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Abstract 

 
While playtesting is an established part of game development, empirical research on playtesting in general and 
volunteering as a playtester appears to be limited. In this case study, our aim is to explore who volunteers for 
playtesting and how their player motivation and experience affect the feedback they provide during the playtest 
sessions. The dataset (2019-2020) is a mixed methods approach, here we focus on three data types: 1) how the 
playtesters see themselves as gamers in the pre-test survey, 2) the think aloud method during game play and 3) 
the semi-structured interview after playing. Playtests were conducted for eight local game developers in Finland 
and Sweden and all games were tested by at least three volunteers. The playtesters were selected based upon 
a screening survey on gaming habits and preferred devices as the intended age group specified by the 
developers. Due to the limited research on the topic, we employed Bartle’s (1996) player typology as a starting 
point for the analysis. We focus on one game during two test iterations and four playtesters, each representing 
one player archetype. The results show that the playtesters provided feedback and suggestions for improvement 
in line with their respective player archetype, we see the need for more empirical research on the topic. 
 
Keywords: playtesting, player experience player topology, player feedback, game development 
 

1 Introduction 

 
Playtesting entails a process where human testers are recruited to play a game in development. This is 
conventionally facilitated with volunteers that are neither game developers nor professional testers (Daneva 
2015). Some researchers find automated playtesting as more efficient than human playtesters, whereas others 
advocate both types in parallel but with different foci (Politowski 2021). We argue that equating playtesting with 
solely identifying flaws is narrow when playtesting can be utilized to identify a players in-game experience. To 
our knowledge, there is highly limited empirical research on playtesting in general and specifically on those that 
volunteer as playtesters. Accordingly, our aim is to explore who volunteers for playtesting and how their attitude 
towards games in general might have affected their in-game experience. 

 

2 Playtesting 

 
Playtesting differs from conventional User eXperience (UX) testing, as the goals are different; where the software 
solution focuses on productivity (González Sánches et al, 2012) whereas a game focuses on entertainment and 
must “enthrall [sic] the user with its mechanics'' (Politowski et al, 2021, p.2). Playtesting is central in game design 
“in order to explore how certain game mechanics can result in different play dynamics and play experiences” 
Eladhari and Ollila (2012, p. 391). The games presented here adhere to an iterative design development, which 
entails”a cyclic process that alternates between prototyping, playtesting, evaluation, and refinement” (Salen 
and Zimmerman 2001, p.11). Employing human playtesting rather than automated playtesting is currently more 
common (Politowski et al, 2021) and the sessions tend to be conducted in a laboratory setting, as is the case 
here. Additionally, user testing in general has shifted focus to UX, which includes emotional and social 
dimensions. According to Eladhari and Ollila (2012, p.394), UX is a subjective experience of using a product or 
service in a certain context and “can be examined in various granularity levels”. In their definition of playtesting, 
they thereby note three main areas: quality assurance, game usability testing as well as playability testing.  
 
There are several existing methods for playtesting and Eladhari and Ollila (2012) note that conducting the same 
method on participants with different backgrounds can be fruitful. For example, when playtesting an elaborate 



 
 

 

player-character model, players with extensive live action role-playing experience were generally more positive 
than those lacking the same experience (Koivisto and Eladhari 2006). The playtesters should be carefully 
selected, otherwise the results are easily dismissed as the playtesters ‘are not liking/understanding that kind of 
game anyway’. We have only noted one research endeavour on playtesters so far; a conference paper by Daneva 
(2015) which offers an initial insight into the impact of playtesters in relation to requirements engineering. In 
general, playtesters are neither professional testers nor professionals within the game industry, but volunteers 
and game enthusiasts resulting in the dominating “everyone is a playtester” mentality (Daneva 2015, p.12).  
 

3 Method  

 
This paper is positioned as a case study. As a methodology, case study focuses on an immersed understanding 
of a phenomenon through a specific case or cases (Scwandt and Gates 2018). By researching the activities 
conducted by an individual or a group, case studies can offer insight into how previous research and the 
empirical data are connected. The methodology has been employed in numerous research endeavours with 
digital and/or virtual foci; see e.g., the case study on online learning due the COVID-19 pandemic (Peimani and 
Kamalipour, 2021, p. 13). Case studies as methodologies are not defined by any specific methods given that the 
employed methods gain immersed understanding of the researched phenomena, an openness Peimani and 
Kamalipour (2021) argued can be advantageous due to its adaptability. 
 

3.1 Background and the Recruitment Procedure 

 
We base this paper on playtesting sessions facilitated by Majors at Experience Lab within the business-oriented 
project called Qvarken Game Industry (QGI). The aim of the project was to strengthen and speed up the start-
up phase for local indie and start-up game companies in Finland and Sweden. This was achieved by providing 
the companies with tools, lectures, and consultation on e.g., business models, internationalisation, storytelling, 
UX and playtesting. For the playtests, eleven local indie-game developers at different development stages 
expressed interest in participating. The majority can be considered prototypes as they were not published final 
products. Three game companies could participate, and therefore some companies were offered a second 
playtesting round provided some changes had been implemented. The playtesting sessions covered the three 
main game evaluation areas: quality assurance, game usability and playability (Eladhari and Ollila, 2012). The 
area of focus during the playtesting sessions varied with each company’s current development phase. 
 
Experience Lab, a research and development unit focused on human centred design within ÅAU facilitated the 
playtests. The facilitator met with the companies and the test focus was discussed, including the target audience 
(age, sex, experience, device) and three questions or features that they would like to get insight on. With the 
target audiences defined, playtesters were recruited at local university campuses through flyers, posters, mass 
emails and headhunting. The call stated that playtesters would receive a 20 € gift certificate, and the target 
audience was not specified in the information and thereby anyone could express their interest in participating. 
Volunteers registered their interest through a survey containing gaming habits, preferred device and game 
genre, age and contact information. The survey got 59 responses and the replies were used as a screening tool 
for contacting the playtesters best suited for the specific games. In total, the data includes eight games under 
development and 26 playtesters (20 participants identified as male and six as female) with a mean age of 24,6. 
The volunteers tested one game each and all games were tested by at least three volunteers. The primary focus 
during the screening process was intended device and age, such as not including those over 20 for a game 
designed for children. Here, we focus on one game at two test iterations and four playtesters.  
 

3.2 The Game 

 
We focus on playtests conducted for one indie-game company; The Fine Arc, based in Sweden, that creates 
atmospheric sci-fi adventure games. The company in question has agreed to this focus and that we publish 
information about the company and the game. The game submitted for playtesting was Protector - tactical 
terraforming, a sci-fi spacecraft piloting game with the mission to make a planet lush again by repurposing 



 
 

 

everything. They preferred playtesters that “enjoy an atmospheric sci-fi experience with a sense of deeper 
meaning” and those with experience of games such as Homeworld (1999) and Journey (2012). Volunteers with 
solely mobile game experience were not selected, and those stating they play on a PC were prioritized as that 
was the intended device. This game was playtested twice and thereby chosen as the focus of this paper as it 
offers valuable insight into the iterative development process. Additionally, this case exemplifies a playtesting 
session where the developers considered the feedback provided and made corresponding changes.  
 
Focus during the first playtest (October 2019) were on the controls, immersion and whether the playtesters 
knew what to do in-game. The feedback on the controls and missions were implemented before the second 
playtest three months later (February 2020). The game, while renamed Asteroid Hero, retained the same 
atmospheric sci-fi spacecraft piloting gameplay but the controls were changed as well as the objective. This time, 
the developers tested an environmental threat; a feature suggested by the first iteration playtesters. This version 
was developed around this narrative where objective was defending the planet from asteroid collisions. Like the 
first playtest session, the focus was on controls and understanding the objective, with less focus on immersion. 
The developers wanted subjective feedback on game design and aesthetics from the second playtest.  
 

 
Figure 1. Screenshot from Protector – tactical terraforming.   
 

3.3 Data collection 

 
The research design and data collection were similar for all playtesters, starting with introducing the purpose of 
the study, the playtest facilitation, data storage and how it would be used for both the companies and for 
research. After gaining informed consent, the playtester filled out a pre-test survey with background information 
such as their playing habits and perceived emotions as well as a short interview on how the playtesters perceive 
themselves as gamers. The playtesting commenced with the playtester seated before the game, starting to 
explore the game while thinking aloud. During playtesting, eye-movements and participants’ behaviour were 
recorded using eye-tracking devices, video recordings and screen recordings. After the playtesting, post-test 
questionnaires followed focusing on emotions, immersion, and playability as well as an audio recorded semi-
structured interview concerning playability, in-game experience, the graphics and sound, characters, storyline, 
likes, dislikes, and further development. In total six playtesters participated in the two iterations (three and three 
respectively) and all playtesters were aware that the games played were prototypes and thereby not fully 
developed. According to Goméz-Mauriera et al (2014), game design benefits from using multiple data sources 
in playtesting. They mention both metrics as well as biometrics as potential data but emphasize that game 



 
 

 

“design benefits strongly from the involvement of player interviews and direct player observations” (Goméz-
Mauriera et al 2014, p. 473) and our focus here corresponds with that.   
 

4 Data Analysis 

 
The analysis focuses on three data types; 1) how the playtesters see themselves as gamers in the pre-test survey, 
2) the think aloud method whilst playtesting and 3) the semi-structured interview after playing. The data types 
offer us insight into the playtesters, their in-game experience and their situated feedback. At this stage Ståhl 
joined the process and we intended to analyse the material inductively to describe the different players that 
were represented in the material. However, we noted that our understanding was influenced by existing player 
typologies. We therefore decided to employ Bartle’s (1996) player typology as our analytical framework. Despite 
existing criticism towards the framework for being too simplified and dichotomous, it is often employed in game 
design (Tuunanen and Hamari 2012). As the research on who volunteers as playtesters is almost non-existent, 
we noted that the framework despite its flaws might function as a starting point for mapping out uncharted 
territory. Tuunanen and Hamari (2012) note that the main criticism of the framework is on those employing the 
framework as clear-cut categories rather than a spectrum. Based on player motivation in Multiuser Dungeons, 
Bartle (1996) categories players into four archetypes based on two spectrums. The spectra are based on players 
focusing on a) acting or interacting and b) on the game world or other players. Correspondingly, Bartle’s player 
typology consists of achievers (action-and-world-oriented), explorers (interaction-and-world-oriented), 
socialisers (interaction-and-player-oriented) and killers (action-and-player-oriented). 
 
Achievers are focused on acting on the world. Their goal is rising as far as possible, usually levelling up by 
gathering points. Exploration is necessary to gain resources and socializing is a possible platform for gaining new 
knowledge for levelling up. Eliminating other players is only relevant if they become a threat to the achievers' 
status in the level hierarchy; a place the achiever is proud of reaching, especially in so little time. Explorers are 
focused on interacting with the world, and their goal is to be surprised by the virtual world wonders. They delight 
in mapping the in-game world and discovering remote corners, but their search can also be related to the 
internal machinations, testing limits, and looking for interesting features, like bugs. Levelling up can be necessary 
to access new areas but is otherwise considered one-dimensional. Socialiser focuses on interacting with other 
players, and the game is primarily a platform for social interaction. They focus on nurturing in-game relations as 
well as getting to know new players. Exploration as well as levelling up can be necessary to climb the in-game 
social hierarchy but is otherwise considered uninteresting. The socialiser is proud of their in-game influence, 
contacts, and friendships. Killers are focused on acting on other players, displaying their superiority and can 
enjoy creating in-game havoc. Levelling up and exploring are tools for becoming powerful. Socialising might be 
worthwhile at times to gain insight into other players’ habits, which might be used to the killers’ advantage. Note 
that Bartle´s (1996) killer description is focused on the specific in-game act of killing, later interpretations and 
implementations of this archetype rather portrays the killer as someone who is motivated by winning over other 
players and thereby being the most powerful. Killers are proud of their in-game fighting skills and their 
reputation.  
 
To determine which player archetype each playtester represents, we analysed their reported gaming habits and 
statements on how they see themselves as gamers. Separately from each other, we analysed their responses 
and categorised each playtester. We then compared our analysis and categorisation. As Majors had facilitated 
the playtests, he had a better insight into who the playtesters were and therefore, in the cases that we came to 
different conclusions, his understanding had more weight. Out of 26 playtesters, we categorized 13 similarly. 
The remaining 13 were discussed, and the results adjusted. Ståhl agreed on Majors categorization in 6/13 cases 
and vice versa in 7/13. All four types were noted among the playtesters, here we focus on one from each 
category to provide insight into varied responses. Do note that out of the four focused upon playtesters, we had 
initially analysed one similarly and the rest categorisations stemmed from a discussion where we came to a 
mutual agreement (see Table 1). 
 
 
Data from the think aloud method and the semi-structured interviews were recorded and transcribed for the 
four focused upon playtesters. The statements were later translated into English with focus on conveying the 
same points as the original statement. Facilitating the interviews, Majors had insight into what statement 



 
 

 

belonged to which playtester and how we had previously categorized them. Ståhl did not have access to such 
insights and solely focused on the statements as such. In parallel, we simultaneously analysed the playtesters 
statements as such and as situated in the playtesting context, see e.g., one statement that was categorised as 
Explorer (interaction-and-world-oriented): 
 

“I would say develop more “alien threats”, “asteroid storms”, “falling rocks” and so on. To create a 
feeling of unpredictability.”  (Excerpt 1, TP2) 

 
The results of our separate categorizations were then compared, discussed, and adjusted. Separate from the 
first analysis, the playtesters were then re-categorized as a player type in line with the category most frequent 
among their statements). In three out of four cases, the results of the respective categorisation rounds 
corresponded. The killer/achiever categorisation, which we will return to, might be connected to the game not 
having multiplayer features. The transcribed think aloud data proved too fractured for analysing in a similar 
manner. As the final categories emerged, we turned to this dataset to situate their feedback in relation to their 
in-game experience.  
 

5 Findings  

 
An overview of the playtesters is presented in table 1 and discussed in more detail in 5.1-5.4 respectively.   
 
 

 
Playtester Age  Sex Game devices 

in use 
Player type - first 
round* 

Player type -final 
round 

How often do you play and 
how interested are you in 
games? 

Which games do you play at the 
moment and what is  
your all time favourite game? ** 

Fi
rs

t 
p
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yt

e
st

 
it

e
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o

n
 

 

TP1 28 Male PC 
Tablet 
Smartphone 

Achiever 
(*Explorer) 

Achiever Daily 
Very interested 

Hearthstone 
World of Warcraft 
Diablo 3 
Dishonored 2 
Tomb Raider** 

TP2 28 Male PC 
XBOX 

Explorer 
(*Achiever) 

Explorer Several times per week 
Very interested 

Heroes of the Storm 
Sea of Thieves 
State of Decay 2 
Hearthstone 
Diablo 1** 

Se
co

n
d

 p
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e

st
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e
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o
n
 

 

TP3 36 Male PC 
Tablet 
Smartphone 

Socializer 
(*Explorer) 

Socializer Several times per week 
Somewhat interested 

Different facebook games  

TP4 22 Male PC 
PS 
Smartphone 

Killer  Killer/ 
Achiever 

Daily 
interested 

Rocket League 
CSGO 
Dirt 2.0 
Stardew Valley 
Rocket League** 

Table 1. Playtester background information and archetype categorisation.  
*The suggested categorisation that was ruled out is noted within brackets.  
**The playtesters' respective favourite games are presented with bolded text.  

5.1 The Achiever 

 
TP1 playtested The Protector in the first iteration. He reports being very interested in games and plays every 
day. He describes himself as confident at learning new games due to the in-game skills he has gained during 
years of play as games are ”built around the same structure”. Due to his favourite game being the “Tomb Raider 
reboot”, Major’s categorized him as an explorer. The self-presentation was highly focused on achievements and 
gaining skills without spending “2000 hours” on one title, we then agreed on Ståhl’s achiever categorization.  
  
During the playtesting session, his in-game experience became apparent as he quickly mastered the controls 
and started looking for ways to be more efficient in-game. While doing so, he commented upon the features he 
found lacking, like the need for more information and feedback on how far he had progressed and what to build 



 
 

 

next. He wanted to know a resource's current value and suggested that a feature should inform the player. In 
the discussion, he noted he would have appreciated some more direction initially, although he did not want to 
be “held by the hand” the entire way. He additionally expressed to like the simplistic and “not cluttered” 
graphics. He identified it as an indie-game, considered its relative value in relation to other titles on the market 
and noted a broad potential audience due to the non-violent nature of the game. To achieve that, he 
recommended that the developers branch out to other devices as the majority of those that on PC “play more 
advanced games [than this]”. He noted limited visual signs of user interface and that the game controls input 
device could easily be adaptable to consoles or even touch screens.  
 
His main criticism of the game was lacking a clear goal and limited tools for player customization, such as 
choosing the style and colour of the aircraft. He repeatedly mentioned wanting more options for building, see 
excerpt 2. However, he got frustrated and skipped information about buildings that he could not currently build 
due to lacking resources. 
 

“...it would have been nice to see if there would have been a lot of buildings to build. Starting with 
cheaper buildings and then they become more expensive and that they have different requirements… 
and you need to build one to be able to build another. “(Excerpt 2, TP1) 

 
Most of the provided feedback was categorized as an achiever archetype. He suggested additions and mechanics 
that would both make the game more challenging (worthy of mastering), but simultaneously make it possible to 
advance rapidly. The responses not only conveyed his game experience, but also his pride in this knowledge. He 
found the game both pleasant and “a way to relax”, perhaps in relation to more challenging games he usually 
claims to play.  

5.2 The Explorer 

 
TP2 playtested The Protector in the first iteration. He is very interested in games, plays several times a week on 
PC or console and his favourite game is Diablo 1, an action role-playing game. He describes himself as picky but 
likes to immerse himself and explore “everything in the game”. He strives for the “genuine game experience” 
and refuses to use search engines to look for hints or walkthroughs. Initially, Ståhl had noted explorer tendencies 
but categorized him as an achiever due to him wanting challenges in-games. After noting his joy for exploring 
the unknown can be considered a challenge, she agreed with Major’s explorer categorization.  
 
In general, he found the game captivating and interesting. He identified being in control and claimed that it gave 
him “the isolated feeling of being confined in one's spacecraft”. He started the playtesting session by launching 
the spacecraft and skimmed through the short tutorial and the mission objective because he was “so excited 
and just wanted to start flying”. During the think aloud session, he commented on his experience whilst exploring 
the planet boundaries, e.g., by flying as high as possible “to see what would happen”, which resulted in the 
character dying.  
 
After the novelty of flying and exploring the planet wore off, the playtester started questioning the objective 
and the mission. In the interview afterwards the playtester provided detailed comments and suggestions, more 
danger, narrative elements, and background information. He acknowledged that him finding the narrative 
limited might be connected to his interest in space and thereby could “nerd his way into the experience”. He 
added that a “more advanced sci-fi game might be more restrictive” in terms of the audience. He found the 
game beautiful, and the crackling spacecraft sound effect a nice addition. In particular, he mentioned the shifting 
background, the camera panning and the blur effect in the outer corners of the screen. He suggested including 
customizable spacecraft as well as “bigger thrusters and larger magnets to pick up materials”. Additionally, he 
suggested a more interactive environment, such as breakable content and pressure warnings that signalled the 
limits of playable areas. Further, he suggested a more hostile environment with storms and falling rocks, hostile 
aliens, warp fields, black holes and “more challenge” in general.  
 
Most of his comments were categorized as the explorer archetype. Testing the limits, immersion into the game 
world and the (limited) narrative were recurring themes. His main feedback revolved around adding to those 
features as well as the “unpredictably element”.  



 
 

 

5.3 The socialiser 

 
TP3 playtested Asteroid Hero in the second iteration. He was categorized as a socialiser (Majors) respectively as 
an explorer (Ståhl). Ståhl based the explorer categorization on the one game he remembered highly enjoying, 
“a backpacker-game” where one could explore the world by traveling. Based on his current preference for 
playing with others on social media platforms, we agreed on socialiser. He self-reported to be somewhat 
interested in games and plays several times per week. Despite being the oldest (36) playtester, he still fits the 
main target audience. Additionally, he claimed to have played more when younger and he plays less now due to 
limited time. Further, he noted that games feel quite hard to learn and get into. When he plays, he prefers 
playing against/with other people and he primarily plays Facebook games. 
 
He found the Asteroid Hero a completely new experience that was difficult but fun. He was unable to figure out 
the game controls and needed verbal instructions from the facilitator on how to operate the game. During both 
the think aloud session and in the discussion afterwards, he appeared lacking both relevant experience and 
related terminology, as he displayed difficulties discussing graphics, game controls, the character, and in-game 
activities. Additionally, the in-game instructions in English might have affected his understanding as he twice 
suggested that the game might benefit from Swedish and/or Finnish instructions. The playability problems he 
experienced during gameplay were reported to the developers.  
 
 

 
Figure 2. Cropped screenshot from Asteroid Hero with energy orb (see the bright blue orb nearest to the 
spacecraft) and stars (see the blurred circles in the background).   
 

“There, that may be something. Something that shines…there is another one. They are pretty small these 
balls, require a lot of work to get to the right place so I can gather them up… ((playtester is trying to pick 
up the stars)) Are those the same balls?” (Excerpt 3, TP3) 

 
He acknowledged his limited experience, and that his feedback aligned with that, however he claimed that 
reaching “that group might be important as well”. His difficulties with the controls, played on PC, might be 
connected to him listing both a tablet and a smartphone among his usual devices for play. He expressed 
operating solely the game with the mouse lacking and that he wanted to touch the screen and ”drag the vehicle”. 
This suggests that his game control experience is shaped by the tactile feel of a flat surface rather than the haptic 
feedback from a mouse. He repeatedly mentioned the graphics as “drawn in a simple way” and suggested that 
they would be made “more beautiful”. In line with him claiming no previous similar experience, it is probable 
that he has limited insight into indie-game aesthetics and would have preferred more photo-realistic graphics.  



 
 

 

 
Through references to other players his comments repeatedly stretched beyond the social context of the 
playtest session. Accordingly, despite the game being single player, through such comments, he positioned his 
own experience in game culture at large, not unlike fandom culture online around offline games. Therefore, his 
comments were categorised as a socialiser, despite the game not having a social component. 
 

5.4 The Killer/Achiever 

 
TP4 playtested Asteroid Hero in the second iteration. He was initially categorized as the killer archetype by us 
both as his self-reported in-game tendencies were action- and player-oriented. He stated to prefer First Person 
Shooters and his favourite games are CS:GO and Rocket League. He presents himself as an experienced gamer 
who plays daily, preferably on a PC or a Playstation. Additionally, he describes himself as “pretty hardcore” and 
uses search engines for information on the most efficient way to reach the game objective.  
 
In general, he found the game simple but interesting. He found the controls “quite easy and simple” and when 
faced with the tutorial, he mentioned that he usually skips them “and then often just learns how” by himself. 
The feedback provided was specific and constructive. He pointed out the aspects he considered lacking but also 
offered a solution for it, such as repeatedly expressing that the game could be more challenging and the 
suggested adding mechanics that added both challenge and variation, see excerpt 2. 
 

“You could fly the vessel around the asteroid and hit the right spots. That would make it more 
interesting, there needs to be more challenge and diversity in handling the asteroids.” (Excerpt 4, TP4) 

 
His main wish for the game was that the orb gathering, a tedious task, would be interrupted with enemies, 
corresponding with the killer archetype. Most of the provided feedback was categorized to correspond with the 
achiever archetype or with both action-oriented archetypes. Bartle’s framework was developed to describe a 
multiplayer game, the shift to compete with the game rather than other players seems feasible in a single player 
game. Accordingly, the player archetype one aligns with is not static, but situated and related to the game 
context. Here, with no other players to dominate, the killer shifted his focus to competing with the game, 
thereby moving along the scale into achiever territory.  

6 Discussion 

 
The aim was to explore who volunteers for playtesting and how their player motivation and experience is 
connected to the feedback they provided. In general, those that volunteered were of various ages, gender, 
device preference and play experience. All were interested in games, but none a professional tester. At the 
screening phase, the developers prioritized playtesters that played on PC and had relevant game experience. 
 
All of Bartle’s (1996) player archetypes were represented among the four playtesters. While the categorisation 
was not self-reported, all categorisations were based on self-descriptions and the analysis was done in multiple 
steps to anchor our analysis in the data. The central criticism of Bartle's player typology aimed at how the 
framework has been employed (Tuunanen and Hamari 2012). Accordingly, we have employed the framework 
where the categories are not necessarily static but situated and shifting. Rather than forcing a playtester into 
one category, we noted a situated shift in player archetype. All here focused upon playtesters noted features 
that they found lacking. Achiever and Socialiser archetypes were particularly critical of playability although 
coming from quite different perspectives as they differed in relevant game experience. The explorer had the 
most relevant game experience and like similar cases (Koivisto & Eladhari 2006) his understanding of the genre 
provided him with insight that resulted in genre specific comments.   
 
We see both potential and risk with including player typologies in the screening process, as employing such 
frameworks might make the archetypes self-fulfilling (Tuunanen and Hamari 2012). Despite the relevance of 
recruiting the intended target group to get relevant feedback (Daneva 2015) that is no guarantee. Neither is it 
always the case that playtesters slightly off the criteria is unable to provide insights. While the socialiser did not 
have relevant game experience, his struggle with the game controls provided the developers with insights for 
accessibility for a wider audience. Neither does the feedback from the intended target group always align, here 



 
 

 

the playtester with relevant game experience offered highly varied feedback. To identify in-game issues, 
Politowski et al (2021) argue that playtesters should have insight into game development. That might result in a 
game industry that re-creates similar titles with little room for change and diversity.  
 
Based on this initial analysis, we argue that playtester feedback might vary depending on player typology, but 
more empirical research is needed. Playtesters with different backgrounds can be fruitful for the design process 
(Eladhari and Ollila 2012) and here, the playtesters provided varying feedback aligned with their player 
archetype. Accordingly, we suggest that future research endeavours should offer insight into additional game 
design processes with playtesters from various backgrounds and with all player archetypes represented.  In 
addition to analysing player responses on their playing habits and how they see themselves as gamers, the 
digitized Bartle Test of Gamer Psychology could provide an additional insight of the playtesters. Employing the 
player typology in game design has great potential when implemented with reflexivity and the current context 
and game phase in mind. 
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