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Sammanfattning

Som vi i allt hogre grad vander oss till sociakadier for var nyhetskonsumtion, tva beslaktade erdénomen som
paverkar mediekonsumtion ar "Ekokammare" och "FBgbble". Ekokammare ar fenomen dér vi tendertahasamtal
endast med dem som har samma intresse som vi,gjdbdan Filter bubbla skapas av sociala medier och

informationssoknings teknik som tenderar att prgoimgar och visar oss saker man redan vet aitlar.g

Syftet med denna avhandling &r att foresla kontibm&losningen for sociala medier som kan motvefkekten av
"Echo kammare" och "Filter Bubble". Den exakta ndegom anvands pa denna avhandling &r att speleecaaé

designmetod och bade den mellanliggande och sduiligarderingen som gors genom kvalitativ bedomning

| slutet presenterades en designldsning av "Videllespelet. Man kan dra slutsatsen att den fogeslalesignlosningen
kan ha en tendens att motverka effekten av “Hiltdsble” och “Echo chamber” pa natgemenskap, gertomamnniskor

som har motstridiga synpunkter fortfarande lysshagrandra och forsta ett argument fran olika pektdp

Nyckelord: Filter bubbla och Echo kammare, Gamifica, Play-centrerad designen

Abstract

We are increasingly turn to social media for oenva consumption two related media phenomenonitfaence
media consumption are the “Echo chamber” and “Figbble”. Echo chamber this the phenomenon that we
tend to have conversation only with those thatthasame likeminded as we do while Filter bubbleréated by
Social media and information retrieval technoldggtttends to priorities showing us things it alsekdow we

like.

The aim of this thesis is to suggest design saiutio social media that may counter the effectiého
chamber” and “Filter Bubble”. The precise methoddien this thesis is play centric design methodtentd

intermediate and final evaluations were done thinogglitative evaluation.

At the end a design solution of Viewlette game waesented. It can be concluded that the suggdstgdgn
solution may have the tendency to counter the effeEilter bubble and Echo chamber on social neting site
by enabling people that has conflicting points iefwto still listen to each other and understandmument

from different perspective.

Keywords: Filter bubble and Echo chamber, Gamifat Play-centric design
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1. Introduction

The development of internet technologies has add#iderse rich information environment to the modswcieties and
worlds we live in. People all over the world aréeatio connect to each other via social networkitessthey are able to

communicate and share ideas, opinions.

As people increasingly turning to social mddiatheir news consumption, there are two relatedianphenomenon
that increasingly influence our media consumptidre “Echo chamber” is the phenomenon where we tehéve our

conversation only with those likeminded (DiFonz012).

The “Filter bubble” is created by technology andd®to prioritise by showing us things it alreadpWs that we like.
The term “Filter bubble” was introduced by “Eli Fr”. It refers to the limited scope of informatidetermined by the

user’s interests that isolates her from any infdiomethat does not fall within his or her scoper{g&, 2011).

The aim of this thesis is to suggest design salstfor social media that may counter "Echo chambed'"Filter bubble"
effects. The thesis proposes a gamification conoaptd on known techniques from mediation, withptinose of
helping people with conflicting opinions and id¢astill listen to each other’s point of view andderstand the

arguments from another perspective. The propossidries developed through an iterative design m®ce



1.1. Structure

Chapter 1 will discuss the purpose and aim ofttiésis, chapter 2, will discuss the thesis backuyitand related works.

The main methodology will be discussed in chapteroBe details on specific method and how these oastlvere
applied in this thesis. In chapter 4, the desigitess and play testing session will be discusskso. the various users’

studies that were performed and the result fronptag testing session will be discussed.

In chapter 5, the final design concept, design @m@ntation and the design evaluation will be disedsin addiction the

analysis of the result of this thesis design sotutill be discussed and compared with previougydesolutions.

The final chapter will be chapter 6, where the dwsions together with the limitation and futureeach on this thesis

will be discussed.



2. Background

Danah M. Boyd defines Social Network Sites as: “idabed services that allow individuals to consteuptiblic or
semi-public Profile within a bounded system, atage a list of other users with whom they sharernection, and view
and traverse their list of connections and thoseenty others within the system. The nature and nohature of these

connections may vary from site to site.” (Boyd, 2P0

Social network sites are more about identity caresion and identity management and the way idestiire constructed

and manage on social networking site is througtpéréormance of the users.

2.1. Gamification

The design approach of this thesis is gamificatiba:use of game design elements in a non-gamexddiiteterding

et al., 2011).

From a media perspective, gamification isanaew concept; it has existed in the past and there been pre-digital
predecessors of gamification (Fuchs, 2014). A-kedwn example was when Mark Twain in 1883 triedéwelop an
easy way to teach his daughters to remember thissBmdgonarchs’ and the corresponding dates whey ket and
finished ruling. Twain developed a playful methddemembering dates, name, and number by mappérg tb
positions on a piece of land. In the end, Twaird@aghters were able to learn the dates in two dayday, we would

consider this gamification in learning, or altemely serious game design (Twain, 2009).

The recent development of internet technolmgy accessibility of large amounts of data entiidémplementation
of positive feedback mechanisms that are useditsfier some of the game elements into non gamexisnn

gamification, for example in the case of frequéying programmers (Bunchball, 2010).

Moreover, gamification techniques are not arsgd in learning — another common use is in aidesnent to increase
loyalty of consumers with particular brand, liketive case of the popular Miles & More programmed. bithansa and
other star alliance airline. The programme workhenway that the passenger can get points anermgadimts through

their flights journeys, which is labelled as mileBhrough the program, Lufthansa airline is ablentitivate and change
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their customer behaviors to fly more with theidiag by applying gamification method and incentivecreate

customer loyalty with their brand.

Gamification has been criticized by lan Bogost.grgues that gamification has little to do with gashesign. That
gamification tends to reduce game to a predictadties of mechanisms to attract players or custaim&ugh the use of
points, leader boards, ranking and badges as adbraward to motivate the players and make theshdgeatified
(Bogost, 2011). Bogost argues that game desighdws trying to complicate such techniques by intooty more
demanding tasks that require the player skillsgrabtioning the experience of playing through apemnarrative.
Compares to gamification does not attempt to qoestie player's experience through complex nareatather,
gamification is uniquely interested in maximizitgtactivities of the users and potentially transiag them into a

better customer or loyal contribution to their Imgsis brand.

Furthermore, Bogost criticizes gamificatioattehould not be decorated by the word game indtearrectly called
by the word “exploitation ware”. Also, Bogost's ayeg claims is that “Gamification is marketing kit invented by
consultants as a means to capture the wild covmtast that is videogames and to domesticate itderin the grey

hopeless wasteland of big business” (Bogost, 2011)

In response to the criticism on gamification Nathands responded that gamification is not all alpaint based
system. That is more about the importance of fuh@ayfulness. He went on to say that gamificattore-imagining
experience with fun in mind. By applying gamificet method, it provides an amazing opportunityxpegiment with

creating a more fun world.

In his article “exploring the endgame of ghicaition” (Nicholson, 2015), Scott Nicholson defingamification as the
application of playful or gameful layers to motiwanvolvement and engagement within a specifidedn(Nicholson,
2015). Previous and current application of garatfan mostly focuses on allocating points as a méan
reward/motivate users. The mean concept of rewasgdbgamification is the allocation of points tanipalate and

control player’s behaviors.

The aim of gamification is to motivate peofeengage in a specific context. If the aim of gaenification design is
for the short term, making use of rewards systech a3 level, points and badges can be used amargrmotivational
tool to bring about this engagement in a specifiatext. But if the aim of the gamification systesrabout long-term
change, the idea of using level, points and badgesmeans of reward are not enough to engagetérest of most of

the users, and it can do more harm to someone’ivations than good (Deci, Ryan 2004).
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If gamification designer desire to create systdmasaims for long-term change, they should begthesi to engage
someone in an authentic manners or ways (thappsrg into the intrinsic motivations) .That areeditly connected with
the real-word setting. This means that gamificatigstems that are designed to help people to engégexisting
communities like for example the local communigesl information resources that are already availaibthe real-word

context.

The main goal is to help player to find the aspéthe real word that is meaningful to them. Sat tht the end players
does not need to follow the role of gamificatiosteyn. The player is left to set its own real-wgodl in a particular
context. Like for example in the case of Nike+mHde use of this model. In the beginning, thgegslgust collected
points as they do activities. As soon as theymetthe gamification system, they are given theocojymity to set their
own person fitness goals in relationship to thein@erson interest. At the end, the personal goalsted by player’s are
more important than the points collected. But thimis will still be counted in the background oe gystem (Nike+,

2006).

2.2. Related Work

Previous research on countering the effect of “estteonber” and “filter bubbles” on social networkimga focuses
on either creating and developing digital tools algbrithms to counter the effect of echo chamioel fdter bubbles on
social network sites (Nagulendra and Vassileva42(4ing and Doozan, 2014). Furthermore, previasearch focuses
on using visualisation to counter the effect (Munaad Resnick, 2013). By applying visualisationvging the users

various bubbles that symbolises where users ateeircho chamber and showing their consumptiort.habi

Munson et al. (2013) created an internet Beovtool called Balancer. The Balances tools hetpaick users reading
activities and display their reading pattern arabes in order to increase awareness (Figure 1gnBal works by
showing the users an approximate histogram of ameservative and liberal pages. The objective efdisign is to
change users reading behaviour to become moredeslaHowever, only a low humber of users actudignged their

reading behaviour. Still, the balancer may serva &®| to increase awareness of bias.
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Figure 1.Balancer (Munson et al, 2013) " The icbown persistent indication of the reader's readiefpaviour and
history for the week,”

Scoopinion is a browsers add-on tool that trackesrstes and the different types of stories thatusers read using the
browser. Scoopinion displays visualisation, summfagi the user's reading behavior by showing usediafingerprint.

(See fig 2).

Scoopinion also personalises recommended newsgstoased on the user's reading behaviour habitsistody. The
tools assume that users always choose to readdivamsely. It provides users visualisation of thieformation
consumption habit to increase their autonomy afrimation. The aim of Scoopinion tool is to pricéithe value of

choice and autonomy of information.
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Figure 2. Scoopinion (2014) is tools that visualiser's news consumption habits. The large cindpsesent news items

that the user consumed the most.

Xing et al., 2014 developed a tool called Bebbhe tools enable users all over the world tmgare their Google

search result with each other. (See fig.3).

The tool works by utilising users Google sbajueries worldwide. For example, every time ther performs a
search keyword. The keyword will be distributedBtubble member worldwide that perform similar Googgarch. The
users Google search result will be displayed itoyelwhile the result that was displayed in othsens’ browsers but
missed out from the users search result will bplajgd in red. The aim of bobble is to monitor &adks the

inconsistency that arise from user search queemdgtr
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Figure 3. (Xing et al , 20)4howing the inconsistency of users Google seamlitrelhe result displayed in yellow
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represent what only the users can see, while thaltrdisplayed in red represent what is missedimum the users search

result.

Nagulendra and Vassileva (2014) developed anddti®e visualisation that provides the users ofadaetworking

site with awareness of various personalization rmeisims (Fig.4). The tool shows users the contexttwias filtered

away. The visualisation has been implemented iees { peer social network site called MADMICA. Tidoel shows

users which categories and which friends are iim thabble. The visualisation of bubbles shows ugérsre their friends

are in the bubble. Furthermore, the tool givesugrrs the option to control the algorithm. By allogvthe users to

manipulate the visualisation to either “escape’ldbbble. By adding or removing a friend from a dssion concerning a

topic from their filters. The aim of the tool is poovide users control over the filter bubble amctéase the awareness of

how the filter algorithm works.
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Figure 4: Nagulendra and Vassileva (20149ualization allows users to control their filtdosbbles.

Another tool created to combat the effect of edmantber and filter bubble is an application calleditieal Blend
(Doris-Down et al., 2013). The Political Blend isnabile application developed to bring people tbhgebased on their

political differences. The main aim of the mobifgphcation is to combat the effect of echo chamlaed filter bubbles.

The app works by bringing people that have diffeteliefs face to face in the physical world to éavcup of coffee

together.

Figure 5: (Doris-Down et al., 2013jnages from Political Blend App. Bring people tdgatthat has different political

point of view



16
At the end of the studies, the developer ditial Blend found out that people are willing aopen to meet people
that have different beliefs from them even those ttas ideologically oppose them in their beligéfse studies were
carried out with interview method, because of thrire of the studies a semi-structured interviestqmol was chosen
and in total the testing of political blend apptioa lasted for 3 weeks. The purpose of the intemivas to find out about

the participants experience from using the appboat

In conclusion previous research provided aighit into what have been done to counter the effiefiiter bubbles
and echo chamber on social network website. Furttves, the previous research above influences thigried solution
on how they are able to counter the effect ofrfittebble and echo chamber. By bringing individwalsdomly from
different places and matching them together. Simaifporoaches were applied in the design of the \igevgame. The
game works by bringing people together that hadlicing point of view and matching different useexdomly from

different places.

The major difference between this thesis and presviesearch is the application of gamification ep@s a means to
counter the effect of “echo chamber” and “filtebble”, with the purpose of helping people with dimtiirg opinions and
ideas to listen to each others point of view andenstand the argument from another perspectivapgplying some

playful layers in the design solution to make it finteresting and create motivation for the users.
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3. Method

This thesis is framed within the overarching metiiody of research through design. “Research thralegign is an
approach to scientific inquiry that takes advantaige unique insights gained through design jradd provide a

better understanding of complex and future-orieigedes in the design field (Frayling, 1993).”

The more precise design method of this thesitaisqentric design. Finally, both intermediate dindl evaluations

were done through qualitative evaluation. This ¢diagescribes and motivates this overarching metlogg.

3.1. Play Centric Design

The play-centric design method is an iterative glesnethod that puts the players at the middle eftigvelopment
and design process. The process begins with goderstanding of the players and context. By undedstg the context

of the players the designer will be able to desigraningful games for the end users (Fullerton, 2008

The main reason why it is important to apply ptayrric design approach is that it enables thegdesito involve the

players in the designed process right from the eptian phases to the completion phases.

The components of play-centric design approachsaténg player experience goals, prototypingy péesting and

iteration (Fullerton, 2008, p. 31).

Play-testing should be seen as distinct froth lnsability testing and quality assurance. ttagied out to understand
whether the game achieves your player experienak §be main aim of play testing is to gain uséégldback from the
player. There are various ways to carry out playing. Some of the ways are qualitative and infdy@ad structured and
guantitative. The designed process, that was mseleflis qualitative and informal ways of play iregt The reason why
qualitative and informal play testing was usedisiiderstand the player’s experience in the gardéamgenerate ideas

for improvement of the prototype.
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The play testing method was applied in this thegifllowing these steps:

Before recruiting the first play tester, thesiiner makes sure he tested himself first. Dutiegdesign of the first
prototype, the designer repeatedly tested the d@sidhis own to determine if the prototype weraye@ be tested by

someone else.

When the designer was confident that the glygirototype was ready to be tested by someopethlsn the designer
decided to test with close friends, and some fam#ynber to get an insight into the game. After,tthet designer
proceeded to play test with people from its taegetience. The reason while the designer decidedrty out the test this

way is to prevent biases in the test result.

Furthermore, the play testing methods that werdemise of during the testing session are one-oriestieg, interviews
and open discussion. The facilitator was taking mhiring the entire play testing session. During-on-one testing, the
facilitator sits down with the participant and wataver behind the player or on a one-way glashaglayer plays the

game, the facilitator takes note and asks questifiasthe session

The reason why the designer decided to haveeaone interview at the end of the play testirgsi®a is to get the
players experience during the game. The desigk&dsan open question to the play-tester, for elaihfhere is
something they will like to change about the gamgasking question the designer was able to geenmbormation
about the player’s experience of the game. At titethe designer conducted a final evaluation byparing and

analyzing the result from the play testing sessions

The full process of conducting a play testing ses# as followed:

1. Create the prototype

2. Prepare test questions and script

3. Recruiting play testers

4. Conduct a play testing session

5. Wrap Up session

6. Methods of Play testing
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There are different method of play testing whach, One-on-One testing, Interview method, Opeoutision, data

hooks methods, group testing and feedback form.

7. Final Analysis: It involves the analyzing of thesu# from the play testing session and compareslifferences.

In this thesis the designer delimits the mdshaf play testing by making used of One-on-Ongrgsopen discussion

and interview method. The reason is that theseadsthbove are relevant in testing the game progadyphis stage.

Furthermore, in this thesis gamification conceptse applied. The reason why gamification concejgi® applied is to
create system that aims to change the users agrfddyehaviors on the long-term and motivate plsy€he gamification
system that was aimed to create will be able tartppeople’s intrinsic motivations. To be albeattain this goal in the
design, the designer made use of a framework &atitcrg meaningful gamification know as RECIPE (Mislon, 2012),

RECIPE stand for the following:

R- Reflection: That is creating a situatioattBnables the players to reflect to discover aqred connection with the

real-word setting. In the design, the players vesieed questions that are connected to the real-settitg.

E- Exposition: using narrative and user creéateries to create deeper connections to thenreddt setting. In the

case of the design solution, the users can seecamsuvd suggestions of other users in the reabworl

C-Choice: The users are allowed to seleceudifit options in the design, either to agree @gilee on a given topic.

I-Information: | provided information to thesers of the game, about the connection betweegeatméfication

activities and real-world setting.

P-Play: In the gamification design some plhaidyers was applied to the design solution andpthgers can decide on

his or her own to accept other players point ofwig not.

E-Engagement: The players in the game camhasgystem to connect to other users by showing thibs have

achieved in the game.

In summary, gamification is not all about sBarring game element to non-game context, it'suabpplying social-

technical systems design when designing gamifinaistem and integrate the system with meaningnaunty and play.
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4. Design process

4.1. Conceptualization stages of the design solution
The conceptualization stage is the first step efdésign process (Fullerton, 2008, p. 169). Dutlngjstage the

designer developed multiple ideas for game desighotentially could counter the effect of “echamber” and “filter
bubbles” on a social network site. The goal waalltmv people with conflicting opinions and ideasstdl listen to each
other’s points of view, and understand the argumé&om another perspective. The goal was thuseadtyrto make

people actively change their mind; only to givertiselves time to study alternative approaches.

Brainstorming session

Together with the supervisor, brainstorming sessisaere done where we discussed various ideas foeg& be
created. The brainstorming session started by idgfihe state of the challenge. We sat down armbdged possibilities
of designing a game that provides the players aiitlalternative point of view on a given topic. Dwgrithe idea
generation stage we came up with some ideas, fanpbe we came up with link sharing game. The idehis game is
that various people will share links about diffdrepics and the players in the game will ratelithiewith either true or
not true. At the end the ideas were discarded Iseciawill not be interesting to just share linkshaone another without

having any form of motivation on the game. Also plessibility of creating a game out of links shgris low.

Another potential idea that was discussed duriegdba generation stage was designing a gameifipddyglsomeone
else search result alongside with the users seescift. The idea was discarded because theranslarsdesign solution
already designed by someone. Furthermore, thelplitysof visualization game ideas was discussdtk Visualization
game idea works by creating a visualization ofadéht bubbles that the users can manipulate taeothe effect of

filter bubble. The idea was discarded because design solutions have already been created.

The brainstorming session lasted for abounBtutes or so. At the end an initial design ideaeap on creating a
game out of a spinning wheel. The initial desigmaidvas that it will be in a form of a spin wheetngathat participant
can enter their answers to the question of theadayspin the wheel to get other people answersp@heipants have
the choice to rate the answer gotten from the whigletr with “agree” or “disagree”. The game widl mtegrated into a

social network site like for example “Facebook”.
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The first initial design idea and first design siteare as followed:

First idea on the spin wheel game

At this stage of the development the rule that @assioned is a game where participant answer tiestgpns of the
day. After answering the question of the day, pgudint is allowed to spin the wheel to get otheagbe point of view. At
the end they have the option to rate the answeesvefrom the wheel. With either “agree nor dre®” or “very
important nor not at all important”. At this staigevas not yet decided what way the player wilerahswers received
from the wheel. That was the initial suggestiorhow the game will be played. Furthermore, by nogvréward system

on the game was not yet decided.

The reason why the idea of the spinning wheel wwasen to go further in the development phasesnmpaoison with
other ideas generated was that this particularhdsahe tendency to tap into the intrinsic motorabf the players
through curiosity of the players to find out abothier peoples point of view by spinning the whéé$o the spinning
wheel idea has the tendency to influence the papsint of view through playful design layers tigmtntegrated into the

spinning wheel game.

In addition, during the implementation of twnceptual idea of the spinning wheel game inttagable physical
prototype it was discovered that some of the cherstic envisioned in the conceptual stage wesablato be
implemented into playable physical prototype. Thasdlem where discovered when the designer ofpirening wheel
game tested the prototype on his own. The charstitethat were difficult to simulate in the spingiwheel game idea

was the random effect of the spinning wheel. Ag stage the designer spent some time thinkingogntb simulate the
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random effect on a physical prototype. Eventudilyitiea of using a dice to simulate the randonceffethe physical

prototype came.

At the end of the session, this particulaaideas chosen to be developed more and explorgubgshilities of

creating a game out of it. By adding some game ar@ch and performing early prototyping and testing.

4.2. Users Sudy and Changes Needed

Prototyping

Prototyping is the creation of a working model pfidea that allows designers to test with the esatsiof a product

to get feedback on possible improvement on it @ftdh, 2008, p. 196).

The different type of prototyping method is; softe/@rototype, video prototype, visual prototype phgsical
prototypes. Also, the most important thing to rerhenis that prototyping is not the final desigrisisimply trying out

one's design ideas to find out on what is workind what is not working.
The prototyping method that was made used of dufiis thesis is called physical prototype.

The advantage of physical prototyping is thabduses on mainly the game play rather than techgalad also it is
easier to iterate design on paper compare to sadtpr@totyping. This allowed the core game play magésm to be
tested on the design with players without placimgut on the look and feel of the prototype or tleemanisms of

implementation.

The first physical prototypes were created with adrusehold’s object such as post-note, cable ppperand paper,
hand drawing and scissors. Dice were used to stentha random effect of the spinning wheel. Thegesaare as

followed
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Images of material used for creation of my firsttptype

The rules that were simulated at this stage isfthia player to start playing the game. The fitsp is to answers the
question of the day by writing its answers on & pose, (It is require for the player to answer goestion of the day
before they are allow to spin the wheel) . When isdone the players can go ahead to spin the Miget other people

point of view.

In the physical prototype for the player to spia tvheel it is require to throw the dice and thmber that appeared on
the dice will be the number the users will getahswers from the wheel. For example if the plalgesw the dice and get
number “4” on the dice the player will take a laatikthe answers that appeared as answers 4 on det. \lfter viewing
the answer from the wheel, the users has the oftiicate the answers from the wheel with eitheeagr disagree. At
this stage in the development process the rewatérsyon the game has not yet be decided. For mfmeriation about

the interaction on the game take a look at the @sdgpm the play testing below.
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4.2.1. Play testing session with thefirst design sketch

The play testing session started with the playetestswering the questions of the day on the pnegtthe images are as

follow,

The play tester answering the question of the day

During the play testing session, dice were used @icimulate the random effect of the wheel. Wtherplay tester

finished answering the question of the day, thevanss automatically entered into the wheel.

The play tester decided to throw the dice and gatber 5 on the wheel as the answer to the que&idrshe did not

agree with the answer to the question so she ditidete the answer as not agree.

Play tester spinning the wheel by throwing the dice  Play tester rating answer gotten frtiva wheel.
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More images from the play testing session.

The Wheel and Dice Post note answers on the wheel.

Play tester throw the dice and got answer 2 Play tester rating answers.
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4.2.2. First Usersstudy

The first user study were qualitative studies dedpgurpose of the study was to investigate/findfatie game concept

was understandable to the user and if there wene specific problems associated with it.

The tests were carried out only with a few tesfEh& reason is because the game prototype wasestiliroughly
sketched and this would be enough to find the Eggsues associated with the game concepts. $his teésers centered
but not users participatory. That is the usersraseallow to change the game but the users avey&ti make suggestion

on what they think would make the game more funenghging for them to play.

By allowing the users to make suggestion duringéiséng phases enables the designers of the gadev¢loped game
that is understandable, fun and interesting forethe users. But at the end the designer decide suggestion to take
from the users and what not to take. The reasothtris that some time the suggestions from tleesuare not vital in

the game design concept.

The users study consisted of three phases: (1Atpkting session, (2) Result from the play tgssession, (3)

Discussion about the play testing session

Structure of the test

The play testing session consisted of the intradngiart which lasted for about 2 — 3 minute. Aftez introduction
part the next steps is the warm-up discussion wiasted about 5 minutes. Follow by the play sestiahlasted for
about 15 to 20 minute. At the end of the play sesghe facilitator and the play tester proceedetthé discussion of the
game experience. Which lasted between 15 to 20tesrand ended the play session with wrap up amclwding the

play testing session.The test script for the stadycluded in Appendix A



27

4.2.3 Results from first user study

The tests were done with a single play tester.pléng tester will be represented with “play testér A

“Play tester A” is an average game player that fileg/ing games on Facebook. Some of the game piteat tester A”
likes playing its Super Mario game and board gariitlay tester A” thinks that game is fun and ingtireg to play.
Normally “Play tester A” play game at home and loa internet. The last game that she played wasebBak game

called Backgammon it is a form of a board game.

Discussion about the play testing

After “Play tester A” finishes playing the protowyjpf the game. The facilitator decided to ask thg fester some
guestions to find out about its experience of tamg. “Play tester A” thinks that the game is a milea and she thinks
that the idea provided another way of designingrfoon social networking sites. But the differeniseveen this design
solution of the spinning wheel and forum is thatipgant cannot communicate with other participdirectly.
Furthermore she thinks the objective of the ganmyistal clear. That the game is to get other peppints of view. Also
“play tester A” said that if she has to explain gagne to someone else. That she will tell themttiragame is where you
can answer the question of the day and spin theMb@et other peoples point of view on a givebject. When the
point of view of other participates appeared onwheel, the player can rate the answers with edege or disagree.

“Play tester A” thinks that the game is clear anticonfusing.

In conclusion “Play tester A” was able to underdttive object and the purpose of the game everm ifdme
prototype is roughly sketch at this stage. Alsotwhere learnt that was good about the design swolusi that “Play tester
A” thinks that the design idea is an innovativeaid® how to design a discussion forum on socialomd sites. In
addition, what were learnt from the play testingséen on what was bad in the design solution atdtsige is that the
game does not have a clear rule on the rewardmsystso the interface of the prototype needed tonigEroved to enable

it to be tested with more play testers.
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What were kept for the next session of the platjrtgssthe main core mechanism of the game, concept aaddd
how the game works. What needed to be changetidandxt session was to have more visual prototygiEldoks nice

with a clear reward system.

4.3. Second design sketch (Second Iteration)

The design was changed in the second design site&cto the feedback that was received from the firs

iteration/testing. The changes are as followed.

* Improving the prototype of the game: In the secoesign sketch the design was changed to improvprttetype

by making it more visually appealing.

The reason for this change in the design was tertiee prototype more visually appealing so theait be tested with

more play testers. In addition by making the prgietmore appealing it makes the game idea easigrderstand.

Furthermore, the prototype was improved more byrggan additional incentive in the game design. fdason for
these changes in the design is to add additiooehtive to the spin wheel game idea. For exampigopel profile page
and points system can be used to motivate sonfeqflayers to share their achievement in the garogher players in

their personal network.

Also the reason of adding “share button” was t&erthe design more sociable. Moreover the idealding arrow on
the middle of the wheel prototype is to simulate thndom effect of the spinning wheel. The plagars easily move the
arrow to the number that appears on the dice iresponding to the number to the answers on thelwkheghermore by
adding arrow to simulate the spinning effect maueinterface more interesting and visually appeacimmpared to the

first sketch.

The core mechanism of the game was not changedtfreffirst prototype.
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4.3.1. Description of the gamerules/ ssmulation

The description on how the game works was simildhé description at the first iteration with jgsime few

differences because of the changes and addictiahe idesign solution.

The player starts playing the game by answering tfhestion of the day”. The player proceeded torépg the wheel to
get other people’s point of view as answer to thestjon of the day. When the player gets the anewéine wheel, the
player has the option to rate the answer and geé gwints. The points will appear on their profded at the end the
player has the option to share his achievemerteoféward gain on the game on their personal n&tfeorother people

to see. The images of how the game was playedsdmiawed

Picture 001: developing the prototype Picture002: developing the wiraere

Picture 003; Full prototype that | used for thetteg Picture 004: showing profile andipt.
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Picture 005: Addiction incentive in the game picture 006: Reward to keep the playethie game

Picture 007: Play tester answering question ofdag Picture 008: Play tester enter d&iswer into the wheel

The spinning effect on the wheel was simulated ditie and an arrow sign. The play tester spinsvtieel by throwing
the dice. The number that appears on the dice ésenthe play tester will move the arrow to in theeel to read the
answer and rate it to get more points. Also thggrlgets more points of view to enable him or banriderstand the

arguments from another perspective.
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Picture 009: play tester throws the dice and goirfo Picture 010: Play tester move the arrowttte number on the

dice

Picture 011: Play tester read the answers and rétesanswers picture 012: Play testargpints as reward.

At this stage the way the game was played is treaplayer throws the dice. The number that appmathe dices where
the player will move the arrow to the correspondingiber on the wheel. When the player gets toghsien displaying
the answer to the question of the day, they can apd read the answer to the question of the dathedend the player
can rate the different answerée play tester played the game for about 25 minutde player was allowed to spin the

wheel as long as he wanted.
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4.3.1. User testing, second iteration

The second user study was also a qualitative sfitltly purpose of the study was to find out if thenganables the

player to understand an argument from another petise and if the game is fun and interesting &y pl

The studies were carried out with more play testerspared to the previous study in the first iieratThe difference
between this user testing/second iteration anfindtdteration/user testing is that in the firriation the purpose of the
study was to find out if the game concept was wstdadable to the user and if there were some spgciblem
associated with it. While in the second iteratio@ purpose was to find out if the game enablesepéaty understand an

argument from another perspective, and if the garfien and interesting to play.

Furthermore, another major difference betweerfitseiteration and the second iteration qualitatstudies is that the
first iteration/user study was carried out withtjase participant, while in the second iteratiorfugsting the study was

carried out with a total of 4 different participant

The reason for these changes is that during thendeteration the design sketch was more neatlickkeompared to the
first design sketch. These enable the prototygeetosed to conduct more user studies with morécymamts. Moreover,
what were aimed to investigate at this stage ofldsign process that it would be better to dravekemion from more

participants. That is why the user studies werdazhput with more participants to get more qualégult.
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Structure of the second users testing/lteration

The structure of the second play testing sessiansivailar to the first play testing session. Thiéedénces lie on the
guestions on the user experience in the game.ddson why the question is different from the fulsty testing
session/user studies is that both user studiesoa@iwhieve different goals. Also the test scriptrrthe first user studies
is different from the test script for the secondrustudies, but the structure of the test is similhe test script for this

study is included in Appendix B

Description of the second play tester

In the second iteration the play tester will reprged with “Play tester B”.

“Play tester B” is an active game player and tipetgf game he normally plays is slot games, polereg black jack and
Price of Persia. The reason why he likes to plageges for him to relax from work. He thinks thangais fun and
interesting to play. “Play tester B” normally playame on the internet with his mobile phone. Tlfieidint between
“Play tester A” and “Play tester B” is that “Plagster B” is more of an active game player thatplgames on a regular
basis. Both “Play tester A” and “Play tester B” smier the game idea of a spinning wheel very isterg and

innovative.
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4.3.2. Result from the second userstesting/lteration

When “Play tester B” has finished playing the gafitee facilitator decided to ask “Play tester B” oquestions about
his experience on the game. The main reason ai@shkat question is to find out if the game enalilesplay tester to

understand an argument from another perspectivefdddback received from the play testing sessias ifollowed:

The “Play tester B” said after the play testingssen that the game enables him to understandgamant from another
point of view. When ask if the game change his fpoirview concerning the given topic in the gamkeTesponse
received from him is that the game did not chariggadint of view on how he thinks now. The reasonthis response is
that the answers he received from the wheel didowespond to its own point of view. So he disagreith other point

of view that is not in line with his own point ofew. Furthermore he said that the game is intergsthd fun to play.

Concerning the objective of the game “Play teBtesaid that the objective of the game is clear anderstandable.
“Play tester B” said he will explain the game toremne else, that the game is like a word game. yichaaind other
people can answer the same question, and by spitirenwheel get other people point of view abousaune. The

players have option to rate other people answeaist(pf view).

Also “Play tester B” said that the game is ok antlaonfusing. At the end of the play session tldifator asks him how
to improve the game. The answer received was ltegbhtysical prototype is pretty OK the way it issnoHe thinks that
the development process should move to the nexe sthdeveloping the software prototype. He gawgestion on how
to go about implementing the software prototypeat®he game should have calm music, sounds andyraphics. This
will maybe attract more people to the game and ntiadwn to keep on coming back to play the gaiso he
recommended that it would be nice to have a chgdl@mce in a month, which is lasting for some holarghis challenge
people need to leave their point of view and answlet of question. After this the people rate ofheople question and
points of view, by doing that they will get a Idtmoints. The winner of the challenge will get red/éor everybody to

see that they won the challenge of the month.

In conclusion what were learnt from the second @ating / second iteration user testing is thatgame design
solution achieved the goal of enabling the usemi@erstand an argument from another point of vidao what were
learnt from this user study is that the prototypsigh is pretty ok and there is no need to devillehysical prototype

anymore.
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What did not work on the design solution is tha ¢lame was unable to influence the mind of “playetieB”
immediately after the game. But the design endipley tester B” to still understand an argumentriranother

perspective.

More tests were done with similar test structure @uestions to investigate if the design has thddacy to enable the
player to understand an argument from differentipoi view and influence the mind of some usersceoning a given

issue.

Play testing session of “Play tester C”

“Play tester C” is a regular game player. The typbgame that “Play tester C” likes to play is bogedne and Poker. The
reason why “Play tester C” plays games is becaagshihks games are interesting and it sometimasinesja lot of
strategy to play. “Play tester C” goes to the im¢¢rand search for game to play. The different betw'Play tester B”
and “Play tester C” is that “play tester B” is ma@f an active game player, that play games agilg dasis. Both “Play
tester B” and “Play tester C” consider the ideamhning wheel game very interesting and innovative similarity that

both of them shared.

Result from the play testing session/Users Studigh Play tester C

After “Play tester C” has finished playing the gathe facilitator decided to ask him some questaimsut his experience

on the game. The feedback received from him afellasved:

The first question that was asked to “Play testes@hat he think about the game? He respondddhtieagame is
interesting and has a good concept. The secondiguéisat was asked to him was if he was ableaml@bout the game
quickly? He responded with yes that he was ableain and understand how the game works quicklgditiction he
was asked if he will come and play the game retularhe reason for asking him this question ifind out if the game
is interesting to him. He responded with yes, thatidea of the game is interesting and he wilpkee playing the game
in a regular basis to know other people point efwi“Play tester C” said that for him personallg goints he gets by
playing the game is not the most important for hifmat what was most important for him is that habike to understand
an argument from another point of view. That theivation for him to keep on playing the game is enof an intrinsic

motivation and inner feeling will be his reward.
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Furthermore, when asked how he will explain the ggéonother people. He responded that he will erplae game to
other people that the game is like a word gamepeaple go and play to know other people’s pointiefv. Also he said
that the game has a clear objective and is easyderstandwhen asked about recommendation on how to impraye th
game. He responded that the game is pretty oWwalyet is now. Nothing should be changed on thespdaf prototype of

the game. That the development process should owe the next stage of developing a digital prgiet

The next question that was asked to “Play testersQhat if the game is able to enable him to wsté@d an argument
from another point of view. He responded, yes thatgame provided answers for him from anothertpufiniew and
enable him to understand an argument from diffgpenspective. Finally, when asked if it is possiolethe game to
influence his mind concerning how he thinks abogiven issue. He responded, with absolutely Yesttteagame has
the tendency to change his point of view on howhiréks about a given situation., after playing gaene and reflecting
on the answers. At the end of the play testingizesPlay tester C” said that the game change higlraoncerning how

he thinks about a given issue.

In conclusion what was learnt form “Play testeri€that the game design solutions were able teeaehts purpose of
enabling the user to understand an argument frmthanpoint of view. Also what were learnt from higsrthat the game
design solution has the tendency to influence timel of the users. The reason for this statememtdsuse he said that
the game influence the way he thinks after the f#ating session. This result from “Play testeigYeally fascinating.
The reason why this result is fascinating is beedls general thought is that it will take muchgentime for the game
system to be able to influence the mind of thesudgut “Play tester C” provided a new insight tisgbossible for the

game design solution to change and influence tinel iwii the users over a short period of time.
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Play testing session of “Play tester D”

“Play tester D" is not a regular game player argl glayed games seldom. The games that she likanglasyboard
games. She thinks game is fun to play and she gkay®s to socialize and to do something differéhthe end of the
play session with “Play tester D” the facilitat@kad her some questions. To find out if the ganségdesolutions

achieve its main purpose of enabling the user terstand an argument from another point of view. .

Result from the play testing session/Users Studigth Play tester D

The first question that was asked to “Play testeis@hat if the game enabled her to understandrgament from
another point of view. She responded with “Yes't th@ game enable her to understand other peopiegforiew. She
thinks the game is interesting and fun to playoAdke said that the game provided new knowledderto~urthermore
she said that in real life she will try to undenstan argument from another point if view. Also sisagrees with
answers that did not corresponded to her own mdiview. Concerning the objective of the game siid that the
objective of the game is clear and she understo@thtension of the developer of the game and wWgagame is aiming

to achieve.

In addiction, “Play tester D” said that she willpdain the game to someone else that has not ygit@a a game you
play to know other people point of view. She sutgg$hat the game can be improved by adding mdegjogdes into the

game.

In conclusion what were learnt from “Play testeri®that the game was able to achieve its primarpgse of enabling
the user to understand an argument from anothat pbiiew. Also some times users hold stronglyhigir point of view

even when they are exposed to other people’s pbiriew and tend not to agree with another’s opisio
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Play testing session of Play tester E

“Play tester E” is a regular game player. She filkeg/ing game on social networking sites like “Hamak”. Example of
some of the game that she play is Candy crush Bagayville and Farm hero sag&he thinks playing game is fun and

interesting.

Discussion about Play tester E experience after fiiay testing session

“Play tester E” responded after the play sessianttie game system provided her new knowledgevangssues. When
she was asked why the game provided her new kngel&he responded that through the answers sheagdeom the
wheel, she reflected on it and she gained new kexyd. Also she said generally the game concephiarid interesting
and that it would be more interesting when it wdnddintegrated into social network sites, so tHat af people can

participating in it.

“Play tester E” went on to say that the game itscoofusing, that it is easy to understand. Furtteee, she said that the
game enable her to understand an argument frorhemnpoint of view. Also the game systems have ¢hdéncy of

changing her mind concerning an argument or dismoss

“Play tester E” said if she has to explain the géongomeone else that has not played it beforewshexplain to them
that the game is like a form of word game that jegp and play to get other people point of viewaflyou can rate
other peoples answers. When asked if she willtbkehange anything in the prototype she respordight now the
physical prototype is pretty ok this way. That tlevelopment process should move to the digitabpype development

stage.

In conclusion what was learnt from “Play testerigthat the game where able to achieve its maipgsér of enabling the
user to understand an argument from another pbinew. Also the game system has the tendencyfloeince the mind

of the players.
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5. Design concept

5.1. Final design concept and design implementation

This is the final and complete design conceptHierYiolate game.

Description of Viewlette design concept

Viewlette is a game about opinions. It capitaliaasuser generated content, where the users wilidenes providing
the content that is displayed on the wheel. Mosstians and answers in the game would in the ersdiyelied by the
users of the game. The purpose of the game issptagl answer/point of view of other participaritshelp players that

have conflicting opinions and ideas to still listereach other and understand an argument fronmanperspective.

The final design concept in the Viewlette game $ake form of a spinning wheel that displays angvpaint of view on

a particular question.

The picture of the spinning wheel

The answer/point of view that is displayed on threel will be selected randomly from different userthe game.
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5.1.1. The Viewlette game

The Viewlette game is designed to be integratemlsocial network sites (“Facebook Game”).

Design implementation on the game

When a participant log into the game he or shaliféerent option.
1. To answer the question of the day

By answering the question of the day the playel get points and at the same time be able to d¢ige point of view on

a given topic.
2. Spin the wheel

For participant to start spinning the wheel on\fiewlette game, it is required for the player toegits point of view /
answer the question of the day. Without answetiegguestion of the day the player is not allowesiio the wheel. The
reason for this action is because this is a useergéed game and the users supple the answessiliizd displaying on
the wheel. By asking the player to answer the questf the day, the Viewlette game will be abley& more answers

and opinions of other candidate to display on theal of the game.

When the answer is presented to the player (Raatit) He/She has the option to rate the answeraititler agrees or
disagrees. Also there is an option beside the angivere participant can report abuse on the whiéel.administrator

will have the opportunity of reviewing the answadaemove it from the wheel.

3. Participants have the chance to get their gqurebe displayed as the question of the day ovibelette game. For
the player to have the likelihood for his or heesjion to be displayed as the question of thetth@yiser need to rate
other people question and answer. The questiongbaives the highest rating will have the likebddo appear as the
question of the day. That means on the Viewletteegthe question of the day will be determined leygtayers of the

Viewlette game.
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Furthermore, this option was not tested duringothg testing session. The reason why this optios med tested
during the play testing session is that the plagisea is more of a qualitative study. To be ableaioy out these testing
options of user generated content, it will be rezpito use quantitative method. The reason fousioig quantitative
method for testing the user generated contentdause the Viewlette game is still in the physicatgyping stage. In
future research on the Viewlette game both quaviand qualitative studies will be conducted. Whige Viewlette

game is fully implemented into social network sitesill enable it to be tested in an ecologicalieonment.

4. by clicking on the drop down menu on the sit¢hefViewlette game participant will be directechtwther page that
has different questions supply by other playersti¢igant will rate different questions up and downd the question
that has the highest rating will have the likeliddo appear as the question of the day. Also ppatits can submit their
own question to be considered as question of tiieRl# this is determined by other users in theidette game. It
depends on the rating that questions receive frih@r @layers to have the likelihood for that partae users question to

be displayed as the question of the day.

5.1.2.Social Interaction within Viewlette game

Participant has the option on the Viewlette gamehtmwv their score/achievement in the game to dtlesrds on their

network by clicking on share point on their wall.

The score in Viewlette game is important within ¢aene. The reason is that scores its used by dyensl to create
guestion within the Viewlette game. The reasonsfigi points as a reward system within Viewlette gasrto motivate
players to be more engaging within the game. Atawesis used as an achievement in the Viewletteedaguause it can
be used for getting a lot of answers to questidhiwihe game. Furthermore, the players also hae@ption of inviting

more people into the game by sending an invitatasther friends.
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5.1.3. Reward system within Viewlette game

The reward system within Viewlette game is a pbaded system. Participants acquire points withergdime by
rating other player’s point of view on the gameingquestions of other participants, and invitaiger participants and
spinning the wheels. The points in the Viewletieng can be used up to create questions within ignel&tte game. The
likelihood for a question from a particular panpiant to appear as the question of the day is datechiby other users on
the game. Also, it depend on the rating receivéhahquestion. The more active a participant ishengame the more

points he/she can achieve. So it depends on hopattieipant plays the game to achieve more points.

Furthermore, the participant that is having the trpoints (that is the board leader), will have reshia the form of a

virtual “cup icon” to show to other people thatdied knows.

In conclusion of the reward system, the aim of\ffewlette game is to provide an intrinsic rewardhe player on the
long run. The reward the player will get in the gaisimore of an inner achievement. By knowing itsabwn point of

view is not always right and be able to unders@mdrgument from another point of view.



5.1.3. Rulein the Viewlette game

The full interface of the game consists of thedwihg functions:

The spinning wheel displaying different answers simalving the question of the day

Player spinning the wheel in the game Player reading answers from theeel and rating it

43
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Final design concept displaying different part ée spinning wheel game

Participants are only allowed to spin the wheelimaxn of 5 times in every 3 hours. It is required farticipants to
spin wheel and rate answers display on the wheggttpoints. Note that if participants spin the alhgithout rating the
answers, participants are not getting any pointthay cannot continue to spin the wheel. Furtheemparticipants can
use their points to get more spin within the Vidtdegyame if they wish to get more answers. Theoready the
participantsare only allowed to spin the wheel maximum of 5etinn every 3 hours is for the players to reflect o

answers display on the wheel.

Also abusing comment when reported will be remdwethe administrator and the profile of the useghmhbe blocked

from the game.

The backend of the game will work in such a way ihselects answers /point of view from differeisers in the
game that have conflicting ideas on a given topihe selection of answers and point of view willdome randomly. It
will enable the players to get answers from udwmasis outside their own “Echo chamber” and “Fibbeibbles” by

displaying point of view from people that don’t leathe same point of view like them.
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5.2. Evaluation

A total of five play testing sessions were donarduthe design process. At the end of each of thieenplay testers were

asked about their experience during the game.

5.2.1. Wasthis a playable game?

That is one of the main reasons why the play tgst@ssions were conducted to find out if thispéagable game
Through play testing session the designer was alpattthe play tester in the center of the desigiegss to really find
out if this is a playable game. From the result feedlback received from all the play testers itdde concluded that

the game concept is a playable game

From the observation during the play testing sesshe play testers started playing the game bwarisg the question
of the day on a post-note and stick the answedbdhlie question of the day. After that the playetestarted spinning the
wheel on the Viewlette game by throwing the dicea lscenario a player throw the dice and got nusb&he player
moved the arrow on the spinning wheel to numbeardiapens the answer. After reading the answer eftett on it, the
player rated the answer with either agree or desadBy rating the answer the player get some paiis images bellow

shows these actions

Py

Image of the play tester interacting with the ptppe Image of the play tester ratimswers on the wheel
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Furthermore, the facilitator observed that the gtaywhere not confused in the game. During the felstyng
session all of the 5 play testers were asked igtme is confusing they all responded that the gamet confusing at
all. Also the play testers did not try out all fia@ction on the prototype. The function that théy bt try out is the
crowd sourcing of answers and questions that werisiened. Another functionality that the play &stid not try out is
the function of share point/achievement with offnends on their network. The functionality of fini@'s invitation in the
game was not try out by the participant. Apart fiihnose functions all other functions were testethinViewlette game,

from spinning the wheel to answering the questafrthe day and rating answer.

In addiction all functions on the Viewlette gameswent possible to test. For example how motivatgidive players be
willing to contribute to the game. This was notgibke to test because of the nature of the phypicdabtype. The
function of crowd sourcing of the question of tley dnd answers, the quality of the content addetidoplayers on the
game, and friends invitation and share achievefusation were not possible to test on the phygicatotype. The
reason while all these functions were not testdetémuse of the limitation of the physical protetypo be able to test all
these functions on the Viewlette game, the gamds&eebe fully developed into digital prototype dwlintegrated in to

the ecological environment.

Furthermore, with all the feedback and responsasired from the five play tester’s it could be doed that the

Viewlette game is a playable game
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5.2.2. Did the game achieveits serious pur pose?

A total of five play testing sessions were condddtefind out if the Viewlette game were able thiawe its serious
purpose. The first play testing sessions were pedd with the first sketch prototype and it wasddswith just one
participant because the design was roughly sk¥&ttile the second design sketch prototypes was taseakried out four

play testing session.

All of the five play testing sessions were qualtatstudies, but the studies had different purpoBEle purpose of the
first user studies were to investigate if the cgeeas understandable to the user and if there sre specific
problems associated with the concept idea of tlesvidtte game. While the purpose of the remaining {d) users
studies that were conducted with the second prp¢otyas to find out if the Viewlette game were ablachieve its
goals. That is enabling players to understand gmnaent from another perspective and if the ganignisind interesting

to play. The play testing session consist of tipfe@ses:
1. A play testing session,
2. Result from the play testing session.
3. Discussion about the play testing session.

All of the play testing sessions followed similappesses, test script was used to organize thegesission and asked

the play testers questions about their experiendb@®game.

In summary all of the five (5) participants thabkgoart in the user studies responded that the gaialeles them to
understand an argument from another perspectiveexammple Play tester A said,” that the game obgeckear and it
enable her to know what other thinks”, while Plegter B said,” that the game provided new knowléddem and he
now understand how different people think abouisane”, Play tester C said, “that the game enabtetd understand
what people thinks and make him to change his mimd given issue”. Both play tester D and E respdrithat the

Viewlette game provided a way for them to undesi@m argument from another perspective.”

So in summary with the feedback and the analysikiffifrent answers provided by the play testeritld be concluded
that the Viewlette game achieved its serious pwpd€nabling players to understand an argument &oother

perspective.
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In a scenario during the play testing session tfy'Rester C” the question of the day on the Vidtglgame was
“What do you think about abortion”. The answer thas provided by him is that “abortion is bad”.tAe end of the play
testing session the facilitator asked the sametignet® find out if the Viewlette game has influesschis thinking. He
responded that “Abortion is not bad. That it depeoi the circumstances of the lady during the tifqgregnancy.”
When asked why he changed his answer from the arewgave from the beginning, he responded thatihelette
game changed its thought about “abortion”. Also\flewlette game enables him to understand the aegtifnom

another perspective.
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5.3. Analysis
The aim of this thesis is to suggest a desigrtisaltor social media that may counter the echonshar and filter
bubble effect created by social media and inforamatetrieval technology. The main purpose of tesearch is helping
people with conflicting opinions and ideas to didten to each other’s point of view and underdtéme argument from

another perspective.

Compared to other design solution on counteringhaimg the effect of filter bubbles and echo chandresocial
network site, the Viewlette game tend to motivae pilayers to understand an argument from anotireppctive. What
would be needed for Viewlette design solution toieee the purpose of countering the effect of fiiebbles and
enabling people to understand an argument fromhangierspective is that first of all the Viewletesign solution need

to be develop into digital prototype.

All functionality needs to be tested during the@lepment phases. Also both qualitative and qudiviastudies should
be carried out to investigate if people are willtogontribute to the services of the game andiétbe users provide

guality content in the Viewlette game.

The reason why Viewlette design solution isdyéor the purpose of enabling people to understemargument from
another perspective is that the Viewlette gamede¢o@ngage and motivate players on the game systanderstand an
argument from another perspective. The designisalaichieved this goal by adding some playful layerthe design

solution as a means to tap into the intrinsic nadion of the player of the Viewlette game.

Furthermore, what is good about the Viewletteglesplution is the spinning wheel effect. The reasahat the
spinning wheel design solution may have the tenglemaot only counter the effect of “Echo chambantl “Filter
bubble” on social network site. Also the Viewlegi@me was able to suggest a design solution to epaioiple with
conflicting point of view and ideas to still listém each other opinion and understand an argumemt &nother

perspective.

The design solution achieved this aim by providiifierent answer from different players that haiféerent points of
view. When the players interact with the game sysaad read answer/points of view from another playel rate the
point of view in the game. Automatically the playgable to listening to someone else point of véad have time to

reflect upon the point of view of other playerghe game.
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What is not good about this particular design sofubf the Viewlette game is that there is no gaotea to really
know if players are willing to contribute to thengee on the game because its is a user generated.df the user did

not contribute to the game the game will not be abfunction properly.

Concerning the first iteration what were learnt tlvas good in the design solution is that the dbjeand purpose of the
game were clear and understandable. The users tbartsign solution very innovative and interegtdea.
Furthermore, what needed to be improved in theifggtion was that the prototype needs to be avgad and the design
solution needs to have a clear rule on the rewgstem in the game. These feedbacks were takeramsideration in

the next iteration.

Concerning the second iteration it was learnt tie Viewlette game enables the users to understamrgument from
another point of view. Also the Viewlette game Hastendency to influence the mind of the usergeonring an

argument by exposing the users to other pointefnand opinions.

In addition, what were learnt about the use of §iaation for the purpose of enabling people to ustind an
argument from another perspective is that, gantiibecan motivate and drive participants to chathgér behaviors
concerning how they thinks about some certain isgdgso what were learnt from the use of gamificatfor this purpose
is that, it enables the designer to design gantesythat has the tendency to tap into the intringativation of the
players. Generally gamification can be useed tavatat people in either in the short term changm dine long term
change. To motivate people in the short term tlmencon method to use is the allocation of points eama to motivate
players behaviors within the game context. To natépeople in the long term change, the gamifinagisstem need to
be designed to engage players in an authentic maineetly with real-world setting. For exampletire case of the
Viewlette game, the player can apply the same kadgé on the game to listen to other people poiniest and
understand an argument from another perspectiagéal life certain. When dealing with dispute andflict resolution

among people.

Finally, what were learnt about the use of garatfan for this purpose is that it provided an inative solution to some

design problem.

The disadvantage of using gamification appraachat it could be used as a means to enableiggbn and control
the behavior of the user to make profit for a pattr brand like in the case of marketing and atsement. While the
advantage of gamification approach is that it caniged to make boring stuff more interesting amd fike in the case

of Code school, that makes use of gamification @ggir to teach programming (Code school, 2012).
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Also gamification can be used to drive participatof individual. It can be used to motivate andspade people to

change their behavior both in the short run and kom.

The next step in this research in general, willHeeimplementation of the digital prototype of Wiewlette game and

conducting both quantitative and qualitative stadie
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6. Conclusions

This thesis aim is to suggest design solutiondoias network site that may counter the effectttio chamber” and
“Filter bubble” created by technology. To countéig effect this thesis proposed a gamification epat¢hat aim with
the purpose of helping people with conflicting apns and ideas to still listen to each other powftyiew and

understand an argument from another point of view.

The aim of this thesis is to suggest designtgwidor social network site that may counter tffea of “Filter bubble”
and “Echo chamber” created by technology and testigate if the game design concept is able tolerhé player to

understand an argument from another perspective.

From the result of different play-testing sessidinsan be concluded that the suggested desigti@olof the Viewlette
game may have the tendency to counter the effé¢ililoér Bubble “on social network site, by enalglipeople that has

conflicting points of view to understand an argutrfeom another perspective.

What is good about the Viewlette game design isméng it counters the effect of “Filter bubble” imet design by
matching people that has conflicting point of viemgether. This is done with the random effect anwineel. Another
good part on the Viewlette game is that the desigble to motivate and engage the player in tineeg® know other
people’s point of view. In addiction on what isogicabout the game design is that the players et people point of
view and the Viewlette game design makes the aseflect about their own point of view and maybarmge it. Also

the Viewlette game enables the player to learn tootlink in a holistic perspective instead of jsgeing/knowing his/her

own point of view.

What was not good about the design solution oMikavlette game is that the designer can not redglgrmine if people
are motivated to contribute to the services ofgamme. Also all functionality of the prototype wast tested on the
physical prototype. Examples of the functionalltgttwas not tested during the play testing sessasthe crowd
scoring of questions and answers in the Viewledime This option was envisioned but it was noetésthe reason why
it was no tested is because of the nature of tgsigdl prototype. It requires a lot of participatugate the questions and
answers on the game to fully carry out the tespintpis sections. The testing needs to be in tha faf quantitative

studies.
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To continue this project a digital prototype neadé¢ created and all the functionality need todséed through play
testing method. Also both quantitative and qualieastudies will to be conducted to fully testthi functionality on the
Viewlette game. Therefore, the next step of thigqut will be the implementation of the digital s&m of the Viewlette

game.

The reason | am able to achieve this aim in thegdesolution is because of the application of ga&ratfon method and
play-testing method that were applied during thestiement phases. Through gamification concepti possible to
apply some playful or gameful layers into the desiglution as means to get the player engaged atidated within the
game context. These were done by transferring sayéul attribute of game into the design solutadrihe Viewlette

game.

The advantages of using play testing and gamificanable the designer of the Viewlette gamewamgs have the
players at the heart of the game development pscres game design. By applying play testing methedlesigner
were able to involve the players in every phasdbheflesign. Through these methods the designealago design

game system that engaged the players and metaperisl expectation.

In addiction the advantages of using gamificafmrthis purpose was to motivate player’s to ungard an argument
from another perspective. Compare with previousgtesolution that counter the effect of “Echo chamiand “Filter

bubbles” these design solutions lack any meansotivation for people to use the system.

Other advantages of gamification and play testheglat it can be used to persuade people to uadéeran argument

from different point of view. Through the implemanobn of some playful layers on the Viewlette gameomparison to
previous system lack means of any form of persudsiothe users of the system. Furthermore gantificaand the play
testing help to drive participant within a contexbr example in the Viewlette game the playerswaoévated to play the
Viewlette game to understand argument from angibat of view in comparison. Previous system lagams of driving

participant in the system.

Finally, through gamification and play testingipossible to design game system that has thertepde drive both
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Previous systieitks such means to drive either intrinsic oriagtc motivation of the

users on the system.
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In the design solution both extrinsic and intringiotivation were made used of within the Viewlgjtane. The
intrinsic motivation in the game is more of curtgf the players to find out other people’s pahview. To understand
an argument from another perspective, while theresit motivation in the design solutianthe reward of points and
trophy for the players to display on their profifes other people. These aims were achieved imésign suggestion of

the Viewlette game.

One of the play tester said that his main motivatmplay the game will not be about getting pqimristead his main
motivation is more of personal and inner feelingcha get when playing the game. In summary thrdbglapplication
of gamification concept in the Viewlette game tlesigner suggested a design solution on social metsie that could

counter the effect of “Echo chamber” and “Filtebbles”.
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6.1. Limitations

The limitations with the design solution is theypical prototype, the reason is that when the iphyprototype is
fully developed into a digital form, maybe the ptagting result will be different from the resutittgn from the physical
prototype play testing. So with this transitiortloé prototype from physical design solution intgitil design solution it
will be difficult to determine if the result fronhé digital play testing will be the same with theygical prototype testing

when the design solution is fully implemented iateial network sites.

Moreover, when the digital prototype will be intaggd into social network site it will allow the potype to be tested in
an ecological valid way as part of everyday lifel ot in an organized user studies as in the dgsieysical prototype

and this may lead to a different outcome in thenesults between the physical prototype and thieadiprototype.

Another limitation to the design solution was thas difficult to ascertain if the Viewlette gandesign concept is able to
change the mind of the players in the long run. fEason is that to be able to find out if the gésrable to change the
mind of the users in the future. It will requirenfptime to investigate if the game can change timel wf the players after
playing the game for a while. The players needagy the finish design solution of the Viewlette gafor years to be

able to determine if the design solution is ableftange the mind of the players in the long run.
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6.1. Future Research

Future research on this design solution shouldbesed on implementing the suggested design solurtio digital
design solution. The design solution should begiraited into social network site. Play testing mdtkbould be applied
during the development phases. Furthermore, whplementing the design solution quantitative usedists should be
carried out to get feedback from the users of tregg Maybe some usability studies should be corductevaluate the

interface of the digital solution.

To determine if the digital design solution wi# Bble to achieve the long term goal of changieguger mind in the
game an evaluation could be conducted when thgmissiution is fully implemented. When users halaged the game
for years this studies can be carry out throughmtjizive method in the form of online questionedio investigate if the

game has achieved its long term goal. To enalsiesuo change their mind.
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6.1. Concluding remarks

This thesis has suggested a design solution thahange the tendency to counter the effect of ‘ffikabble” on social
network sites by enabling people that has configcpoints of view to still listen to another’s poof view and
understand an argument from another perspectived€&hkign solution was able to achieve this aimgphyéng

gamification method in the design solution of thiewlette game.

Just imagine a world or society where all the infation you get and the entire advert you see asgrdeed by the
salary you earn, the location of where you live &imhds that has the same opinion like you haveh& world will not
make an individual to understand an argument froatleer point of view that is how exactly the cutriiter bubbles
created by technology works. The design solutigyested in this thesis may have the tendency toteothis effect of
“Filter bubble” by enabling the users to understatiter point of view. Furthermore, the design solusuggested in this
thesis is crucial to the society we live in, thagsen is because every individual deserve the tigbét an equal amount
of information and it will make the world a betfdace if we are able to understand other peoplaist @f view when

dealing with ethical problem in our modern society.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Test Script

Steps 1: Introduction. (2-3 minutes)

At this stage | introduce the game to the playtestel | tried not to say so much about the gameadlod the play tester
to explore the game alone. Also, | made it cleah&oplaytester that | am not testing her but ltesting the prototype

and explained to my play tester that the prototgpill in the development stage.

2: Warm- up discussion (5 minutes) Asineajuestion for example “Please tell me about safitiee game you

play?

- What did you think about the game?

- Where do you go to play/find out about new gathWhy there?

- What was the last game you play/buy?

Step 3: Play session (15-20minutes)

At this point explain to the playtesters that tél} be trying out a game that is still in the d&amment stages
Step 4: Discussion of the game experience (15-2Mjrduring this stage ask question for example

- What was your thought about the game?

- What is the objective of the game?

- How would you explain the game to someone tdmnot play the game before? What will you tedhtf?
- Is it there anything you don'’t like about teme? If so what

- It's anything confusing? Please take me thmamgat you found to be confusing,
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Final stage: Wrap-up the session and | conclusierptay testing by thanking the play tester fotipgrating.

Appendix B.

Test Script

Steps 1: Introduction. (2-3 minutes)

2: Warm- up discussion (5 minutes) Askneajuestion for example “Please tell me about saofitiee game you

play?

- What did you think about the game?

- Where do you go to play/find out about new gathWhy there?

- What was the last game you play/buy?

Step 3: Play session (15-20minutes)

Step 4: Discussion about the game experience (firbrz(e)

- What was your thought about the game?

- What is the objective of the game?

- How would you explain the game to someone tdmnot play the game before? What will you tedhtf?
- Is it there anything you don'’t like about tyeme? If so what

- It's anything confusing? Please take me thmamgat you found to be confusing,

- Did the game influence the players’ pointsiefvs concerning a given topic?

- Did the game enable the player to understaratgument from another point of views?
- If the game was interesting and fun to play?

- Did the game provide new knowledge to the gtay



Final stage: Wrap-up the session and | conclusierptay testing by thanking the play tester fotipgrating.
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