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ABSTRACT
This paper describes the process of rapid iterative prototyping used by a research team developing a training 
video game for the Sirius program funded by the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity (IARPA). 
Described are three stages of development, including a paper prototype, and builds for alpha and beta testing. 
Game development is documented, and the process of playtesting is reviewed with a focus on the challenges 
and lessons-learned. Advances made in the development of the game through the playtesting process are 
discussed along with implications of the rapid iterative prototyping approach.

DOI: 10.4018/ijgbl.2013100102



Copyright © 2013, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.

8   International Journal of Game-Based Learning, 3(4), 7-26, October-December 2013

INTRODUCTION

While under constant pressure for quick and 
accurate judgments, intelligence analysts must 
gather information from a variety of sources, 
and rapidly process it incrementally as it is 
received. In his book The Psychology of Intel-
ligence Analysis, Heuer (2006) refers to this 
process as “a recipe for inaccurate perception” 
(p. 27). As part of their work, intelligence 
analysts must not only evaluate the credibility 
of information they receive, they must also 
attempt to synthesize large quantities of data 
from a variety of sources, including intelligence 
collection assets from their own organizations, 
and from other agencies.

In their “Sirius” program, the Intelligence 
Advanced Research Projects Activity (IARPA) 
posed a challenge for researchers to create 
a training video game capable of prompting 
players to recognize cognitive biases within 
their decision making, so as to mitigate their 
occurrence during critical stages of intelligence 
analysis (IARPA, 2011). IARPA set forth a 
number of requirements for game development, 
including mandating which cognitive biases 
should be examined, while leaving research 
teams open to determining the form and content 
of their games, as well as the key theoretical 
mechanisms underpinning their design and 
function. Our team’s response was to develop 
a game called MACBETH (Mitigating Analyst 
Cognitive Bias by Eliminating Task Heuristics) 
in which players are challenged to gather and 
assess intelligence data to stop an imminent 
terrorist attack within a fictional environment.

This paper provides a design narrative 
(Hoadley, 2002) of a rapid prototyping, user-
centered approach to developing MACBETH. 
It builds on (1) design narratives of rapid proto-
typing approaches to game design for learning 
(c.f., Aldrich, 2003; Jenkins, Squire, & Tan, 
2004; Squire, 2008, 2010, 2011), (2) models 
of rapid prototyping within instructional design 
(Desrosier, 2011; Jones & Richey, 2000; Tripp 
& Bichelmeyer, 1990), and (3) modern versions 
of entertainment game design (Lebrande, 2010) 
to articulate an integrated approach to designing 

games for learning. This approach addresses the 
requirement that training games (1) must have 
mechanics appropriate to the target domain (2) 
suffice the requirements of multiple stakehold-
ers, and (3) be backed by evidence that games 
are achieving their intended impact without 
causing unforeseen negative consequences. 
Before proceeding with these development is-
sues, however, we first provide a brief overview 
of cognitive bias.

THEORETICAL APPROACH 
TO COGNITIVELY BIASED 
INFORMATION PROCESSING

A primary causal mechanism cited for biased 
information processing and poor credibility as-
sessment is the reliance on heuristic social infor-
mation processing—a nonanalytic orientation in 
which only a minimal set of informational cues 
are considered as long as processing accuracy 
is deemed sufficient. As defined by Chaiken’s 
Heuristic-Systematic Model of information 
processing (HSM; Chaiken, 1980; Todorov, 
Chaiken, & Henderson, 2002), heuristics are 
mental shortcuts, or simple decision rules, aris-
ing from conventional beliefs and expectations 
used repeatedly in daily interactions. In contrast 
to heuristic processing, systematic information 
processing requires more careful consideration 
of all available evidence, and is thus much more 
cognitively taxing (Chen & Chaiken, 1999).

The HSM posits that reliance on heuris-
tics is often preferable because it minimizes 
cognitive effort while satisfying motivational 
concerns with sufficient reliability. Heuristics 
often provide swift solutions to complex, ill-
structured problems (Silverman, 1992; Van 
Boven & Loewenstein, 2005), however, reli-
ance on heuristics can also lead to insufficient 
consideration and/or disregard of relevant, 
diagnostic information. Consequently, although 
heuristics do not always lead to bias, an overreli-
ance on them can result in decreased soundness 
of credibility assessments. According to the 
HSM, motivation, time, and ability to process 
information are critical elements for reducing 
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analytical reliance on heuristic processing, and 
encouraging more optimal systematic, delibera-
tive processing.

Unfortunately, although there is a vast re-
search literature documenting the existence of 
cognitive biases, the literature on the mitigation 
of cognitive biases, especially in the area of cred-
ibility assessment, is scant (Silverman, 1992). 
Because credibility assessment is cognitively 
demanding (Vrij, Fisher, Mann, & Leal, 2008), 
decision-makers are prone to adopt mental 
decision rules that require less cognitive effort. 
However, within the context of intelligence 
analysis, the present project offers an immersive 
training game to help analysts recognize when 
cognitive heuristics are disadvantageous, and 
encourage them to engage in more systematic 
processing so as to reduce the incidence of 
biased reasoning within their decision making.

Few systematic attempts to mitigate cogni-
tive bias through comprehensive training pro-
grams exists with a few exceptions in medical 
education (Stone & Moskowitz, 2011) and law 
enforcement (van den Heuvel, Alison, & Crego, 
2012) however the effectiveness of training pro-
grams, especially over the long term is unknown 
(Neilens, Handley, & Newstead, 2009). Using 
games for training, especially in the realm of 
intelligence analysis or decision-making is a 
relatively new approach. For example, Crews 
et al. (2007) describe a web-based, learner-
centered, multimedia training system called 
AGENT99 Trainer that was more successful 
at teaching people to detect deception than 
traditional pedagogical techniques although it 
was not a game per se. Games have been used 
to train in many different domains and a recent 
meta-analysis by Sitzmann (2011) found that 
computer-based simulation games were more 
likely than control conditions to improve factual 
knowledge and skills with a higher retention 
rate. The main advantage that games provide 
is replayability. While a student is unlikely to 
hear a lecture, lesson, or instructional video 
more than once, they can receive repeated 
exposure to training when implemented in a 
video game. They can also receive feedback 
on their mistakes more quickly and learn from 

those mistakes without suffering real-world 
consequences. Thus, a videogame is an ideal 
medium to train about cognitive biases which 
operate outside of conscious awareness and 
may be resistant to training.

The IARPA Sirius program asked us to 
address three particular cognitive biases in the 
first phase of the program, namely: the funda-
mental attribution error (FAE), confirmation 
bias (CB), and bias blind spot (BBS). The FAE 
is the tendency for people to over-emphasize 
stable, personality-based (i.e., dispositional) 
explanations for behaviors observed in others, 
while simultaneously under-emphasizing the 
role and power of transitory, situational influ-
ences on the same behavior (Harvey, Town, & 
Yarkin, 1981). People engage in CB when they 
tend to search for and interpret information in 
ways that serve to confirm their preconceived 
beliefs, expectations, or hypotheses (Nickerson, 
1998). Similarly, BBS is a form of selective 
perception characterized by the tendency to see 
bias in others, while being blind to it in one’s self 
due to a failure in introspection (Pronin, 2007; 
Pronin & Kugler, 2007; Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 
2002). In our approach to developing methods 
for mitigating these three biases within the 
MACBETH video game, we applied the HSM 
to examine ways players may be encouraged to 
engage in systematic processing while simul-
taneously limiting their reliance on heuristics.

OVERVIEW OF MACBETH

Our response to the IARPA challenge of build-
ing a training video game to train intelligence 
analysts to mitigate cognitive bias, was to create 
a fictional environment in which players are 
confronted with a global terrorist threat they 
must prevent, as a clock counts down the time 
remaining before the imminent attack. Players 
take on the role of an intelligence analyst who 
must gather intelligence from assets around the 
world in order to assess the credibility of the 
information, try to determine the accuracy or 
truthfulness of the intelligence, and then appre-
hend the suspect before the attack. Players must 
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determine the location of the terrorist attack, 
the identity of the suspect, and the method of 
attack (i.e., the weapon used). The game was 
originally designed as a single-player game to 
be played against other non-playable charac-
ter (NPC) analysts but was later expanded to 
allow for human players to collaborate with 
one another to solve the scenarios together. 
MACBETH has four distinctive sections (In-
tel Collection, Archive, Case Files, and Intel 
Review), and one game tool—the Notebook 
used for tracking and organizing information 
gathered for determining location, suspect, and 
weapon. Each game section is available at least 
once per turn, however, turns always end with 
Intel Review, where players make a hypothesis, 
or assists other players in making hypotheses. 
Below, the four game sections and Notebook 
tool are each described in turn.

Intel Collection

In Intel Collection, players collect two pieces of 
intelligence per round from up to six different 
sources (each holding three pieces of informa-
tion). For example, players can request an analy-
sis of satellite data on suspect movements, find 
out about internet chatter regarding suspicious 
local activities, or ask an asset about dubious 
money transfers possibly aiding a known ter-
rorist group. In response to the two questions 
posed, players are presented with answers of 
varying specification and reliability that can 
be used to confirm or disconfirm locations, 
methods of attack, and/or attributes of a sus-
pect. Certain pieces of intel that are lacking in 
specification may require further investigation, 
in which case a “chip”, obtained in the Archive 
section of the game, is necessary.

Archive

In Archive, the player is given the profile of an 
unidentified subject and asked to determine if 
that person represents a potential threat. Players 
are told to review the case files and determine 
whether the person should have been considered 
a threat at the time their case was active. Threat 
determinations are informed by collecting clues 

based on either dispositional or situational in-
formation. Players may collect up to 12 cues 
(6 dispositional and 6 situational) upon which 
they must make their “threat” or “not a threat” 
assessment. If a correct assessment is made 
based entirely on situational clues (thus avoiding 
the FAE), a “chip” is earned, which can be used 
later in the game to follow-up on ambiguous or 
under-specified intelligence gathered during In-
tel Collection. The purpose of Archive is to help 
players reduce FAE, thus MACBETH makes 
dispositional cues (e.g., “has a quick temper”) 
less useful in identifying threats than situational 
cues (e.g., “is currently a subject of interest in 
a police investigation”). When justifying their 
position, players must indicate the top three 
pieces of evidence they used to inform their 
assessment, and only correct assessments based 
on three situational clues earn points (toward 
their overall game score) and a chip that will 
later prove useful in verifying ambiguous intel.

Case Files

In Case Files, players can browse information 
related to suspects, weapons, and potential 
attack locations. For example, if players learn 
from a source during intel collection that a 
suspect has a history of depression, they can 
read the case files on the suspects to learn 
which ones may be taking drugs for depression. 
Once a player reviews information in case files, 
that information is automatically added to the 
Notebook and is subsequently available for later 
decision making.

Intel Review

In Intel Review, players are faced with two 
potential interactions, one of which involves 
the ultimate submission of a final hypothesis. 
In their initial visits to Intel Review, players are 
encouraged to formulate a running hypothesis, 
or assist a fellow analyst (and thereby earn 
points) by providing new evidence. In both cases 
the player must select evidence collected during 
Intel Collection to justify the hypothesis or the 
assist. When assisting a fellow analyst, the game 
encourages the use of disconfirming evidence 
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through both feedback and point awards. On 
their second visit to Intel Review, players are 
offered a choice between requesting confirm-
ing or disconfirming evidence from a fellow 
analyst, and this information can be used to 
justify a change on the player’s hypothesis. Just 
as Archive encourages the selection and use of 
situational clues to mitigate FAE, Intel Review 
encourages the selection and use disconfirming 
evidence to mitigate CB.

Intel Review requires players to interact 
with the AI which, depending on whether they 
are in the single or multi-player versions of 
the game, could be quite different from one 
another. In the single-player version of the 
game, the other analysts (NPCs named Hal 
and Joshua) are not very interactive and it is 
clear to participants that they are not making 
decisions or hypotheses collaboratively. The 
player can request to receive either confirming 
or disconfirming intel from the other analysts 
and can either disconfirm the AI hypothesis or 
justify his or her own hypothesis. The player 
receives feedback based on this choice. When 
the player submits a final hypothesis they gain 
points based on correct items and a bonus 
for the turn in which it was submitted. If the 
player had insufficient evidence to prove the 
hypothesis they receive a penalty. Thus, in the 
single-player version of the game, the AI was 
simply sending intel to the player and was not 
directly communicating with the player.

For the multi-player version, the player 
can play either with another human partner or 
can play with AI that was designed to simulate 
human actions based on the playtests of human 
players. A player can request assistance from 
another analyst through intel received in a 
dropbox. The dropbox is a messaging system 
used for communication between each player 
in the multi-player version. A player fulfilling a 
request receives feedback based on the type of 
intel submitted. When a player submits a final 
hypothesis, it must be approved or rejected 
by the other player. To reject a hypothesis, a 
player must submit disconfirming intel, which 
then appears in the other player’s dropbox. If a 

hypothesis is approved, the submitting player 
receives a bonus. If a hypothesis is rejected, 
the rejecting player receives points and the 
submitting player receives a penalty. Both 
players share the final approved hypothesis, 
gain points based on correct items, and gain 
points based on the round of the player who 
is farthest in the scenario. The multi-player AI 
is more interactive and collaborative than the 
single-player.

The Notebook

The Notebook is not a section of the game, but 
rather a tool for the player. In the Notebook, 
players collect information from Case Files 
that later can be consulted and rated as more 
intel becomes available. Up to the moment 
of final hypothesis submission, the Notebook 
holds all the intel collected, organizing it both 
by source, and by type—i.e., locations, suspects 
and weapons. When players are ready to submit 
their hypotheses during Intel Review, suspects, 
locations and weapons can be selected from 
the Notebook to form running hypotheses, and 
eventually a final solution to the game.

RAPID ITERATIVE 
PROTOTYPING PROCESS

In the game development process known as 
rapid iterative prototyping (RIP), the game is 
played, evaluated, adjusted, and played again, 
allowing the design team to optimize adjust-
ments to successive iterations or versions of the 
game (Eladhari & Ollila, 2012). The purpose of 
RIP is to gather feedback on the design while 
production is underway so that changes can be 
made during the development process rather 
than waiting until the game is finished. The 
rapid development cycle allowed by RIP serves 
to leverage input from intelligence and cogni-
tive bias experts on the project team, who are 
able to provide continuing feedback on design, 
playability, and coherence while simultaneously 
making sure the theoretical mitigation goals of 
the project are maintained during each iteration.
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At present, MACBETH has been through 
more than 100 builds, and has seen dramatic 
changes accrue over its first year of develop-
ment. This process may be broken down into 
three distinct phases: The first of which involved 
the “Paper Prototype” created as a cartoon 
version of the game, capable of illustrating 
the basic concepts and mechanics within the 
game to our cognitive and intelligence subject-
matter experts (referred to as CSE and ISE 
respectively) as well as the IARPA review team. 
During the second phase of the development 
process, termed the “Alpha Phase,” the Archive 
mini-game was developed and then tested 
with a small group of student playtesters, who 
continued to offer feedback as new features 
of the game were added with each prototype 
developed. Finally, after assuring the validity 
and design specifications of MACBETH dur-
ing the “Beta Phase” (Gold & Wolfe, 2012), a 
game build prototype was developed for use in 
our first experiment, assessing game mechanics 
and functionality with over 700 users (Dunbar, 
Miller, et al., 2013).

Phase 1: Paper Prototype

A primary goal of prototyping in design re-
search is to understand the problem of a design 
through cycles of design and feedback, rather 
than through speculation. Just as importantly, 
the paper prototype was intended to begin a 
conversation among all project staff, including 

game designers, subject matter experts, cogni-
tive psychologists and measurement specialists 
about project goals informed by tangible materi-
als, rather than speculative goals; in short, rather 
than spend months discussing what a game 
could be, and debating different visions free 
of any tangible products or shared experience, 
we wanted to encourage grounded discussion 
around a shared object (see Boling & Bichel-
meyer, 1998). In the first designs written for 
the IARPA proposal, it was felt the game might 
appear too much like deskwork for an intelli-
gence analyst (see Figures 1 and 2), which might 
lessen engagement (Schoenau-Fog, 2011). After 
contracting with a team of designers to help 
make the game more engaging, they were able 
to take our initial idea and collaborate with the 
development team, ISE, and CSE personnel to 
add elements based loosely on the board game 
Clue, in which players would have to identify a 
suspect, weapon, and location for the fictional 
attack in a turn-based style. Through several 
face-to-face working sessions with cognitive 
researchers and game developers, the design 
team proposed five high-level game concepts 
that leveraged unique game mechanics to allow 
players to learn about and diminish the targeted 
biases within both single- and multi-player 
game versions.

Drawing from common practices in visual 
design, we created five initial designs, rather 
than “one master design” in order to: (1) Unearth 

Figure 1. Early design of MACBETH game
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multiple plausible game designs and prevent 
the team from becoming too stuck on one idea; 
(2) Uncover implicit functional specifications 
that may not have been made explicitly; and (3) 
Create a cohesive vision for the ultimate design 
which would work from multiple perspectives. 
After careful consideration of the strengths 
and weakness of each design, the design team 
moved forward with the development of a paper 
prototype concept merging elements of three of 
the initial designs into a single play experience. 
One of these concepts was called “Threat!,” a 
mini-game addressing the FAE that was later 
developed into Archive, and integrated as one 
component of MACBETH, so that the rest of 
the main game could focus on the BBS and 
CB training via the use of a hypothesis testing 
approach within what eventually became the 
Intel Review portion of the game. Following two 
months of development, the design team had 
a working prototype of MACBETH (designed 
for four players at a time) available for the CSE 
and ISE teams, and IARPA review personnel 
to play, and consequently provide feedback to 
the design team through RIP.

Consistent with an RIP approach, both the 
ISE and CSE teams had early and persistent 
roles in playtesting to assure realism and verify 
that the implementation of the bias elicitation 
mechanisms were performing as planned. The 
CSE team also reviewed the efficacy of the 
instructional material in informing players of 

mitigation strategies for each bias, and assisted 
in balancing the game feedback systems to 
reward mitigation of bias and redress players 
who committed a bias. All researchers were 
provided access to scheduled builds of the 
game, and asked to play and provide feedback 
via an on-line discussion board. Although they 
helped provide insights on usability and design 
elements, the ISE and CSE teams focused 
primarily on the implementation of content-
dependent game systems.

The development team subsequently ana-
lyzed feedback from the CSE and ISE teams 
following the paper playtest, and although many 
suggestions for improvement were offered, one 
of the most important lessons learned was that 
people did not like being rushed to make a hy-
pothesis too early in the game. Players wanted 
time to gather intelligence and weigh the infor-
mation further before making their hypotheses, 
thus the original prototype requiring a guess 
after the first turn was modified. Relative to bias 
mitigation, the concern was that players could 
not commit CB unless they indeed had a rela-
tively firm hypothesis in mind, otherwise there 
would be nothing to confirm or disconfirm. On 
the other hand, players who waited until the end 
of the game to make a hypothesis would never 
have a chance to commit—or mitigate—CB or 
BBS. So, as a result of this playtest iteration, 
a mechanic was developed to institute “com-
mitment points,” encouraging players to make 

Figure 2. The first paper playtests of MACBETH
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an early hypothesis, while rewarding them for 
retaining their original positions, unless they had 
contradictory evidence—all before ultimately 
being allowed to make a final hypothesis only 
after their third turn.

A second important piece of feedback 
from these early playtest sessions involved 
the dossiers of the suspects in the main game. 
Players wanted to see more variety, both in 
terms of gender and background. Indeed, if the 
suspects were all Muslim extremists, that could 
easily encourage stereotypes and inadvertently 
increase both CB and BBS. Thus the develop-
ment team worked with the CSE and ISE teams 
to create dossiers of the suspects, as well as old 
case files for Archive, which could provide a 
richer, more diverse body of potential suspects 
and threats for players to engage and analyze.

A third important lesson from the paper 
playtests involved the turn-based approach to 
the game. When playing a board game with 
other players face-to-face, it is possible for 
one player to have a turn while other players 
observe, but even when players know what 
their opponents taking a turn are doing, they 
may grow impatient waiting for their turn. In 
a digital game, when players are unable to see 
what others are doing, this may become even 
more critical as players are more prone to im-
patience and boredom awaiting their own turn. 
Consequently, the game mechanic was altered 
to make the turn-taking simultaneous, so that 
within a single-player version of the game, 
artificial intelligence could be employed to 
interact with the players by creating two NPCs 
as fellow analysts, named “Hal” and “Joshua.”

This development sped up the action by 
allowing a player to be informed that Hal or 
Joshua would like assistance in testing their 
hypotheses, without the player’s assistance 
interrupting the player’s own turn, nor requir-
ing the player to wait for the NPCs to make 
their turns. In a later multi-player version of 
MACBETH, turn-taking remained simultane-
ous and the dropbox system was implemented 
so that play could continue even while the other 
players were making decisions.

In sum, the paper prototyping phase enabled 
the team to minimize project risks by identify-
ing critical tensions in the game design (i.e. 
managing sufficient investment in hypotheses), 
bringing team members together on a common 
goal, and providing evidence for the potential 
of a game to reach its intended learning goals.

Phase 2: Alpha Testing

The development team took over the project 
from the design team, and began converting the 
paper prototype into a digital game. The first 
aspect of the digital version was the Archive 
mini-game, designed to teach players about FAE 
and help reduce the reliance on dispositional 
attributes (see Figure 3). The CSE team took 
the lead on creating the case files and chose 
historical figures about which the fictitious 
intelligence agency would have old case files. 
Thus 32 distinct Archive case files were created 
based on biographical information about a range 
of characters, from serial killers and terrorists, 
to historical heroes and literary figures. Based 
on the feedback received during the paper 
playtests, these profiles varied in age, gender, 
country of origin, and religious affiliation, with 
the objective being to choose characters play-
ers would be familiar with, so as to produce an 
“aha” moment upon deeming someone to be a 
threat or not a threat. Calling Mother Theresa a 
threat, for example, should accentuate players’ 
realizations that they had indeed used faulty 
decision-making techniques. Thus, MACBETH 
attempts to make players aware of their biases 
by making the dispositional cues non-diagnostic 
and misleading, whereas the situational cues 
are diagnostic and useful. However, the cues 
and characters within Archive needed to be as 
factually correct as possible, which required a 
great deal of research.

The first independent playtest population 
during Alpha Testing consisted of undergradu-
ate students who had signed up for a semester-
long course in which they spent several weeks 
learning about the educational capabilities of 
videogames, and playing builds of MACBETH 
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as they became available. Student playtesters 
(N = 13) made one-hour appointments using 
online appointment scheduling software, and 
had one-on-one sessions with a graduate re-
search assistant, during which they played the 
most current build of MACBETH. The research 
assistants observed their game play and noted 
specific in-game behaviors. After completing 
a play session, students responded to questions 
and metrics designed to elicit feedback about 
their play experience, which were recorded, 
summarized, and incorporated back into the 
next build of the game. The CSE teams also 
played each week’s build and made content 
recommendations based on feedback from 
playtesters, as well as their own experiences. 
In-game behavior was also observed by the 
development and CSE teams using Morae 
Observer software, whereupon completing a 
playtest session, researchers assigned to facili-
tate the playtest coded each student playtester’s 
in-game behaviors for markers of bias elicita-
tion, mitigation, and performance feedback.

In addition to the playtest feedback on 
Archive, the dispositional and situational cues 
were administered to a larger sample (N = 130) 
of undergraduate students with a brief definition 
of the terms “dispositional” and “situational” to 

determine whether the Archive cues were clearly 
identifiable as such. From those results, cues 
that playtesters were unable to distinguish as 
dispositional vs. situational were revised easier 
identification. Out of the 374 possible cues, any 
cue that 50% or more of the sample mistakenly 
categorized, or reported uncertainty as to their 
dispositional vs. situational nature, was revised. 
As a result, nearly 100 cues were modified 
before being incorporated into Archive.

One of the most important changes made 
to Archive during Phase 2 was that players 
were asked to rank the top three cues that lead 
them to their threat assessment, so it could be 
determined exactly what information they were 
using to make their decisions. If they correctly 
identified a threat but did so using dispositional 
cues, they would get a message informing them 
they were relying on cognitive biases despite 
making the correct threat assessment. Analysis 
of the players’ trials in Archive indicated they 
were often winning chips while relying on 
dispositions; thus, the decision was made to 
only award chips when situational cues were 
made as the players’ top three choices. This 
way, players would not be rewarded for relying 
on dispositions, and thus, FAE would not be 
encouraged. It was also determined that players 

Figure 3. Archive mini-game design
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would need chips in order to win so that they 
could not skip the FAE training in Archive while 
playing MACBETH.

Qualitative data were collected throughout 
the course of the Alpha testing to assess player 
affect (i.e., whether the player had positive or 
negative game experience), software perfor-
mance (how responsive, stable, and scalable 
the software was), usability (perceptions of the 
interface and navigation), and game interactivity 
(i.e., how much the player interacted with the 
game). Overall, players responded positively 
to the game concept, and showed they enjoyed 
the investigative and educational nature of 
the game, indicating that “pretending to be an 
agent was fun.” Some users saw a connection 
between media outside the game and the game 
content, and the familiarity made the game more 
enjoyable. For example, one user associated the 
game with television crime shows and said she 
put herself “in the shoes of the psychologist 
from Law and Order: SVU and approached 
the information as if I were taking the case to 
trial.” Negative comments on the concept of 
the game centered on the repetitive nature of 
determining threat. At this phase however, play-
ers were only testing Archive, thus the negative 
comments were due to the iterative nature of 
the playtesting and the limited game content 
available during Alpha Phase.

Comments regarding programming is-
sues were used to detect bugs inadvertently 
overlooked by the design team. For instance, 
some users repeatedly chose situational cues but 
corresponding feedback advised them to “look 
for situational cues.” Despite the game being 
programed to avoid repetition of suspects, some 
players were given the same suspects multiple 
times. Oftentimes the game would not enter full 
screen mode, or graphics would cover a portion 
of text, etc. Discovering software glitches like 
these during review sessions within the RIP 
process allowed the design team to improve 
the technical quality of the game for each suc-
cessive build.

In addition to detecting technical problems, 
participants also commented on the game’s 
aesthetics and informative content. The 3-D 

graphics received mixed reviews, for example, 
one user said he “liked the graphics, they were 
better than what I expected,” while another 
complained she didn’t care for the 3-D and 
“immediately wanted to change it.” A couple 
users indicated the 3-D was “distracting” and 
“difficult” at first, but once they got used to it, 
one “liked it” whereas the other felt “it didn’t 
add anything to the game.”

To determine the ways players interacted 
with the game, users were observed by graduate 
assistants, and asked how they made decisions 
regarding threat. The purpose of Archive was 
to teach players to use situational cues over 
dispositional cues in decision making, yet 
58% of participants either admitted or were 
observed using other techniques to make deci-
sions. Some players approached the task as a 
“guessing game” instead of using deductive 
skills. One player described this tactic as a 
“matching game” where the user “was able to 
recognize and guess the characters’ identities 
from the clues” before making a choice. Only 
27% of users read the game feedback and 
realized they should be using situational cues 
over dispositional cues (the remaining 15% of 
playtesters did not indicate how they made deci-
sions). Thus, the challenge for the design team 
centered on increasing players’ interactions 
with the feedback—encouraging them to read 
and learn from the instructions and feedback 
provided by integrating the feedback into the 
course and narrative of the game, rather than 
having it function as a “toll booth,” slowing 
down play, and requiring them to break the 
flow of the experience.

Once Archive was complete, the devel-
opment team focused on improving the rest 
of MACBETH,(i.e., the main game) which 
included: the Intel Collection section, in which 
players can query sources and collect answers 
to questions about the suspects, weapons, and 
locations under investigation; the Case Files 
section, where players can read background 
on the suspects, weapons, and locations; the 
Intel Review section, where players can try out 
different hypotheses and request help from the 
other analysts; and finally, the Notebook, where 
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players are able to keep track of their intel in 
preparation for submitting their hypotheses.

In addition to the first group of student 
playtesters described above, three additional 
tests with various groups of players were 
conducted. In the second on-campus playtest, 
faculty and graduate students were recruited 
from the University of Okahoma. In the third 
playtest, nineteen Intelligence officers with at 
least five years of experience were recruited 
from a variety of governmental agencies for 
a day-long session, which included multiple 
play-throughs of the game. The final playtest 
involved playtesters selected by the IARPA proj-
ect management team, which also incorporated 
multiple play-throughs as well.

After each playtest session, players partici-
pated in one-on-one feedback sessions with a 
researcher, then engaged in focus groups during 
which a moderator asked questions to stimulate 
discussion. Overall, playtesters in the three 
groups expressed positive feedback regarding 
the changes in Archive and the analytical concept 
of the game. For example, when commenting 
on Archive, one playtester noted. “All of the 
profiles in archive... those were interesting. I 
like the archive exercises, choosing whether 
or not people were a threat was fun. I liked the 
idea that this was a mini game in the whole 
game.” Similarly, in response to the question: 
“What was your favorite part of the game?” 
one playtester commented, “Trying to put 
together all of the options. The analytic part, 
it works for me.”

In addition to noting which parts of MAC-
BETH they liked, feedback from the focus 
groups also suggested numerous refinements. 
For example, at each playtest, players were 
presented with a new way of orientating on their 
play, along with instructions on alternative ways 
of navigating the game. During each session, 
playtesters noted how difficult and confusing the 
game was, with its steep learning curve. Thus, 
a variety of training methods were evaluated, 
including a short video tutorial, and the use of 
brief printed instructions. Initially however, the 
tutorials proved to be frustratingly short, or were 
presented too quickly, hence, the learning curve 

remained steep, as one playtester noted: “Some 
of the sections were not intuitive…. Wasn’t 
clear what I was supposed to do or why there 
were choices…. Two minute video didn’t cut 
it…” When asked for a suggestion on how to 
make the game more intuitive, this playtester 
responded: “Some mechanics need to be sim-
plified or explained. I hate to say fix it with a 
tutorial, but it needs to be more intuitive and 
obvious. Figure out how to fix the mechanics to 
be self-teaching and obvious like tooltips.” In 
response, a tutorial scenario (called “Scenario 
Zero”), was developed to function as a walk-
through of a shortened and simplified game 
scenario. In Scenario Zero there are only three 
weapons, locations, and suspects; and the AI 
walks players through two turns, demonstrating 
all the important elements, including the basics 
of Archive, Intel Collection, the Notebook, and 
Intel Review.

One build of the game had a “sandbox” 
feature where players could test and explore 
different hypotheses, but playtesters found it 
caused more confusion than it alleviated since 
they could not transfer their sandbox hypoth-
esis to the actual Intel Review section. A more 
pressing problem was that while playing in 
the sandbox, players were not receiving any 
bias mitigation training and thus, it served as a 
distraction from the main purpose of the game. 
Subsequent builds replaced this feature with a 
new hypothesis session within Intel Review.

Another aspect of the game receiving an 
overhaul after the focus group playtests was the 
Notebook, which, in the original design, was a 
separate area available only from the main menu 
of the game (see Figure 4), which meant play-
ers could not access it while navigating within 
Intel Collection, Case Files, or Intel Review. 
One player commented, “[I would] like to see 
info from suspect bios easier to access. Would 
like to be able to drag a clue from one side of 
notebook to the other … to keep track of which 
clues [led] to which decision.” This and similar 
comments were instrumental in changing the 
Notebook in successive builds, so as to make it 
accessible on every screen, and thus available 
to players throughout the game (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Notebook re-design

Figure 4. Original design of main page for game
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In addition to playtester feedback regarding 
notebook accessibility, players were observed 
taking copious notes on paper while they played. 
“Notebook is not intuitive,” one player com-
mented, “I need paper.” Although their paper 
notes were helpful in revealing how players 
were copying details from the case files page 
on the weapons, locations, and suspects, they 
ultimately took players out of the flow of the 
game. A key focus group finding showed how 
players desired more options for organizing 
intel within the Notebook so they could read 
profiles more easily while seeing suspect data 
simultaneously. Based on these observations and 
feedback, the Notebook section was revised so 
that as players visited Case Files, the intel they 
accessed on weapons, locations, and suspects 
automatically populated in their Notebook.

Their notes also revealed players to be 
rating their confidence of intel validity as they 
played, and flagging pieces of intel they thought 
to be particularly important. During the focus 
group sessions players said they wanted to 
gauge their certainty of intel validity so they 
could more easily keep track of what they’d 
learned, and which pieces would be most use-
ful. Regarding how realistic the game was, 
one intelligence officer stated, “You need a 
credibility assessment for every piece of intel. 
This game doesn’t have that. The collector does 
this.” Another stated, “You will never totally be 
sure about an answer. So you have to play on 
levels of certainty, and that is very important for 
an analyst to understand.” Based on these and 
similar pieces of feedback, subsequent builds of 
the Notebook developed both a flag function, and 
a slider for players to assess their confidence in 
the credibility of the information accumulated 
during Intel Collection (see Figure 5).

Phase 3: Beta Testing

Once Alpha Testing had demonstrated the 
game to be both playable and engaging, the 
CSE and development teams began manipulat-
ing key variables and game mechanics within 
MACBETH to test the efficacy of the game 

at mitigating cognitive bias. Although the 
experimental design and results of the first 
experiment are beyond the scope of this paper 
(they are reported elsewhere; see Dunbar et 
al., 2013), the primary purpose of Experiment 
One was to test the difference between explicit 
training, in which players are given overt defi-
nitions of the three biases along with priming 
about those biases throughout the game, and 
implicit training, in which players may only 
learn the bias terminology (such as the differ-
ence between dispositional and situational cues 
or confirming and disconfirming information) 
through the process of playing the game. Two 
additional experiments, testing the efficacy of 
the feedback system and the difference between 
single- and multi-player were also conducted.

To create the explicit training condition, 
short multiple-choice quizzes were created 
and delivered with definitions of the biases at 
relevant points in the game. For BBS, the bias 
training and the quiz were given at the start of 
the game, for CB, the bias training and quiz 
were given at the start of Intel Review, and 
for FAE, the bias training and quiz were given 
before entering the Archive mini-game. The 
purpose of each quiz was to ensure players 
read and understood the definition of each bias 
before continuing. If a player did not answer 
the quiz question correctly, the definition of the 
bias was repeated and they were given a new 
quiz question until they answered correctly, 
demonstrating their understanding of the bias 
definition.

Two experiments testing the effectiveness 
of the explicit training version of the game were 
conducted, the first of which consisted of a small 
pilot study (N = 85) of a bias priming prototype, 
in which game engagement was measured 
physiologically (Dunbar, Jensen, et al., 2013). 
The second version consisted of a large-scale 
study (N = 703) in which priming and other 
independent variables were tested (Dunbar, 
Miller, et al., 2013). As mentioned, the results 
of these experiments are outside the scope of 
this paper; however, both experiments provided 
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opportunities for gathering player feedback 
about the effectiveness of MACBETH. In the 
post-game survey of Experiment One, players 
were given the option to provide feedback about 
their experience, which included open-ended 
responses from 263 participants. All the issues 
within the responses were categorized as either 
generally positive, negative or neutral, of which, 
50% were deemed positive, 66% negative, and 
3% neutral—with some players giving both 
positive and negative feedback.

Most of these 263 responses addressed 
more than one theme, of which 12 were distinctly 
identified, representing 635 unique pieces of 
data. The positive feedback mostly focused 
on how enjoyable and fun the game was to 
play (41%), how engaging the game was (9%), 
and how much players liked the game design/
graphics (5%). For example, one player said, “I 
want to play it some more, it makes me think 
in a different way from most video games. I 
really enjoyed it.” Regarding the immersive 
elements of the game, this user also declared, 
“It was engaging and I feel like I learned a lot 
about FAE, BBS, and the difference between 
social dispositions and current environment.” 
Moreover, on the aesthetics of the game design, 
this player commented: “Great graphics, one of 
the best I’ve seen in these simulations. kudos!”1

The negative feedback mostly focused 
on how confusing the game was (41%); time 
constraints for playing the game (32%) which 
were restricted by the IARPA rules; and frus-
tration with the tutorial (22%). For example, 
one player’s feedback regarding confusion 
about how to play the game was, “I feel that I 
probably could have completed the game had 
I understood the controls and the flow of the 
game better. I spent a lot of time muddling about 
in menus that weren’t useful, because I wasn’t 
sure how to play.”

Another player mentioned his frustration 
with the time component of the game, “I didn’t 
realize that the time was for every part of the 
game and not just the subsections. So I didn’t 
start to consider time as a variable until midway 

through the third round.” Concerning Scenario 
Zero, this player stated:

The tutorial moved kind of fast to know exactly 
what we were required to do for the game. When 
I got to the scenario to do it by myself, I wasn’t 
really sure where to start or what to do, so I 
just clicked random buttons. I started to get 
the hang of it towards the end of the game and 
wished I could have kept playing.

Neutral feedback mainly consisted of 
observations or statements about the game that 
were difficult to interpret. For example, “I was 
slow at first but then I was able to get faster” 
and “The game grew increasingly harder as the 
levels went on.” In addition, many players ad-
dressed problems they encountered (17%) and 
provided suggestions on how to improve the 
game (10%). Most of the problems addressed 
involved Scenario Zero, and time restrictions; 
however, other problems encountered included 
the functionality of the controls and navigation, 
as well as glitches found within the game. For 
example, one user commented: “I struggled with 
the functionality of the game. It was somewhat 
confusing in the necessary order and operation of 
the different menus.” This user described a bug 
encountered while playing the game: “there was 
a glitch in the Hawk game (third level, including 
training). It said I missed points, but the image 
was a reward-- and then a popup awarded me 
2 more points...”. We used feedback like this 
to find and repair problems within the game 
feedback logic and to improve game playability.

One of the most common suggestions men-
tioned was to include a back button feature in 
the game (48%), e.g., “I would accidentally click 
‘change hypothesis’ when actually I believe I 
had the correct hypothesis, and once that was 
done, there was no going back, I had to change 
something, even though I did not want to.” Other 
suggestions addressed the time restriction and 
the tutorial feature. For example, with regard to 
the time restriction this user suggested:
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Take the clock off for the training, I felt like I 
had to quickly get through the tutorial to finish 
that level on my own instead of the entire level 
being the tutorial. Removing the clock would 
remove pressure to quickly work through the 
tutorial and be better prepared for the real level.

Regarding Scenario Zero, this user sug-
gested:

Sometimes, I got lost in the middle of the game. 
For example, I had some trouble selecting and 
confirming the suspect, location, and weapon. 
Having the option to open the tutorial in the 
middle of the game would have helped. But 
other than that, I real[l]y enjoyed the game!

In summary, players generally were posi-
tive toward the game, with their negative feed-
back largely addressing the time pressure within 
the game, which was deliberately designed to 
add cognitive load because the ability to process 
information is one of the key variables in our 
theoretical guide, the HSM. The time pressure 
was designed to provoke players into both 
committing and mitigating biased decisions. By 
increasing time pressure, there was an increased 
likelihood of players relying on heuristics, thus 
provide opportunities within MACBETH for 
them to learn about and correct their own biased 
decision making.

In subsequent builds of the game, mentors 
have been provided to guide players along, so 
they can receive priming and feedback about 
their decision-making as they play MACBETH. 
To alleviate confusion, a “tool tip” bar has been 
added and made prominent to indicate what the 
various icons mean, and the first few scenarios 
have been made simpler to solve, so as players 
learn to advance, the difficulty of these initial 
scenario will not impede the more important 
bias mitigating aspects of the game. We are 
exploring other ways to reduce the confusion 
experienced within the game as we continue 
development and prepare for our next set of 
experiments.

CONCLUSION

This case study of MACBETH represents a 
learning experience in which the rapid itera-
tive prototyping used by the development team 
was informed by continuous consultation with 
content and intelligence experts. Performing 
extensive pilot testing with a range of playtesting 
populations was essential for preparing, imple-
menting, and refining MACBETH in advance 
of a large-scale experimental test. Development 
of a training video game of this magnitude in 
under one year is a feat in itself. However, the 
key to its continued success will be a function 
of the care and attention to detail given to 
its design by the ISE, CSE and development 
teams. Many of the lessons learned through 
the playtesting were unique to this case study, 
however, the value of playtesting MACBETH, 
and the agility of the rapid iterative prototyp-
ing system have been critical for designing a 
game capable of being examined within a true 
experimental environment.

This general process of paper prototyping, 
developing alpha builds, and conducting beta 
testing may be a generalizable process when 
designing games for social impact. We believe 
any team of game developers, regardless of 
their development budget, can enlist the help 
of subject matter experts and design a training 
game that meets multiple goals. Using the RIP 
process enables the project to come into focus 
as researchers and developers better understand 
the dynamics of the design space. The process 
enabled this project to systematically identify 
and reduce potential unknowns and risks. With 
each phase, the project became increasingly 
in focus. We were also able to adapt to player 
feedback through the use of continuous feed-
back processes so that changes could be made 
before development advanced too far. Critical 
to this process (and indeed any social impact 
game, or game for training) is also bringing 
a multi-disciplinary team into focus, as each 
understands a project’s multiple goals and 
competing needs. We recommend a team-based 
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approach and the use of playtesting to garner 
feedback for developers throughout an entire 
development process to encourage the best 
game development process possible.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors thank the graduate students in the 
CMI program at the University of Arizona, 
Meagan Rothschild at the Games, Learn-
ing, and Society Center at the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison, and the students of Drs. 
Dunbar, Jensen and Miller at the University of 
Oklahoma for their suggestions and guidance 
through the development of this project. The 
authors would also like to thank the talented 
game development team at the K20 Center at 
the University of Oklahoma who brought this 
vision to life.

This research was supported by the Intel-
ligence Advanced Research Projects Activity 
(IARPA) via the Air Force Research Laboratory 
(AFRL). The views and conclusions contained 
herein are those of the authors and should not 
be interpreted as necessarily representing the 
official policies or endorsements, either ex-
pressed or implied, of IARPA, AFRL, or the 
U.S. Government.

REFERENCES

Aldrich, C. (2003). Simulations and the future of 
learning: An innovative (and perhaps revolutionary) 
approach to e-learning. New York: Pfeiffer.

Boling, E., & Bichelmeyer, B. (1998). Filling the 
gap: Rapid prototyping as visualization in the ISD 
process. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
Association for Educational Communications and 
Technology, St. Louis, MO.

Chaiken, S. (1980). Heuristic versus systematic 
information processing and the use of source ver-
sus message cues in persuasion. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 39(5), 752–766. 
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.752

Chen, S., & Chaiken, S. (1999). The heuristic-
systematic model in its broader context. In Y. Trope 
(Ed.), Dual-process theories in social psychology 
(pp. 73–96). New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.

Crews, J. M., Cao, J., Lin, M., Nunamaker, J. F., & 
Burgoon, J. K. (2007). A comparison of instructor-
led vs. web-based training for detecting deception. 
Journal of STEM Education, 8(1 & 2), 31–40.

Desrosier, J. (2011). Rapid prototyping reconsidered. 
The Journal of Continuing Higher Education, 59(3), 
135–145. doi:10.1080/07377363.2011.614881

Dunbar, N. E., Jensen, M. L., Elizondo, J., Piercy, 
C., Bessarabova, E., Twyman, N. W., et al. (2013). 
Engagement in a serious game: Results from self-
report, eye-tracking, and biophysiological data. In 
Proceedings of the International Communication 
Association, London, UK.

Dunbar, N. E., Miller, C. H., Adame, B. J., Elizondo, 
J., Wilson, S. N., Schartel, S., et al. (2013). Implicit 
and explicit training in the mitigation of cognitive 
bias through the use of a serious game. In Proceed-
ings of the Games + Learning + Society Conference, 
Madison, WI.

Eladhari, M. P., & Ollila, E. M. I. (2012). Design 
for research results: Experimental prototyping and 
play testing. Simulation & Gaming, 43(3), 391. 
doi:10.1177/1046878111434255

Gold, S. C., & Wolfe, J. (2012). The valid-
ity and effectiveness of a business game beta 
test. Simulation & Gaming, 43(4), 481–505. 
doi:10.1177/1046878111431868

Harvey, J. H., Town, J. P., & Yarkin, K. L. (1981). 
How fundamental is” the fundamental attribution 
error”? Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 40(2), 346. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.40.2.346

Heuer, R. J. (2006). The psychology of intelligence 
analysis. New York, NY: Novinka.

Hoadley, C. P. (2002). Creating context: Design-based 
research in creating and understanding CSCL. In 
Proceedings of the Conference on Computer Sup-
port for Collaborative Learning: Foundations for a 
CSCL Community.

IARPA. (2011). Solicitation for Sirius program, 
office of incisive analysis. Retrieved October 24, 
2012, from http://www.iarpa.gov/Programs/ia/Sirius/
solicitation_sirius.html



Copyright © 2013, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.

International Journal of Game-Based Learning, 3(4), 7-26, October-December 2013   23

Jenkins, H., Squire, K., & Tan, P. (2004). You can’t 
bring that game to school! Designing supercharged. 
Design research, 244-252.

Jones, T. S., & Richey, R. C. (2000). Rapid prototyp-
ing methodology in action: A developmental study. 
Educational Technology Research and Development, 
48(2), 63–80. doi:10.1007/BF02313401

Lebrande, S. (2010). One page designs. In Proceed-
ings of the the Annual Meeting of the Game Devel-
oper’s Conference, San Francisco, CA.

Neilens, H. L., Handley, S. J., & Newstead, S. 
E. (2009). Effects of training and instruction 
on analytic and belief-based reasoning pro-
cesses. Thinking & Reasoning, 15(1), 37–68. 
doi:10.1080/13546780802535865

Nickerson, R. S. (1998). Confirmation bias: A 
ubiquitous phenomenon in many guises. Review of 
General Psychology, 2, 175–220. doi:10.1037/1089-
2680.2.2.175

Pronin, E. (2007). Perception and misperception of 
bias in human judgment. Trends in Cognitive Sci-
ences, 11(1), 37–43. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.001 
PMID:17129749

Pronin, E., & Kugler, M. B. (2007). Valuing thoughts, 
ignoring behavior: The introspection illusion as a 
source of the bias blind spot. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 43(4), 565–578. doi:10.1016/j.
jesp.2006.05.011

Pronin, E., Lin, D. Y., & Ross, L. (2002). The bias 
blind spot: Perceptions of bias in self versus others. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(3), 
369–381. doi:10.1177/0146167202286008

Schoenau-Fog, H. (2011). Hooked!–evaluating 
engagement as continuation desire in interactive 
narratives. In M. Si, D. Thue, E. André, J. Lester, J. 
Tanenbaum, & V. Zammitto (Eds.), Interactive sto-
rytelling (pp. 219–230). Berlin, Germany: Springer. 
doi:10.1007/978-3-642-25289-1_24

Silverman, B. G. (1992). Modeling and critiquing 
the confirmation bias in human reasoning. IEEE 
Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, 
22(5), 972–982. doi:10.1109/21.179837

Sitzmann, T. (2011). A meta‐analytic examination 
of the instructional effectiveness of computer‐based 
simulation games. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 
489–528. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01190.x

Squire, K. D. (2008). Video game–based learning: 
An emerging paradigm for instruction. Performance 
Improvement Quarterly, 21(2), 7–36. doi:10.1002/
piq.20020

Squire, K. D. (2010). Video game–based learning. 
Handbook of improving performance in the work-
place, volume one: Instructional design and training 
delivery (pp. 435-467).

Squire, K. D. (2011). Video games and learning: 
Teaching and participatory culture in the digital 
age. Technology, education--Connections (the TEC 
Series). New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Stone, J., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2011). Non‐con-
scious bias in medical decision making: What can 
be done to reduce it? Medical Education, 45(8), 
768–776. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2923.2011.04026.x 
PMID:21752073

Todorov, A., Chaiken, S., & Henderson, M. D. (2002). 
The heuristic-systematic model of social information 
processing. The persuasion handbook: Developments 
in theory and practice (pp. 195-211).

Tripp, S. D., & Bichelmeyer, B. (1990). Rapid pro-
totyping: An alternative instructional design strategy. 
Educational Technology Research and Development, 
38(1), 31–44. doi:10.1007/BF02298246

Van Boven, L., & Loewenstein, G. (2005). Cross-
situational projection. In M. D. Alicke, D. A. Dunning, 
& J. I. Krueger (Eds.), The self in social judgment 
(pp. 43–64). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

van den Heuvel, C., Alison, L., & Crego, J. (2012). 
How uncertainty and accountability can derail 
strategic ‘save life’ decisions in counter‐terrorism 
simulations: A descriptive model of choice deferral 
and omission bias. Journal of Behavioral Decision 
Making, 25(2), 165–187. doi:10.1002/bdm.723

Vrij, A., Fisher, R., Mann, S., & Leal, S. (2008). A 
cognitive load approach to lie detection. Journal of 
Investigative Psychology and Offender Profiling, 
5(1-2), 39–43. doi:10.1002/jip.82

ENDNOTES
1  Player comments are exemplars which are 

representative of other players in that category.



Copyright © 2013, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.

24   International Journal of Game-Based Learning, 3(4), 7-26, October-December 2013

Norah E. Dunbar (Ph.D., University of Arizona, 2000) is an Associate Professor of Communica-
tion and a Director of the Center for Applied Social Research at the University of Oklahoma. She 
specializes in the study of nonverbal communication and deception detection in interpersonal 
contexts. She has published over 30 journal articles and book chapters including those in Com-
munication Research, Communication Monographs, and Journal of Social and Personal Relation-
ships. She has been awarded over $6 Million in external grants and contracts from sources such 
as the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity, The National Science Foundation, The 
Central Intelligence Agency, and the Center for Identification Technology Research.

Scott N. Wilson (Ph.D., University of Oklahoma, 2007) is the Director of Innovative Technologies 
at the University of Oklahoma’s K20 Center. While this educational research center is dedicated 
to the research of effective teaching and learning in Kindergarten to graduate educational 
environments, Scott leads a team of researchers, designers, and developers in the application 
of digital game-based learning to engage learners in authentic learning experiences. He holds 
a Ph.D. in Instructional Leadership and Academic Curriculum and has served as a designer, 
producer, and researcher of novel learning experiences and their impact on learning. He has led 
the development of four serious games for a college access project which seeks to better prepare 
at-risk students to become a first generation college student. Scott, the K20 DGBL team, and a 
team of cognitive researchers collaborated in the design, production and empirical research into 
the impact of a DGBL environment on the mitigation of cognitive biases in intelligence analysts.

Bradley Adame (Ph.D. University of Oklahoma, 2012) is a research fellow at the Center for 
Applied Social Research, located at The University of Oklahoma. His research interests include 
social influence, social action campaign design and evaluation as well as deception, and motiva-
tion. He recently accepted an Assistant Professor position in the Hugh Downs School of Human 
Communication at Arizona State University, in Tempe, AZ.

Javier Elizondo (M.A., Western Illinois University, 2000) is an Educational Game Producer at 
the University of Oklahoma’s K20 Center. Previous to his current post he served as Communica-
tions Director at Pacific Resources for Education and Learning. In PREL he led a Department 
of Education Star Schools grant that produced Cosmos Chaos! a literacy game for 4th grade 
released on the Nintendo DS platform in 2010, he also oversaw the publication of NEARStar, an 
early literacy game published by Scholastic. Before joining PREL, Javier served as the director 
of Pacific Learning Services (PLS) an instructional design company that provided multimedia 
educational services to a range of governments and institutions including: the World Health 
Organization, the Asian Development Bank, the International Labor Organization, the Repub-
lic of Palau, the Federated States of Micronesia, and American Samoa. Javier holds an MA in 
Communication and Broadcasting by Western Illinois University.

Matthew L. Jensen (Ph.D., University of Arizona, 2007) is an Assistant Professor of Management 
Information Systems and a co-Director of the Center for Applied Social Research at the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma. He researches computer-aided decision making, knowledge management, 
human–computer interaction, and computer-mediated communication. He has published over 
20 journal articles and book chapters including those in Information Systems Research, Journal 
of Management Information Systems, and Group Decision and Negotiation. His work has been 
funded by several federal agencies such as the National Science Foundation, Air Force Office 
of Scientific Research, and the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity.



Copyright © 2013, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.

International Journal of Game-Based Learning, 3(4), 7-26, October-December 2013   25

Claude H. Miller (Ph.D., University of Arizona, 2000) is an Associate Professor of Communica-
tion in the Department of Communication. Dr. Miller’s research applies emotion, motivation, 
and social influence theories to a range of communication settings, with special emphasis on 
mass mediated messages targeting adolescent, elderly, and minority populations. Dr. Miller is 
on the editorial board of four journals, and has published 20 journal articles and book chapters 
in such venues as Communication Monographs; Disasters; Electronic Journal of Communica-
tion; Health Communication; Human Communication Research; Journal of Communication; 
and Social Cognition. He is currently serving as Co-PI on a funded research contract with the 
Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Activity (IARPA).

Abigail Allums Kauffman (M.A., University of Oklahoma, 2013) is a development officer and 
adjunct professor of communication at the University of Texas of the Permian Basin. She re-
ceived her bachelor and master’s degrees in communication at the University of Oklahoma. Her 
research interests include relational communication, computer mediated communication and 
nonverbal communication.

Toby Seltsam has worked as a test lead and developer on major release games since 2002. At 
Atari, he was heavily involved in the testing for Neverwinter Nights and its expansion packs, 
Unreal II: The Awakening, and The Temple of Elemental Evil: A Classic Greyhawk Adventure, 
among others. At Turbine, he was an instrumental member of the Asheron’s Call live develop-
ment team from 2004 until 2008.

Elena Bessarabova (Ph.D., University of Maryland, 2011) is an assistant professor in the 
Department of Communication at the University of Oklahoma. She studies social influence 
(resistance to persuasion, emotion, and deception) and intercultural communication. Her most 
recent publication dealt with the effects of reactance on attitude change.

Cindy S. Vincent (Ph.D. Candidate, University of Oklahoma) is a Public Relations Instructor 
at Salem State University. She is a critical media scholar who specializes in the study of civic 
engagement and digital technologies. Her other research areas include the impact of digital 
technologies on constructions of reality, community building, and public sphere formation as 
well as women’s and gender studies.

Sara K. Straub is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Communication at the University 
of Oklahoma. Her research interests include sports communication, women’s and gender studies 
and argumentation and debate.

Ryan Ralston (M.S., University of Oklahoma, 2009) is a software engineer at the University of 
Oklahoma’s K20 Center. He has worked as the technical lead on 3 research projects that studied 
workflow analysis, decision support systems, and bias mitigation. He is also a Ph.D. student at the 
University of Oklahoma with research interests in software processes and automated verification.



Copyright © 2013, IGI Global. Copying or distributing in print or electronic forms without written permission of IGI Global is prohibited.

26   International Journal of Game-Based Learning, 3(4), 7-26, October-December 2013

Christopher L. Dulawan retired after 21 years of service from the U.S. Air Force as an Intelli-
gence Analyst and Information Operations Strategic Planning Team Lead in 2007. After serving 
as a Biometrics Analyst Team Lead for private contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan he returned 
stateside in 2009, utilized the Post 9/11 GI Bill, a Galileo Circle Scholarship, and Research 
Experiences for Veterans grants to complete his Bachelor of Arts degree in Information Science 
and Art (Magna Cum Laude) in December 2012.

Dennis Ramirez is a doctoral student in Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison, and game designer. Dennis is interested in how new technologies are used in, and out, 
of the classroom to support learning. His main area of research focuses on how failure impacts 
learning, especially in games. Prior to attending UW-Madison, Dennis received his MA in Learning 
Design and technology from Stanford University and an Honors BS in Computer Science from 
the University of New Mexico with an emphasis on Machine Learning. Dennis is the recipient 
of several fellowships, notably the Gates Millenium Graduate Fellowship. Currently, he works 
at the Games Learning Society Center with Kurt Squire developing educational video games.

Kurt Squire (Ph.D., Indiana University, 2004) is an associate professor at the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison in the Educational Communications and Technology division of Curriculum 
and Instruction and a research scientist at the Academic Advanced Distributed Learning Co-Lab. 
Squire is also a co-founder and current director of the Games, Learning, & Society Initiative, 
a group of over 50 faculty and students investigating game-based learning. Squire’s research 
investigates the potential of video game-based technologies for systemic change in education. 
Squire earned his doctorate in Instructional Systems Technology from Indiana University and 
is a former Montessori and primary school teacher. Before coming to Wisconsin, Squire was 
Research Manager of the Games-to-Teach Project at MIT, Co-Director of the Education Arcade, 
columnist for Computer Games magazine, and co-founder of Joystick101.org. In addition to 
writing over 50 scholarly articles and book chapters, he has given dozens of invited addresses 
in North America, Europe, and Asia.

Joseph S. Valacich (Ph.D., University of Arizona, 1989) is the Terry Valeski Professor of MIS 
in the Eller College of Management at the University of Arizona and a Fellow of the Associa-
tion for Information Systems. He received the Ph.D. degree from The University of Arizona in 
MIS, and the M.B.A. and B.S. degrees from the University of Montana in computer science. His 
primary research interests include human-computer interaction, cyber security, deception detec-
tion, technology-mediated collaboration, individual and group decision making, and e-business.

Judee K. Burgoon (Ed.D., West Virginia University, 1974) is professor of communication, family 
studies and human development at the University of Arizona, where she serves as Director of 
Research for the Center for the Management of Information. She has authored/edited 13 books 
and monographs and nearly 300 published articles, chapters and reviews related to nonverbal 
and verbal communication, deception, and computer-mediated communication. Her current 
research, which centers on deception and technologies for its detection, has been funded by the 
National Science Foundation, Department of Defense, Department of Homeland Security, and 
IARPA, among others. Her scholarship has received the highest honors given by the International 
Communication Association and National Communication Association.


