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Abstract
This report aims to go over the research conducted to support the methodology that was revised from the initial proposal. The conference paper in the critical and contextual review ran a similar test and the results, which proved cooperative gameplay can improve social closeness between its participants, were used as a source for the main aim of the methodology. The games proposed for the methodology may give inconclusive results as players may react differently depending on the genre of the game, not just the style of cooperation. This has been factored into the future work as if the test were to be carried out, it would run for a bit longer, with multiple genres being used as well as increasing the amount of groups. 

[bookmark: _Toc531717615]Introduction
Cooperative video games have been around since the early days of arcade machines like Atari’s ‘Fire Truck’ (Atari, 1978). Cooperative games usually involve two or more players working together to complete an objective (Nash 1953) and 2018 has seen a surge in the popularity of cooperative gameplay (Avard, 2018). However do cooperative games have the ability to improve a social situation or improve the relationship between two or more people? The purpose of this report is to look at various research done in the effort to find out if video games can actually improve how people react to each other, and to create a hypothetical test that may be used to prove the thesis. The methodology has been revised from the initial proposal and aims to be used to prove that video games can be used to improve social situations and personal relationships. For the critical and contextual review, a conference paper by Depping et al. (2017) has been analysed and referred to as the main source for comparisons. They aimed to see how cooperative and interdependency mechanics work and if one mechanic is more significant in creating social closeness than the other. The project specific research for this report looks at various aspects of public goods game theory, medical research on video games and the effects on children, online articles, video game theory, and interviews with developers. The research will show have they have aided the project, and what points can be drawn from them for use in the test. The results section will briefly go over the documents created for the test with an evaluation afterward analysing how useful they were for the report. The evaluation will also have a future work section in which it will say how the test would actually be used, and if the test were to run what could have been improved or done differently.

[bookmark: _Toc531717616]Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc531717617]Candidate Selection and Subject Grouping Process
Due to the nature of the test an ethics form will need to be submitted as the test aims to try and stimulate social behaviour and the subjects will need to sign a form of consent during the interviews. The candidates will be chosen from the Creative computer games course, they have a higher experience with the video games in general and are more likely to participate in the test. A small qualitative survey will be written for each candidate to fill in. The survey will ask questions such as; what is your experience with cooperative games, how often do you play, what is their opinion on cooperative games, do you know any other candidates. This will make the dividing of candidates easier as they can be divided into groups of similar experience and with no pre-built relationships. One candidate shouldn’t be able to outmatch others if they are better at the game. However, this could also be an opportunity to see how other candidates will react when they are outmatched and compare to results to equal candidates, for now this test will focus on candidates of equal experience. 

There will be a total of six groups and three subjects per group. Each group will have a one subject from each year of the creative computer game design course. They will have one student from level 4, one from level 5 and one from level 6. Since the test will be looking for how relationships can form, having each member from a separate year will give a higher chance of the subjects not knowing each other. The groups will be labelled A – F and each subject will be given their group identification by their number, for example group A will have subjects A1, A2, A3 and so on for each group. This will be used to conduct notes when the subjects are playing and keep their anonymity. Group A will be a control group in which the subjects will have no prior relationships and no experience with the games proposed.
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Three games will need to be chosen as case studies. The three case studies will test cooperative gameplay, cooperation versus a player and competitive gameplay. Each game will need to have simple controls or mechanics as this will allow accessibility for the subjects. The cooperative case study will be using ‘New Super Mario Bros U’ (Nintendo, 2012). The game has simple mechanics of moving and jumping and can be played with up to 5 players. The subjects will have to get through the first world as the levels can be quite short so having a longer play time should yield better results. The cooperative versus player case study will look at ‘Mario Party 10’ (Nintendo, 2015). The game has up to four players working together to move across a game board and it has minigames at the end of each round. A fifth player can play as the enemy and will try to catch up with them on the game board and steal any items or ruin their progress. The fifth player will remain the same throughout each test group, as they will be with a new group each time and won’t have any prior relations. The game shows tutorials at the start of every minigame so it can be very accessible to all subjects. The suggested competitive case study will look at ‘Towerfall’ (Matt makes Games, 2013). Towerfall is a fast-paced game in which the players must jump around a small arena and either shoot or jump on the other players heads. When there is one player left at the end of each round, points are distributed for kills and deaths. If a player accidentally kills them self they lose a point. When a player has reached a set number of kills they win the game. The game is very easy to play as it is just move, jump and shoot so it is accessible to all subjects. 

[bookmark: _Toc531717619]Data Recording
The subjects will be monitored throughout the entire play session and notes will be taken. The notes will consist of any problems the candidates had, any successes, and any direct subject to subject interaction and so on. The notes will then be compared among all the groups to see if there are any anomalies or similarities to draw from. After the play session the subjects will then also participate in a post-test interview in which it will ask them about their experience with the test. This will be a qualitative interview and will ask about the experience with the games as well as their feelings towards the other subjects. They will also be asked for feedback on the test itself, where the test could have been improved and what they liked/disliked about the test. 
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The conference paper by Depping et al. (2017) titled ‘Cooperation and Interdependence: How Multiplayer Games Increase Social Closeness’ is very informative for this research as it looks at how cooperation creates a dependency amongst the players, and therefore the players will work towards the best possible outcome. When researching for the paper they came across two overarching mechanics stated in various collaborative games and literature: cooperation and interdependence. Due to the nature of the proposed test, where it aims to have subjects work together before then competing, Depping et al. (2017) state the contrast between collaboration and competitive is vast, as a competitive game strives players to do whatever they can to achieve their own personal goals, which often conflict with one another. This identification of shared goals amongst players means that collaboration is the key to winning a game amongst players, however this does not mean it is cooperation. Often players will still have their own individual goals as well as the group goals. For example if the players were playing an role playing shooter game, in which they had to level themselves up and get the best equipment to defeat the other team, some players will still contribute towards the main goal of helping their team win but will also be actively trying to get the most experience or best weapons. Depping et al. (2017) state that throughout all their research all the studies assume that cooperation is the superior mechanic for facilitating social bonds. 
Rocha et al. (2017) hypothesise six design patterns in collaborative games. They are ‘shared goals’, ‘synergies between goals’, ‘complementary’, ‘synergies between abilities’, ‘abilities that can only be used on another player’ and ‘special rules for the player on the same team’. Depping et al. (2017) state that these design patterns induce a dependency in which they need to rely on other players. However Depping et al. (2017) argue that interdependency, the ‘degree to which group members must rely on one another to perform their task effectively’ (Saavedra, Earley and Van Dyne, 1993), has a positive effect on a player’s experience. If you apply this statement to the public goods game, in which the players need to contribute together towards the public resource, if one player is not contributing as much as the others, the interdependency becomes broken as they still reap the same rewards that the other players have worked towards without contributing the same effort (Nakamura, Contesini, Martinez, 2018).  Cooperation and interdependence are the main overarching mechanics but when it comes to game theory, there is no real correct path to take when designing the collaboration aspect. 
Depping et al. (2017) test involved evaluating cooperation versus competition and interdependence versus independence. They created a small labyrinth based game in which both players need to collect gems throughout the maze. The test involves using both cooperation and interdependency amongst players which in turn created four versions of the game testing cooperation, competition, interdependency and independency. By using various roles within the game to try and have players collect gems in the collaborative scenarios and then prevent the players from collecting gems in the competitive scenarios. The game was created for the purpose of the test and it insured that all players had the same controls and the same artistic style, the only factor that changed was the collaboration topic (e.g. Cooperation, competition). Their results showed that both collaborative mechanics increase the relatedness and game enjoyment during the game, but both mechanics did yield different effects. Cooperative based gameplay showed that players invested more effort into the game when working together while interdependency showed no effort was put in. 
The test proposed by Depping et al. (2017) is very different compared to the proposed methodology. Where they created a game for the purpose of the test, the game was rather simple and didn’t seem to be testing on how the players reacted to each other depending on the game type, more on proving that interdependency and cooperation are collaboration mechanics but if one method was significantly better than the other. By using pre-existing games, and having the subjects in the same room as the researchers, it feels like the results will be far more qualitative and give better results. Depping et al. (2017) do state as part of their limitations;
‘…our experimental setup did not anticipate the difficulties of sound quality we encountered. While we still found effects using phonetic analysis despite our reduced sample size, future research can draw a lesson from this and instructs participants to reduce background noise (e.g. radio, TV) and use headphones to avoid echo.’(pg 458)
This backs up the point of having the subjects in the same room together will give better results as there will be no distractions from outside stimulus, which means the subjects will focus more on the games. Ease of access is an issue that Depping et al. (2017) have addressed which may cause a problem in the proposed test. Where they created a game for the purpose of the test all players had the same controls and art, by using three different games each with their own style of controls and art may cause an issue. This may mean having to look for a series of games that can apply cooperative, cooperative versus player and competitive styled gameplay, which can be hard to find from one series. However Depping et al. (2017) do acknowledge that due to testing with only one specific puzzle game that the results may still vary when used in other genres such as shooters or platformers. So the proposed games may have very different gameplay and art but it could actually work to the advantage if the players react differently depending on the game genre.
Depping et al. (2017) conclude that interdependent play ‘may only ever be as effective as the communication channels of the game allow it to be.’ Collaboration is a large topic and the two core mechanics stated by Depping et al. (2017) are just an observation of design choices that can be implemented for gameplay. By having these core mechanics as a base to work off it will definitely mean the test results will be able to draw comparisons.


[bookmark: _Toc531717621]Project Specific Research
The main theory for a cooperative games is that ‘the two individuals are supposed to be able to discuss the situation and agree on a rational joint plan of action…’ (Nash, 1953).  The Nash Equilibrium (Nash, 1950) occurs whenever a player cannot improve their own outcome by changing their current strategy (Nakamura, Contesini and Martinez, 2018), which is something that may occur throughout the test. This is why the subjects will be grouped on their level of experience so no one subject will be able to outmatch another. While both Nash (1953) and Nakamure et al. (2018) refer to games as mathematical equations it can be applied to video game theory. In a competitive multiplayer game, each player will have their own strategy to try and win and there is only one winner at the end. 
Axelrod and Dawkins (1990) state that the problem with cooperation is that people will look after themselves before others. They go on to say;
‘…in situations where each individual has an incentive to be selfish, how can cooperation ever develop? The answer each of us gives to this question has a fundamental effect on how we think and act in our social, political, and economic relations with others. And the answers that others give have a great effect on how ready they will be to cooperate with us’. (pg.3)
Though this statement may be looking at human evolution, that statement does sound true. Depping et al. (2017) claim that when people are working together cooperatively that they do have their own personal goals they wish to achieve. 
The latest essential facts of the video game industry report (The Entertainment Software Association, 2018) state that 42% of gamers are playing online with their friends and that 55% of the most frequent gamers say that video games help them contact with their friends. It is clear that a large portion of the video game audience are playing games together in a social scenario.
Przyblski (2014) conducted a test into the effects of playing video games for children aged 10 – 15 years and aimed to see if they would improve their social skills as well as general wellbeing. According to Przyblski (2014) over three hours of video game engagement was linked to higher life satisfaction and improved social behaviour. However the longer the period of game engagement the effects were almost the complete opposite. The proposed methodology may indicate that the play sessions can go on for a few hours, maybe longer so this will be an opportunity if the results will coincide with the Pryzblski (2014) results.  
Webber (2018) says ‘…social benefits of playing video games are greatest when players play games specifically designed to reward pro-social behaviours such as effective cooperation, support, and helping other players.’ And Granic et al. (2014) backs up this claim by stating "that children who played more pro-social games at the beginning of the school year were more likely to exhibit helpful behaviours later that year." It is clear that with younger audiences video games can influence good social behaviour and improve peer relationships.
Avard (2018) claims that 2018 has had a surge in the number of cooperative games being released but argues if there is a place for cooperative games. ‘A Way Out’ (Hazelight Studios, 2018) is a story driven cooperative game that can only be played by two players. They even allow players to cooperate by only having one copy of the game, even if the game is played online together (Sakar, 2017). It’s not just purely cooperative games as some of the games Avard (2018) states can be played alone but they promote cooperative gameplay. Avard (2018) ends the article by saying; 
‘But as someone more than familiar with the discrepancies between the promise of co-op game’s ambition and the realities of its impact (*COUGH* Evolve *COUGH*), I couldn’t be more nervous about their chances of success.’(2018).
‘Evolve’ (Turtle Rock Studios, 2015) was a four versus one cooperative game in which one player would take control of a large monster and the other four players would work together to try and kill the monster. As of September 2018 the servers for the game have been officially shut down and the developer’s state that the game struggled through development (Wood, 2018). In an interview with Matt Colville on why the game struggled, Colville mentions;
‘A friend of mine said very early, and I think he was right, 'The reason it works is because we're all role-playing playing Evolve,'" Colville said. "When someone on the team finally got tired of this and started playing to win, it all sort of fell apart and never really recovered.’(Wood, 2018) 
This backs up what Depping et al. (2017) states is the problem with cooperation, while all players have the same overall goal they also have their own individual goals they wish to achieve, which can make cooperation fall apart. Due to this fact Colville (Wood, 2018) claims that the gameplay of four versus one player was almost impossible to balance, since the human characters played so differently to the monster, Colville (Wood, 2018) even goes on to say that they didn’t really solve the issue after the game was released. This may cause a problem with the proposed methodology as if the games aren’t considered balanced then one player may have an advantage over the other. 
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[bookmark: _Toc531717623]Candidate selection and Subject Grouping Process
The nature of the test (social experimentation) required an ethics form (Appendix A) which was filled in to the best of the researcher’s ability for approval from the university. It was made hypothetically and was not actually submitted. In cooperation with Section H of the ethics form a risk assessment table (Appendix B) was also provided to be submitted alongside the ethics form. A consent form (Appendix C) was written to be filled out by the willing candidates. The candidates will then go through an interview process in which the researcher will fill out the candidate interview form (Appendix D). When the interviews have been completed the candidates will be sorted into the candidate grouping table (Appendix E) to gauge eligibility and what group they would be in.

[bookmark: _Toc531717624]Data recording 
After the candidates are grouped they will then be referred to by their subject ID and the test will commence. The notes to be taken by researchers will be written and presented in the research notes form (Appendix F) and a separate form will be used for each game to make sure there is enough room to record data. After the test is completed the results will be displayed in a test findings table (Appendix G), and then the subjects will undergo a post-test interview and the researcher will fill in the post interview form (Appendix H). 
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[bookmark: _Toc531717626]Research
During the proposal it became clear that looking for specific research for video game design was a difficult task. Most video game theory books had to be paid for and it was difficult to find actual documents that weren’t biased opinions. This is why some of the focus for the research then shifted to looking at maths equations and the public goods games. This was very influential, especially the Nash Equilibrium (Nash, 1953), as it was a mathematical basis on how people react when having to cooperate. However the research was very technical and since the main focus of the test was on sociology and video game theory, the mathematical side suddenly felt a lot more redundant. The research papers by Granic et al. (2014) and Przybylski (2014) also influenced the entire research topic, as it was going to be if cooperative games could be used to manipulate social situations. This was changed because the research felt like it was aiming to hurt relationships between players when it should be aiming to improve as this is one of the criticisms that video game receive. 
When Depping et al. (2017) conference paper was found, it heavily influenced the research and test, as their thesis was similar to what was necessary for this research. Their aims were slightly different as they were testing cooperation and interdependency and to find which was a better mechanic to use, whereas this report aimed to see if the social situations between players could be improved. As part of Depping et al. (2017) results, they also concluded that their tests did actually have positive social impacts too. 
[bookmark: _Toc531717627]Methodology
Compared to Depping et al. (2017), their methodology of testing was very different to the proposed methodology for this report. They built a specific game which was suited to their own use and modified it too change the collaboration mechanics, whereas the proposed methodology would use existing games with various collaboration mechanics. Depping et al. (2017) did state in their future work section that because their game genre was just a simple puzzle game that the outcome may have shifted if the genre changed. When first analysing this, it felt like the test should be updated to find one game that could test all aspects of collaboration (cooperation, coop versus, competitive) rather than using three separate games. However by having the three separate games it would then also test three different genres of game. When reviewing the methodology it feels it would have been better to get a large selection of games to test a wide variety of genres. For example it would be best to have three shooter games and those games would each be cooperative, cooperative versus player and a competitive, but this would be make the test too long and have a very large scope. The proposed methodology does feel that it would work with this research as it would give a good amount of qualitative data to work with and draw conclusions from.
[bookmark: _Toc531717628]Results
The appendices created for the document were at a high satisfactory level. They were created with the fact that they must always relate to what the researchers need to complete the test and throughout the development they went through several iterations. The ethics form (Appendix A) was interesting to go through as with older projects and reports it wasn’t considered to be necessary. It questions the test that was proposed and makes sure that if the test were to be approved then it would not be harmful to the subjects. This also made sure that when revising the test from the initial proposal that it was adhering to these guidelines. This didn’t alter the methodology much but it did make sure that the subjects had their right to resign at any time and that they could wish that certain actions wouldn’t be published if they didn’t want them too. 
The consent form (Appendix B) wasn’t even thought of in the original methodology which almost seems ridiculous. By having the consent form signed by the candidates would ensure that they willingly participated in the test. This was a core document that was almost overlooked as without it, it assumes the subject is doing the test against their own free will. 
When it came to data recording the candidate interview (Appendix C) and post-test interview forms (Appendix H) felt like they weren’t enough to gain accurate data from. It was very useful to have them as they contained the data needed for the test results, but without anything to contain all the results it felt like they didn’t give an overall result. When the test findings table (Appendix G) was created, it gave something the results could all go into and cross reference on the same document. This gave the results a better way to be presented and it became a lot clearer on what the results would actually mean.
[bookmark: _Toc531717629]Future Work 
The methodology and documents were highly satisfactory and if this test were to be used, it would provide a very good base to work from. With the methodology it can be very demanding to try and test different genres of games and then each of those games be broken down into the three proposed collaboration styles. If the test were to run it is possible that this would be taken into account but on a much lesser scale but with a much larger group. The number of groups would increase and they would be tested on each genre. This would give a large variety of results to pool from as well as seeing if a specific genre of game can change how people would react with each other. 
Depping et al. (2017) stated different genres could be overlooked in their research as people may react differently when playing a puzzle game compared to a first person shooter. Even if both the games promoted cooperative gameplay they outcome would be interesting if the players would get angry or friendlier towards each other, especially if the game creates an interdependency between them. Going forward with this research it would be interesting to see how the test would actually run and if you could draw positive or negative results from them. 
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The ethics form filled in for the purpose of conducting the test[image: ]
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The consent form which every candidate must sign before they get interviewed.
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The initial interview form which is filled in for each candidate via interview with researcher.
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An example of the table that will be used to measure the candidate’s eligibility and be used to group them.
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The play session notes to be filled in by the researcher throughout the duration of the test.
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The table to record the test data
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The post interview form which is to be completed after the test via interview with a researcher.
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dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies,
testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.
This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please

see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

Full Name: Ben Long

Tick all boxes which apply:

Member of staff: = Student: X Honorary research fellow: m|

Faculty/School/Centre:

Campus: Swansea

E-mail address: Iben.144121@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

Contact Telephone Number:

For students:

Student Number: P144121 Undergraduate | O
. Creative Computer Games Design Taught

Programme of Study: MArts Postgraduate X

Director of Studies/Supervisor: Richard Morgan Research O

SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity

Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process | YES | O | NO | K
for different levels of research by different categories of individual)

Date
If Yes, please indicate source of | Rogearch Degrees Committee O
approval (and date where known):
Faculty Research Committee [m|
Other (write in) O

Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval.
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SECTION C: External Ethical Guidance Materials

Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion
of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific
ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology). Please tick to confirm that your
research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

O
[m]
[}
SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
Do_es th_e research activity involve collaborators outside of the YES O NO =
University?

If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the
main _contact person:

Institution

Contact person name

Contact person e-mail address

Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation

Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system? YES O NO O

If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation

SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

Can cooperative video games improve social situations and improve

Indicative title: relationships

Proposed start date: 15t July 2019 Proposed end date: 12 August

Purpose of research activity (including aims and objectives)

Outline the purpose, aims and objectives of the research activity, including key research questions.
Show briefly how existing research has informed the proposed activity and explain what the
research activity will add and how it addresses an area of importance. (Maximum 300 words)

This research aims to see if cooperative video games can improve the relationships between
participants by using games that specifically rely on cooperation to complete. This data will be used
to see if participants can effectively work together without any pre built relationships to achieve a
certain goal, also to see how they react to each other when also put in a competitive scenario. The
Nash Equilibrium (Nash, 1950) occurs whenever a player cannot improve their own outcome by
changing their current strategy. This refers to maths equations but the same can be applied to video
game theory. When the player can’t win through their current strategy they will look for a dominant
strategy which may cause risk to themselves or others. Nash’s (1950) main theory for a cooperative
game is that players ‘are supposed to be able to discuss the situation and agree on a rational joint
plan of action...” The aim of this test is to see how players can work together to complete a specific
goal and when they are pitted against each other, if they will still maintain a friendly contact between
each other.
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Proposed methods

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it
clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are
deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. (Maximum
600 words)

The participants will go through an interview process to determine likely candidates. The interview
process first introduce the test and what will be required of the candidates, then they will be
required the candidates to first sign a consent form. Candidates may refuse to sign under their own
free will, they will not be part of the test. After the candidates have consented then they will go
through an interview process. This will be a qualitative interview and ask them of their knowledge
and experience with cooperative games. After the candidates have been selected they will then be
transferred into subject groups. The groups will be labelled A — F and the subjects will be assigned
a number from 1 to 3. The subjects will then be labelled as A1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3 and so on. The
subjects will then play through three different video games in one play session. One game will be
purely cooperative in which they have to rely on each other to complete their goal. The second
game will be cooperative versus a player in which they will have to work together to beat another
player who will be one of the researchers. The third game will be a competitive versus game in
which they have to play against each other to determine a winner. Throughout the test notes will be
taken by the researchers on what the subjects say or do, how well did they play together and what
was the outcome for each game. After the test the subjects will have a final debriefing interview to
get their verdict on how the test went, how they feel towards the other subjects and any feedback.
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Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

Dynevor Building’s Game studio 1 & 2

Research activity outside of the UK

If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical
considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local
guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and
whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any
licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised
by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural
sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

Will the research activity include:

<
m
]
4
[¢]

Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?

Use of interviews?

Use of diaries?

Participant observation with their knowledge?

Participant observation without their knowledge?

Use of video or audio recording?

Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific
consent?

Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be
experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?

Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?

Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?

Use of procedures that involve deception?

Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?

O000OX OO0 KOKXKN X KX
N XNKXKODK|XN OKXKOOO|O

Working with live vertebrate animals?

Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box

O
O

If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from
some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval
has been obtained.
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SECTION G: Intended Participants

Who are the intended participants:

=<
m
w
4
(o]

Students or staff at the University?

Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?

Vulnerable adults?

Children under 18?

Prisoners?

Young offenders?

Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship
with the investigator or a gatekeeper?

OO0 0000 XX

People engaged in illegal activities?

Others (please identify):

N XX OXKXXI OO

[m]

Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and
how will they be recruited?

Information for participants:

YES NO N/A
Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in = O O
advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary? X [m] [m]
Will you obtain written consent for participation? X O O
Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the = O O
research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their = O O
consent to being observed?
Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research = O O
at any time and for any reason?
With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of = O O
omitting questions they do not want to answer?
Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full
confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as X O [m|
theirs?
Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a = O =]
way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation
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Information for participants:

YES NO N/A
Will participants be paid? O X m}
Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with
participants?
Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or
University arising from this study?
Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading
participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the O X O
specific study aims?

If YES to any question, please provide full details

The equipment would be specific game consoles and the games proposed for the test.
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SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the
researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them.

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external
research collaborator) you may append that to this form.

Full risk assessment completed and appended?

Yes X
No m]

Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data,
sensitive organisational information

Emotional distress

If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity,
drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give
details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline
numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should
make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project,
it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of
harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

Emotional distress
Risk of accusation

University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

Adverse outcomes
List measures put in place to limit any adverse effects or outcomes of research activity where
appropriate. Include any emergency protocols.

Disclosure and Barring Service

If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a
Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained

before any contact with such participants.
YES NO N/A

Has a DBS certificate been obtained? m} O X
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SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

Feedback
What feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when?

All subjects will go through a post-test interview asking them how they think it went, asking them for
feedback and if they are ok. This will be done a few days after the test has been completed

Informed consent

Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is
involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before
data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be
obtained and recorded.

All participants will be given a talk about the test and what they would be doing before being given
the consent forms to sign. They may ask any questions if unclear

Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If
anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case.

Once past the candidate interview stage, all subjects will be given a subject ID depending on their
group identifier and number.
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SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the
extensive resources on the University's Research Data Management web pages
(http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).

YES NO
Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the Data
Protection Act)?
“personal data” means data which relate to a living individual who can be
identified—
(a) from those data, or O X

(b) from those data and other information which is in the possession of, or is likely to
come into the possession of, the data controller, and includes any expression of
opinion about the individual and any indication of the intentions of the data controller
or any other person in respect of the individual.

If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

Does it involve sensitive personal data (as defined by the Data Protection
Act)?

“Sensitive personal data” means personal data consistingof information as to —
(a) the racial or ethnic origin of the data subject,

(b) his political opinions,

(c ) his religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,

(d) whether he is a member of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union O =
and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),

(e) his physical or mental health or condition,

(f) his sexual life,

(g) the commission or alleged commission by him of any offence, or

(h) any proceedings for any offence committed or alleged to have been committed by
him, the disposal of such proceedings or the sentence of any court in such
proceedings.

If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

Will the research activity involve storing personal data on one of the YES NO
following:

Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?

University computers?

Private company computers?

Home or other personal computers?

Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?

O o o oo o
N KK XXX

“Cloud” storage or websites?

[m]
X

Other — specify:

For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure data confidentiality, including details of
password protection, encryption and anonymisation:

(this box should expand as you type)
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Will the research activity involve any of the following activities: YES

Electronic transfer of data in any form?

Sharing of data with others at the University?

Sharing of data with other organisations?

Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside
the UK?

Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?

Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?

oooooo|lo

Use of data management system?

NXNNKKXK KKK

Data archiving? O

If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in
accordance with the Data Protection Act (and/or any international equivalent):

List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

All researchers on the test

List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

Ben Long

Give details of data storage arrangements, including where data will be stored, how long for, and in
what form. Will data be archived — if so how and if not why not.

Interview documents will be saved and scanned on a personal hard drive. When the test is completely finished and the
data is no longer needed it will be deleted permanently.
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SECTION K: Declaration

The information which | have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. | have
attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my
obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application | hereby confirm that | undertake to ensure that the above named
research activity will meet the University's Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

Signature of applicant: \/ Date: 03/12/18

For students:

Director of Studies/Supervisor: | Richard Morgan

Signature:

Date:

For staff:

Dean:

Head of School/Assistant

Signature:

Date:

Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form
according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

X | have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

X | | have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

O | confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

O | have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

X | have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form)
(where appropriate)

= | understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will
meet the University’'s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.
| understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents

X (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must

be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to
paresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.

You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check
your University and personal email accounts regularly.
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STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit
this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages:
http:/iwww.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/

Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the
University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk). Staff research directly
in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the
Faculty procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within
Faculties. Faculties will provide details of the specific processes for this. Wherethe Ethical issues within any
single ethical application are of particular concern the Faculty will refer these to the University Ethics
Committee. Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval,
this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.

Notes for guidance in completion of this form

Section A: About You
Please complete all relevant sections

Section B: Approval for research activity
Research proposals must be approved in principle before applying for Ethical Approval. The proposal approval
only becomes final when the ethical approval is received.

The process for proposal approval varies according the individual and programme of study:
« Research students, by application on form PG1 to the Research Degrees Committee
e Taught students by review of research proposal within Faculties (Faculties provide specific details of
these processes)
* Staff, by agreement by the Head of School/Assistant Dean

Section C: External Ethical Guidance materials

Many discipline areas are required to operate with the discipline specific codes of research ethics (for example
health, psychology, education etc.), any such codes must be listed and you must tick to confirm that you have
consulted with these.

Section D: External Collaborative Research Activity

Provide details of the external collaborative partners, where appropriate you might want to submit a copy of
the external collaboration agreement with the Ethical Approval Form. If the partner requires the research to
be subject to its own internal Ethical approval process then please provide details of that process and a copy
of any final (or interim) approvals received from the organisation.

Section E: Details of Research Activity

Remember that the individuals reviewing this Ethical Approval Form may not have seen your research
proposal, and also may not be experts in the specific area of your research. The information provided should
therefore be jargon free and clearly stated.

Indicative Title: please use the same title as used on the research proposal.

Purpose: the Ethical approval process will want to ensure that the methods you propose are adequate and
appropriate to address the research aims and objectives. Excessive additional data collection can be seen as
unethical.

Proposed Methods: the Ethical approval process seeks to ensure that you understand the methods that are
intended, and that the implementation of those methods will be appropriate and without unnecessary impact
on respondents. Please be specific.

Location: this needs to mention geographical location and also local situation (for example, within Local
Authority Offices in Cardiff, using a private room but close to other individuals). If you are collecting data within
an organisational setting then you need to explain the permissions that you have obtained to do this.
Research Activity outside of the UK: please complete this section in detail, and note any guidance you
have received. Also describe your own familiarity (or not) with the location that you will be utilising.
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Section F: Scope of Research Activity

Please tick ALL of the research activities that might be undertaken. If any additional types of activity are
intended then please add an extra box and describe these.

If you have answered no to all questions in F then sections G and J do not need to be completed. Section H
should be considered, and may be completed. Signatures are still required in section K.

Section G: Intended Participants

Please tick all categories that might apply.

Numbers & Source: if you are using a series of different methods or research activities please list numbers
for each stage/phase. Be clear about how you will find respondents. Wil you use intermediaries, and if so
how? How will you ensure compliance with your sampling strategy ?

Information for participants: all participants should be appropriately informed about the research, what is
expected of them and what will happen to the information that they provide. The Ethical review process does
not ask to see this documentation, but requires this to be reviewed and approved by the Director of Studies in
the case of research students, the supervisor/module tutor in relation to students on taught programmes and
the Head of School/Assistant Dean in relation to staff research.

Section H: Anticipate Risks
All research carries some level of risk. The answers you provide to questions in this section will be reviewed
to ensure that you have an appropriate understanding of the type of risks involved and how you can mitigate
against these risks. Ifyou have completed a full risk assessment, as required for example for laboratory work,
field work, clinical tests, diving operations, or by a collaborative partner, you may append that to this form. In
that case, please tick the box indicating this has been provided. You will not then be required to complete
Section H.
Risk to participants Think very carefully about how your actions/questions/discussions might affect the
people you are involving as participants. You might identify the risk as small but it would still be a risk. Many
types of question have the potential to make respondents less content with their life / job; you need to recognise
and try to ameliorate any such effects
If these are business owners, time with you may reduce profit.
In some locations physical risk is very real to both participants and yourself, please consider this.
Risk to you, the researcher Think about where you will meet people, if there are any dangers involved in
the location. If you are meeting people as individuals think about using a public place. In general do not visit
people in their own homes or remote locations. Ifyou are talking to individuals about certain issues think about
how their responses might affect you emotionally. What about the risk of collecting insufficient data?
Risk to the University \When undertaking your research, you are acting as a member of the University
(student or staff). Professionalism is important, so it is important to be well organised and well prepared.
Punctuality, clarity etc. are all part of this. What will you do to ensure this? You must ensure you do not harm
the good name of the University in any way and do nothing to undermine the reputation of the research it
conducts and sponsors. Upholding high standards of conduct and integrity are vital in this regard. You must
also conduct the research in such a way to minimise the potential for claims of negligence made against the
University, its researchers and any collaborating individual or organisation. In this respect you should always
comply with ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by statutory and
regulatory authorities, as well as the university’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice. Research
misconduct in this respect can take many forms, including:
« fabrication: making up results or other outputs (eg, artefacts) and presenting them as if they were real
« falsification: manipulating research processes or changing or omitting data without good cause
* plagiarism: using other people’s material without giving proper credit
« failure to meet ethical, legal and professional obligations: for example failure to declare competing
interests; misrepresentation of involvement or authorship; misrepresentation of interests; breach of
confidentiality; lack of informed consent; misuse of personal data; and abuse of research subjects or
material
e improper dealing with allegations of misconduct: failing to address possible infringements such as
attempts to cover up misconduct and reprisals against whistle-blowers

Adverse Outcomes. Think carefully about the possibilities, and cover here

Section I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

Feedback to participants: outline your approach. Will interview transcripts be shared with respondents to
check accuracy? Will summaries of questionnaire analysis be made available to respondents in some way?
Will an overview report be provided? How and when?
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Informed consent: Draftletter / e-mail / or heading (or footer) section of questionnaire must be approved by
DoS/supervisor (if research student), supervisor/module tutor if taught student, or Head of School / Assistant
Dean if a member of staff.

Confidentiality/Anonymity. Explain clearly how you will ensure confidentiality and anonymity.

Section J: Data Protection and Storage

Before completing this section it is necessary to read the University’s Research Data Management information.
The questions that follow are designed to ensure compliance with the Data Protection Act as well as
established research protocols.

Many research activities will involve electronic transfer of data and use of data management systems in the
summarisation and analysis of data. You will need to explain these in relation to compliance with the Data
Protection Act.

Think carefully about who will have access to your data, this will include supervisors and examiners. Also that
a thesis will be made available via the University library and the British Library sy stem. If you are seeking an
access bar for a period of time after completion then mention it here. If you will provide a copy of your findings,
or intend to give a presentation, to a facilitating/ supporting/accessing organisation then explain that in this
section. But also think about the general principle of data sharing, as explained in the Research Data
Management information.

In terms of storage of data please ensure security, and also mitigate against loss of data.

Section K: Declaration

Ensure the appropriate countersignatures have been provided
Look carefully at the checklist and ensure that you comply with and tick all that are relevant to your research.
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Identified Risk Likelihood Potential Outcome Risk management

Any risk that can occur during the research High/Meduim/Low What will happen? How to avoid the risk?

Candidate refusal to sign consent 

form.

Medium The subject will not give their 

consent and refuse to be a part of 

the test.

Allow candidates decision and calmly 

explain that they can leave.

Candidate refusal to complete initial 

interview.

Low The candidate will refuse to give 

required information which can 

harm chances of being included in 

the test.

Complete interview to fullest 

potential but note that it may harm 

their chances of being selected.

A subject getting upset or angry to 

other subjects or even researchers.

Medium/High The subject may become angered or 

upset towards other subjects, in 

severe cases they may lash out. This 

will cause distress to other subjects.

Allow the subjects to have breaks 

and remind them that this is a 

friendly competition. In severe cases 

the subject may be asked to leave.

Hardware failure with the gaming 

equipment.

Low The equipment could overheat or 

the controllers might break if 

dropped. This may cause distress to 

the subjects.

Ask subjects to be considerate 

towards equipment and have breaks 

between sessions to let the 

equipment cool off.

Software failure with the gaming 

equipment.

Low The game could crash and the 

progress would be lost. This may 

cause distress to the subjects.

Offer subjects to restart or move 

onto the next game if subjects refuse 

too.

Subjects inablity to complete the 

goal of the game.

Medium The subjects may not be able to 

complete the goal and may become 

distressed.

Offer subjects to restart or move 

onto the next game.

Collection of interview data from 

subject.

Low The subject may not wish to enclose 

any information to the researcher.

Respect the subjects wishes and 

continue the interview to fullest 

potential.

Cooperative Games Study

Risk Assessment


image17.PNG
Cooperative Games Study

Candidate consent form
NOTE: THIS FORM MUST BE SIGNED FOR THE CANDIDATE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY. IF THE
'CANDIDATE DOES NOT WISH TO SIGN OR REFUSES TOO THEN THEY WILL NOT BE ELIGIBLE TO
PARTAKE IN THE STUDY.

Name of Researcher
(To be illed in by Researcher)

Title of Study.
(To be filled in by Researcher)

Read the form carefully. Tick the boxes that are the appropriate responses for you. If
there are any concerns with the questions or if any information is needed, please ask the
researcher for more clarification. This form must be signed and dated with the current
date before being handed back to the researcher.

o The research has been explained to me via oral or written from Yes

o I know what the research willinvolve (what part of the study that | 1 Yes
will be involved in and what 1 will be doing)

o Iknow that I can withdraw from the study at any time without Yes
having to explain myself

o Iknow that 1 il remain ananymous past the interview phase and 1 Yes

that any information given will be published in the report without
using my name

«  Iknow that any information given for the purpose of the study will  ves  TINo
be strictly confidential between the researchers and university
o Iknow that 1 will be recorded during the study, through videoand ~ ¥es  TINo

audio, and that it will be destroyed when the study is completed

Ihereby understand all the conditions and give my consent to participate in the study.
will also receive a copy of this form for my own information.

Signature:

Print name:

Date:
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Cooperative games study

Candidate interview form
NOTE: IF THE CANDIDATE IS BEING INTERVIEWED THEN THEY SHOULD HAVE ALREADY FILLED IN A
PERMISSION FORM, DO NOT CONTINUE UNLESS THE FORM HAS BEEN SIGNED BY CANDIDATE AND
RESEARCHER.

Candidate Basic Information

ate Number.

Yearofstudy.

Game Experience
How often do they play cooperative games (Tick onel

I Not at all (No hours 2 week)

3 Not Very Often (Less than 2 hours a week)
3 sometimes (2 to 4 hours 2 week)

T Often (4 to 6 hours a week)

3 Very Often (More than 6 hours a week]

Ooinion on Cooperative Games
Do they enioy them?
(Why do they enjov them?)

Knowledge of Super Mario Bros U

Do thev know of Super Wario | 0 Yes Tho

Bros U? (Tick one)

‘Where have they heard of/seen

it2 (Tick one)

Have they plaved Super Mario | L Yes Tho

Bros U? (Tick one

i Yes, how much have they | LJAlttle (only | 0 Some | L) Moderate | I Aot

plaved super MarioBros U? | playedafew | (Played (Played (Completed

(Tick one} levels) througha | through | the game or
few worlds) | majority of | close to the

_ gome) end)

Did they play with afriendor | 3 Played with L or more T played solo

solo? (Tick one] people

Did they enioy Super Mario Bros | J Strongly Tisiked | D Enjoyed | L strongly.

U2 (Tick one) Disliked Enjoyed
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Knowledge of Mario Party 10:

o they know of Mario Party | L1 Ves The
109 (Tick onel
‘Where have they heard of/ seen
it? (Tick onel
Have they ploved MarioParty | L1 Ves The
107 (Tick onel
If Yes, how much hove they | I Alitie (only | DSome | O Moderate | JATGt
laved MarioParty 10° (Tick | playedafew | (Played | (Played (Completed
one] levels) througha | through | the game o
fewworlds) | maiority of | close to the
game) end)
Did they olay with a friend o Tayed with Lo more Played Solo
solo? (Tick onel people
Did they enjoy Mario Party 107 | 1 Strongly Dbisliced | O Enjoyed | I strongly
(Tick onel Dislked Enjoyed
Knowledge of Towerfall
Do they know of Towerfallz | 0 Ves The
(Tick onel
‘Where hove they heard of/ seen
it? (Tick onel
Have they ploved Towerfall? | T Ves Tne
1Yes howmuch hove they | I Alitle (only | DSome | O Moderate | JATGt
blaved Towerfall? (Tckone] | playedafew | (Played | (Played (Completed
levels) througha | through | the game o
fewworlds) | maiority of | close to the
_ gome) end)
Did they olaywitha friendor | 01 Played with L or more T Played solo
solo? (Tick onel people
Did they enjoy Towerfal? (Tick | 1 Strongly Dbisliced | O Enjoyed | I strongly
onel Dislked Enjoyed

Other Candidates:

‘Are there any candidates that
thew know/get on with?
Please write names]

‘Are there any candidates that
they went to avoid?
Please write names]
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Number

Experience with 

Cooperative 

Game

Experience with 

Coop Vs Player 

Game

Experience with 

Competitive 

Game

Candidates to 
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The number 
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Cooperative Games Study

Candidate Grouping Table
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Cooperative Games Study
Play session notes

Wame o Researaner

Testing Group.

Carrens Game:

Time of Sessin Start

Time of Sesson Enc:

SubeetiD

Totes

SubeetiD

Totes
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SubeetiD

Totes

Aatonalotes

Gams Outcome
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GROUP ID

Subject ID

Cooperative Game Outcome

Experience with Coop Vs Player 

Game

Coop Vs Player Game Outcome

Experience with Competitive 

Game

Competitive Game Outcome

Additional Notes

Cooperative Games Study

Test Findings

Experience with Cooperative 

Game
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Cooperative games study
Subject Post Testing Interview form
NOTE: IF THE SUBIECT HAS WITHDRAWN FROM THE TEST THEN THEY MAY BE OFFERED TO FILLIN
THE FORM ON HOW THEY FEEL ABOUT THE TEST. THIS FORM IS ONLY TO BE FILLED OUT WHEN
THE SUBJECTS HAVE COMPLETED THE TEST.

Researcher Name:

Date of Interview:

Subject Information

Groun

‘Sublect D

Game Experiences

Did they enioy New
Super Mario Bros U?
Why/Why not?

Did they enioy Mario
Party 102
Why/Why not?

Did they enioy
Towerfall?

Why/Why not?

‘What was their
Tavourite/least
favourite part of the.
test?
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Subject to Subject Interaction

Reference Sublect D:

How did they geton
with this sublect?

Do they think their
relationship has
Improved with this
subject?

‘Would they olay again
with this sublect?
Why/Why not?

Reference SUblect D:

How did they geton
with this sublect?

Do they think their
relationship has
Improved with this
subject?

‘Would they olay again
with this sublect?
Why/Why not?
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Feedback

Feedback Notes (should anything be changed/improved?)





