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Fig. 82 GAP: Goo Sandbhon without consequence. lack of Sandton in Shooter game

The GAP Gee (Identify, Co-Design, Castomization, Manipulation, Information
On Demand and in Time, Sandbox) was found in Heuristic Evaluation, but not with
the Usability Testing. Obscrving the users playing the beginming learming Jovels,
i was identified that there was a need for the GAP Gee: Sandbox without coe-
sequence. In the Shooter game, players were taught how to use a combination of
buttons for sttacking their enemies. They were taught three aew moves and then
were required 10 use these attacks in game play. Due to the Heunstic Evaluation,
players would need 1o practice any pew moves successfully and would otherwise
likely Jose their characters’ lives. Many players woald not have enough time 1o play
and master the new skills without consequences, as per the approachabilsty princs-
ple Gee: Sandbox without consequence. When the players have the time to pracixce,
they can combine the new skills in an open play format without the risk of losing.
When they have learned these skills via the Sandbox, the players would continee
to first level with preparation, and thus be able 10 fairly defend themselves (see
ﬁ‘rl'\tz(’iAP Heuristic Evaluation assisted the evaluator to notice and design for the
comsequence of not having enough practice via a Sandbox, thus adding a Sandbox

£4.1.2 GAP Found in Usability Testing Not Found in GAP Heuristic
Evaluation

Usability Testing found 1ssuecs relased o GAP Scaffolding not found in the GAP
Heuristic Evalustion. The GAP Scaffolding was found 10 be missing when the
player was supposed 10 cut some chaims down from a fort in order 10 relcase 2
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Fig. 83 Example of GAP, scaffolding sceded in Shooeer game vis usabddity sestimg

beidge: the player was stck (see Fig. 8.3). They did not know what 10 do 1 thes
learning level and could mot continue the game. Had this occurmed in a real-woeid
play session life, the player would likely quit the game. Scaffolding was violascd
and had it been added, would have assisted the player in continuing the game
Scaffolding woukd be useful bocause, if the player still did pot understand aficr
being offered a small parcel of assistance, other and moee vaned parcels woald N
offered. Usability Testing offered this insight, since the Players were stuck withowt
this information.

Issues that were found only in Ussbility Testing and not in the GAP Hewrsix
Evaluation were more HEP and PLAY guidelines. Since Usability Testing has the
advantage of real players thinking aloud their expeniences in real ime, the evaluatos
had the advantage of players” comments of their experience: *1 think the tutorial &
way 100 long. | want t be playing the game, but instcad I'm doing the tutona! |
thought the stufl in the beginning was uscful, but now it

2 Just seems hike 100 much
and | am not having that much fun ™

Y challenge and story motivation This
‘ : gaing using GAP as a checklast of the conceptual tutonal
design. However, socing where the actual users arc having a fum and soccessful expx
nence seems 1o only be validased with real playens: otherwise, it is simply 4 Fuca



| §  User Experience Design for Bsoaperwesced Gamens 1

Information on demand andd in time 10 system thanking from GAF was one that
was found from Usabilicy Testing in the Shootor game, but not in the Hewnisii
Evaluation. When there were instructions offered in both toxt and audio, the eval-
ustor observed players still missed this information. They were on 10 ancther area
of the game. Since players missed the necessary information when i was presented
they then did mot have the ability 1o repeat the instractions o learn what they had
missod. As one pla)vt said, “the mnstructions seed 10 be clearer and vou should have
the ability to repeat instructions. [t just seems ke they tell you the instructions once
and if you miss it you are lost”, (Fig. 8.4) In addation, this imstruction was teaching
& skill that would be required for later play in the game. In other words, system
thinking meant what the player learmned would have conseguences 1o the plaver's
game tools later in the game. If there were repeatable and pauseable instructions,
the player would then have the ability 1o receive the instruction when they needed
it, rather than when it was offered. In addition, later on when the player may meed
the nstruction again, they could Jocate thas assistance. In this Shooter game, the
objectives text actually disappeared after the instruction was given It would be bet-
ter for the text to stay on the screen until the players were successful and well omto
the next arca of the game. Having this list accessable at all times., via a batton lead-
ing 10 a table of contents help screen, for example, woald allow the players access
later in the game if they should forget the instruction. Alternatively or in additios,
employing the basic GAP such as Demonstration, Practice, and Sandbox would belp
reinforce this mew skill for bater use (System Thinking), This GAP was missed in
the Heunstic Evaduation, as it was likely the evaluator could not predict that the skill
had not been taught and offered on demand and in time. This Is a good example of
where the designers can make their best guess, Usabalaty Testing will validase this

Fig 8.4 CAP information oo Semand sad in e, sysem Suaking in Shooter gamc
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