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Is there any coherence in how different professions place themselves as players on the Bartle’s graph of different play styles?
At the beginning of the RTR workshop, we were given some choices for theory, topic, and method to work with and, after some swapping and discussion during both the first session and later meetings, we decided to use the topic card on Play Styles which depicted Bartle’s (1996) Interest Graph. Our goal was to see where the participants at GDC09 would place themselves as gamers and whether there were any differences among participants based on occupation. Would, for example, programmers always place themselves as “interveners” or “achievers”? Would managers be “Socializers”? 

Theoretical Framework
The Interest Graph was developed and presented by Richard Allan Bartle, a British writer, professor and game researcher. He has also co-authored the first Multi-User Dungeon (or MUD) (“Richard Bartle,” 2009). Bartle found that there were four things that gamers enjoyed about MUDs: (1) achievement within the game context, meaning that they gave themselves goals within and related to the explicit goals of the game; (2) exploration of the game, meaning that they wanted to explore the virtual world that this MUD provided; (3) socializing with others, meaning that they used the game to get in touch with and communicate with other players; and (4) imposition upon others, meaning that they wanted to compete or otherwise interact with others either in combat or otherwise. 

Thus, based on Bartle’s (1996) framework, one can categorize gamers as achievers, explorers, socializers, or interveners. Whereas the achievers are interested in acting on the world and mastering the game, the explorers want to be surprised by the game and interact with the world, the socializers want to interact with other players, and the killers/interveners want to act on other players.  This results in the graph where the X-axis goes from interest in players towards the right to the environment. The Y-axis represents the differences in “acting with” at the bottom to “acting on” on the top (Figure 1).
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We decided on making a board (Figure 2) and have conference participants place post-it notes as to where they see themselves as gamers. Participants were asked to choose a color of post-it note that would best represent their occupation using the following categories developed for this study (Table 1).
We started out with the blank board with only the interest graph drawn on to it and walked around in the convention area and stopped participants and asked them to pick a post-it note that would best represent their occupation, write their job title on it, and place it on the board in the quadrant corresponding to how they would characterize their game-play style. We carried the huge cardboard around from table to table, asking participants to take part in our little survey. Surprisingly, very few turned us down and most people were very positive and took time to respond properly (see Figure 2).
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FFigure 3. Completed interest grid at the end of our study.
Results
The results from our research were quite interesting. We had a total of 66 respondents. The distribution of profession category is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Categories of profession and corresponding color of post-it note.

	Profession
	Post-It Note Color
	Number of Respondents

	Business/Management
	Green
	13 [14]

	Audio/Visual
	Pink
	5

	Design
	Blue
	6 [8]

	Production
	Orange
	5 [8]

	Programming
	Light Yellow
	25 [23]

	Other
	White
	6 [7]

	Multiple*
	
	3

	* Some participants had several profession titles.



Across all responses, there were few self-reported ”interveners.” Programmers placed themselves “all over the place” with most tending towards the ”focused on world” end of the horizontal axis (in contrast to “focused on people” end). Audio and visual professionals classified themselves as ‘explorers’, that is, placed themselves more toward the ”focused on world” end of the horizontal axis and with more emphasis on  ”interacting with” (bottom of vertical axis) rather than” acting on” (top of vertical axis). Business and management professionals gravitated towards both the “socializers” quadrant (interacting with players) and the “achieving” quadrant (acting on world). Participant who chose the category “other” were relatively evenly distributed between the “socializers” quadrant and the “explorers” quadrant (interacting with world) with only one exception.

Discussion

Despite our relatively small sample size (only 66 out of all GDC-participants), we did see some trends regarding profession and play style. The general trend towards an interest in ‘worlds’ rather than ‘people’ is perhaps the most interesting observation. It makes sense that developers and artists would have a high interest in worlds, since so much of the effort in creating a game must go into the world simulation; ranging from physics engines to visuals. The trend was also particularly pronounced for audio and visual artists, who tended to classify themselves as ‘explorers’. On the other hand, business and management professionals had a tendency towards classifying themselves as socializers and achievers, again roles that rhyme well with their chosen profession. 

The fact that so few participants chose to classify themselves as ‘interveners’ might be less significant. In Bartle’s original classification schema this group was named ‘killers’, and although we did not use that term we can suspect that many participants knew about it and hesitated to classify themselves as such. It is worth noting that since the players classified themselves, the graph does not reflect their actual play styles: it reflects how they perceive themselves as players, or perhaps even how they wish to be perceived. 
Bartle’s (1996) model of play styles is, of course, a simplification of what motivates players; Bartle constructed it as an aggregate model of the responses that players gave to a host of questions. It is likely that most players do not fit into a single category, at least not all of the time. One of the audience members, the famed ARG designer, futurist and academic, Jane McGonigal suggested adding an axis to the plane to see how much deeper a three dimensional version of the Bartle theory could be. Although this is an interesting idea, it is equally compelling to see that the study participants had very little problem in classifying themselves according to the Bartle simple typology. During the experiment, we only used a single board to aggregate the results, so as participants answered, the board filled up. It was suggested that each participant should have had their own sheet, to have a clean view of the two axes of play-style. But with the one board method we used, the participants themselves were able to immediately see the results up to that point and the result when they added themselves to the board. Just like a game, there was an immediate interaction between the player/participant and the system/experiment (with a short tutorial/marketing phase by us).

Our results show that there indeed is something interesting to find out about preferred play styles of people in the game industry. It would be interesting to do the same study but involving all GDC conference-goers to see if these trends endure. Another interesting option is to investigate if there are differences between how players choose to classify themselves and their actual play styles. It could, for example, be interesting to investigate the difference between how players classify themselves and how their friends or colleagues classify them. Another approach might be to investigate how participants might redesign the play style graph based on their own preferred play styles. Although the graph worked in our study, it is not optimal; it is now quite dated and it was developed with one particular game genre in mind. This could be combined with the aforementioned “three-dimentionalization” of play styles.

Reflections

This was a fun experiment and indeed we got to know a lot of people and also the group members and made it very social to be a participant at the GDC.  For that reason only one could promote doing real time research, but maybe even more important what could “real” benefits of such research bring us? What data would be interesting to publish from a conference such as the GDC? 

For the research area that we drew on (specifically, examination of play styles among varying professions represented at GDC), the study could be viewed as a pilot study of sorts. During the presentation of these preliminary results on the second day of RTR, we had many interesting comments and questions from those in attendance. Though we were under some pressure to enjoy the conference for ourselves while also doing research, the results were indeed interesting and drew eager participation from our audience, which consisted of a great many academics. This was encouraging for both researchers who are thinking about attending future conferences as well as developers with intentions of linking up with the world of academia.

One of the challenges we and other groups most definitely faced was how to approach our subjects, how to let them know what we were doing as fast as possible without taking up too much of their time. Many things are happening at a conference of this stature (ie. GDC), but people were generous enough to give us some of their time and help with our project.

More broadly, RTR could almost be thought of as given Salen and Zimmerman’s (2004) definition of a game as artificial systems in which players engage in conflict, defined by rules and resulting in quantifiable outcomes. We were “players” – our group on the same team, but in competition with other groups (the “conflict”). Our defined rules were our cards. In doing our “research” in “competition” with other groups, the rules and constraints were common. We could choose to follow all or only some of our cards, we could ask assistance from RTR workshop leaders, we could choose our research materials from those made available (pens, stickers, post-it notes, etc.), and we had shared time constraints. All groups had an outcome. Ours was quantifiable and to the best of our memory, so were a few of the others.  

RTR could even be said to be a ludic activity - we had a lot of fun during the experiment! One difference between the two is that, in a game, you are in an alternate reality while RTR was “really” real. And while we did not win “a prize” per se, the opportunity to present research results at “THE” GDC could very well be considered a prize in and of itself.
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Figure 2. Kauthar "in action" with cardboard interest graph.





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�. Bartle's (1996) interest graph describing play styles in MUDs.
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