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Set up Instructions for Home Alone: 
 

1. Go to https://github.com/smccree/PlayerExperience2019 and clone/download the files. 
2. Navigate to Home Alone V2\Builds and run Home Alone.exe 

 
How to Play the Game: 

● Press E to interact with objects in the world 
● Use WASD to move the character. 
● Pay attention to the Survival and Entertainment bars - interacting with objects will help 

you fill them 
● Survive the day until 17:00 (5:00pm) 

 

Designing Prototype One 
 
The initial motivation for this game was to design a simple but challenging simulation game. 
Since we only had a few weeks to design and implement the game, Sonya pitched her concept 
based on the idea that it would be relatively easy to develop and satisfying to design (who 
doesn’t like cute animals?). The game grew from this question: Your pet is home alone all day while 
you’re off at work … what do they get up to on their own? This goes into the essential experience for our 
game: Experience a typical day in the life of a pet. 
 
For the first prototype, we created a single room that had 6 interactable objects in it. The player 
can walk between these 6 objects - 3 of which fill the survival bar, and 3 of which fill the 
entertainment bar. They each also decrease the opposite bar to a smaller degree. The six 
objects are: 

● Water Bowl (+S/-E) 
● Food Bowl (+S/-E) 
● Litter Box (+S/-E) 
● Cat Toy (+E/-S) 
● Lay in Sunbeam (+E/-S) 
● Scratch Post (+E/-S) 

 

https://github.com/smccree/PlayerExperience2019


We also implemented a randomized speed mechanic. At the start of each hour (10 seconds), 
the game will choose a speed number between 1 and 10. The game ends when the player 
either lets a bar run empty or when they reach 17:00 pm.  

Summary of Study One 
 
Our main motivation with this study was testing the effect of the randomized speed mechanic on 
players. This was because we realized that variable speed was the most unique aspect of our 
game and that it could produce some interesting emotional effects.  
 
We focused on qualitative analysis for this study through open ended interviews. We also didn’t 
tell players anything aside from the basic control scheme so that we could get data based on an 
unfiltered view of the game. We also collected screen recordings of each player’s play session 
so that we could have them as references for the behavior they describe in their interview 
transcripts. We designed the interview questions so that we could identify strengths and 
weaknesses in our design as well as the speed mechanic.  
 
After completing the study, the most common points that were brought to our attention was the 
fact that no one really noticed the clock or health bars. They were also confused by the 
characters’ speed mechanic and spent much of the time trying to figure out what was causing it 
rather than playing the game in the “right” way. They also identified that the game was too short; 
they figured out how to play around the same time that the clock ran out (or in some cases, they 
died). 

 
Pictured: Game Screen from the First Prototype 



Summary of Study Two 
 
For the second study, we chose to use Galvanic Skin Response and Eye-tracking methods to 
identify what parts of our game caused the most heightened emotional response. This is 
because we hypothesized that players’ GSR readings will spike when the health bars become 
too low or when the cat’s speed is slow. The nature of the game combined with the speed 
mechanic we had previously implemented made us believe that a biometric-driven study would 
produce interesting results. Eye-tracking was used so that we could have a visual reference for 
where players were looking when spikes in the GSR data occurred. 
 
We analyzed each participant’s individual playthrough by playing back the gameplay footage 
and looking at the eye-tracking maps as they compared to the GSR data. We also ran their 
GSR stats through R and collected linear regression data for each participant. We note, 
however, that one participant’s GSR recording was corrupted from sitting too close to the PC on 
which he played the game.  
 
We looked at the data of each participant and attempted to find patterns in their eye-tracking 
behavior and GSR data. Just as we thought, players’ GSR spikes always occurred when a bar 
was low. We also noticed that GSR would dip when they completed an action or a series of 
repeated actions (clicking the same object more than once). However, a major misstep of ours 
was misinterpreting the data by reading them as linear regressions. We also misunderstood the 
directions of the assignment by forgetting to instrument our game and collect data that way.  

Re-Analysis of Study Two 
 
Knowing that we misinterpreted the instructions and didn’t collect any game data, here is how 
we would instrument our game and what data we would collect were we to run another study. 
We would track how often the player clicked on each of our six interactable items in the game. 
We would also note the player’s end state in the game: whether they successfully reached the 
end of the day, or got a game over. We think that using that data would be the best way of 
instrumenting our game at this stage. 
 
As previously noted, we erroneously analyzed the linear regression of each participant’s GSR 
reading; to correct our prior methods, we re-ran some analysis on the eye tracking by setting up 
AOIs in the lab. We exported our new AOI data and have included our new analysis below: 



 
We marked the AOI for all the cat interacting items and the health bar for our experience to 
make the following assumption:  

1. Does AOI of health bar affect players performance regarding to the game result? 
2. Does player has a specific preference for one of the items than the other? 

 

 
Figure 1 the Time spent% and Revisit times for life bar 

 
The “YES” or “NO” on the x-axis shows whether the player pass the game or not. There 

were players spending more time on focusing life bar, but didn’t revisit that much, and players 
quickly scan the life bar but revisiting many times. To compare with the data and the result, it 
cannot be simply say the more time players visit the health bar, they would have more chance 
to survive(compare P2 and P3). Below is the time spent and revisit time for all the participants:





 

 
According to the above chart, the player’s time spent and revisit time in each item, it is clear that 
Cat toy is player’s favorite item. ⅘ players revisited the cat toy. Window’s revisit time is the least, 
⅘ players got least revisit number as Window. Except participant 1, most players prefer playing 



one item much more times than the rest of the item. It is interesting to consider why all the items 
were not being used, especially for player 3, he didn't use two items for the entire game.  

 





 
Those charts are the comparison for single item between 5 players. According to the data, we 
assume the Player 4 and 5 have eager or passion personality, or while playing games they are 
excited. Player 4 and 5’s revisiting number is much higher than other players. And Player 1 
seems like a careful person due to the steers each item for a long time. 

Designing the Final Prototype 
 
For the final prototype, we implemented some polish and bug fixes for the game, such as 
updating the menu screen and fixing broken button functionality. We also, instead of creating a 
“perform action” animation, implemented a thought-bubble pop up that would show when the 
player is in the middle of doing something so that players would understand that their lack of 
movement wasn’t a bug. We also fixed a bug where the cat would keep running or moving in 
any direction while frozen and set their default animation state to forward idle. 
 



We redesigned the level by changing the color of some assets in the room so that the only 
yellow-ish colored things were the survival interactables and the only green things were the 
entertainment items. Our last major change was moving the location of several items to make 
them more evenly dispersed throughout the room. 
 

 
New location of objects in final prototype 

 
In the future, we would like to run more playtests and see what percentage of players are 
getting “Game Over” instead of completing the game. We would also like to know if players are 
creating optimal strategies for getting through the levels. This would be helpful for tweaking and 
fine tuning the health bar increase/decreases. We would also like to make more adjustments to 
the speed mechanic and add more interactable items that do different things: perhaps one is a 
speed boost, or another makes time go slower? There are many possibilities.  
 
We would also like to do more to introduce the story concept. Maybe a short cut scene or black 
screen with text would suffice to say “have fun while I’m gone, my pet” from the cat’s owner. We 
also, over time, would want to replace the borrowed art assets we found online with original art 
so that the game is truly an original work; however, that would be far along down the road. 
 

Reflections and Future Work 
We think that considering the limited time frame for this project, we did well in creating a concept 
that reflected our constraints; we also managed to stay within scope. If we had more 
experienced coders, we could have done more in the timeframe, but it was a rewarding 



experience learning how to implement an idea like this. As for the studies, we think that it would 
have gone better if we had planned further ahead - which we know seemed a bit difficult given 
that we didn’t design our game around a specific research question. This is mostly in regards to 
study two, since we were definitely a bit out of our depth since none of us had conducted a 
biometrics study of that type before. We also realize that game instrumentation would have 
been a big help in preparing us for future goals of ours in regards to this game. Sonya at least 
would love to polish it a bit more so that it could be something she can use for her portfolio. 
  
As for our teamwork, the roles developed into Sonya as designer and programmer for the game 
and lead for the first study. Yukie ran the second study since she had previous experience with 
using the biometrics software in the lab. Wenqi, Yukie, and Sonya each performed the analysis 
for both studies. Sonya also became the main writer and editor for the reports. Wenqi assisted 
Sonya in some of the programming tasks for the game. When we met in person, we did an 
efficient job of staying on task and working on the game. We each think we can improve on our 
technical capabilities. A lot of the initial development time for the game was spent finding and 
following tutorials so that we could actually implement the ideas we had. We also think that 
reading the directions carefully and starting earlier is something we can all work on. 
 
Our main take away for game design and user research in general would be an appreciation 
and understanding of the standard development cycle timeline. As Casper said, the industry 
tends to work quickly like the timeframe we had for this project. Knowing that, this was a 
valuable experience that has made us cognizant of all the ways we could streamline our work 
process and turn out quality content more quickly so as to keep up with a hectic schedule. Often 
times, as well, the most interesting and critical information we learned from our studies were the 
unexpected or unprompted results. We also realize that had we instrumented our game, we 
would have been able to collect valuable data on what the player is doing that would help us to 
improve and balance the mechanics. As for our methods, the interviews went well, we think, but 
the biometrics portion of the study could have been better. We should have had a more 
controlled environment where we were making sure players data was getting collected more 
reliably. Losing two out of five participants’ data to software errors means missing out on a large 
portion of our data. We also plan on utilizing undergraduate students in the game program for 
larger participant pools in future studies so that we can get some more interesting data to 
analyze. 
 
 
 
 


