 7 – My personal score in the Bartle test (Gamerdna.com, 2013). 

 

which makes me an explorer, according to Gamerdna.com. 

2.4.3.2 Nick Yee’s Motivational Test 

Another model of categorizing players is the one by Nick Yee. Yee claims that Bartle‟s model 

has never been empirically tested. As described in section 2.4.3.1, there is obviously a Bartle 

test, but Yee argues that the fact that these four player types are individual types, has never been 

empirically shown, and neither has the fact that they suppress each other (Yee, 2007 a). 

After collecting the results of a survey answered by 3,000 MMORPG players, Yee constructed 

the following model of motivations in MMORPG games: three main components divided into a 

total of ten subcomponents. 

 The Achievement Component 

o Advancement: Desire of gaining power, progressing rapidly and acquire symbols 

of wealth and status 

o Mechanics:  Having an interest in analyzing underlying rules, with the purpose of 

optimizing character performance.  

o Competition: Desire of challenging and competing against others.  

 The Social Component 

o Socializing: Having an interest in helping and chatting with others. 

o Relationship: Desire of forming long-term relationships with others. 

o Teamwork: The satisfaction of being part of a group effort.  

 The Immersion Component 

o Discovery: The desire of finding and knowing things that most other players do 

not know.  

o Role-Playing: To create a persona with a background story, and to interact with 

other players to create a story.  

o Customization: Having an interest in deciding the appearance of a character. 

o Escapism: The desire of using the online environment for getting away from real 

life problems. (Yee, 2007 a) 

Yee also found that players could get a high score in each of the components, independently of 

the scores in the other components, as in opposite of the Bartle model. 

In the figures below, some of Yee‟s empirical findings are shown. Figure 8 shows the 

distribution of female and male players in the three categories of primary motivations. For 

example, we can see that females are least motivated by the achievement component, while 

males are most motivated by the same. Figure 9 shows the distribution of females and males in 

each of the subcomponents. As we can see, females are apparently most motivated by the 

relationship subcomponent and least motivated by the advancement, mechanics and competition 
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subcomponents. Males are apparently much more evenly distributed in all of these 

subcomponents. The observant reader notices that the numbers in Figure 8 do not add up to 100 

%. The reason for this is that Yee assigned each respondent a primary motivation, only if there 

was no close secondary motivation. The criterion was that 0.75 times the primary motivation 

had to be bigger than the secondary motivation. 57 % of the respondents were assigned a 

primary motivation based on this. 

 

 

Figure 8 – Gender and primary motivations (Yee, no date, b, p. 11). 

 

 

Figure 9 – Gender and subcomponents (Yee, no date, b, p. 11). 

 

The full motivational test can be found at 

http://www.nickyee.com/daedalus/assess/mot_survey1.php, and includes questions such as: 

How much do you enjoy exploring the world just for the sake of exploring it? 

http://www.nickyee.com/daedalus/assess/mot_survey1.php
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 Not At All 

 A Little 

 Some  

 A Lot 

 A Great Deal 

How important is it to you that your character's armour/outfit matches in colour and style? 

 Not Important At All 

 Slightly Important 

 Somewhat Important 

 Very Important 

 Extremely Important 

How much do you enjoy finding quests, NPCs or locations that most people do not know about? 

 Not At All 

 A Little 

 Some  

 A Lot 

 A Great Deal (Yee, no date, a) 

My personal score after taking this test is shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11. Apparently I am 

more motivated by the social and achievements components, than by the immersion component, 

as seen in Figure 10. In Figure 11 we can see that I get the highest score in the teamwork 

subcomponent, followed by competition and advancement. 

 

 

Figure 10 – My overall score in Yee’s motivations test (Yee, no date, a). 

 



2 Theory 

 19 

 

Figure 11 – My score in the subcomponents (Yee, no date, a). 

 

2.4.3.3 Jon Radoff’s Universal Model 

According to Jon Radoff, author of Game On: Energize Your Business with Social Media 

Games (2011), there are a couple of other problems with the Bartle categories. Radoff means 

that they are simple to understand, which is an advantage, but some player categories are 

overrepresented while other are underrepresented. “The concept of the explorer seems to 

overemphasize the idea of mapping out and literally exploring a landscape” (Radoff, 2011, p 

79). 

When it comes to Yee‟s model, Radoff admits that it is a better way of thinking of social game 

players, than Bartle‟s. The big drawback here is that it still focuses on virtual world games, such 

as MMORPGs. Radoff claims that Yee‟s model is missing one social aspect, which is suggested 

by the Bartle‟s killer category, namely an aspect of competition. Radoff therefore introduces a 

third way of categorizing players, derived from Bartle‟s and Yee‟s, with the purpose of suiting 

any kind of game, not just MMORPGs. 

Radoff‟s categorization of player types is shown in Figure 12, and is a two-dimensional diagram 

with the number of players on one axis and the kind of sensation on the other.  The x-axis goes 

from single player mode on the left-hand side, to multiplayer on the right-hand side. The bottom 

of the y-axis is all about quantitative game experiences, such as measurable things like points 

and comparison against others. The top of the y-axis is all about more qualitative sensations, 

such as the feelings of discovery or belonging somewhere. 

 

 

Figure 12 – Jon Radoff’s four quadrants of player types (Radoff, 2011). 

 

These categories could involve things like: 
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 Immersion: Stories, exploring, individualization. 

 Achievement: Prestige, collecting, progress, progress bars and badges. 

 Cooperation: Leadership, joining a group, group problem solving, power. 

 Competition: Power, influence, leader boards, dominating others. (Radoff, 2011) 

In Game On: Energize Your Business with Social Media Games (2011), Radoff does not 

provide a definite test together with this model, but he gives examples of questions one could 

try to ask, to figure out a player‟s type: 

 Immersion 

o What do you think about your animals in Zoo Kingdom when you are not 

playing? 

o Have you read any of the background stories about the various races in World of 

Warcraft? 

o Would you use a feature in which you get to design how your character looks in 

precise detail? 

 Achievement 

o How would you feel if Mafia Wars had no levels in it? 

o Would you post something on your wall if we gave you a badge for completing a 

real-life challenge involving improving your physical fitness? 

o Why have you completed so many world-event achievements in World of 

Warcraft? 

 Cooperation 

o How long were you playing before you attempted a feature that required help 

from your friends? 

o Do you like features in which you can team up to complete big challenges that 

can be finished only with help from your friends? 

o How do you feel about expanding your land in FarmVille by asking your friends 

to become neighbours? 

 Competition 

o Would you like it if the game included a chart that showed which players have 

been defeated by other players? 

o Are you more interested in leader boards that show how you are doing compared 

to your own friends? 

o Would you be comfortable if players could challenge you directly in the game? 

What if they could unilaterally decide to attack you? (Radoff, 2011, p 90-92) 

2.4.3.4 Summary 

So, Bartle‟s model is a way of categorizing players in a MUD game. The Bartle test is not 

created by Richard Bartle himself, but is derived from his research. Nick Yee has provided a 

motivational test together with his components of primary motivations and their 

subcomponents, but this model is still only applicable to MMORPGs. Radoff‟s diagram is an 

attempt to create a model that is universal, in the sense that it can be applied to any kind of 

game, not just MMORPGs (Radoff, 2011). However, it does not come with a complete 

associated test.
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3 Methodology 
In this section, I provide a description of all the methods I have implemented, in a logical and 

more or less chronological order. Within these descriptions I also explain why I have made 

most of my choices. These choices are often based on the results from the previous method, and 

this kind of reasoning could of course be placed in a completely different section, but to not take 

things out of context, I have kept it this way. In section 5.2, I instead discuss if these choices 

have been correct, and what I could have done differently. 

3.1 Survey 

3.1.1 Model 

I wanted to collect quite a number of opinions, to be able to get some sort of idea of which 

mechanics to test. Another goal I wanted to achieve was some easily accessible overview over 

all the opinions, rather than a lot of numbers, tables and/or bar charts, which I thought would be 

difficult to make a clear picture of. I came across a number of different ways to categorize 

player motivations, as described in section 2.4.3. The Bartle model would not do for this 

purpose, since it is created solely for MUD games, and also suffers from drawbacks, pointed out 

by Yee and Radoff in sections 2.4.3.2 and 2.4.3.3; for example, that it assumes that the 

motivations of a player suppress his or her other motivations, instead of being separate 

components. Yee‟s model is like an improved Bartle model, and it thereto comes with a test for 

each player to participate in (remember that the Bartle test is not Bartle‟s test, but someone 

else‟s implementation of his model). But still, Yee‟s model is, like Bartle‟s, only adapted to 

MMORPGs, which is obvious when one takes a look at questions like: 

 From the Bartle test: 

Would you rather have: 

o Two levels of experience? 

o An amulet that increases the damage you do against other players by 10%? 

 From Yee‟s motivations test: 

How important is it to you that your character's armour/outfit matches in colour and 

style? 

These are not questions to be asked to anybody, and do not suit any game. I wanted to visualize 

the motivations of not especially experienced players, and as importantly, for a game that has 

nothing to do with MUDs or MMORPGs. For these reasons, I chose to try to construct a test 

according to Radoff‟s model, as he has not provided one of his own. 

However, I quickly found out that it is more or less impossible to construct statements or 

questions that involve only one of the two axes in Radoff‟s diagram. For example, one question 

could be “do you prefer multiplayer or single player?” for the horizontal axis, and something 

similar would fit the vertical axis, which would result in a rather short survey. By instead 

combining both axes I could formulate statements for the respondents to consider, as shown in 

Figure 13. When both the single player-multiplayer dimension as well as the quantitative-

qualitative dimension are used, one can ask questions about cooperation, for instance. The 

responses to such questions would therefore end up on the diagonals marked in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 – Example of statement constructed by combining two axes. 

 

I chose to rotate Radoff‟s diagram 45 degrees clockwise and rename the axes with the labels of 

his four quadrants, as seen in Figure 14. By doing this I could easily map the respondents‟ 

answers to this new diagram. As seen in section 3.1.4, the respondents had the opportunity to 

grade their relation to these statements on a five degree scale:” not true at all”, ”fits me poorly”, 

”neither”, ”fits me to some extent”, and ”fits me completely”. A ”not true at all” answer to the 

statement ”I want my success to affect a team” would generate this particular respondent‟s 

profile to jump two steps to the left on the horizontal axis and a ”fits me poorly” answer would 

generate a leap one step to the left. The ”neither” answer generates no movement in the 

diagram, and ”fits me to some extent” and ”fits me completely” makes the respondent‟s profile 

to move to the right one or two steps, respectively. 

 

 

Figure 14 – The Radoff diagram gets rotated, to make it easier mapping responses to this two-

dimensional. 

 

To rotate this plot back 45 degrees, to fit Radoff‟s original diagram, all the coordinates of the 

resulting profiles were multiplied with the rotation matrix R, as seen in Figure 15. The result of 

the plotting and rotating can be seen in section 4.1. 
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Figure 15 – Matrix multiplication of the respondents’ coordinates and the rotation matrix. 

 

3.1.2 Pilot Test 

Two pilot tests were carried out. One participant was a 24 year old male, the other one a 59 year 

old female. The pilot tests resulted in some minor adjustments in formulation of questions, but 

above all, they lead to the elimination of half the survey. Originally, the survey was meant to 

include a number of concept art images, for possible implementations of game mechanics, as 

shown in Figure 16. The idea was that the respondents were supposed to rate the different 

concepts, in respect to how motivated they thought they would feel, and also have the 

opportunity to comment on each of the concepts and possibly give their own ideas on new 

concepts. I quickly realized that this was too much to ask for. During the pilot tests I saw that 

giving opinions on each of these was too time-consuming (which could scare away potential 

respondents), and that there were some major problems in understanding all of the concepts. I 

got a lot of questions like “what is this supposed to mean?” and ”why does it look this way?”. 

With this uncertainty, that I could not be sure if all of the respondents fully knew what they 

were answering, the validity of at least this part of the survey would go down, and there was no 

longer any reason for me to collect those results. So I discarded this second half of the survey. 

 

 

Figure 16 – Too much concept art to go into a survey. 

 

3.1.3 Selection of Participants 

Even though I am mostly interested in players with little experience, since those were the 

instructions I got from Prototyp, I did not want to be the one to decide who is a gamer or not, 

since that is mostly a subjective characteristic. Instead, I chose to invite as many as possible to 

fill in my survey, and start by asking them about their level of experience in digital gaming. 
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The participants were recruited in three different ways. A message was posted on my Facebook 

account, with the possibility of reaching 160 people. This post was shared at least once, by a 

friend of mine, leaving me unknowing of how many else who could see my original post. To see 

a screenshot of the original post, please refer to section 8.1.2. Another post was published on 

my Instagram account, reaching only my 19 closest friends. To see this post, please refer to 

section 8.1.3. My third way of spreading the survey was by distributing a number of physical 

paper flyers, which can be viewed in section 8.1.1. These were distributed to the mail boxes in 

the house where I live, as well as in the block where my parents live (I figured that if people 

recognized my name on the flyer, they would be more likely to help me by answering it). My 

parents also handed out some of these flyers to colleagues at work. This way I managed to 

spread approximately 100 flyers, which means that I perhaps got to make my voice heard to 

something around 300 people. 

The survey was constructed with the free online tool on http://www.webanketa.com, on which 

there is an option to restrict the uniqueness of the respondents, either by IP address, by using 

cookies, or no restriction at all. I chose to restrict by using cookies, which means that several 

people can fill in the survey on the same IP address, but they will have to do it from different 

computers. With no restriction at all, I would be running a bigger risk of having the same person 

submitting his or her answers more than once. 

Since the URL link to the survey (provided by http://www.webanketa.com) was quite long, and 

contained a lot of random letters and numbers, I put the link on my own website 

http://www.coolioportfolio.se, and used this link in my dispatches instead, which can be seen in 

the above mentioned appendices. 

3.1.4 Implementation 

The survey was available in both Swedish and English. First of all, it provided a short 

introduction to what this survey was all about. Then it asked the respondents about their gender 

and age.  

The next question was meant to divide the respondents into categories of level of experience in 

digital gaming. I chose to have four levels, to hopefully make the respondents feel that they 

belonged to one of them, but later on I joined these into two groups (please see section 4.1 for 

more details). These four categories were: 

 I have no or almost no experience in digital gaming. 

 I have some experience in digital gaming. 

 I have fairly extensive experience in digital gaming. 

 I have extensive experience in digital gaming. 

To be able to know exactly what the respondents meant by choosing one of these four 

categories, I now asked ”What games do you play?”, which they could answer with their own 

words in a text field. 

On the next page of the survey, I wanted to know how they would relate to 20 statements, for 

which they could answer 

 not true at all, 

 fits me poorly, 

 neither, 

 fits me to some extent, or 

 fits me completely. 

http://www.webanketa.com/
http://webanketa.com/
http://www.coolioportfolio.se/
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These statements were linked to the axes of the modified Radoff diagram, as described in 

section 3.1.1. To avoid making the respondents seeing the pattern of five statements for each 

axis, the order of appearance was randomized, but here follows the statements from each of 

their axis, respectively: 

 Competition 

o I like to compete against people I know. 

o I like ranking lists. 

o I like to show others how far I have come. 

o I like to compete against people I do not know. 

o If I am in a team, I would like to know who is best within the team. 

 Cooperation 

o I want my success to affect a team. 

o I think it is important to be part of a group. 

o I like the discussion on a task more than the task itself. 

o I like to cooperate towards a common goal. 

o I like to encourage team members. 

 Achievement 

o I like to see my point meter being filled up. 

o I enjoy striving towards making a collection complete. 

o I want to increase the level of difficulty if I have completed a task. 

o I want an award for each task I have completed. 

o I like to beat my personal best. 

 Immersion 

o I easily lose the sense of time when I am reading a book or playing a game, or 

such. 

o I am driven by stories, the plot is important. 

o I would like to design my character if I had such an option. 

o I like exploring environments. 

o I like to immerse myself in a problem, understand the background. 

On the third and last page of the survey, I asked the respondents to fill in their e-mail address if 

they felt that they wanted to participate in another part of my studies. This was a way for me to 

recruit participants to my user tests, and already knowing their level of experience in digital 

gaming. 

To see the whole survey, please refer to section 8.2. 

3.2 Analysis of Mechanics in OfficeGame 
This step is in between the survey and the prototypes. To be able to decide what kind of 

prototypes I was going to develop, I had to know the users, which was the purpose of the 

survey. But naturally, I also had to know OfficeGame, which kinds of mechanics that were 

already represented and which were appropriate or not. 
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Therefore I analyzed OfficeGame in combination with the long list of mechanics, as shown in 

Table 1 in section Game Mechanics. The idea was to filter out which mechanics could be tested 

in a user test, by first asking ”is this mechanic represented in OfficeGame?”, then ”is it 

appropriate for OfficeGame?” and lastly ”is there support for this, according to the respondents 

of the survey?”. 

So, to the left in the table we can find the mechanic. Next is the quadrant of Radoff‟s diagram in 

which we would find this mechanic. Then each of the mechanics has to pass through the 

questions mentioned above to perhaps make it all the way to the right hand side of the table. 

And if it does, it becomes a possible candidate for becoming a prototype to be tested in the user 

tests. 

Here is a part of the resulting table.  As we can see, the mechanic Achievements gets filtered out 

at the first step, because it is already in OfficeGame. The Ambassadors mechanic gets stuck at 

the second step because I do not consider it appropriate, and Area does not make it all the way 

through, since it is not supported by the results of the survey. To see the results of this 

methodology, please refer to section 4.2. 

 

Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Achievements Achievement Yes. In 

OfficeGame 

they are 

called 

"Troféer" 

(Trophies). 

 
    

Ambassadors Cooperation/

Immersion 

No. 
 

There is 

definitely 

room for this 

kind of 

mechanic, but 

not a good 

replacement 

for the avatar. 

   

Area Cooperation Not really. 
 

Yes. There 

could be more 

rooms for 

people to 

socialize. 

 
The support for 

Cooperation is 

not 

overwhelming. 

 

Table 4 – Part of the results from the analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame. 

 

To get a clear overview over the mechanics appropriate for OfficeGame,  I placed them in 

Radoff‟s diagram. They can be considered to be positioned a bit arbitrarily, since this is only 

based on my own opinions on where they should be, but the most important part is not their 

exact positions, but in what quadrant they are. This, because this is what has decided if they 

have been supported by the survey or not. The result can be seen in section 4.2.1. 

3.3 Prototypes 
To get more qualitative information about player motivations I wanted to develop a number of 

prototypes I could use in the coming user tests. The starting-point for these prototypes was the 
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results of previously mentioned methodology, namely the mechanics listed in section 4.2.1. One 

could say that there are three main reasons why not more than five out of fifteen mechanics 

were implemented (the ones selected as seen in Figure 30 on page 38). These reasons are listed 

below: 

 First of all, I did not want more than three prototypes, to avoid fatigue among the user 

test participants. Since I wanted one of these three to be a control, to compare the other 

mechanics against, there was now room for two more. 

 I could of course have a couple of more prototypes, do a lot more user tests, and by not 

showing all prototypes to everyone, still avoid fatigue. But more prototypes and more 

testing would naturally take a lot more time, which I have not had in the scope of this 

project. 

 The third reason is simply that these two concepts of mechanics (besides the avatar) 

were those I could come up with, and thought were interesting to get opinions on. They 

were mainly based on the concept art I had created for the survey, as described in 

section 3.1.2, which in turn was inspired by ideas and mechanics I had come across in 

the literature. It would probably be interesting to test other things, which I could have 

been able to come up with in cooperation with some game designer, or perhaps by 

implementing some additional methodology. 

3.3.1 The Implemented Prototypes 

The prototypes were all based on the same setup. This setup is shown in Figure 17, and contains 

a header, a list of exercises to complete, a button for continuing to the next day, and an area in 

which to place the different concepts of mechanics. The prototypes are so-called online 

prototypes, which means that they are clickable and not only images to be shown in a sequence. 

However, they are designed to look not entirely perfect; one could say that they look a bit ugly. 

The reason for this, is that I did not want people to think that they are finished products, which 

sometimes can stop people from thinking of different ways of implementation. This is discussed 

in more detail in section 5.2.3. 

 

 

Figure 17 – Mutual setup for all three concepts. 
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The header is simply welcoming the player to the game, as well as providing a title for the 

concept in question (not visible in Figure 17). The list of exercises is in fact buttons, which 

when clicked open a pop-up window containing instructions on how to perform each exercise. 

This pop-up is shown in Figure 18. In this view, the player can either click ”Done!”, to 

complete this particular exercise, or ”Cancel” to simply return to previous view. If ”Done!” is 

clicked, the pop-up window closes, the exercises gets removed from the list of exercises, and 

something happens to the prototype. 

The green button in the top right corner is the ”Next day!” button. This is for simulating that this 

game is played over several days. In the real-life situation with OfficeGame, the game 

progresses naturally as the days go by. But as this test is performed during only 30 to 45 

minutes, this button is there to give the test participant the opportunity to see what happens with 

the game over a longer period of time. 

 

 

Figure 18 – Pop-up window containing instructions on how to perform an exercise. 

 

3.3.1.1 The Concept of the Paper Doll 

This concept of mechanics is meant to be a control to compare against the other mechanics, in 

order to know the potential of them all. It is much like the avatar in OfficeGame, as described in 

section 1.1.1, in that it is a rather neutral doll to be provided with attributes of different kinds. 
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Figure 19 – Start screen in the paper doll prototype. 

 

One difference though, is the mechanics virtual money and the item shop shown in Figure 3, 

which is not implemented in this prototype. Instead, a dialog box appears after a number of 

exercises completed, where the player has the opportunity to choose between two attributes for 

the character. 

 

 

Figure 20 – Left: choice between two attributes. 

Right: character equipped with some attributes. 

 

The idea here is that the player gets rewarded and progresses through the game, by getting the 

rewards in the shape of items for the avatar. 

3.3.1.2 The Concept of the Ghost Player 

This is a new concept, in contrast to the paper doll. The idea is that the player to some extent is 

part of a competition, but not against anyone else, but against him- or herself.  

In Figure 21 we can see two race tracks. The uppermost of the two is representing the player‟s 

progress today, and in this example we can see that the cat has gone three steps forwards, as 

three exercises have been completed. The other track is showing the player‟s progress 
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yesterday, portrayed as a ghost. No exercises were completed yesterday, in the example of 

Figure 21, so it would be rather easy for the player of today to beat him- or herself of yesterday.  

 

 

Figure 21 – Three exercises completed today, in the concept of the ghost player. The ghost shows 

that no exercises were completed yesterday. 

 

When the ”Next day!” button is clicked, the cat moves back to square one and all the exercises 

get reset. The ghost, however, moves to the square that corresponds to the progress of yesterday. 

 

 

Figure 22 – The concept of the ghost player, where no exercises have been completed today, but 

three have been completed yesterday. 

 

This concept takes account of the mechanics ”Behavioural momentum” and ”Loss aversion”, as 

seen in Figure 30. The point is that when seeing the progress of yesterday, one should get 
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encouraged to try to beat that record today, and in this way get some sort of behavioural 

momentum day after day. It is also a matter of not doing worse than the other player on the 

screen, an aversion of losing against the ghost, which just happens to be you yourself, only 

yesterday. 

3.3.1.3 The Concept of a Game-in-Game 

This third and last concept is called game-in-game since the progress made concerning the 

exercises in the list to the right, is shown by providing tools for solving another task. In this 

case, the task is a word puzzle, and the tools for solving it are new letters for each exercise 

completed. 

 

 

Figure 23 – Five exercises completed in the game-in-game prototype. Therefore five letters earned. 

 

The letters earned come in a random order, so there is still a problem to solve, to manage to 

figure out what the secret word is. But with more letters, the easier the problem gets. As seen in 

Figure 24, a pop-up window appears when the player makes a guess. If the guess is incorrect, he 

or she can try again by guessing, or perhaps completing more exercises to earn more letters. If 

the guess is correct, a new word puzzle appears. 
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Figure 24 – Left: a pop-up window indicating that the guess was correct. 

Right: a new word puzzle appears. 

 

This concept takes account of the mechanics ”Bonuses”, ”Challenges” and ”Equipment”, as 

seen in Figure 30. One could say that the letters that are earned are bonuses, since they are 

rewards that are not points. They are also equipment in the way that they are tools for solving an 

additional problem. The challenges are obviously the constantly emerging new word puzzles. 

These prototypes were created using HTML, Javascript, JQuery and CSS. 

3.4 User Tests 

3.4.1 Selection of Participants 

In the survey I asked who was willing to participate in user tests. And since my research focuses 

on people who are not necessarily into games, i. e. non-gamers, I chose the ones who did not 

grade their experience in games as fairly extensive or extensive. I wanted six participants, as I 

wanted to test the prototypes in six different orders (see section 3.4.3 for more details). 

3.4.2 Pilot Test 

One pilot test was performed. This resulted in just a few minor changes, whereof the most 

important ones were to put all the questions at the end of the test, as well as adding descriptive 

titles to the prototypes, so that it would be easier for me as a test leader and for the participants 

to refer to each prototype. 

3.4.3 Implementation 

The tests lasted for some 30 to 45 minutes, depending on how much the participant wanted to 

ask or comment. Firstly, a short introduction was given, concerning things like: 

 A little talk about OfficeGame, but that these prototypes are not it. 

 That the focus lies on the overall concepts, not really cosmetic or navigational details. 

 That this is an unstructured test in the way that the participant can ask as many 

questions as he or she likes, and that the important part is that he or she understands the 

prototypes. 

A short disclaimer was read to the participant, at which point he or she had the opportunity to 

pull out (to see the full interview planning sheet, please refer to section 8.3). Then the different 

prototypes – the paper doll, the ghost player and the game-in-game – were showed to the 
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participant in a randomized order. The purpose of this randomization was to eliminate the 

opinions to be weighted in one way or another, so all permutations of the prototypes were tested 

as such: 

Participant  A B C D E F 

1 1 2 2 3 3 

2 3 1 3 1 2 

3 2 3 1 2 1 

The participants were now free to explore the prototypes. Perhaps try a few exercises, change to 

the next day and then see what happened to the prototype. I answered any question the 

participants might have, as this was not a usability test, but a motivational test. When the 

participant felt that he or she was done, and had understood the prototype, we continued to the 

next prototype. 

After going through all three prototypes, I asked a few questions in a semi-structured interview. 

This part was where the majority of the data was collected. I recorded sound from the whole 

test, but the clicking around in the prototypes was mostly to get the participant to understand the 

mechanics, and my main interest was in asking these following questions. The interview was 

semi-structured in the way that I had a few things to ask, but the participants were free to 

comment on anything they would like. I asked: 

How would you like to change the concept of the 

 paper doll 

 ghost player 

 game-in-game 

to make it more fun or more motivating? 

When taking your changes into account, i. e. considering the potential of this concept, how 

would you rate its motivational impact on you (on a scale 1-10)? 

 paper doll? 

 ghost player? 

 game-in-game? 

To see the results of these user tests, please refer to section 4.3. 
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4 Results 
In this section, I will present results from the survey, the analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame, 

and the user tests. 

4.1 Results from the Survey 
A total of 72 answers were collected, whereof eleven unfortunately were too incomplete to be 

taken into account. Of the 61 respondents, 26 were female and 35 were male. The distribution of 

level of experience in digital gaming was: 

 

 

Figure 25 – Distribution of level of experience. 

 

These groups are from now on joined together to form the two categories ”a little experience in 

digital gaming” and ”extensive experience in digital gaming”. This, in combination with gender 

is shown in Figure 27. The age distribution in combination with gender is shown in Figure 26. 

 

 

Figure 26 – Age and gender. 
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Figure 27 – Level of experience and gender. 

 

These two groups overlap to some degree, in the sense of what kinds of games the respondents 

said that they are playing. But for the most part, one can say that the group with little experience 

in digital gaming is mainly playing simple games like mobile games, Facebook games or other 

games when they were younger, and the group with extensive experience is rather playing 

bigger, more expensive and more complex games on console or PC. Here follow some 

(sometimes translated) answers to the question ”what games do you play?”: 

A little experience in digital gaming: 

 ”Wii, Ruzzle App on Android” 

 ”Solitare (PC and phone), Draw Something (Phone), Mario Party (long time ago) 

(N64)” 

 ”Facebook games” 

 ”Sometimes I play on my Iphone, as pastime. Once I had a Nintendo Wii and played 

Mario Kart, but got tired of it. But those are the kinds of games I like” 

 ”Mostly, I play word games, like Wordfeud and Rumble (Ruzzle) on my cell phone. I 

play Solitaire and Tetris on my computer, no funny business there. Sometimes I play 

Bejeweled, which is linked to from Aftonbladet.se” 

 ”Assasin’s Creed” 

 ”Computer when I was younger” 

Extensive experience in digital gaming: 

 ”Mostly mobile games but also video games” 

 ”Preferably RTS, like StarCraft” 

 ”GTA 5, Playstation 3” 

 ”PC: Total War, Facebook games. PS3: Assasin’s Creed” 

 ”Online games – PC” 

 ”FPS, Dota, strategy, all on PC”  

 ”Race and adventure games on PS3”  
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The answers to the statements on motivations in games were processed as described in section 

3.1.1. The resulting plot is shown in Figure 28. Each dot is an individual respondent. The means 

of the two groups have also been plotted. 

 

 

Figure 28 – The respondents’ individual positions in Radoff’s diagram. 

 

4.2 Results from the Analysis of Mechanics in 

OfficeGame 
The complete results of the analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame are shown in the form of a 

table in the appendix in section 8.5. The mechanics that are filtered are the same as the ones in 

Table 1. Please refer to section 3.2 for a detailed description of the methodology, but in 

summary, the mechanics are filtered considering three questions: 

 Is the mechanic already represented in OfficeGame? 

 If no: is it appropriate for this kind of game? 

 If yes: does the mechanic have support from the results of the survey? 

The mechanics that make it all the way through this filtration are summarized below. 
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4.2.1 Summary of Analysis of Mechanics in OfficeGame 

The mechanics that made it through the filtration above are in summary: 

 Behavioural momentum (immersion) 

 Bonuses (achievement) 

 Challenges (achievement/competition) 

 Combos (achievement) 

 Equipment (achievement/immersion) 

 Elite item (achievement/immersion) 

 Free lunch (achievement/competition) 

 Levels (achievement) 

 Lifejackets (achievement) 

 Loss aversion (immersion/achievement) 

 Power-up (achievement/immersion) 

 Reward schedules (immersion/achievement) 

 Skills/traits (immersion/achievement) 

 Special challenge (achievement/immersion) 

 Trading systems (immersion/achievement) 

 XP points (achievement/immersion) 

Their approximate placement in Radoff‟s diagram would be something like shown in Figure 29. 

 

 

Figure 29 – Mechanics in the Radoff diagram. 
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The concepts tested in the user tests can be said to be incorporating the mechanics as shown in 

Figure 30. 

 

 

Figure 30 – Selected mechanics for incorporation into prototypes. 

 

In summary, 16 mechanics out of 52 were filtered out as candidates for further testing, based on 

their presence in OfficeGame, their appropriateness and the support from the survey. Five of 

these were selected for incorporation into two prototypes. 

4.3 Results from the User Tests 
The six participants were: 

 a 54 year old female, some experience in digital gaming 

 a 26 year old male, some experience in digital gaming 

 a 26 year old female, some experience in digital gaming 

 a 59 year old female, some experience in digital gaming 

 a 26 year old female, some experience in digital gaming 

 a 25 year old female, some experience in digital gaming. 

The participants will in this section be referred to as TP 1, TP 2 and so on, but there is no 

connection between the number of a test person and the bullet list above. 

4.3.1 Degree of Motivation 

The participants‟ answers to the question 
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When taking your changes into account, i. e. considering the potential of this concept, how 

would you rate its motivational impact on you (on a scale 1-10)? 

are shown in Figure 31. 

 

 

Figure 31 – The degree of motivation of each of the participants. 

 

The average degrees of motivation for each prototype are shown in Figure 32. 

 

Figure 32 – Average degree of motivation. 

 

As seen in Figure 32, there is no significant difference in scores of the three different 

prototypes. They are all in the range of six to seven points, on average. 
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4.3.2 Comments on the Different Concepts 

As people in general do not speak in perfect written language, I have in this section completed 

quotes in some places. These completions are noted with brackets, as such: [ ]. All of the quotes 

have also been translated from Swedish to English. 

4.3.2.1 Comments on the Paper Doll Concept 

Some participants would like to have some further feedback from the avatar, something relating 

to health, for example. 

 ”It could be saying something. [...] ’You did good, you have now strengthen these 

muscles’. This could be a thing for all the concepts, by the way.” – TP 5 

 ”Maybe it could be changing shape, like getting stronger, for example. Or that it is 

visible that I have actually helped the guy.” – TP 3 

Or that the avatar tells the player that it wants something. 

 ”I think of this as a tamagotchi. Maybe it could say ’it would be nice with a pair of 

sunglasses’. [...] So it encourages me to continue.” – TP 3 

Some criticism mentioned the concept being too playful. 

 ”This one seems a bit childish, in my opinion” – TP 3 

 ”I would be completely uninterested in buying sunglasses to a doll.” – TP 2 

TP 2, on the other hand saw some potential in giving the avatar things that it would benefit 

from. This idea was raised a number of times. 

 ”When you are playing racing games, you are buying new tires. And why do you do 

that? Well, because you want to go faster. [...] You want a change.” – TP 2 

 ”That there was something to strive for. [...] Some goal with dressing the doll.” – TP 1 

 ”Could it be that you collect things to get something extra. [...] When you have done 

enough, you go to your boss and collect a ticket to the cinema.” – TP 4 

 ”If I have succeeded with dressing it to a certain [level], I get something. [...] So it feels 

a bit more justified to collect these things.” – TP 6 

In summary, the participants of the user tests wanted health-related feedback from the avatar or 

that the avatar could give encouraging instructions. The participants also wanted to see that the 

items for the avatar would actually be beneficial, instead of only being cosmetic. 

4.3.2.2 Comments on the Ghost Player Concept 

A lot of the comments were about the prototype showing the performance over a longer period 

of time, in history, and more details about each performance. 

 ”Ok, I managed three steps, but which? [...] Because then I do not have to do them 

again the next day. [...] Otherwise I might do the same things over and over.” – TP 5 

 ”I would like to see the old [results], even if it is not shown with characters” – TP 1 

 ”Am I doing better today than last week?” – TP 1 

Some comments concerned some kind of momentum. 

 ”These exercises are not extremely difficult, so it is not hard to excel from the day 

before.” – TP 5 

 ”If you get into it, you might stay on top always.” – TP 5 



4 Results 

 41 

The test participants generally wanted to see a more dynamic structure in this concept, and a 

sort of baseline to compare results against. 

 ”If you would grade the exercises by difficulty, the ghost could be moved accordingly to 

difficulty.[...] I think it would be more motivating with more of this kind of dynamics in 

the game.” – TP 4 

 ”The concept of competing against yourself. [...] In that case, I would like to set up a 

target level. I want to be up here, then I can see how I follow that graph.” – TP 2 

Two comments contradicted each other, on the look of the implemented concept. 

 ”If they would talk, if the cat would talk to me and encourage me, this would get an 

eight.” – TP 3 

 ”Personally, I would not like to have childish characters. It does not look professional 

enough.” – TP 2 

In summary, the participants wanted to see their performance of a longer period of time, that 

different exercises resulted in different amounts of progress on the course, and that there would 

be some optional target level to try to beat. 

4.3.2.3 Comments on the Game-in-Game Concept 

Some thought that this concept was not motivating. 

 ”The feedback is maybe not so motivating, because I still have to think. [...] I would 

rather like to get the confirmation that I did a good job.” – TP 5 

 ”It is a bit boring. [...] It does not take advantage of the potentials of today, like with 

graphics and so on.” – TP 1 

 ”I do not think I would be that motivated. I think I want to know more about health in a 

health game.” – TP 5 

While others had the opposite opinion. 

 ”I think it is fun working with my brain. [...] That is a reward in itself. [...] This way 

you get something out of it, that is not points, or anything like that.” – TP 6 

Many comments were about an increasing level of difficulty. 

 ”Maybe if there was an increased severity, or if it would become some sentence. In the 

end you have a number of words that are not in the right order. What was the secret 

sentence?” – TP 4 

 ”That it would get more and more difficult” – TP 3 

 ”I am imagining that you are doing this on your computer at work, Monday to Friday. 

Then, this kind puzzle is not always appropriate. Or, maybe that is exactly what you 

need?” – TP 3 

 ”It should not be on a level for a child. It is, after all, adults doing this kind of thing.” – 

TP 2 

Some opinions expressed that it would be nice with some other value added to this concept. 

 ”’How many words have you unlocked?’ Then you can come to the coffee break on 

Friday [and talk about it]. You guess the word. If you have unlocked more letters, it is 

easier to guess. Then you can see in a list [what others have guessed].” – TP 2 

 ”It could be something everyone is talking about. ’Have you got your cinema ticket?’” 

– TP 4 
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In summary, the participants would like to see that the word puzzles came with an increasing 

level of difficulty and that there was some ultimate goal with solving the puzzles, perhaps a 

real-life prize.
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5 Discussion 
In this section, I would like to discuss the potential value of my results and what I could have 

done differently to possibly increase this value. 

5.1 Scientific Contribution 
Through the process of this project, there has always been an ambition to find out what 

motivates a less experienced player. First of all, the number of respondents to my survey was 

61, out of which 30 belonged to the category of less experienced players, which is probably not 

enough to give a clear picture of the less experienced player in general. And even if it did, this 

picture does not seem to differ very much from the more experienced player. Just look at the 

means in Figure 28, which are very close together. It might just be a question of what motivates 

us people in general, and that gamers and non-gamers are simply cross sections of a normal 

distribution. 

It would be very interesting to ask a lot more people, and see if another pattern emerges. 

However, I still think it is interesting to ask less experienced players, as previous studies mainly 

focus on more experienced players. The Bartle test and Yee‟s motivations test assume that the 

participants have quite some prior knowledge in games. These tests are also adapted to fit only a 

certain kind of games, i. e. MUDs and MMORPGs, why I think Radoff‟s model stands out, as it 

tries to fit all kinds of players and all kinds of games. So, that the survey of this thesis is an 

attempt to complement the Radoff model with a test, is something one could think would be a 

scientific contribution. 

It might not be the most perfect test, but it is at least a start. At least we know that it is hard to 

construct questions that address one of the axes at a time. The combining of two axes and 

creation of statements that put each respondent somewhere on the two-dimensional is one 

approach to use this model in a test. 

One adjustment, to perhaps make the test more accurate, would be to rephrase some of the 

statements, and increase the number of them. Even if two respondents do not completely get the 

same impression of a statement, an increased amount of statements would reduce the margin of 

error, if they all are pointing to approximately the same coordinate. 

Let us say that asking 30 people is enough to be able to know the less experienced player. Then 

I think it is really interesting to see that the two multiplayer quadrants, cooperation and 

competition, were so underrepresented. One could think that more players, either cooperative or 

competitive, would contribute to a higher level of motivation. This insight could of course be an 

indicator that there is something wrong with my test, that the statements were not clear enough 

for the respondents to relate to. But if not, the single player mechanics seem to be more 

motivational than one could expect. 

The mechanics implemented as prototypes that followed by this above mentioned survey, were 

of course already one-sided in the sense that they primarily showed single player mechanics. 

The test results based on these were therefore mostly commenting adjustments on the single 

player parts. Some comments, however, mentioned the value of playing a game like 

OfficeGame at work, where competition between colleagues and discussions at the coffee 

breaks are possible. This could indicate a bigger potential of the multiplayer quadrants, but the 

number of participants in the user tests, six, is even less representative of the population, why 

this could not really be considered a scientific contribution. This should rather be used as 

guidance for further development. 
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5.2 Choice of Methodology 

5.2.1 The Model 

I feel that the choice of trying to make some sort of study with Radoff‟s diagram as a starting-

point, was a good approach for this project. I have been trying to match people and game 

mechanics in the same diagram, and although I have found some other approaches to designing 

games a long the way, none of them has been as straight-forward as this idea. And in these 

alternative methods I have found, Radoff is often mentioned as a person who provides a nice, 

general model, which makes me even more confident that this starting-point was correct. 

Some criticism I can come up with, when considering Radoff‟s model, is if the opposite 

quadrants in the diagram, like immersion and competition for instance, really should be 

opposites. I sometimes during the analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame realised that I wanted to 

use components of these, to describe a mechanic. A mechanic can of course be moved in one 

direction or another, in the diagram, but it can only be on the border between two of the 

quadrants, and four for that matter (in the origin). It cannot be on the border of three quadrants 

or two opposite quadrants, why this model might not be perfect. However, I feel that Radoff‟s 

model is a simplification of a real-life situation, and it is my strong conviction that without 

simplifications, I do not think we would understand the world at all. 

5.2.2 Putting Respondents and Mechanics Together 

Then, one can discuss my choice of placing people and mechanics together. I just thought of 

this as an ingenious way, out of which it was possible to construct a test. I will not, however, 

argue against anyone who comes up with a more correct way of using the Radoff diagram. 

The placement of each individual respondent in the diagram was sort of automatically 

generated, as described in section 3.1.1. The placement of each mechanic from Table 1 though, 

can probably be improved. The deciding of positioning each mechanic was only done by me, 

and an alternative way could be to involve more people into this process, and perhaps discuss 

what each of the mechanics actually means and come up with some examples, and then place it 

where it belongs. 

I was very pleased with the distribution of gender in the survey. 26 females and 35 males is not 

that far from fifty-fifty, which makes me feel that, in the sense of gender, the results of this 

survey were representative. In the sense of age, on the other hand, the representation could have 

been better. 44 out of 61 were in the age span of 20-29, which is not even close to the normal 

age distribution in Sweden. This skewed age distribution of my survey can only be explained 

with that my personal contact network probably has that distribution. 

5.2.3 Choice of Mechanics 

When the people as well as the mechanics had been given coordinates, I came up with two 

concepts of mechanics I wanted to implement as prototypes. In my opinion, there is definitely 

room for improvement in the way these mechanics were selected. I had for certain already come 

up with a number of ideas, as shown in Figure 16, which were eventually discarded as a part of 

my survey. But another way of designing these things could have been by involving someone 

else in some methodical design process. However, I felt that I had got enough inspiration from 

all the theory I had been reading, and that these two concepts of mechanics would be very 

interesting to get some feedback on. 

It can seem harsh to completely exclude all of the mechanics that belong to the cooperation and 

competition quadrants, which was what I more or less did in my filtration process as described 

in section 4.2. But I felt that some sort of filtration had to be done, and the results from the 

survey were what I had to build upon. I would of course like to have tried out a lot more 

mechanics, but that would be a whole lot bigger project. 
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It would, however, be interesting to see if the results of the survey would have been different, if 

the number of respondents would have been bigger, which would mean that the filtration of 

mechanics would have been different. And the survey was also very general in its formulations, 

but perhaps it would have given me some other picture if it would have been put into context, 

that is, the context of OfficeGame. 

I feel that some mechanics have been sidelined. The mechanic of virality, which could be some 

sort of rewards for inviting people, is something I think could be appropriate for OfficeGame, 

but was sorted out because of the low support for cooperation. Although, this feature alone 

would perhaps not be a good replacer of the avatar. A better replacer could be some kind of 

community collaboration, which was also sorted out for the same reason. These sorts of 

mechanics would have been really interesting to try out, and could have a high potential in a 

game as OfficeGame. 

A lot of competition mechanics were sorted out as well, but fortunately, these things are already 

quite represented in OfficeGame as it is today. 

5.2.4 User Tests 

Finally, I am pretty satisfied with how the user tests turned out. They were what gave me 

something to summarize as conclusions of this project, and although they were only six in 

number, I could see a hint of a pattern emerging. The final conclusions are presented in section 

6. 

There were, however, some things that could have gone better. I realised that a lot of the 

comments regarded features that are already implemented in OfficeGame. Although there is 

nothing wrong with this sort of opinions, it is not really of interest if it does not contribute with 

any concrete changes to OfficeGame. The test participants could of course not have known this. 

A measure to deal with this could instead have been to put the mechanics in a context, even 

more like the real-life situation. I mean, if the participants would have been testing OfficeGame 

in its original state, with two replacements for the avatar, instead of my detached prototypes, 

maybe the comments could have been more concentrated to the specific part in focus.  

On the other hand, the great danger of this is that people do not really dare to criticize, if the 

system looks too finished. People are more likely to comment on minor details, which in this 

case is not as interesting as the concept overall. That was why I initially decided to create these 

three stripped prototypes, with an unfinished appearance, as I wanted the test participants to 

speak freely about anything in the prototype,s though I sometimes felt that even in this setup, 

the appearance of the prototypes was holding the participants back. It would have been 

interesting to involve users in an earlier discussion, and talk about mechanics completely 

without looking at finished prototypes such as these, but I am not entirely sure of how that 

would have been done. 

One can see that the test participants were not evenly gender-distributed; one male versus five 

females. I could of course wish that I had talked to more males, but I do not see this as a huge 

problem. I was interested in people with less experience in digital games, and as it turned out, 

22 out of the 30 that belonged to this category in my survey, were in fact female. 22 out of 30 

means 73 % females and the percentage of females in the user tests was 83. Four females out of 

six would have resulted in a percentage of 67, somewhat closer to the distribution in the survey, 

but 83 is still not far off. 

5.2.5 Separation of Terms 

One of my biggest problems during this project has been the unclear distinction between the 

terms “concepts” and “mechanics”. A clearer distinction would probably help the reader 

understand this thesis better, although I have provided an attempt of definitions in section 1.5.  
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What else, is that I believe that a clear distinction in a much earlier stage, would have helped me 

through the process. I have more or less always realised that a concept can consist of many 

mechanics, but the error was that I did not separate them in every part of the process. After the 

filtration procedure, including the survey and the analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame, I should 

have isolated them and tried them out individually. 

5.3 Future Work 
It is mostly a question of a creative process that follows upon this project. If someone would 

like to use any of the results above, I would say that this someone would probably be a game 

designer. 

Apart from continued work, there is room for more of the same. I mean, it would be of interest 

to ask a lot more people to fill in a survey of this kind. Then, one might find out if there are 

differences between different groups of people, or perhaps that there is something wrong with 

the survey. In that case, there is also room for improvement regarding the implementation of the 

survey. Possible changes could be to rephrase questions and/or increasing the number of 

questions. Lastly, it would also be interesting to try out a few more mechanics, to see what 

people think of them. But then again, this requires another designer or a design process.
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6 Conclusion 
The general question for this thesis was answered by answering these following two sub 

questions (copied from section 1.3): 

 What do experienced as well as less experienced players think would motivate them in a 

game? 

 How can game mechanics be implemented in a game such as OfficeGame, when 

existing mechanics and user opinions are taken into account? 

6.1 What Motivates Players? 
According to the survey of this project, both experienced and less experienced players are more 

motivated by single player mechanics than multiplayer, and this applies to both the quantitative 

and the qualitative game mechanics. 

The user tests of this project, however, indicate that there is some potential in the multiplayer 

mechanics as well. Competition was mentioned as a part of equipping oneself within the game, 

in the purpose of using this equipment later when competing against one‟s colleagues. 

Cooperation was mentioned in the sense of including mechanics in the game that would 

contribute to discussions at the coffee breaks, for example. 

More generally, one could say that the key to motivation is some sort of additional value, 

besides the virtual values in the game, like a goal in the shape of a prize, for instance. 

6.2 Suggested Changes to OfficeGame 
None of the alternatives to the avatar had a higher score, which probably shows that the 

question is more about how the mechanics are designed, rather than which one. The main 

adjustments that came out of trying these specific prototypes in a number of user tests are listed 

below. 

 The paper doll concept:  

o It could give health-related feedback. 

o It could tell the player that it wants something. 

o The items for the avatar, could be equipment that could be used in another phase. 

Perhaps in a competition with a real prize. 

 The ghost player concept: 

o It could show one‟s performance over a longer period of time. 

o It could involve a target level, for each player to set up. 

  The game-in-game concept 

o It could be more difficult, and be increasing its level of difficulty over time. 

o It could include an additional value, like a prize. 

The general feedback that more or less applied to all of the concepts was: 

 A stronger connection to health, in the sense of giving health-related feedback. 

 More additional value, like prizes. 
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 Increasing level of difficulty. 

 Discussions among the players, for example at the coffee break. 

The initial task of this project was to find an alternative to the avatar feature, in the game 

OfficeGame. Exactly what should be done is at this point up to a game designer. I could 

however think of a couple of ideas that would incorporate the results of this project. Firstly, an 

avatar which would get healthier as a result of the player completing more exercises would be 

more connected to health, as was desired among the test participants. The avatar could indicate 

what should be done, for example by complaining of pain in certain parts of the body. 

If items should be bought for the avatar, these items could be more like equipment, to be used in 

another phase, so that there was a purpose of acquiring these items. This next phase could either 

be a competition against other players at the office, or another puzzle for the player to solve. 

One comment was: ”when you are playing racing games, you are buying new tires. And why do 

you do that? Well, because you want to go faster”, which suggests that there is room for this 

kind of thing. An idea like this is also supported by the comments on additional value. If one 

does not want to hand out actual cinema tickets, virtual equipment in the game could be seen as 

more valuable than just a cosmetic item such as a hat.  

To favour the discussion among players in OfficeGame, one could think that it might be a good 

idea to implement some communication channel, like a message board. The ability to send 

small messages to fellow workers might encourage further discussions about the game, which 

could be motivational, as some comments indicated.
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8 Appendices 

8.1 Appendix 1: Dispatches 

8.1.1 Dispatch: Flyer 

 

 

Figure 33 – Flyer put in mail boxes in my building, as well as my parents’ building. 

 

8.1.2 Dispatch: Facebook 

 

Figure 34 – Facebook post. 



8 Appendices 

 51 

8.1.3 Dispatch: Instagram 

 

 

Figure 35 – Image posted on my Instagram account. 
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8.2 Appendix 2: The Survey 
 

 

Figure 36 – Choosing language. 
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Figure 37 – First page of the survey. 
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Figure 38 – Second page of the survey. 
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Figure 39 – Third page of the survey. 
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8.3 Appendix 3: Interview Planning Sheet 

Introduction 

Test person and I sit in front of a computer, with keyboard and mouse attached.  

I read following: 

”Your participation is completely voluntary and you can at any point abort this test and 

terminate your participation. I will record sound during the test, solely because I want to be able 

to look up interesting quotations. The recordings will be erased after the results have been 

compiled. You will be completely anonymous and will only be referred to as Test Person 1, 

Test Person 2, or such.” 

I tell about the following: 

 What kind of game is this (OfficeGame)? 

 That I have three prototypes I would like to hear the test person express opinions about. 

 That it is the concept I am looking at, not specific details, like navigation or cosmetics. 

The test person is still allowed to express opinions on anything, but I am mostly 

interested in the big picture. 

 This is not a traditional user test, where the logic of the interface usually is in focus. I 

would rather like to know which of these concepts that the test person thinks seems 

most fun today, or which the test person thinks has the biggest potential. 

 The test person is allowed to ask as many questions as he or she likes. The important 

part is that the fundamentals of each concept are understood. 

 Think-aloud: the test person is free to speak whatever comes into mind during the test. 

 The test person should tell me when he or she has understood the concept and wants to 

move on. 

I show the system without any associated visualization, and point to all the available buttons to 

be clicked. 

 

The Test 

I go through each of the prototypes together with the test person, in the order that has been 

randomized in advance. 

One test person with each of the following orders: 

Participant  A B C D E F 

1 1 2 2 3 3 

2 3 1 3 1 2 

3 2 3 1 2 1 

I record sounds and take notes if I have time. 

 

Semi-Structured Interview 

How would you like to change the concept of the 

 paper doll 

 ghost player 
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 game-in-game 

to make it more fun or more motivating? 

When taking your changes into account, i. e. considering the potential of this concept, how 

would you rate its motivational impact on you (on a scale 1-10)? 

 paper doll? 

 ghost player? 

 game-in-game? 
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8.4 Appendix 4: Observation Schedule 

(Example) 

 

Prototype: Game-in-Game 

Interesting quotes, comments: 

 

 

Degree of motivation (1-10):  

 

 

Changes: 

 

 

 

Prototype: Ghost Player 

Interesting quotes, comments: 

 

 

Degree of motivation (1-10):  

 

 

Changes: 

 

 

 

Prototype: Paper Doll 

Interesting quotes, comments: 

 

 

Degree of motivation: 

 

 

Changes: 
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8.5 Appendix 5: Resulting Table from the Analysis 

of Mechanics in OfficeGame 
  

Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Achievements Achievement Yes. In 

OfficeGame 

they are 

called 

"Troféer" 

(Trophies). 

 
    

Ambassadors Cooperation/

Immersion 

No. 
 

There is 

definitely 

room for this 

kind of 

mechanic, but 

not a good 

replacer for the 

avatar. 

   

Appointments/ 

Time events 

Achievement

/Immersion 

Yes. The 

whole idea is 

that the 

player keeps 

doing the 

exercises 

everyday to 

get a lot of 

points. 

 
    

Area Cooperation No. 
 

Yes. There 

could be more 

rooms for 

people to 

socialize. 

 
The support for 

Cooperation is 

not 

overwhelming. 

 

Avatar Immersion Yes. 
 

    

Behavioural 

momentum 

Immersion To some 

extent. If the 

player does 

all of the 

exercises, the 

progress bar 

starts to glow. 

 
Momentum is 

definitely an 

important part 

of this kind of 

game. 

 
Yes, some 

support for 

Immersion. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Blissful 

productivity 

(Impossible 

to place) 

To some 

extent. This is 

the whole 

point of 

OfficeGame, 

which all of 

the other 

mechanisms 

try to 

achieve. 

 
Not relevant, 

since this is 

not a concrete 

mechanic. 

   

Bonuses Achievement Not really. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Cascading 

information 

theory/ 

Tutorial 

Immersion Yes. A new 

player gets an 

introduction 

to the game, 

by means of 

information 

bubbles. 

 
    

Challenges Achievement

/Competition 

To some 

extent. A 

game lasts for 

a number of 

days or 

weeks, in 

which the 

challenge is 

to get as high 

a rank as 

possible. 

 
There is room 

for more 

challenges 

against the 

clock or 

opponents. 

 
Yes. 

 

Chats Cooperation No. 
 

Some way of 

socializing 

would be nice, 

as long as it 

does not take 

focus from 

other work. 

 
Not much 

support for 

Cooperation, 

although I could 

see that people 

would like to 

discuss this 

game. 

 

Combos Achievement No. 
 

Yes. If it does 

not steal the 

focus of the 

player, it 

would be nice. 

 
Yes. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Community 

collaboration 

Cooperation To some 

extent. Team 

members 

have to do 

their part to 

make their 

team 

successful. 

But there is 

no task that 

can only be 

solved by 

cooperation. 

 
Yes. There is 

definitely 

room for 

collaboration 

tasks in this 

kind of game. 

 Not much 

support for 

collaboration. 

 

Countdown Achievement Not really. 

There is a 

time limit, 

that the 

player has to 

do as many 

tasks as 

possible each 

day. But there 

is never a 

countdown. 

 
Not extremely 

appropriate in 

an 

environment 

where people 

probably have 

other deadlines 

to be 

concerned 

about. 

   

Currency Achievement

/Immersion 

Yes. There is 

a shop where 

the players 

can buy items 

for their 

character. 

 
    

Customization Immersion To some 

extent. But 

not necessary 

to develop 

this feature at 

this point. 

 
    

Discovery Immersion Not really. 

There is no 

environment 

to discover, 

and not much 

else, besides 

the different 

clothing that 

can be bought 

for the avatar. 

 
Exploration 

within a game 

is perhaps not 

extremely 

appropriate in 

an office, since 

it could take a 

lot of time. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Easter eggs Immersion No. 
 

Includes the 

concept of 

discovery, and 

therefore not 

appropriate, 

since it takes 

time. 

   

Economy 

points 

Achievement

/Immersion 

Yes. 
 

    

Elite item Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Epic meaning Immersion No. 
 

Being part of 

something 

bigger than 

oneself is 

perhaps too 

immersive 

when 

employees 

have other 

things to think 

about. 

   

Equipment Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Fixed/ 

Variable 

rewards 

Immersion No. 
 

If people get 

used to 

rewards like 

these, they 

probably lose 

their effect. 

   

Free lunch Achievement

/Competition 

No. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Guilds Cooperation No.  
 

Teams could 

be considered 

enough for this 

kind of game. 

   

Infinite 

gameplay 

Immersion In a way. One 

goal is to 

keep the 

avatar happy, 

by doing the 

exercises. 

The avatar 

will not reach 

any other 

goal. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Levels Achievement No. 
 

Could 

definitely be a 

good idea. 

 
Yes. 

 

Lifejackets Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Perhaps. 
 

Yes. 
 

Local leader 

boards 

Competition Yes. The 

whole idea is 

do be 

compared to 

your fellow 

colleagues. 

 
    

Loss aversion Immersion/ 

Achievement 

To some 

extent. The 

player can 

lose his or her 

rank position, 

if he or she 

does not do 

well with 

completing 

the exercises. 

 
Room for 

development. 
 

Yes. 
 

Lottery/ 

Random  

rewards 

Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Lottery seems 

too random to 

motivate 

anybody. 

   

Ownership Immersion Yes. The 

player has to 

take care of 

the avatar, by 

doing the 

exercises and 

providing it 

with clothes 

and other 

attributes. 

 
    

Parties/ Teams Cooperation Yes. Within 

an office, the 

players can 

be divided up 

into teams. 

 
    

Points Achievement Yes. 

Completing 

exercises 

generates 

points. 

 
    

Power-up Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Progression/ 

Progress HUD 

(heads-up 

display)  

Achievement Yes. There is 

a progress bar 

for each day, 

as well as a 

percentage 

number for 

the team's 

progress. 

 
    

Punishments Achievement No. 
 

Punishments 

are a bad idea, 

in my opinion. 

   

PvP Competition Yes. The 

option to 

challenge 

another 

player in a 

duel. 

 
    

Quests Immersion No. 
 

Quests could 

get a bit too 

immersive in a 

working 

environment. 

   

Reward 

schedules 

Immersion/ 

Achievement 

No. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Skills/ traits Immersion/ 

Achievement 

No. 
 

Increased 

skills could be 

a good idea. 

 
Yes. 

 

Social graph Cooperation/

Competition 

To some 

extent. A 

player's team 

members are 

listed to the 

right of the 

avatar, and 

there is an 

option to 

challenge 

another 

player. 

 
Room for 

improvement. 
 

The support for 

Cooperation and 

Competition 

was not 

overwhelming. 

 

Social 

standings 

Cooperation/

Competition 

To some 

extent. There 

is a list over 

team 

members, but 

your own 

character is 

not listed 

here. 

 
Yes. 

 
No.  
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Special 

challenge 

Immersion/ 

Achievement 

No. 
 

To have events 

in combination 

with real-life 

holidays would 

be a good idea, 

although a 

game only 

lasts for a 

couple of 

weeks, so not 

really 

appropriate. 

Could be done 

in another 

way, though. 

 
Yes. 

 

Status Competition Yes. Points 

and rank 

define the 

player's 

status, as well 

as all the 

earned 

attributes to 

the avatar, 

which can be 

viewed by 

other players. 

 
    

Total rankings Competition Yes. 
 

    

Trading 

systems 

Immersion/ 

Achievement 

Not really. 

There is no 

way to trade 

items, except 

for buying 

them. 

 
Yes. 

 
Yes. 

 

Urgent 

optimism 

Achievement

/Immersion 

No. 
 

Difficult to 

construct such 

a sensation. 

   

Vanity item Achievement

/Immersion 

Yes. The 

attributes for 

the avatar. 
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Mechanic? Radoff 

quadrant? 

In 

OfficeGame? 

 Appropriate?  Support?  

Virality Cooperation To some 

extent. It does 

not make you 

more 

successful, 

but a player 

can challenge 

another 

player in a 

duel, as well 

as remind 

team 

members to 

do their 

exercises. 

Which is of 

course good 

for the team. 

 
Yes. To make 

these exercises 

viral would be 

good for the 

health of the 

employees. 

And a player 

who 

encourages 

others could 

make him or 

her even more 

motivated. 

 
No.  

World Immersion Not really. 
 

Discovery and 

exploration is 

not really 

appropriate at 

work, since it 

takes a lot of 

time. 

   

XP points Achievement

/Immersion 

Not really. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

 

Table 5 – Results of analysis of mechanics in OfficeGame. 


