
Camera impact on 
Social Impact Games
Top-down, third person and immersion

Master Degree Project in Informatics
One year Level 22.5 ECTS
Spring term 2016

Jakob Holgersson

Supervisor: Jenny Brusk
Examiner: Mikael Johannesson



Abstract

This thesis evaluates how using a third person camera instead of a top down camera 
impacts immersion in a persuasive game. To evaluate this, two versions of the same 
game were developed. Data was gathered through a questionnaire which consisted of a 
questionnaire created by Jennet et. al (2011), as well as additional questions which 
were added to explain the results, whatever they would turn out to be. The analysis 
however concluded that the opposite was true: participants playing the top down 
version were more immersed than the third person group.
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1 Introduction

From being a diagnostics tool for supercomputers, video games have grown to become an 
ever increasingly large part of our modern culture. With games being more accessible and 
mainstream than ever, in large part thanks to the wide spread of smart devices and PC's, 
activists and companies see games as an ever more viable means of getting their message 
across. Some games, such as America's Army (United States Army, 2012) and Mario Kills 
Tanooki (PETA, 2015) are created with the purpose of influencing attitudes and behavior To 
persuade the player to join the army, to buy a product or to change attitudes towards 
minorities.
Persuasion is an increasingly common goal of games being developed, and immersion is an 
effective tool to achieve this. When viewing the range of available persuasive games, for 
example the ones listed at Gamesforchange.org (2016) it seems clear that these games 
generally utilize side scrolling or top-down gameplay. As a few examples, Homeless: It's no 
Game (Lavander, 2011) have a top-down view, while This War of Mine (11 Bit Studios, 2014)
has a side scrolling view. Some games, like Depression Quest (Quinn, 2013) are purely text 
based, getting rid of the concept of a camera altogether.

 
This tendency to avoid 3D gameplay is a stark contrast to the usually third and first person 
camera angles that are more common in the highly hyped, high budget AAA games which are
released on the more commercial side of the industry. Games such as The Legend of Zelda: 
Ocarina of Time (Nintendo, 1998) and Mass Effect (Bioware, 2006), feature cameras placed 
behind the player's avatar as well as real-time controls and interactions. At first glance, it 
seems clear that activists working on a shoestring budget to create a game to create social 
awareness on pressing issues make this choice because of the disparity of resources and pure 
skill. One may however wonder whether the extra effort of creating 3D games with third or 
first person cameras would be a trade off worth making.

This thesis study tries to evaluate effects of using a third person camera instead of a top down
one, in regards to immersing the player. For this purpose, two versions of the same game 
were made, one featuring a top down camera angle and one with a third person one. To assess
the effects that these two camera angles have on immersion, an immersion questionnaire 
created by Jennet et. al (2008). To better evaluate the theory, further data was gathered 
through additional questions which were used to track player progress and a window where 
players could fill in additional answers in free text.



2 Background

The aim of this thesis is to explore the effects of using a third person camera in a social 
impact game instead of a top-down camera. This chapter firstly describes basic concepts, 
such as persuasive games, camera angles, persuasion and immersion. The chapter will also 
include examples of different approaches that persuasive games can choose. Also, the two 
camera angles, top-down and third person will be defined and their characteristics will be 
thoroughly examined.

Worth noting is that plenty of research has been made in regards to both immersion and 
camera angles. However, despite an elaborate search, even checking papers covering adjacent
fields of science such as cinematography, few sources could be found which cover how they 
influence each other.

2.1 Persuasive games

Terry Lavander (2010) defines serious games as games which have the primary goal of 
changing player attitudes, perhaps but not necessarily in ways which subsequently lead to 
behavior changes. Lavander continues to mention that there are different types of persuasive 
games, including advertising games, advocacy/message games, health games, political games
and religious games. One way of persuading players that Lavander mentions is immersion.

A sub-category of persuasive games is social impact games. Gamesforchange.org is an 
organization which facilitates the development and distribution of social impact games and 
define them as games that serve as critical tools in humanitarian and educational efforts. In 
other words, the point of social impact games isn't to actually teach players sheer facts. These
games aren't designed for educational purposes. Making players proficient at performing a 
particular task is not the purpose of a persuasive game. The Meriam Webster  Dictionary 
(2016) defines persuasion as ”The act of causing people to do or believe something”.  There 
are organizations like Games for Change, which facilitate the development and distribution of
social impact games, even going to the lengths of incubating some projects 
(http://www.gamesforchange.org. 2016). 

However, currently, social impact games remain a market sector dominated by passionate 
activists and small indie studios (http://www.gamesforchange.org. 2016 ). Most developers 
choose to develop smaller games with simple gameplay, mechanics and graphics. At times it's
done out of necessity: the developer lacks the knowledge and/or resources to create anything 
more advanced. There are also conceivable upsides to this approach. Simple games are easier 
to pick up and play. Below are four persuasive games that are different from one another both
in terms of gameplay and camera use.

This War of Mine (11 Bit Studios, 2011) takes an alternative angle on war, depicting the 
perils of being a civilian in a conflict reminiscent of the Bosnian war of the 90's. At the start 
of the game, there's three of you in a dilapidated house. In the besieged city you must 
upgrade your home so the inhabitants maintain their physical and mental health. You have to 
keep the house safe from raiders, as well as to send out people to search for all the 
consumable materials needed to survive. The purpose of the game was to raise awareness of 
what a torment war can be on civilians. As 11 Bit Studios (2016) claim on their web page: 
”During war, there are no good or bad decisions; there is only survival. The sooner you 
realize that, the better”.
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Fig. 1: This War of Mine (11 bit studios, 2011)

While the graphics are 3D, gameplay can be described as a point and click sidescroller. The 
art style is purposefully gray, with only things like fire contrasting against the cold colors. 
And while the game features the camera angle of a side-scrolling platformer, the game hides 
parts of the environment, by not showing enemies or items that are behind doors or walls.

Homeless: It's No Game (Lavander, 2011) is a game about the struggles of homeless people;
the hunt for places to sleep, eat and earn money while trying to maintain some level of self 
esteem. The game can be described as an even further simplified version of Bomber Man 
(Hudson Soft, 1983). The game was developed to create an understanding for why homeless 
people behave the way they do, to humanize them and shed light on their struggles.

Fig. 2: Homeless: It's No Game (Lavander, 2011)

Homeless looks like a rudimentary version of Bomber Man, with gameplay being in real 
time, but graphics being extremely rudimentary 2D. The camera is top-down and so basic in 
its functionality, that the screen doesn't even scroll during gameplay.



Depression Quest (Quinn, 2013) can be described as a choose your own story experience. 
Players follow a narrative of a person with depression. The player is put in situations which 
are difficult for people with depressions and given multiple choices. Depending on the 
players answers, your avatars mental health will be effected. It covers the negative spiral of 
being in a depression and how unreasonable many common comments thrown at depressed 
people are.

Fig. 3: Depression Quest (Quinn, 2013)

While heavy on narrative, the game is entirely turn-based and text based. Graphics are 
virtually non-existent, apart from the use of different font colors.

 

1979 Revolution: Black Friday (iNK Stories, 2016) is a game created to depict the Iranian 
revolution of 1979 in a nuanced way. In the game, you are a journalist who throughout the 
game is forced to make choices in favor of either side in the conflict. Which side the player 
chooses to support doesn't really have any effect on the outcome of the revolution itself. 
Instead it influences the fate of the main character.

 

Fig. 4: 1979 Revolution: Black Friday (iNK Stories, 2016)
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The game is immensely cinematic, telling the whole story through graphics, cinematics and 
voice acting very close in quality to commercial entertainment games, such as the Walking 
Dead (Telltale Games, 2012) franchise.

That Dragon, Cancer (Numinous Games, 2016) stands out from t. The game was developed
by a couple who had lost their child to cancer. The game isn't supposed to entirely be a literal 
representation of cancer. Instead, the game covers the emotional highs and lows of the child's 
life in a somewhat artistic way. In fact, a word that comes to mind is psychadelic. By many 
accounts, the game is very effective at forcing players into an emotional response.

 

Fig. 5: That Dragon, Cancer (Numinous Games, 2016)

The art style is polygon based, yet stylized with low poly counts.

For the most part the game is point and click, however there are segments where gameplay 
happens in first person and third person. This is something that sets it apart from other social 
impact games, as it's actually been difficult to find such games with these types of mechanics 
and camera angles.

2.2 Camera angles

A central feature in all video games is the functionality of the camera (Anhut, 2001). This is 
no wonder, as camera has an impact on not only the playability of a game, but also on 
challenge and immersion. When reading reviews and player reactions, many games can be 
panned solely due to functionality of the camera. Developers have a wide variety of angles to 
choose from when creating their games. Side scrolling cameras allow players to view the 
world from the side. This was a very common practice in games developed prior to the dawn 
of 3D capable consoles. Top down angles put the camera above the action. Yet again, this is a 
camera that was commonly used prior to the emergence of 3D gaming, but remains common 
until this day through the real-time strategy genre. Third person views put the camera behind 
the player, giving the player more spatial presence than the top-down camera. Finally we 
have the first person camera, which is used to truly put the player in the avatar's shoes. This 
view rose to popularity through first person shooters, but has also been prevalent in 
simulation games and to an ever increasing extent, horror games.

Anjin Anhut (2011) was very clear in regards to the importance of camera angles for how a 
game feels. She subsequently states that cameras need to show the player everything he/she 



needs in order to play the game, giving both a good oversight over the surroundings and close
ups on the important details. What she describes as a key component is the players awareness
of the correlation between the avatars body and the virtual environment surrounding him/her. 
If this interplay works well, the player will feel physically present in the game. Rudolf 
Kramers (2009) states that ”We form a mental image and make certain assumptions based  on
the evidence presented to us by our eyes.[...] In level design we potentially have control over 
the game camera, which means we can influence the players' perception of their 
environment”. David Weibel and Bartholomäus Wissmath (2011) mention the relevance of 
spatial presence. They describe spatial presence as a state of consciousness that gives the 
impression of being physically present in a mediated world, rather than the immediate 
physical surrounding Furter, they state that a prerequisite to achieve a state of physical 
presence is for players to establish a mental model of the virtual environment. 

2.2.1 Top Down

Top-down camera angles place the camera far above the player. This is a solution which is 
most common in strategy games, such as Banished (Shining Rock Software, 2014) and sports
games, where the player has control over multiple different units. Some older games, such as 
Fallout (Interplay Entertainment, 1997) use it to give the impression of a 3D world.

 

Fig. 6: Top down camera in Banished (Shining Rock Software, 2014)

Anjin Anhut (2011) states that Top-Down camera angles share many immersive similarities 
to side-scrolling games. The player is completely detached from the avatar, never fooling the 
player into thinking he/she is immersed in the scene. The player views the action as an 
outsider, allowing the player to have an excellent oversight over the immediately surrounding
area, at the expense of seeing action taking place further away. The sense of space is 
perceived as more abstract. as players associate top down camera angles with board games, 
toys spread out over a child's play room and even crosswords. More specifically she means 
that it results in a sense of full control, making the player feel physically and emotionally 
detached from what's happening in the game. She goes on to state that top-down cameras also
make player look down on the in-game characters like pawns that can be sacrificed to achieve
the players goal. An interesting claim made by Anhut is that these camera angles make 
players immerse themselves, rather than forcing game designers to make completely 
authentic recreations of what's happening.

Gustafsson & Lisegård (2013) make some interesting claims that could be applied to top-
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down cameras. High angle shots, which would be equivalent to a game's top-down view, are 
often used to make the audience look down on the protagonist and feel superior to said 
character and his/her situation. If the character is well established, a camera angle like this 
can further enhance the audience's sympathy for said character.
Carl Stenmark (2012) noticed that characters feel more natural with discrete animations in a 
top-down view than from a first-person view. Due to the character being smaller on screen, 
he reasons, viewers cannot detect flaws in characters' appearances or animations.

2.2.2 Third Person

Third person camera angles place the camera behind the players avatar.  Anhut (2001) claims 
that the introduction of the second control stick, enabling players to control the camera and 
look around makes players feel more grounded in the surroundings and connected to the in-
game avatar. It enables players to measure things in the environment against one another, 
most importantly against the avatar's body. Anhut refers to Super Mario 64 (Nintendo, 1997), 
where the camera is literally carried by a third person, Lakitu, who sits in a cloud, following 
the player around.

A variation of this camera angle is what Anhut refers to as the ”over the shoulder” angle. This
camera angle is used in for example Resident Evil 4 (Capcom, 2005). Over the shoulder is a 
variation of the third person camera angle, with the difference that the camera is locked in a 
way more similar to a first person camera angle and is stuck on eye-level with the 
protagonist. In other words: an over the shoulder camera is attached to the player, as opposed 
to Lakitu in the case of Super Mario 64 (Nintendo, 1997). The player sees what the 
protagonist sees. This makes the player feel completely grounded in the action. The camera is
closer to the avatar and the proximity of the camera tricks players into feeling that they 
actually are the avatar. The inability to look around and get a more birds-eye view over the 
action increases the player's sense of vulnerability. Anhut considers this to be among the most
immersive camera angles available in games today.

 
Fig. 7: Left: Resident Evil 4 (Capcom, 2005), Right: Super Mario 64 (Nintendo, 1997)

While Christoffer Gustafsson and Karl Lisegård (2013) have made research focused on 
cinematography rather than game development, it still remains of interest. In their paper, they
state that eye-level shots, which could be considered equivalent to third person and first 
person camera angles in games, are less interesting for the viewer than high and low level 
shots, except when vertical lines are preserved throughout a scene. It is difficult in some 



cases to find direct equivalents for cinematography terms in games. For example, there are 
three different camera perspectives discussed in their work: objective, subjective and point of 
view. Objective camera angles are disembodied, not based on any entity in the narrative, 
which is quite easy to grasp and self-explanatory, clearly equivalent to the way top-down 
cameras are used in real time strategy games. However, in the case of subjective cameras, the 
camera is held by a, usually unimportant, character in the scene, meaning that characters are 
allowed to look directly into the camera and speak to the audience. A point of view angle 
allows the audience to view the scene from the perspective of a particular character.

2.3 Immersion

Katelyn Procci and Clint Bowers (2011) define immersion as “a psychological state 
characterized by perceiving oneself to be enveloped by, included in, and interacting with an 
environment that provides a continuous stream of stimuli and experiences”. They also see a 
correlation between immersion and flow. Procci and Bowers utilized an Immersive 
Tendencies Questionnaire  (ITQ), to measure their subjects ability to enter an immersive 
state. They have also, by analyzing previous studies, come to the understanding that, while 
games aren't able to literally isolate the player from his/her real surrounding, they do in fact 
allow players to devote their entire attention on the game for limited amounts of time. For 
this to happen, however, it is required that the player has the will to make an effort. Their 
analysis indicates that immersion involves isolation from the environment and realistic 
integration with the virtual world and that games do not feature enough physical fidelity to 
truly accomplish this goal. Instead, immersion in this context relates more to the natural 
merging of action and awareness within the virtual environment to the point where it seems 
realistic.  

Alexander Gesse and Fredrik Lundgren (2015) further define immersion as participating in 
an experience and lose oneself in it and subsequently identify with said experience. They 
further claim that immersion puts the in-game experiences into a meaningful context, which 
means that players better can relate to the events happening within the game. Players use 
previous experiences as well as in-game events to create internal charts of how characters, 
events and places fit together. If events or mechanics in the game break against said chart, 
immersion is broken.

According to Hua Quin and Pei-Luen Patrick Rau (2010), immersion is higher if game 
difficulty changes, first increasing before subsequently decreasing. Marcus Bodén (2003) 
further claims that immersion only can be maintained as long as concentration is maintained. 
He also states that players in an immersed state achieve better results within the game. This 
happens because, when immersed, players focus less on their real surroundings and use more 
of their cognitive ability to play the game. 

David Weibel and Bartholomäus Wissmath (2011) mention flow. The theory of flow was first 
proposed by Mihaily Csikszentmihalyi in 1975, who describes flow as a mental state in 
which a person is fully immersed in what he or she is doing. It is characterized by a feeling of
energized focus, full involvement in the task at hand and usually increases the chance of 
success. In a state of flow, goals and feedback become more clear and sense of time is 
distorted. Flow is dependent on a balance between the difficulty of a task and the players 
ability and the main source of attractiveness of computer games. Weibel and Wissmath (2011)
also mention Presence, which they define as a special type of Flow.
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Jamie Madigan (2010) discuss spatial presence, which they consider to be the same thing as 
Immersion. He claims that spatial presence happens in three steps:

1. Players form a representation in their minds of the space or world with which the 
game is presenting them.

2. Players begin to favor the media-based space as their point of reference for where 
they are.

3. Profit.

Madigan (2010) further claims that the mental image mentioned not only consists of cues in 
the game, such as what players see and hear, but also assumptions about the world that the 
game takes place in. Once the mental model exists, the player must then either consciously or
subconsciously decide whether the player “is” in this virtual environment or in the real world.
Madigan also writes a few pointers as to how a game designer can go about achieving spatial 
presence. First off he points out two categories of characteristics that facilitate immersion. 
The first category is characteristics that create a rich mental model of the environment. The 
second consists of those that create consistency between things in the environment. Each of 
these categories contains four main points. For the category of richness, he mentions:

• Multiple channels of sensory information: Games should stimulate as many senses 
at once as possible. For games, this most commonly means audio and video.

• Completeness of sensory information: This basically means that the game should 
leave as few blanks as possible for players to fill in on their own when creating their 
mental image of the game world. Abstractions and contrivances are in other words to 
be avoided.

• Cognitively demanding environments: Basically means that players brain should be
kept busy understanding and navigating the game world. The reasoning behind this is 
that a busy mind is less prone to noticing the problems and shortcomings of the world.

• Strong and interesting narrative, plot or story: Good stories attract attention to the 
game and makes the world seem more believable. Yet again, this ties up mental 
resources.

In terms of the second category of traits:

• Lack of incongruous visual cues in the game world: Basically, the game should 
feature as few things as possible that remind players that they're playing a game. An 
analogy that can be made is a movie where the microphone is visible in frame.

• Consistent behavior from things in the game world: Everything in the game world 
should behave like one would expect. Cues need to make sense and be constant 
throughout the game.

• An unbroken presentation of the game world: The spatial cues about the game 
world should not disappear through things like loading screens, menus or tutorial 
screens. Because the game world isn't there, visible when this happens, players are 
unable to feel immersion.

• Interactivity with items in the game world: The player should be able to seek out 
feedback with the surrounding world by means of interaction. NPC's to talk to, 
fiddling with physics or manipulating machines. All of this makes the game world 
seem to fit together.



2.4 Immersion and persuasion

By definition, the most important purpose to create a persuasive game is to persuade your 
audience to alter their behavior in some way. However, persuasion is a wide and complicated 
subject. To understand how games can persuade players, one must understand a few basic 
theories. One of these is the Narrative Transportation Theory. This theory suggests that when 
people lose themselves in a story, their attitudes and real world actions change to reflect the 
story (Van Laer, 2014). Paraphrasing, that means that immersed players are more susceptible 
to persuasion.

Manuela Hafner (2016) found that immersion into interactive worlds heightens player 
susceptibility to persuasion of messages present in the game world. Her research further 
concluded that identifying with your on-screen avatar and achieving a sense of experiencing 
in-game events first hand further heightened their susceptibility to persuasion.

Paulsson & Björklöf (2014) describe a motivated learner as someone who is motivated, 
focused, engaged, determined and willing to complete an undertaking. The subject in 
question is interested and likes what he/she is doing. A motivated learner is more likely to 
engage him/herself in the activity and will go out of his/her way to expose him/herself in an 
activity and then sticks to it better. Their meta-research suggest that the combination of 
games and learning is a two-sided sword. On one hand, learning requires breaks for reflection
to be effective, on the other hand, said breaks can damage a game's narrative and immersion, 
which in turn reduces motivation. Bodén (2010) states that immersion can be used to increase
players motivation to keep playing, but does not believe that it will increase how quickly 
players learn. He does however not find a clear connection between immersion and players 
learning faster.

A key term mentioned by Evy Paulsson and Jenny Björklöf  (2014), as well as Rollings and 
Adams (2003) is ”suspension of disbelief”. The term was coined by Samuel Taylor Coleridge 
in 1817 and is defined as ”a willingness to suspend one's critical faculties and believe the 
unbelievable; sacrifice of realism and logic for the sake of enjoyment” (Dictionary.com, 
2015). Rollings and Adams define it as a mental state where the player chooses to believe in 
the fiction he/she is experiencing. Paulson and Björklöf suggest that immersion can improve 
learning by allowing the player to experience a different perspective and subsequently change
their frame of reference. 

Melanie C. Green and Timothy C. Brock (2000) press the importance of protagonists in 
relation to persuasion. According to their research, attachment to a protagonist can determine 
the persuasiveness of a story. By creating a strong bond with the main character, players can 
achieve an emotional involvement with both the game world and the people they find there.
Garris, Ahlers and Driskell (2002) wrote a paper on how games can create motivated 
learners, albeit in instructional simulation games. They found it clear that implementing game
mechanics into education increases effectiveness of learning. They however also admit that 
there is little consensus on which specific aspects of game mechanics are responsible for this.
Garris et. al suggest that risk-taking and payoff in instructional games motivate multiple 
playthroughs and a wish among the students to do better. In this paper, I intend to use their 
idea of what motivated subjects are like. They define them as subjects who are interested in 
and enjoy what they are doing, they try hard, and they persist over time. Their behavior is 

13



self-determined, driven by their own volition rather than external forces. 

 



3 Research Question

It is obvious that immersion is a highly desirable trait for game developers. Beyond 
facilitating flow and subsequently making the game appealing to players, it also has a long 
line of traits which could be considered particularly desirable in the field of persuasive 
games. Immersion does facilitate persuasion (Hafner 2016) by changing players frame of 
reference (Paulsson and Björklöf,  2014) and putting in-game experiences into context (Gesse
and Lundgren, 2015). Beyond the direct correlation immersion has with persuasion, previous 
research also shows that it influences learning (Garris, Ahlers and Driskell, 2002) and 
motivation (Bodén, 2003). The background chapter of this paper showed the characteristics 
of multiple different camera angles and how they influence player immersion and emotion. In
regard to immersion, both camera angles have benefits and drawbacks. 

Interpreting all the sources present in the previous chapter, it's clear that third person cameras 
should be better at putting the player in the shoes of the in-game character. It seems that the 
main benefit that the top down view has over third person is that the player might be more 
inclined to feel sorry for the in-game avatar (Gustafsson & Lisegård, 2013). A second benefit 
is that these camera angles will prevent players from seeing graphical flaws which can reduce
immersion.

3.1 Method

To evaluate the effects of using different camera angles in persuasive games, two versions of 
a game were be developed. One version, the control version. uses a top down camera angle, 
while the other features a third person camera angle. Controls, objectives and interactions 
with the surrounding are identical in both versions of the game. The game is playable through
the Unity Web Player (Unity, 2015), which enables participants to quickly access the game 
without downloading or installing it. The intention with this is to make it particularly easy to 
participate in the survey.

The game itself is further described in chapter 4. For this experiment I have decided to use a 
quantitative approach. According to Bryman (2007), there are four major upsides of  
quantitative studies. Firstly, quantitative studies focus on measurable factors. Second is 
causality: the correlation between cause and effect. Third is generalization: the ability to 
achieve results that apply to other people and other groups than the subjects of the particular 
research. Finally is replication: quantitative research is easier to reproduce and if that is done,
similar results are to be expected. Participants' impressions of each version will be compared 
and analyzed To assess how the two different camera perspectives impact player immersion, 
a questionnaire created by Jennet et. al (2008) will be the main tool. This will be 
complemented by a few questions which will emulate a game log. Where applicable, both 
questionnaires will be based on a 5 point Likert scale. In their paper, participants played for 
10 minutes each. However, as that amount of time is just not enough to experience a 
considerable part of the game, I have decided to give participants an additional five minutes.

3.2 The questionnaire

The primary information necessary for this research is how well both versions of the game 
immerse the subjects. To better be able to interpret the statistics, it's important to in some way
register what the players are doing during their playthroughs. Player progress can give 
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answers as to which parts of the game they experienced and how much of the game 
mechanics they understood. The optimal solution to do this would naturally be to have the 
game log certain events. However, as this is beyond my abilities, I have chosen to do this 
using a questionnaire. An important consideration when constructing the questionnaire was 
length. An overly long questionnaire might frustrate respondents, making them either not 
answer all the questions seriously or even not finish the questionnaire at all.

3.2.1 Immersion questionnaire

Jennet et. al (2008) developed a scale for measuring the experience of immersion in games. 
This scale was developed through three iterations, each concluding in an experiment for 
evaluation purposes. A total of 236 people participated in the experiment. These were mostly 
recruited through advertisements online. All participants were above the age of 18 and were 
not rewarded for participation. The earlier versions of the questionnaire featured 33 
questions, while the final was cut down to 31 questions. These questions were based on 
Agarwal and Karahana's (2000) five dimensions of Cognitive Absorption, as well as Brown 
and Cairns' (2004) study on emotional involvement.
To evaluate the accuracy of the questionnaire, two additional measurements were used. First 
off, the participants were allowed to evaluate their own immersion and second, eye tracking 
was used. As these metrics were used to evaluate the questionnaire itself, they will not be 
included in this particular experiment.
The questions are divided into six categories; 

• Basic attention: To what extent are players focused on the game?
• Temporal dissociation: To what extent did they lose track of time?
• Transportation: To what extent was the sense of being in the game world greater 

than the sense of being in the real world?
• Challenge: Do the players find the task difficult?
• Emotional involvement: Does the players care if they win or lose?
• Enjoyment: Did the player like the task?

Six of the thirty one questions are inversely scaled. Immersion scores are computed by 
summing participants answers to all 31 questions. This questionnaire was chosen because it's 
thoroughly evaluated by its creators and measures multiple aspects of immersion.

3.2.2 Behavior questionnaire

As the game doesn't have a log feature, allowing me to collect data of what the player did 
exactly, my intention is to gather this information through a questionnaire. This is especially 
important for this game, as there are multiple optional mission objectives, as well as different 
choices for the player to make within the mission. Some lesser skilled players may get stuck 
and only experience a fraction of the game. Others may manage to finish the game and start a
second playthrough. These questions will include whether the player sold their items, whether
they left their daughter with their cousin, whether they got a passport and whether they 
watched the movies projected onto the walls.
 

3.3 Ethical considerations

As this study will be carried out using human test subjects, ethics will be taken into 



consideration. Research lives up to CODEX (2016) guidelines for research with human 
subjects.

Prior to the start of the test, the process will be explained to the subjects in writing. This will 
include information on the subject matter of the game, that they will fill out a questionnaire 
after gameplay and that participants will remain anonymous. With the whole research being 
carried out online, subjects were able to cease their participants at any step they desire, 
without feeling any pressure to carry on against their will.

Due to the research being quantitative in nature, no recordings will be made of the 
participants, neither in terms of audio or video.

As the game is intended to depict drastic scenes inspired by real and shocking events, 
including violence, this research will not feature child participants. With the subject matter 
being polarizing, the test is designed to not violate the integrity of the test subjects. For this 
reason, participants will in no way need to declare their political values. 
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4 The Game
A game, or rather two versions of the same game were developed, with the aim to create an 
experience which is as identical as possible for both camera perspectives. The game is 
developed using the Unity 5 (Unity Technologies, 2015) game engine. This chapter is split 
into three parts, the first of which will explain the game in general. The second part will 
describe the particular map which will be utilized in this experiment and how it's been 
designed to be immersive. The third and final part of this chapter will cover the tasks and 
events that are featured in the game, with the purpose of making chapter 6 and 7 more easy to
comprehend. 

4.1 Gameplay

The game is an adventure type game with rudimentary stealth elements, where players take 
on the role of a character. The player can freely explore an environment and speak with a 
broad variety of characters. The game features a streamlined inventory system, where the 
contents of said inventory dictates how the player can interact with the environment and non-
playable characters (NPC's). The main threat that the player can experience during gameplay 
are soldiers, who can hinder the players progress in two ways. First off, there are firefights 
throughout Damascus. If the player runs through these, there is a considerable risk they'll get 
killed in the crossfire. Second, there are patrolling guards who won't accept the player trying 
to escape and will give chase. The background story is told through an prologue sequence:

Damascus, the city of jasmine. Over 4000 years of history. A bustling city in the sun 
with a great cultural heritage as well as potential to become a tourist paradise.

In march of 2011 all that would change. The Arab spring spread across the middle 
east. Enthusiastic young Arabs protest for change. In some countries it worked, with 
governments leaving office.

Determined to stay in power, Syrian leader Bashar Al-Assad decides to fight off the 
uprising. The protesters organized themselves and a civil war ensued. In august of that
year, the Islamic State entered the conflict.. As this three-faction war drew on, nearly 
half a million people were killed and five million were forced to leave their homes.

You tried to sit the conflict out, but today you received a draft order from the 
government. Not willing to fight for the government and abandon your daughter, you 
decide to leave.

The game is centered around three main characters. These are the players avatar, his daughter
and his brother. Both the brother and daughter will follow the player as he traverses the game 
environment. The players brother has little impact on gameplay, except for giving advice 
during dialogue sequences.  has shorter legs and is thus slower. While the player can run at 
the same pace as enemy soldiers, his daughter cannot. For this reason, the player needs to be 
extra careful not to be detected by the soldiers.

The in-game environment has been adapted to be displayed from both a third person (Fig. 10)
and top down (Fig. 8) camera angle. To achieve this, the environment is built in 3D, while 
avoiding game mechanics which require the player to do things which would be considered 
awkward from a top-down camera angle. To further facilitate this, buildings which the player 
can enter have an invisible roof, making it possible to see what's going on inside from both 
perspectives.



Fig 8: Top down view

To give players a greater understanding of the scope of the Syrian conflict, news reels will be 
projected onto certain buildings. This is intended to work in a fashion similar to Splinter Cell 
Conviction (Ubisoft, 2009). To facilitate this feature, and to make the environment seem less 
abstract, the top down camera doesn't look down at the player. Instead, the camera has a 
slight tilt, giving the player a good view on these news reels.

One of these news reels depict Damascus prior to the war. Busy city life, green parks, people 
enjoying the sun and neon covered skyscrapers at night, showing Damascus as a modern and 
functioning city. To contrast this, the second news reel, which the player encounters later, 
shows drone footage of Damascus in its current state. Bombed out streets, husks of buildings 
and tanks advancing down dirt covered streets, shooting at unknown targets.

 
Fig 9 Cutscene projected on wall

4.2 Designing the environment

As was claimed in the previous sub chapter, both camera angles were taken into 
consideration when creating the Damascus environment. This was done by for example 
avoiding . The level mostly takes place outdoors, with the environment featuring fairly large, 
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open spaces for the player o move freely through. To create an experience that's as immersive
as possible, the theories from chapter 2 have been used as guidelines for the designing the 
environment.

Fig 10: Third Person and HUD.

Based on Quin & Rau's (2010) research, the game will have a rising and dropping level of 
difficulty. This is achieved by creating safe zones and less safe zones. For example, early in 
the level the player will be exposed to Syrian and rebel soldiers fighting in the street. While 
the combatants will be too busy fighting each other to care about the player, the player will 
still have to find a way around the battle. After this, the player will go through a bazaar with 
no danger at all. This is followed by a market where armed Syrian soldiers are patrolling. 
These will pursue the player if they see him, increasing the difficulty. The inclusion of 
calmer, safer areas, is based on Paulson and Björklöf's (2015) theories, where enabling the 
player to choose their own pace increases engagement. Players interested in these newsreels, 
or willing to have a short break will be able to watch the whole clip, while still being able to 
continue their progress if they don't feel like it.

Based on Garris et al. (2002), players who finish the level ahead of time will be given the 
chance to replay the game again. According to their research, players who feel motivated to 
learn more will also play the game to achieve a better outcome. The level is designed to have 
multiple different courses of action, based on the risk/payoff model. For example, while 
traversing the streets of the in-game city, soldiers may start chasing the player and his 
daughter. His daughter being young and with short legs, is unable to outrun soldiers or keep 
her fathers pace. To make sure the daughter doesn't get caught, the player can drop her off 
with his cousin. The player can then complete the quests that he or she wants and pick her up 
before he/she leaves. This is also voluntary, as the player can leave her behind in Syria while 
he leaves. The player will also be given the option to get free passports or not, which also will
change the ending. 

During the creation of the level, Madigan's (2010) pointers were also taken into 
consideration. Unlike many prototype games, Migrant Journeys isn't mute. It features 
ambient sounds indicating battles far away, as well as sounds giving feedback of what's 
happening nearby. Everything that's supposed to be in the game is visually represented. In 
other words, the war is not only mentioned or heard by distant gunshots. There is an actual 
battle taking place in the game environment. The environment was designed to be cognitively
demanding, with a non-linear layout, road blocks and enemy soldiers to avoid and . The game
also featured a fairly ambitious story, featuring an FMV intro cutscene, NPC's representing 
relatives and fairly many characters to talk to. The entire demo is a single map with no 



loading screen and at no point in the game, except for game over, is the screen covered by a 
menu. The game does not contain much to remind players that they are playing a game, 
beyond the GUI and in-game cues are consistent throughout the game.

4.3 Critical Path

Due to the complexity of the task the player is expected to perform, as well as the narrative, a
short explanation of the mission seems appropriate. This chapter will briefly describe all the 
in-game tasks and show where they take place. Below is a map showing the layout of the 
environment.

1. Spawn point

2. Battle

3. Souq & Shady Clerk

4. Mosque & Cousin

5. Market

6. Cousin & Daughter

7. Train station

Fig 11: Map of the game world

After the intro cutscene described in chapter 4.1, the player spawns at point 1 with his 
daughter standing next to him. Soon the player runs into his brother, and through dialogue it 
is described that the player needs to get a new passport. The immediate area around the 
spawn point is safe, allowing the player to familiarize himself with the in-game controls. 
There is also an NPC to speak with, who can give the player advice. 
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Fig 12: Left: real souq Right: In-game souq

As soon as the player leaves this safe area, he encounters a brutal battle between government 
troops and Syrian rebels (2). This is a zone where the player cannot enter, due to the high risk
of getting killed. The player can circumvent the battle by running down a near-abandoned 
souq (3). The souq is a safe area, with only a shady clerk inhabiting the long corridor-like 
structure. If the player speaks with said clerk, it turns out that he knows someone who can 
make passports at the market, but also warns the player that there are guards patrolling the 
market. 

Once the player has left the souq, he is able to either proceed directly to the market (5), or 
take a slight detour to the mosque (4). If the player chooses to go to the  mosque, the player 
can meet his cousin and ask him to take care of his daughter for the time being. This is 
beneficial, as it prevents the daughter from being captured if the guards start chasing the 
player. 

At the market, the player meets the character who is supposed to make the passport. The 
character will at first pretend he has no idea what the player is talking about, unless he 
mentions the shady clerk. It turns out that the player cannot afford the passport, and must sell 
off some of his possessions The other clerks at the market can be persuaded to buy the 
players gold watch, his cellphone or both. The player can also go to the nearby internet cafe, 
hook up to WiFi and speak to a relative in Europe This relative can wire further money to the 
player. Depending on how much money the player has managed to collect, he can either buy 
a passport just for himself, or for both himself and his daughter.

Once the player gets hold of the passports, he can choose to meet his cousin again and collect
his daughter at point 6. The player can however also leave his daughter behind and go 
directly to the train station, buy the ticket and leave.



5 Pilot test
To evaluate the planned method as well as the game itself, a pilot study was conducted prior 
to performing the actual test. This was made to evaluate the method as well as the prototype 
itself. The pilot study let two groups play Migrant Journeys for fifteen minutes. One group 
tries the top-down version of the game, the other played the third person version.

There are a number of differences between the pilot study and the intended later experiments.
Firstly, the pilot test was carried out in my apartment, using my computer. Subjects played 
the game as a standalone executable file, as opposed to in a browser using Unity Web Player. 
I also watched the participants to look for reactions and behavior The final difference was 
that instead of filling in an online form, they received the same questions in an OpenOffice 
text document.

Before participating in the experiments, players were given an explanation as to the controls 
of the games. This was done orally before the game was launched.

5.1 Results

The test was conducted on three participants: One woman with little gaming experience who 
played the game in third person mode, two experienced male gamers, where one played the 
game from a top-down view  and the other from third person. All subjects were university 
students, with ages ranging from 23 to 35. None of the students were studying game 
development.

In the test, subjects were able to answer whether they watched the movies that were projected
on the walls. All subjects answered yes, which after consideration is natural, as they are fairly
difficult to miss. To receive a more cohesive idea of whether they actually pay attention or 
not, I decided to change the final questionnaire, by asking whether players watched the first, 
second, both or neither of these movies. 

Also, despite the pilot questionnaire explicitly stating that the immersion questions should be 
graded on a scale of 1-5, the female participant chose to use words to reply.

During the pilot test, a few flaws were found in the game itself. The first and most obvious 
was that players often got lost, being unable to find their mission objectives. In fact, many 
players would run off into areas that were supposed to be off limits. This was mended by 
adding invisible walls, to make it impossible to leave the game area. Multiple subsequent 
tweaks were made to make the level design more clear. The main change was the addition of 
a mini-map with key locations, such as the market and train station clearly labeled. Also, the 
color blue was used as a way to guide players to where they should go. For this reason, the 
store and the Internet cafe received a blue entrance sign, as opposed to the original red one. 
Also, street lights would cast a blue sheen on the ground, as well as blue lens flares. 
Streetlights in places where the player wasn't supposed to go remained unlit. Blue was 
selected because it would contrast well against the rest of the game world, which mostly 
consisted of earthy colors and gray tones.

The female subject described the game as scary, screaming out in horror and covering her 
eyes when explosions happened near the in-game protagonist. She was also afraid of coming 
close enough to the battle to take the intended way around and had to be encouraged to 
progress. This was partially remedied by moving soldiers and scripted explosions further 
away from the critical path, as well as moving a game-critical NPC further away from battle. 
Minor bugs were discovered, such as players getting stuck in the environment, or enemy 
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bullets pushing the player away instead of killing him. Over the course of the test, these bugs 
were fixed.

While two of the players didn't finish the game, a large part of the blame seemed to lie with 
the bugs and navigation problems. In fact, the third player managed buy a ticket with three 
minutes to spare, which was the last step before entering the main hall of the train station and 
finishing the game. Unfortunately, this player got stuck in the environment. Due to this, I 
decided to add a more generous time limit, 20 minutes.



5 Results and Analysis
The aim of this study was to find out whether using third person camera angles over top-
down angles benefit persuasive games in regard to immersion. To evaluate this, participants 
played two different versions of the same game, which differed solely through the use of 
camera angles. This chapter is split into four sub chapters, each covering a different part of 
the test. 

5.1 Participants and process

There was a total of 27 participants. 14 of which played the top-down version of the game, 
while the other 13 played the third person game. The survey was spread among students at 
the University of Skövde, as well as on two gaming forums. All subjects were given the same
information about the game, namely that they will play a game about the Syrian refugee crisis
for 20 minutes and then answer a few questions. Information of the purpose was kept secret, 
as well as there being two different versions of the game. All participants received the link to 
a homepage featuring the link to the game as well as further instructions. These instructions 
were identical for both versions. Participants were randomly assigned a version to play, using
a script on the homepage.

The top down group consisted of nine people aged 26-35, four aged 20-25 and one person 
aged 36-50. Of the participants, three were women and eleven were male. Most participants 
were from Northern Europe, while one was from Central Europe and another being from 
Asia. In regards to gaming experience, subjects from the whole range participated, although 
the majority claimed to play games often or every day. eleven participants were men, while 
only three were women.

The third person group solely consisted of people aged 20-35, with eight of them being 20-25
years old. Seven participants were women, while six were men. While this group was more 
evenly distributed in terms of gaming experience, a majority still played games often. Yet 
again, participants from the whole experience spectrum participated, although most subjects 
played daily. While most participants were from Northern Europe, one came from Central 
Europe and one came from Asia.

The very first thing that happens when a participant participates in the test is that they are 
sent to the homepage (fig 13). The homepage explains the games controls and what software 
is necessary to run the game. Participants are also informed about the subject matter, that they
are expected to play for twenty minutes and subsequently participate in a survey. Once ready, 
participants can click ”start the experiment”. This takes them to a page which sends every 
second player to the top down and every second to the third person version of the game. Once
the code assigns the player to a particular version of the game, Unity starts loading. Below 
the game window is a timer set to twenty minutes, which automatically starts counting down 
once the game is done loading, as well as a link which allows the player to move on to the 
survey.
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Fig 13: Homepage and instructions

5.2 Behavior Questionnaire

I start by presenting the progress that the subjects managed to accomplish during the game's 
duration. In the third person version of the game, one player managed to finish the game, 
while no one in the top-down version did. 7 respondents didn't pay any attention to either 
movie that was projected onto the walls, while 2 watched the first movie, 1 watched the 
second and 1 watched both. The equivalent number for the Top-Down version was that 1 
watched the first movie, 3 watched both and 10 didn't watch either. In the third person 
version, 4 left their daughter with their cousin, while the same number was only 4 for top-
down. On the other hand 7 of Third Person subjects didn't sell any of their possessions while 
2 sold their watch and 2 sold both their phone and watch. The equivalent number for Top-
Down is 3 who didn't sell anything, 6 who sold their watch and 5 who sold both. In terms of 
hooking up online, the results were near-identical, with  3 of Third Person players and 4 of 
Top Down players.

In the Third Person version of the game, none of the test subjects managed to get a passport 
or train tickets, while in Top Down, one player got the passport.



5.3 Immersion Questionnaire

To evaluate whether third person in fact is more immersive than top down, player experiences
from the two different versions of the game were compared based on Jennet et al's (2008) 
questionnaire for measuring immersion. The immersion questionnaire was filled in by the 
participants right after the end of gameplay.

The main hypothesis of this study is that the persuasive games sector of the industry could 
benefit from developing third person games over top down games. The theoretical null 
hypothesis that the paper will try to quantitatively reject is: ”There is no difference in 
immersion between a group playing a third person game and a group playing a top down 
game”.

Table 1-7 show the results divided into the same six categories that Jennet et al (2008) 
defined in their paper. As it is clear that data isn't evenly distributed and won't match bell-
curve, a Mann-Whitney U test was chosen over a conventional t-test. The reasoning behind 
this is that such a test doesn't assume anything in regards to distribution. The level of 
significance which was chosen is 5%, meaning that p-values in excess of 0.05 don't reject the 
null hypothesis.

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Immersion total 2.184 0.634 2.527 0.657 0.024

Table 1: Total results

The questionnaire was graded on a 5 point Likert scale, with 5 corresponding with complete 
agreement, while 1 being complete disagreement. The mean and standard deviation for each 
question has been calculated, with the greater mean value for each question being made bold.

Table 1 shows that the p-value for the test as a whole is 0.024, meaning that the null 
hypothesis can be rejected. However, this does not confirm the theory which the paper 
originally set out to evaluate. Instead it seems quite clear that the top down version of the 
game was perceived as more immersive.

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Attention 2.769 0.403 3.286 0.254 0.057

To what extent did the game hold your attention? 2.461 1.266 3.071 1.492

To what extent did you feel you were focused on 
the game? 

2.461 1.266 3.071 1.269

How much effort did you put into playing the 
game? 

2.846 1.214 3.429 1.222

Did you feel that you were trying you best? 3.308 1.494 3.571 1.284

Table 2: Attention results

When judging the subsequent tables, which each depicts a sub-category of questions, it seems
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clear that. At first glance, it seems like the top down version of the game scored higher than 
the third person version. However, most  categories fail to achieve a p-value below 0.05, 
meaning that the difference can't be considered statistically significant. In fact, the only 
category which managed to achieve this is the enjoyment category, where significance in fact 
is quite high.

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Temporal dissociation 1,76 0.771 2.19 0.673 0.15

To what extent did you lose track of time? 2.308 1.032 2.786 1.051

To what extent did you feel consciously aware of 
being in the real world whilst playing? (Reverse)

0.85 0.899 1,64 1.447

To what extent did you forget about your 
everyday concerns? 

2.077 1.441 2.571 1.342

To what extent were you aware of yourself in 
your surroundings? (Reverse)

0,92 0.954 1.429 1.089

To what extent did you notice events taking place 
around you?  (Reverse)

1.615 1.121 1.714 1.383

Did you feel the urge at any point to stop playing 
and see what was happening around you?  
(Reverse)

2.769 1.363 3 0.961

Table 3: Temporal dissociation questions

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Transportation 2.205 0.291 2.208 0.0579 0.517

To what extent did you feel that you were 
interacting with the game environment? 

2.538 1.330 2.571 1.223

To what extent did you feel as though you were 
separated from your real-world environment? 

2.385 1.446 2.071 1.141

To what extent did you feel that the game was 
something you were experiencing, rather than 
something you were just doing? 

2.308 1.316 2.071 1.269

To what extent was your sense of being in the 
game environment stronger than your sense of 
being in the real world? 

1.846 0.987 1.929 1.385

At any point did you find yourself become so 
involved that you were unaware you were even 
using controls? 

1.846 1.463 1.463 0.842

To what extent did you feel as though you were 
moving through the game according to you own 
will? 

2.308 1.437 3.143 1.351

Table 4: Transportation questions



Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Challenge 2.346 0823 2.607 0.789 0.242

To what extent did you find the game 
challenging? 

3.846 1.068 3.786 0.975

Were there any times during the game in which 
you just wanted to give up? (Reverse)

1.385 1.609 1.571 1.223

To what extent did you feel motivated while 
playing? 

2.231 1.092 3 1.240

To what extent did you find the game easy? 
(Reverse)

2.538 1.198 2.786 0.975

To what extent did you feel like you were making
progress towards the end of the game? 

2.154 1.144 2.571 1.283

How well do you think you performed in the 
game? 

1.923 1.115 1.929 0.917

Table 5: Challenge questions

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Emotional involvement 0.155

To what extent did you feel emotionally attached 
to the game? 

1.846 1.214 2.214 1.311

To what extent were you interested in seeing how 
the game’s events would progress? 

3.153 1.068 3.143 1.406

How much did you want to ‘‘win’’ the game? 2.462 1.266 3.286 1.267

Were you in suspense about whether or not you 
would win or lose the game? 

1.769 0.832 2.64 1.499

At any point did you find yourself become so 
involved that you wanted to speak to the game 
directly? 

1.385 0.650 1.786 1.121

Table 6: Environmental involvement questions

Third person Top down Significance

Question Mean Std Mean Std p-value

Enjoyment 2.039 0.16 2.464 0.215 0.014

To what extent did you enjoy the graphics and the
imagery? 

2.231 1.166 2.357 1.499

How much would you say you enjoyed playing 
the game? 

2.077 0.954 2.786 1.251

When interrupted, were you disappointed that the 
game was over?

1.846 1.214 2.357 0.929
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Would you like to play the game again? 2 1.225 2.357 1.277

Table 7: Enjoyment questions



6 Analysis
In this chapter I will analyze the results that were presented in the previous chapter. The main
focus is on the Immersion Questionnaire, as that can directly address if the initial hypothesis 
is correct. I then use the results of the remaining parts of the questionnaire to analyze why the
results can turn out in this way.

Additional data was collected from an optional box where participants could freely fill in 
what they would like to see improved in the game. While no feedback directly concerned 
improvements for immersion, third person players did seem to complain over lower than 
desirable frame rate. This makes sense, as placing the camera behind the player, rather than 
above, increases the amount of models that need to be rendered. Subsequently, this could 
have had  a negative impact on players ability to immerse themselves in the game. Something
else that was requested is the addition to look at the environments using the mouse, 
something common in third person games, but was absent in this game.

Further data was gathered using the behavior questionnaire. Rather than providing additional 
data on immersion, this questionnaire was designed to potentially give answers as to why the 
results turned out the way they did. When evaluating the results, it seems that third person 
players seem to generally have done better in the game early on. They seem to have been 
more interested in the movies that were projected onto the walls and more players went to the
mosque to leave their daughter with their cousin. The results however seem to flip during the 
final mission objectives, as Third Person players were less successful  in selling their 
belongings. Something that came across quite clearly when analyzing the behavior 
questionnaire is that it was very rare for players to actually finish the game. In fact, only one 
player managed to do so.

Overall, data seems to disprove the initial theory. The Top-Down version of the game is better
received than the Third-Person version. It does subsequently seem quite clear that at least in 
this instance, Top-Down is more immersive than Third Person. However, when analyzing the 
six subcategories, statistical significance was only achieved in one category: game 
enjoyment. This in conjunction with the aforementioned complaints of frame rate indicate 
that the results are dependent on the game itself, and might be different for other games.

Something that seems abundantly clear is that adding a third person camera to a game does 
not automatically make it more immersive. In fact, it casts light on how much more effort 
that's needed to make a third person game as immersive as a top-down game.

31



7.Conclusions
Centered around the hypothesis and on the research done in the background chapter, this 
thesis tried to evaluate the effects of using a third person camera instead of a top down 
camera in a persuasive games to increase immersion. The study was carried out by collecting,
comparing and analyzing players experiences from two version of a purpose made game. The
game created was an adventure game with stealth elements, focused on subjecting players to 
the hardships a Syrian refugee might experience. The player interacted with the game by 
freely exploring the environment, either from a third person or top down camera angle, and 
interact with NPC's through dialogue with multiple different choices. Data on player 
progress, sense of immersion and impressions of the game were gathered through an online 
questionnaire. The immersion questionnaire, which was graded on a 5-step Likert scale, were 
assessed using a Mann-Whitney U test and were further analyzed in conjunction with the rest 
of the data.

The main hypothesis which was evaluated was that using a third person camera in a 
persuasive game will cause a higher level of immersion than using a top down camera. The 
theory was evaluated using Jennet et. al's (2008) immersion questionnaire. Results show 
disproves the theory as a whole, with the top down version getting a higher score.

The result for this question is fairly intriguing. In the case of Migrant Journeys, in its current 
state, the answer was a very clear ”no”. Not a single factor in the Immersion Questionnaire 
seemed more positive for Third Person than for Top-Down. That being said, this does not 
close the door for third person actually having benefits for immersion. What it does prove is 
however that a considerably higher amount of work is necessary to make a Third Person 
game enjoyable. Carl Stenmarks (2003) claim of lacking animations being more acceptable 
from a zoomed out top-down view comes to mind. It seems that players overall have more 
oversight with flaws if the camera is high above.

7.1 Discussion

The lacking statistical significance in most categories and the slim margins mean that . With 
only enjoyability achieving statistical significance, it may well be a matter of this particular 
game not being to a sufficiently significant standard to be scrutinized from a third person 
perspective. This would in a way confirm Carl Stenmarks (2012) theories.

While one may theorize that the results could change with a better game, with more polish, 
the outcome remains relevant for the intended audience: persuasive game developers. Third 
person camera angles don't create more immersion automatically. To make a third person 
game which surpasses a top down equivalent is more demanding and resource intensive. With
resources being limited for many persuasive developers, that may not be a possibility.

Another theoretical approach to explain this result is to look at for example what Maddigan 
(2010) claimed: that immersion happens when the player starts to favor the virtual 
environment over the real world. For natural reasons, players might not enjoy being in a war 
torn city, in the role of a refugee risking his and his daughters life to escape. 

The findings are not solely specific to the top down and third person camera angles. Anhuts 
(2011) theories claim that third person camera angles are very similar to side scrolling 
cameras from an immersion standpoint. Similar traits are shared between third person camera
angles and first person camera angles. Similar conclusions can be drawn from reading 



Christoffer Gustafsson and Karl Lisegård (2013).

7.2 Future work

With a relatively small sample size, the results of this study should perhaps be considered a 
pilot study for a more elaborate study to be carried out in the future. Indications exist that the 
results achieved in this study can partially be explained by the games shortcomings.

Based on findings made during this study, a few suggestions can be made for future research. 
First off, the shortcomings of the game should not be present in future studies. For this game 
in particular, that means that the ability to look around using the mouse should be 
implemented and that frame rate needs to be. A strong recommendation would also be to not 
use Unity Web Player.

A conceivable improvement to be made in future studies would be to accompany the 
Immersion Questionnaire with the Immersive Tendencies Questionnaire created by Bob G. 
Witmer and Michael J. Singer (1996), which would take into consideration how susceptible 
the participants are to immersion

Future studies could elaborate how these two camera angles influence other aspects of 
persuasion.
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AppendixA - The questionnaire

Personal details
How old are you?

• 15-19
• 20-25
• 26-35
• 36-50
• 50+

What is your gender?
• Male
• Female

How often do you play PC/Console games?
Never 1 2 3 4 5 Every day

Where are you from?
• Northern Europe
• Central Europe
• South Europe
• Asia
• North America
• South America
• Africa

Your gameplay experience
Did you finish the game?

• Yes
• No

If so, did you play again?
• Yes
• No

If so, what did you do differently during your second playthrough?

Did you watch the movies projected onto the wall?
• Yes, both
• Only the first (Damascus before the war)
• Only the second (Battles from the air)
• Neither

Did the military take your daughter?
• Yes
• No

Did you leave your daughter with your cousin at the mosque?
• Yes
• No

Did you sell your valuables?
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• Watch
• Mobile phone
• Both
• None

Did you hook up online and receive money from your relative?
• Yes
• No

Did you pick your daughter back up?
• Yes
• No

Did you buy fake passports?
• Yes, for yourself only
• Yes, for yourself and your daughter
• No

Immersion questionnaire (All questions on a 1-5 scale)

To what extent did the game hold your attention? 

To what extent did you feel you were focused on the game?

How much effort did you put into playing the game?

Did you feel that you were trying your best?

To what extent did you lose track of time?

To what extent did you feel consciously aware of being in the real world whilst playing?

To what extent did you forget about your everyday concerns?

To what extent were you aware of yourself in your surroundings?

To what extent did you notice events taking place around you?

Did you feel the urge at any point to stop playing and see what was happening around you?

To what extent did you feel that you were interacting with the game environment?

To what extent did you feel as though you were separated from your real-world 
environment?

To what extent did you feel that the game was something you were experiencing, rather than
something you were just doing?

To what extent was your sense of being in the game environment stronger than your sense of
being in the real world?

At any point did you find yourself become so involved that you were unaware you were 
even using controls?

To what extent did you feel as though you were moving through the game according to you 
own will?

To what extent did you find the game challenging?

Were there any times during the game in which you just wanted to give up?

To what extent did you feel motivated while playing?

To what extent did you find the game easy?



To what extent did you feel like you were making progress towards the end of the game?

To what extent did you feel emotionally attached to the game? 

To what extent were you interested in seeing how the game’s events would progress?

How much did you want to “win” the game? 

Were you in suspense about whether or not you would win or lose the game?

At any point did you find yourself become so involved that you wanted to speak to the game
directly?

To what extent did you enjoy the graphics and the imagery?

How much would you say you enjoyed playing the game?

When interrupted, were you disappointed that the game was over?

Would you like to play the game again?
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