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Abstract 
The service ecosystem is an arguably new concept with minimal research on the 

function of feedback between actors. Furthermore, the service ecosystem concept shares 

many similarities with the gaming industry, but existing research on game development 

from a business perspective is limited even though co-creation and feedback is a central 

part of it. This paper explores this overlap and investigates how feedback functions, and 

is facilitated, as part of a service ecosystem within the gaming context by conducting a 

qualitative study with focus on game developers perspective. 

The study explores this topic based on semi-structured interviews conducted in Sweden. 

The transcripts of the interviews are analysed using the Deductive Qualitative Analysis 

(DQA) method. In addition to this, operationalising terms and a theoretical lens 

consisting of relevant concepts are used for the analysis. 

The findings show that feedback is used between players and game developers by 

creating a continuous feedback-loop, which allows a constant co-creation of the services 

value. Findings also show that feedback is facilitated in multiple ways, such as 

providing tools for the consumers to facilitate further resource integration, usage of 

social media to improve the resource integration between actors within the ecosystem, 

as well as catering to consumers' motivations. Additionally, emergent findings provide 

further insight on how co-destruction is a part of feedback and how it exists within a 

service ecosystem.  

Lastly, the study provides a deeper understanding to the existing literature on service 

ecosystems, as well as provides insight on how feedback functions within a service 

ecosystem. 
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1​ Introduction  
The gaming industry has, similarly to marketing (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vargo et al., 

2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2017), distanced itself from a Goods-Dominant Logic (GDL) to a 

Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) (Dubois & Weststar, 2022). Instead of having the 

physical goods only be delivered to the customers when finished, the customers are now 

seen as co-producers during the game development process (Banks & Potts, 2010; 

Lowthorpe et al, 2013) and continue being a part of value creation long after the game is 

finished (Dubois & Weststar, 2022). Games as discussed throughout this study refers 

only to digital games, thus not analogue games. Co-creation is therefore a large part of 

game development and is externally visible within the industry through the 

communication with players (early access, playtesting, live-service) and support for 

user-made content (mods, editor tools, etc.).  

This paper analysed how a game development firm not only co-creates value with 

customers as co-producers, but also how they facilitate feedback and use it for reactive 

resource integration with the perspective of the business as part of a service ecosystem. 

Considering a service ecosystem in its entirety is too substantial for this research, this 

paper focused specifically on feedback as reactive resource integration and the part it 

plays in co-creating value within a service ecosystem. 

This study was done through semi-structured interviews with six selected companies, 

where a marketing manager, community manager, or someone with a similar relevant 

role has provided deeper insight. The interviews were audio-recorded and then 

transcribed for analysis purposes.  

1.1​Problematisation 

Not much research has been done on the function of feedback between actors, i.e. how 

actors integrate other actors' resources reactively, in a service ecosystem. Among   

research that has been done on integration of resources in service ecosystems, Peters 

(2016) made a distinction between heteropathic and homopathic resource integration 

where heteropathic integration constitutes a change in the system through emergent 

properties. These properties can either assist or impede the prosperity of the service 
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ecosystem as a whole, and can be unpredictable (Peters, 2016). Additionally, both Peters 

(2016) and Wieland et al. (2017) point out that marketing managers should consider 

how to facilitate resource integration processes, but they do not discuss how this 

facilitation can be conducted. The active facilitation of resource integration by an actor 

could be seen as resource integration itself, which could lead to a dynamic where an 

actor integrates resources due to another actor’s resource integration. This back and 

forth dynamic can be seen as a type of feedback-loop. It is important to make a 

distinction between feedback and feedback-loop, with feedback being a singular 

reception to one actor from another and feedback-loop being a continuous back and 

forth resource integration between actors. 

Based on this it is apparent that facilitation of resource integration is endorsed in a 

service ecosystem, that resource integration can give emergence to comprehensively 

influencing properties, and that there may be a possible reactive dynamic of resource 

integration facilitation. Thus, it would be beneficial to further understand the function 

and effect of resource integration beyond just the value created for and by the 

beneficiary. Because of this, we aim to investigate how facilitative resource integration 

is conducted, how it may lead to reactive resource integration and a subsequent 

feedback-loop. To examine this in an appropriate setting, we decided to conduct this 

study in the gaming industry context. This is deemed appropriate since co-creation is 

prominent within the industry (El Afi & Ouiddad, 2021), and the co-creative activities 

often continue after launch through live-service (Dubois & Weststar, 2021). Game 

development studios seek to get feedback regarding their game from their target 

audience (Lowthorpe et al., 2013). This kind of dynamic is an example of integrating 

resources to facilitate another participant’s resource integration, i.e reactive resource 

integration. 

Many existing studies that investigate co-creation within the gaming industry primarily 

focus on the consumer-perspective rather than the developer-perspective from within 

the firm (e.g. Banks & Potts, 2010; Davidovici-Nora, 2009; El Afi & Ouiddad, 2021). 

Additionally, the literature that does include more of the developer-perspective tends to 

be mainly positioned within the game development research field, with only slight 

contributions to the business administration research field (e.g. Aleem et al., 2018; 
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Davidovici-Nora, 2009; Koch & Bierbamer, 2016; Lowthorpe et al., 2013). 

Furthermore, the literature that discusses developers uses externally available data about 

the developers rather than investigating their perspective from within the firm (e.g. 

Banks & Potts, 2010). 

The few research papers that have game developers as the main subject of the study 

primarily utilises quantitative methods, investigate larger firms or mainly focus on firms 

producing Massively Multiplayer Online (MMO) games. Thus, there is an apparent 

need for further detailed inquiry about indie game development firms that work with 

other genres, especially from within the firm. 

Säfsten and Gustavsson (2020) state that there are two ways to contribute to new 

knowledge through a scientific study, academic contribution and practical utility and 

usefulness contribution, i.e. theoretical and practical. This inquiry aims to contribute to 

both. Firstly, an understanding of dynamics of resource integration may contribute to the 

service ecosystem concept as a whole. The study makes a practical contribution by 

providing insight into how managers might facilitate resource integration within a 

service ecosystem, possibly giving them the means to create new institutions for that 

purpose. Since resource integration may lead to unpredictable properties, a deeper 

understanding of the role and function of resource integration may contribute with a 

degree of preparedness for firms. Secondly, since smaller game development companies 

might not have extensive marketing knowledge (Lowthorpe et al., 2013) this study 

contributes with knowledge of co-creation and resource integration from a business and 

marketing perspective that may be useful for them.  

A contribution is an effort forming a part of a larger whole. A contribution does 

not have to represent a revolutionary change meant to solve all problems. A 

contribution may consist of a smaller effort within an area of knowledge, which, 

together with the efforts of others, contributes to the development of the field 

(Säfsten & Gustavsson, 2020, p. 62) 

In line with this, our desire for this paper is not to create a revolutionary change, but 

rather to provide insight and contribute to a field where there is limited literature and 

minimal marketing knowledge. 
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Since the information in the literature, specifically within this context, is limited in 

regards to the firms, we chose to conduct interviews with game development 

companies. This was in order to get the necessary broader perspective of the actors 

while viewing the gaming industry as a service ecosystem. In order to achieve a better 

understanding of this gap in current business and marketing research, this study is based 

on the presented primary and secondary research questions: 

RQ1: How do actors encourage and facilitate feedback, i.e. reactive resource 

integration, of other actors to co-create value within a service ecosystem? 

RQ2: How is feedback used between players and game developers during the 

development of a digital game to co-create value? 

 

1.2​Limitations 
The most prominent limitation within this research is the amount of individuals willing 

to participate in the study. We contacted several studios through different platforms such 

as LinkedIn, mail and Discord and inquired if they were willing to participate in an 

interview with us for the study. Some declined, and some never answered. As this is a 

master thesis, there is a time limitation present as well, meaning we could not wait too 

long for an answer from those of whom we contacted. As a result, there was a limitation 

with the scope of the study as there are only six different studios participating. All of 

these studios were founded and based in Skövde as well, limiting how well the findings 

from this study can be transferable to other organisational contexts.  
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2​ Literature Review 

This chapter describes and reflects upon theory and concepts that are relevant for this 

study and will be used as tools to later on analyse and provide context to the results. The 

chapter will first cover the relevant parts of Service-Dominant Logic (SDL), then the 

relevant parts of the service ecosystem and then show how these concepts work within 

the context of the gaming industry. Finally, it will present the study’s conceptual 

framework.  

2.1​Service-dominant logic  

This chapter goes through the change to SDL, its core values as well as how value 

co-creation operates within it. This is done to provide the proper context and to first 

establish how SDL functions within a business and marketing context, so that one may 

compare it to how it functions within a gaming context.  

2.1.1​Evolution from Goods-Dominant Logic  
Vargo and Lusch (2004) explain that the transition from Goods-Dominant Logic (GDL) 

towards SDL as the standardised perspective was not a sudden change that took place 

but one that had evolved over several decades. They bring up how different authors 

have assisted in evolving the concept, however they were the first to establish a clear 

difference between the two logics. They defined it as a model focusing mainly on the 

exchange of tangible goods and transactions, where the goods serve as a crucial part for 

economic exchange. Vargo and Lusch (2004) did not deem this dominant logic of 

having tangible goods as the primary unit of exchange to be inclusive enough. GDL 

assumes that value already exists in the product upon being delivered to the customer, 

and does not take into consideration that the customer serves a part in determining its 

value. Vargo and Lusch (2004) therefore argue that foregoing the inclusion of the 

customers role does not fully encapsulate the relationship and exchange that takes place 

between the parties. They continue the argument by stating that over the last decades 

there has been a shift from this non-inclusive perspective towards one that puts more 

value in intangible goods, relationships and co-creation, creating a service-centered 

logic known as SDL. Vargo and Lusch (2004) define service as “the application of 

specialized competences (knowledge and skills) through deeds, processes, and 
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performances for the benefit of another entity or the entity itself” (p. 2). This implies 

that all beneficial interactions, including economic ones, are therefore exchanges of 

service.  

2.1.2​Core principles of SDL 
In 2008, Vargo et al. (2008) expanded upon the SDL definition made by Vargo and 

Lusch (2004) with an overview of its differences with GDL as well as its own core 

principles. These differences and foundational premises are presented in their imported 

tables Table 1 and Table 2 respectively. Throughout their paper, Vargo et al. (2008) 

change the service-centered perspective from only a concept to an established logic with 

set rules.  

Table 1 

 

Note. Comparative table of GDL and SDL by Vargo et al. (2008). 

Table 2 

​ ​ 6 



 

 

Note. Premises of SDL by Vargo et al. (2008). 

Even though Vargo et al. (2008) establish a clear difference between GDL and SDL, 

they do not exclude goods from the service-centered logic. Goods are still of use within 

SDL in the shape of tools to deliver, transmit or apply the service that is to be provided. 

Additionally, in SDL, value is always decided by the beneficiary and is created through 

the collaboration between all parties engaged in the exchange, such as firms, employees, 

customers, etc. (Vargo et al., 2008). As seen in Table 1 (Vargo et al., 2008), the role of 

firms is to propose and provide and can only give the beneficiary an offer of value 

through their service. An established core part of SDL seen here is that neither the firm 

nor the goods can ever decide the value of the service on their own. 

Vargo and Lusch (2017) narrow the tables presented by Vargo et al. (2008) down into a 

summarised five core principles (see Table 3). 

Table 3 
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Note. Core principles of SDL by Vargo and Lusch (2017). 

Even though SDL has received some criticism (Brozović et al., 2025), it is still relevant 

and useful in a modern setting and for creating shared value (Handoyo & Marsasi, 2025; 

Vargo & Lush, 2017). Vargo and Lusch (2017) argue that SDL has only evolved and 

strengthened since its conceptualisation (e.g. Vargo & Lusch 2004; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004) over a decade ago. They go even further and claim that SDL can be 

seen as more than a lens or framework, but a theoretical foundation for understanding 

the market and value co-creation. Nevertheless, SDL is not complete by any means and 

can still evolve and be expanded upon (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). As the foundation of this 

study is the service ecosystem, it is impossible to overlook SDL as it is in turn the 

foundation to the service ecosystem concept. Additionally, SDL serves an important 

part of the analysis as this paper will examine games as the service being provided, 

where in some cases it does not even exist in a physical form. 

2.1.3​Value Co-Creation in SDL  
Similar to Vargo et al. (2008), Grönroos and Voima (2013) define value as something 

that is created when in-use by the beneficiary, and is never merely embedded in that 

which is provided by the firm. The value that emerges is something that is created over 

time by the consumer's usage. Furthermore, the beneficiary is always the primary 

creator of value as they, as a consumer, create value-in-use through their lived 

experiences (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) do not 

explicitly define the difference between this definition of value creation with value 

co-creation, but instead view it all as value co-creation. Grönroos and Voima (2013) 

however, argue that they are not the same thing and must be separated. Compared to 

value creation that happens in the customer sphere, with or without the firm, co-creation 

emerges through the direct interaction between a firm and a customer (Grönroos & 

Voima, 2013). Value is not created on its own nor by one singular party, the customer 

must be an active participant in shaping its value together with the firm through 

interaction (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo et al., 

2008) 

Although the concept of value co-creation is more inclusive of all involved parties' 

importance and significance in creating value within SDL (Vargo & Lush, 2004), it has 
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received some criticism. With its evolution, Alexander and Vallström (2023) note that a 

reverse concept has emerged known as value co-destruction. They question how 

co-creation is always considered desirable and seen in a positive light when in fact it is 

equally possible for interactions between actors to lead to co-destruction. Instead of 

contributing to the service's value, it may as well negate it, leading to a negative 

outcome (co-destruction) instead of a positive one (co-creation). These negative sides to 

co-creation will be expanded upon in Chapter 2.3.4.  

2.2​Service ecosystems 

This chapter goes through the service ecosystem concept as a perspective, and reflects 

upon the usage of it.  

2.2.1​Actor-to-Actor 
Wieland et al. (2017) conceptualised the service ecosystem perspective using SDL, 

where they base their definition of service on previous literature by Vargo and Lusch 

(e.g. Vargo and Lusch, 2004; Vargo and Lusch, 2016). A service ecosystem perspective 

sees every involved participant as a more generically viewed actor, as compared to 

explicit firms and customers, where the actors interact with each other within a broad 

system to create value (Vargo and Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al., 2017). This systemic 

understanding of value creation is similar to earlier literature by Normann and Ramirez 

(1993), who argue that value is not created through simple linear chains. While actors 

consist of both producers and consumers, the abstraction of framing them as actors 

consequently provides the opportunity of viewing their interactions of exchange as 

inherently the same activity (Wieland et al., 2017).  

Having a focus on the relations between actors, called Actor-to-Actor (A2A), expands 

the view to a larger system that more extensively includes the actors that are external to 

the firm (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al. 2017). Vargo and Lusch (2016) note that 

this leads to a more balanced and inclusive perspective that better involves all 

participants in the value creation process, which was Vargo and Lusch's (2004) goal 

when conceptualising SDL. According to Normann and Ramirez (1993), within a larger 

complex system of value creation, the objective is to encourage the customer to create 

their own value. Because of this dynamic, they argue that having the perception of the 
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whole system as “the only true source of competitive advantage” (p. 69). Hence, the 

larger perspective not only provides a more inclusive view of all roles involved, but the 

structured perception of it may lead to competitive advantage. This may then be another 

benefit that the A2A component of the service ecosystem perspective provides.  

An argument that has been brought up in literature is that the generic view on 

participants as actors leads to their roles in the value process becoming difficult to 

distinguish (Brozović et al., 2025). This abstraction of the specific roles of the 

participants in the A2A concept is thus argued to be unable to provide detailed 

understanding of specific roles and their interactions within the value creation process 

(Brozović et al., 2025). However, applying an alternate view, such as a more dyadic 

provider-customer view, might lead back to a more excluding perspective that an A2A 

lens can prevent. Vargo and Lusch (2016) state that, while the perspective is on a 

macro-level, it may also still provide additional insight on the micro-level. Hence, it 

seems that the main limitation is the difficulty to analyse a specific role without the 

larger picture in mind. Since this study does not inherently investigate a specific role, 

this disadvantage is not deemed relevant enough for A2A to be excluded from the 

service ecosystem as it serves too much importance.  

2.2.2​Service-for-Service and Resource Integration 
A component of the service ecosystem perspective is viewing exchange as 

service-for-service interactions that occur within a system of actors (Wieland et al., 

2017). The actors involved are seen as resource integrators, and the value creation 

process arises from a continuous combination of these resources through exchange 

(Vargo & Lush, 2016; Wieland et al., 2017). Since this is based in SDL, this integration 

can emerge through indirect contact between actors (Wieland et al., 2017), as opposed 

to the views by Grönroos and Voima (2013) who believe it can only happen through 

direct contact. Through the service ecosystem perspective, these exchanges appear 

within multiple levels of networks where their combination constitutes the whole 

system (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). It is important to see the integration of resources and the 

exchanges with the entire system in mind rather than having a limited network-only 

view (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). The integration of resources occurs when an actor 

involves themselves with the system through exchanges of service, leading to value 
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creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Similarly to earlier literature by Vargo and Lusch 

(2004), exchange is still seen as application of knowledge, skills, etc., as operant 

resources. Since the integration of resources through exchange is requited and mutual, 

any provider of service within the system is inherently a beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 

2016). Vargo and Lusch (2016) argue that in a system such as this, the beneficial 

element of an actor’s operant resources is a strategic benefit, and that competitive 

advantage becomes secondary. This is similar to what Normann and Ramirez (1993) 

bring up that “companies do not really compete with one another anymore. Rather, it is 

offerings that compete for the time and attention and money of customers” (p. 69).  

2.2.3​Institutions 
Institutions in the context of service ecosystems are components that come in the form 

of “humanly devised rules, norms, and beliefs” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 11). 

Institutions and institutionalisation are important within the service ecosystem 

perspective as it influences how actors engage in service exchange and resource 

integration (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al., 2017). Since institutions are shared 

rules, norms and beliefs, they make actors’ behaviours and actions more foreseeable and 

intelligible by the other involved actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Within the service 

ecosystem perspective, value co-creation is shaped by multiple connected institutions, 

called institutional arrangements, that structure how actors integrate resources and 

participate in activities of value creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al., 2017). 

For exchange of service within A2A, institutions determine which resources are 

relevant, how they can be combined, and what forms of interactions are considered 

valid (Wieland et al., 2017). Institutionalisation is the process where the interactions of 

the actors lead to institutions emerging or changing (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et 

al., 2017). 

Due to the fact that institutions are components that can allow exchange and resource 

integration, it may have an interesting connection to reactive resource integration as 

defined in this study. The dynamic of an actor integrating resources in a way that 

encourages another actor’s resource integration, i.e. facilitative resource integration, can 

be connected to institutions in the way that it has related effects: assisting and shaping 

the integration of another actor’s resources. The distinction here is that institutions are 
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social or societal constructs that can exist on all of the levels of aggregation that may 

also have hindering effects (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wieland et al., 2017), while the 

dynamic of reactive resource integration is a micro-level interaction that only focuses 

on assistance. Thus, facilitative resource integration is a distinct interaction that 

provides additional helping to another actor’s resource integration, and institutions 

shape this interaction. 

2.3​Co-creation and service in the gaming industry 

This chapter reflects on theoretical connections and contrasts between marketing 

concepts and game or game development concepts. 

2.3.1​Games as a service 

Lowthorpe et al. (2013) describe the evolution of games in an almost identical way to 

that of the evolution of logic from GDL to SDL, that there has been a shift from the 

value being in tangible objects to the act of utilising a service. This shift is described as 

going from Games as a Product (GaaP) towards Games as a Service (GaaS) (Dubois & 

Weststar, 2022; Lowthorpe et al., 2013). GaaS emphasises co-creative qualities during 

development through ongoing work with the relationship, feedback, and communication 

with the consumers (Dubois & Weststar, 2022). As digital games are online services and 

are continuously being maintained and updated after its initial launch, all involved 

actors are constantly taking part in the continued development process and its value 

creation and co-creation. This post-launch co-creation is known as live-service (Dubois 

& Weststar, 2022). 

While GaaS is inherently described as something more dyadic, it still shares some 

aspects with the concept of a service ecosystem perspective. The continuous 

communication, providing of feedback, and application of skill from both parties as 

described by Dubois and Weststar (2022) implies an integration of resources in line with 

the service ecosystem perspective by Vargo and Lusch (2016) and Wieland et al. (2017). 

Another connection between GaaS and the service ecosystem concept is how 

Lowthorpe et al. (2013) describe the actors involved in the collaborative process of 

making a game. Even though their discussion implies a distinction between game 
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developers and players, their importance is viewed as equally crucial which is in line 

with Vargo and Lusch’s (2016) A2A concept. While GaaS, as discussed so far in this 

study, mostly implies micro-level consideration in relation to the service ecosystem 

concept, there are implications of a larger meso- or macro-level perspective within 

GaaS. This is because Dubois and Weststar (2022) state that GaaS itself may bring 

emergence of new communities, social norms, and new values that challenge traditional 

ones. Thus, the need to have a service ecosystem perspective with all its levels of 

aggregation as described by Vargo and Lusch (2016) aligns well with GaaS.  

As mentioned earlier, GaaS is almost identical to SDL, however it gives a clearer 

context of how it works when games are the service being provided. There is a 

distinction between them, as games provide a unique context that is essential to 

understand for this research. 

2.3.2​Consumer-motivation 

El Afi and Ouiddad (2021) agree with previous research (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo et al., 2008) that consumers are active 

participants that engage in value co-creation. As El Afi and Ouiddad (2021) delve 

deeper into this engagement, they identify three main motivations that drive consumers 

to engage in this value co-creation, as they are not only seeking to create value but also 

to satisfy their own psychological and social needs. These three motivations are “social 

- interacting with other peers, personal - the need for recognition, hedonic - the 

expression of emotional pleasure” (El Afi & Ouiddad, 2021). Davidovici-Nora (2009) 

also mentions these three when discussing different motivations for value co-creation, 

however she describes them as acknowledgement, personal learning and enjoyment. 

Similarly, Kohler et al. (2011) also point out the social aspect of motivation, as it 

permits consumers to foster social relationships. Additionally, Banks and Potts (2010) 

identify motivations of consumers to engage in co-creation within social network 

markets. They state that social status and self-identity are among the different types of 

motivation, which is in line with the definition of personal motivation by Kohler et al. 

(2011).  
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The most prominent reason identified for consumers to participate in value co-creation 

is hedonic motivations. El Afi and Ouiddad (2021) explain that since the gaming sphere 

is seen as something enjoyable and playful, it pleases both the part that seeks 

entertainment alongside others as well as the part that seeks escapism and relaxation. 

Hedonic and social motivations are thereby seen as an integral part of influencing 

consumers positively to participate in value co-creation (El Afi & Ouiddad, 2021; 

Kohler et al., 2011).  

Understanding why consumers would want to participate in value co-creation is 

important for companies as it can be useful to utilise that motivation. Especially for 

smaller companies with limited resources, such as indie game development companies, 

as they struggle with this aspect more than those with larger budgets (Lowthorpe et al., 

2013). Contribution to consumers’ wants encourages the co-creation engagement (El 

Afi & Ouiddad, 2021), which in turn creates more feedback.  

2.3.3​User-made content  

Once a game has been released to the market, consumers gain the access to be able to 

create their own content for it, most prominently through modding (Davidovici-Nora, 

2009; Lee et al., 2020). Modding is when players modify the original content provided 

by game developers by creating mods, content that can completely alter the original 

gameplay experience and the game itself. The modders do not receive any economical 

gain, but instead do it out of personal- and social-motivations as they can share these 

mods with the player community while the game developers keep the intellectual 

property rights (Davidovici-Nora, 2009).  

A problem that occurs for game developers is not only getting consumers to play their 

game, but for them to also keep playing the game (Lee et al., 2020). Having modders 

step in to create user-made content supports the Game Life Expectancy (GLE) by 

keeping it relevant in an already saturated market (Davidovici-Nora, 2009; Lee et al., 

2020), GLE being synonymous with the Product Life Cycle (PLC) (Cao & Folan, 

2012). Lee et al. (2020) even argue that developers should create official modding tools 

for modders, to encourage, motivate and make it easier for modders to create mods. 

Modders are an integral part of the social aspect of game development and survival of 
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the game (Davidovici-Nora, 2009), and serve an important part as actors within the 

service ecosystem. It is therefore important, as previously stated in chapter 2.3.2, to 

understand consumers' motivations so that it can be encouraged, such as encouraging 

modders to keep modding and for players to keep playing. 

2.3.4​The Dark Side to Co-Creation 

As previously mentioned in 2.1.3, co-creation does not always lead to an increase in 

value, it can also lead to a decrease in value (Alexander & Vallström, 2023) as well as a 

destruction of value through toxicity (Schlüter et al., 2022). Alexander and Vallström 

(2023) explain that value co-destruction emerges when actors misuse the available 

resources, whether that be intentional or accidental. They bring up an example of how 

an actor receives a product that they do not maintain, and then blame the firm for its 

decline and potential value, both the firm as well as the consumer suffer from value 

co-destruction. This misuse of the firm's value proposition harms the service as well as 

the relationship between the actors, making future value co-creation more difficult.  

Schlüter et al. (2022) continue on the same track, yet focus on how the feedback from 

actors affect game developers negatively and thereby harm the relationship and value 

co-creation. They point out how “[...] feedback and criticism are not constructive or 

critical but hostile and toxic” (Schlüter et al., 2022, p. 2), with it being normalised 

within the gaming industry by both game developers and players. This constant toxicity 

creates a negative impact on game developers mental health and thereby affects the 

development of the game and decreases its value, instead of creating a harmonious 

feedback-loop that benefits both parties.  

Schlüter et al. (2022) view co-destruction as something that transforms from 

co-creation, while Alexander and Vallström (2023) argue that value co-creation might 

lead to negative as well as positive outcomes. They acknowledge that it should be the 

norm, viewing value co-destruction as a part of value co-creation rather than an 

anomaly. 

We decided to include these theories on how co-creation can lead to a decrease or 

destruction of value as to not view value co-creation without its negative aspects. This 
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study does not aim to only find the positives of feedback within a service ecosystem, 

but rather an unobstructed understanding of the function of feedback in relation to the 

creation of value. 

2.4​Conceptual Framework 

The literature review shows that there is a distinct connection between business 

administration research and game development research. However, game development 

research within a business context, as well as the function of feedback within a service 

ecosystem, is sparse. Hence for this study, we use the service ecosystem concept as an 

analytical lens to investigate how feedback, seen as resource integration, functions in a 

real life context. This is in order to subsequently provide a deeper understanding of the 

flow of resource integration between actors in a service ecosystem. This approach is 

shown in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. The theoretical approach of the study 
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3​ Method 

This chapter describes the methodology that this study has applied to investigate the 

primary and secondary research questions. The chapter covers the research context, data 

collection, analysis method as well as ethical considerations. 

 

3.1​Research Context: Gaming Industry 

As this research was conducted by analysing game development firms, there were some 

aspects that had to be explained to comprehend this specific service ecosystem in its 

entirety.  

First of all, there was a need to define the term indie within this context. Indie has a 

very unstable definition (Pereira, 2021) and researchers and game developers alike can 

not seem to come to an agreement on the matter. Some see it as the opposition of 

mainstream and that they should not prioritise money over creative vision (Lipkin, 

2012), others believe it must meet multiple independence criteria such as having no 

publisher (Garda & Grabarczyk, 2016), others believe the term is everchanging, making 

its conditions flexible (Pereira, 2021). However, there seems to be a mutual conception 

that the term is rooted in culture (Garda & Grabarczyk, 2016; Lipkin, 2012; Pereira, 

2021). In this paper we have selected game development companies that identify 

themselves with being an indie studio and are not AAA, a widely known and accepted 

term within the industry for studios with multi million dollar budgets.  

Early access is when a game is not yet completed and is in beta version, where most 

major features are implemented but not finished, however it is still being distributed 

digitally for players and continuously updated. (Schlüter et al., 2022).  

Within the gaming industry, the actors involved in the A2A concept are usually not 

described as consumers, customers, firms, producers etc, the terms commonly used and 

known within business and marketing research. Instead there are players, studios, 

publishers, and game developers, with an overlap of investors and business coaches. 

Players are the consumers, and game developers work at studios, firms, to create games, 
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the product and service. To be able to work on the games and earn money from it, the 

developers need funding from either investors or from a publisher. A publisher differs 

from an investor, as they not only give financial support but can also assist with 

localisation, accessibility, marketing, etc. An investor might however support the studio 

long term, while a publisher only supports the current game. Business coaches exist to 

help the game developers with the business side of starting a studio. 

3.2​Data collection and analysis method 

For this paper we have done a qualitative study with six indie game development 

studios located in Skövde, Sweden. The study was conducted by contacting indie game 

development companies inquiring for an interview with a community manager and/or 

marketing representative that also has some knowledge of the inner workings within the 

game development sphere. All companies remained anonymous throughout this study, 

as per their request and rights by the research ethic principles (Vetenskapsrådet, 2024). 

Instead of referring to the companies or employees by name, we assigned each 

interviewee with a variable ranging from A to F. Since two people were from the same 

studio, we have also assigned a number to each variable to separate them and keep it 

organised. In this study, they are referred to as follows; A1, B1, C1, D1, E1, F1 and F2, 

with F1 & F2 being from the same studio. A structured interview guide with pre-set 

questions was made and then used for semi-structured interviews lasting about 30-45 

minutes each. These interviews were recorded, transcribed and thereafter deleted in 

accordance with GDPR (Regulation of the European Parliament (EU) 2016/679). The 

interviews took place in person, with the exception of F1 & F2’s studio, as they have 

recently relocated to Gothenburg and requested to do it online via Teams. The 

interviewees got to choose their preferred language between English and Swedish. The 

interview with D1 was conducted in English and the rest were conducted in Swedish, as 

per their preference. The quotes in the findings are therefore, with the exception of D1, 

translated from Swedish to English for presentational purposes.  

 

The interview data, i.e. the transcripts, has been analysed using Deductive Qualitative 

Analysis (DQA) method (Fife & Gossner, 2024). Fife and Gossner (2024) describe 

DQA as a methodology when using predetermined theoretical concepts to guide the 
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study and to examine how the data aligns with the established conceptual framework. 

As this study does not aim to create a new theory but to research and expand upon the 

function of feedback between actors while using the service ecosystem concept as the 

framework, DQA has been deemed the most suitable for our study. The analysis was 

done based on the theoretical framework that a game development studio is within a 

service ecosystem (Wieland et al., 2017). In this study, DQA is applied in order to 

expand upon the service ecosystem as a concept, while using the concept itself as a lens 

to do it.   

As illustrated by Fife and Gossner (2024), a part of operationalising theory with DQA 

involves generating key concepts from the guiding theory, which leads to an outcome of 

descriptions of components and mechanics relevant to the guiding theory. We have done 

this by making operationalising terms, as seen in Table 4 below, based on the theories 

from the literature review that is relevant to the service ecosystem framework that this 

study is based upon. Another outcome is proclamations of the existence of a 

relationship between components and the guiding theory. This has been done in the 

analysis of the results, as shown through the analytical pipeline (see Figure 1 above).  

Table 4 

Operationalising term Definition 

Facilitative resource integration Resource integration meant to facilitate 
the resource integration of another actor. 

Reactive resource integration Resource integration performed as a 
reaction to another actor’s resource 
integration, which may also have 
facilitative properties.  

Feedback A singular reception from one actor to 
another in relation to the value 
proposition. A type of reactive resource 
integration. 

Feedback-loop Continuous series of reactive resource 
integration between actors. 

Note: The terms used to operationalise flows of resource integration 
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3.3​Ethical Considerations  

The sampling for this study has been one made out of convenience, with interviewees 

selected through contacts such as friends, acquaintances and co-workers. All 

interviewees selected however were not known previously to the authors in an attempt 

to ensure there were limited sources of bias from already established relationships.  

To ensure the data collected throughout this study was handled in a responsible way, 

this study has used the ethical principles enforced by GDPR (Regulation of the 

European Parliament (EU) 2016/679). Necessary measures have been implemented, 

such as informed consent, the option to remain anonymous, and the ability to withdraw 

consent at any time of this study. As this research handles interviews with people, 

ethical considerations have also been made in how to handle and represent them 

properly to ensure fairness (Bryman et al., 2018, pp. 146-182; Vetenskapsrådet, 2024).  

Our own position as researchers were also taken into consideration, as our 

interpretations of the data may be influenced by our own standpoints on the subject, 

lived experiences and identities (Bryman et al. 2018, pp. 178-179). Haraway (1988, pp. 

581-590) argues that these factors will inevitably influence and shape our work, most 

commonly subconsciously. She continues this point by stating that one can never 

achieve true neutrality and objectivity on a matter, even if the researcher has no 

connections to the subject. As indie game developers ourselves, we have taken our own 

positionality and relation to the research field into account and continuously discussed 

and evaluated each other's interpretations, allowing for both individual and team 

reflexivity (Berger, 2013).  
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4​ Results and Analysis 
This chapter presents the results of the conducted interviews, and subsequently presents 

the DQA of said results using the previously mentioned theoretical lens and 

operationalising terms. 

4.1​Results from Interviews 

As mentioned previously in 3.2, all companies interviewed in this study are indie. 

However, as explained in 3.1, indie is a very broad term with an unstable definition. 

This means that even though all the companies are indie, they have very different 

economical situations and amount of employees. Neither B1, C1 nor E1 have any 

investors or publishers, meaning they work part time on their first games without any 

funding for 4-5 developers. F1 & F2 are the only people in their studio, however they 

have received funding from an investor and are working on their game full time. A1 and 

D1 are the biggest companies among our sample selection, both economically and size 

wise. A1 has a publisher and about 15 employees, while D1 has about 40 employees 

and funding from the income received from their released game. D1 was even skeptical 

of labeling themselves as indie, and said they are ‘kind off’ indie. They explained 

further that technically they are indie since they develop games independently and even 

though they are a midsize studio, it is very small for the size of the game they are 

making. “When people think of what an indie company is, I do not think we quite fit 

that. But we are… a little”, said D1, seemingly unsure themselves of what exactly indie 

means.  

Table 5 
 

Interviewee/C
ompany 

Relevant 
Roles 

Third Parties Number of 
Employees 

Stage of 
Development 

A1 Community 
Manager 

Publisher 14 Production 
Phase 

B1 CEO, 
Community 
Manager 

Business 
Coaches 

5 Late 
Pre-Production 
/ Production 
Phase 
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C1 Co-Founder, 
Marketing- 
and 
Community 
Manager 

Business 
Coaches 

4 Production 
Phase 

D1 Community 
Manager 

A Majority 
Shareholder 

41 Post-Launch 

E1 Co-Founder, 
Marketing- 
and 
Community 
Manager 

Business 
Coaches 

4 Late 
Pre-Production 
/ Production 
Phase 

F1&F2 Co-Founders Investor and 
Business 
Coaches 

2 Production 
Phase 

Note: Overview of interviewees and their respective contexts 

4.1.1​Perception of Feedback  

Meaning of feedback 

When asked what feedback entails to them, most of the interviewees seemed to hesitate, 

unsure of how to answer the question properly. Not for lack of understanding the 

question, but because the answer was for the most part ‘everything’. There was a 

consensus among all that it includes everything that they get from players, whether that 

is bug reports, reactions, positive and negative comments or suggestions. “It is hard to 

limit feedback to just one expression”, said E1.  

Both C1 and B1 believe that it is easy to become blind to one’s own creation and view 

feedback as getting new eyes on the product so that they may receive a new perspective. 

F1 views feedback as the solution to the answers they are looking for, whether that is if 

the game is fun or simply playable or not. D1 also brings up how player data, 

quantitative data and analytics of players behaviours, can be a form of feedback.  

Attitude towards feedback 

As feedback is something that all the interviewees desire and seek out, their attitude 

towards feedback is mainly positive. There was however a sense of scepticism from the 
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larger companies, A1 and D1, where right after they said that feedback is good there is 

an instant ‘but’. A1 said that some feedback is not as relevant as others since they 

receive such an extremely large amount. Some feedback is completely unrealistic, but it 

is still appreciated as they know the players have thought about the game and engaged 

with it creatively. D1 explained that even though feedback is good, it is easy to be 

distracted by the details to see the bigger picture and, similarly to A1, believe that some 

feedback is not as relevant as it is unrealistic. D1 explained this further: 

And they [players] give you feedback as if everybody likes exactly what they 

like. And they cannot comprehend that other people have different tastes. And 

it's your job to take that and comprehend it and respect it, but also respect 

everyone else's as well.  

 

The other smaller companies all agree that feedback, good and bad, is inherently good 

in itself to receive. B1 and C1 are the most adamant about it, and both emphasised how 

much they love feedback and do not really question it, as long as it is from players.  

4.1.2​Social Platforms 

When asked about social media and forum usage, the social platforms brought up by the 

interviewees were TikTok, Instagram, YouTube, Discord, X or Twitter, Reddit, 

Facebook, LinkedIn, Steam, and Bluesky. All of the interviewees mentioned that their 

studio uses Instagram for marketing. All except A1 and D1 mentioned their usage of 

YouTube, but the studios of A1 and D1 have YouTube accounts that were unmentioned 

and F1 specified that they do not use it anymore. TikTok was brought up by all 

interviewees except A1, but A1’s studio do have a TikTok account.  

The commonly mentioned function of using Instagram, TikTok, and YouTube was to try 

and make people aware of the game and to try to gain a following. For example, D1 said 

in relation to their social media that “Instagram is usually [for] things that are just 

visually beautiful, are what capture people’s attention, whether or not it makes sense or 

has anything to do with your game” and C1 said regarding Instagram and TikTok that: 
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[...] we release a video with some funny title and [where] there is something 

funny happening, and then to try to generate a few comments [...] we hope that 

people go in and write ‘ah, what is this?’. So it is mostly to pull people in [...]. 

Most interviewees did not directly mention feedback as a purpose of these three social 

platforms when asked about their function. The exception to this was that E1 said that 

the function of the three platforms is to “get feedback from stuff there and try to gain 

traction”. F1 & F2 also discussed getting feedback as a result of pulling people in, so 

much that they said that Instagram and TikTok are where they get most feedback from 

in terms of their platforms. But F1 pointed out that they get a lot of nonsense feedback 

on TikTok, and F2 expanded on that when they said “[...] but it is nothing negative that 

they are like- it is always positive that they give feedback I think. It is just… a lot of 

feedback that you have to ignore because it is useless”. Similarly, E1 mentioned that 

TikTok is one of the platforms where they get the most feedback. However, the way E1 

talked about it, it seems the feedback often comes in the form of opinions that are not 

constructive. 

All the interviewees also mentioned Discord. The common function, mentioned by the 

interviewees, of using Discord was to have a server specifically for their game where 

they interact with their already existing community. A bit of an exception to this was 

that A1 did not specify much about their activities with Discord, but the way they talked 

about it signals that they think it is harder to communicate on there due to the platform’s 

structure. The specific interactions the studios do with their community via Discord 

varied. For example, D1 more specifically stated that “Discord is very personal, people 

respond very well to just having, like a light presence there. People know me there [...]” 

and also mentioned that they get feedback from there as well. C1 said that they do not 

directly “ask for feedback per se”, but that they hold competitions through Discord. 

They said that it still gives insight about how people play and C1 talks about it as if it 

indirectly functions as feedback. F1 said that they plan on discussing feedback with 

players after a playtest over Discord, and F2 specifies that it will be a very back and 

forth interaction. However, F1 explained that they do not do much interaction on 

Discord yet. B1 said that they use Discord for feedback, community events, and to 

generally be closer with their community. They expanded on this by saying that they 
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encourage people in their Discord server to participate in playtests by giving them 

special roles and a chance to design an item for the game.  

The games that the studios are working on are all or will be distributed on Steam, and 

Steam provides community pages for their distributed games. This includes 

player-written pages, like discussions and reviews, and developer-written pages like 

news. All interviewees mentioned their usage of this to some degree except for B1. 

Common answers here were that it is used for both collecting feedback and posting 

updates about development. One aspect about feedback given through the Steam 

Community brought up by both A1 and D1 was that it provides them with the highest 

quantity of comments. However, D1 heavily emphasised that “[...] it is also the most 

unhinged place in the planet, no matter how much you moderate it, I do not know what 

the hell is going on there, what's in the water in the steam forums” and A1 similarly 

stated that it is where “[...] they [players] might not always be… the nicest”. 

When asked if they lurk, i.e not interacting but only observing what people do or say, in 

any forums or communities, the interviewees had varied responses. Neither E1 nor F1 & 

F2 seems to perform any lurking, but the rest of the interviewees do. The most common 

function was to see what players had said about their game. For example, A1 said that 

they lurk on both Reddit and YouTube. When asked about the purpose of this they said 

that it is to see: 

[...] ‘what are they saying in general?’ And especially if we have released any 

news or something. [...] ‘Okay, what are they saying about this? Have they 

picked up on things that you want them to pick up on? Have they started making 

stuff up that we have not said?’ A lot of that.  

D1 did not specify which platforms their lurking takes place at, but they said that they 

do lurk in some player communities. D1 explained that lurking helps give them context 

of the feedback they receive since it shows how people are talking about stuff. They 

expressed the weight of doing this by saying that “People are very bad at 

communicating in general, they're really, really bad at giving feedback, so you need to 

sort of understand the context of what they're saying to understand their feedback better 

[...]”. Furthermore, D1 points out that they pointedly do not join and lurk in some 
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communities because “[...] there should be some places where people can just vent and 

talk about their stuff where they're not worried about me lurking over their shoulder 

[...]” and that “people act a little bit differently when I'm around” but that ultimately 

“[...] it [what players say] will get back to me [...]”. Similarly to A1 and D1, C1 also 

looks at communities to see what people think. However, C1 seems to do only limited 

lurking and actually interact more with people. They explained that they lurk and 

interact on a forum for a game that is similar to theirs. The reason being that it is a 

similar, niche, and very strong fanbase. C1 points out that being there, and even posting 

about a demo, has led to collecting lots of feedback. Specifically they said “[...] there, 

people are considerably more… feedbacky [...]”. Furthermore, B1 also lurks and 

sometimes interacts in communities. They did not specify much about the reason for 

lurking, but regarding the interactions they said that they sometimes inquire to post 

about their game. B1 explained that the goal of this is to get a wider reach, contrasting 

with the other interviewees’ reasons for going into other communities. 

Platforms such as X or Twitter, Reddit, Facebook, LinkedIn, and Bluesky were also 

brought up during the interviews. However, these platforms were either not discussed 

particularly thoroughly or were only mentioned by few of the interviewees. There were 

generally no other functions mentioned by the interviewees of using these platforms 

besides that which has already been brought up. 

4.1.3​Purpose of Early Access, Demos and Playtests 

Table 6 
 

Interviewee/Company Had/Has/Will have Early 
Access 

Had/Has/Will have a 
Demo 

A1 Has Currently No 

B1 Will Have Will Have 

C1 Will Have Had 

D1 Had No 

E1 No Will Have 

F1&F2 No No 
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Note: Comparative table of Early Access and Demo 

Early Access 

With the exception of E1 and F1 & F2, all other studios' games were either in early 

access, are currently in it or have plans for it. Both B1 and C1 are planning to release 

their games for early access, with C1 explaining that it is not only for feedback but 

because they feel that they do not have the time to continue working without any sort of 

income. “[...] so that we can start getting something until we finish it for real, but 

feedback is like [still] a really huge part of it” said C1.  

A1’s game is currently in early access and has been for about 5 years. They are now 

nearing 1.0, the official release of the game. A1 said that, for the most part, the feedback 

that they want from early access is bug reports, to see if things are actually working in 

practice. They explained that since their player base is quite large, it is hard to properly 

receive and take in gameplay feedback from everyone.  

[...] we get a lot of requests and suggestions of what people want to have in the 

game as well, but it is harder to accommodate, because it is… then it is a lot of 

outside opinions that also have to coincide with our own design plans. 

D1, who had their game in early access for 2 years and now have it fully released, had 

the same reasons as C1 for releasing it in early access; to increase their economical 

stability to be able to continue development. D1 explained that the other reason was to 

get player feedback. It was not bug reports like A1, but how players were actually 

feeling about the game as it was solidifying its direction after a recent pivot. D1 also 

said that it was beneficial for them to do early access not only from a development 

perspective, but also from a marketing perspective: 

You never get as much attention as you do during launch. Doing an early access 

and a 1.0-launch lets you sort of have 2 of those. It's not as powerful when- the 

1.0 is usually not as powerful as the early access one, but it can be similarly 

powerful.  
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A1 and D1 both received the feedback from early access through their Discord and 

Steam page, with A1 also having a bug report form for players to fill and send in. D1 

went even further and opened up something called Feature Upvote. At first it was used 

only for bug reports, where players could report bugs and then upvote if they also 

experienced the same issue, creating a tier list of which bug was the most prominent at 

the time. It was then expanded upon and allowed general feedback and feature 

suggestions to be sent in. Then every year when it was time for the big yearly patch, 

they would pick the top 10 suggestions and try to implement them into the game, even if 

they were really hard to make. If they did not manage to implement the feature or 

decided not to do it, they would communicate that to their players, which would create a 

good feedback-loop, according to D1. The early access is not only for the developers to 

receive feedback, according to D1, but it is for the players to feel included as well. 

And then as we fix them [bugs], we go back there and we label them as fixed, so 

players know that we're actively responding to their bug reports. So they feel 

like they're doing something and they feel like they're helping, because a big part 

of early access and testing, the people who participate in that want to feel like 

they're part of development. So anything you can do to communicate to them 

that you- that they are doing that is a motivator for them.  

 

Demos 

C1, who are working towards early access both for feedback and financial reasons, 

released a demo almost a year ago. C1 explained that they felt that they wanted to 

gather feedback and also see what players actually wanted their game to be.  

We had an idea, but since we have been to those pitch events where you get to... 

where there is a panel and they seem a bit unsure about our game and we notice 

it is hard to convey [the idea] in a good way. So we thought the best thing we 

can do is release a demo, see what the players think it is and see if they can help 

us on the way in forming the game together. 

The feedback they received of the demo mostly came in the form of reviews on Steam, 

where players expressed their likes and dislikes as well as reports of bugs. C1 also 
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reported that they got even more feedback from the previously mentioned game forum. 

Since C1’s game is very similar to this game, they therefore seek out that games’ 

players for feedback. Those players have been extremely receptive and forthcoming 

with feedback ever since the demo was released, C1 expressed. 

B1 does not have any concrete plans for a demo, though they expressed that they might, 

probably, release one in the summer and have already released a prototype on a website 

called itch.io several months ago. However, their plans for the demo depends on its 

reception from playtests. When asked why specifically they want to release a demo, B1 

explained that their game is not meant to be sold on visuals only. Players have to 

actually get their hands on it and play, feel and test it. So releasing it as a demo will 

benefit the game the most, said B1.  

E1 and F1 & F2 both had plans of releasing a demo but were advised not to by third 

parties such as business coaches and investors. E1 said that they wanted to release a 

demo for the same reason as B1, to get it out there for players to test since their selling 

point is not visuals but rather gameplay. It was unclear on why exactly E1 had been told 

by their business coaches to not release a demo, however F1 & F2 who had received 

similar advice explained further. F2 said that their investors' reasoning for not 

recommending releasing a demo is because they might "waste the hype” if there is no 

full product for players to purchase after they have played the demo. They said that, 

ironically, it is a risk if the game gets popular at that stage. If streamers play it and 

showcase it to other players, millions might see it but there is no actual full game for 

them to play. So by the time the game actually comes out, that enthusiasm surrounding 

the game will be gone. “So if you'd rather want it [the hype] at release, then people can 

directly go and buy the game after seeing it on a streamers stream or video”, said F2.  

Playtests 

All of the companies have had several playtests throughout their game development, 

except for E1 as well as F1 & F2 who, as mentioned before, are currently planning on 

having a smaller, closed playtest arranged through Discord. There they will send out a 

google form for community members to fill in and allow 25-50 people to participate. 

The main function of the playtest seems to be to receive feedback in the form of bug 
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reports. However when asked why they have not had playtests until now, F2 explained 

that the reason why they would want to have playtests is to see if players think the game 

is fun, which has not seemed possible to test yet since the game is only 30% done. 

"There has not been anything to test really. But now we are getting to the stage of 

development where we actually have something that is playable", said F2. F2 brought 

up that they have however playtested a little bit with close friends previously. Although 

those playtests were mostly to see how much their game breaks when people play it.  

E1 are also planning on having a playtest, and had the same reasoning as F1 & F2 as to 

why they have not had an official one yet. There has not been enough content yet for 

anyone to try it out, instead they have only let some of their friends play and had some 

internal playtests in the studio. When these playtests take place, they mainly observe 

and share the feedback gained verbally in the group, with the focus mostly on bugs, if 

players are having fun and see what parts they struggle to understand. 

C1 explained that their playtests are not online playtests, but rather that they invite 

different people in Skövde such as students, game developers and/or acquaintances. 

However, as brought up earlier, they mentioned that they hold competitions organised 

through Discord, which could be considered an online playtest. They have never done 

internal playtests, which seems to be because the reason they do playtests, as explained 

by C1, is to get an outside perspective on the game. C1 explained that an important part 

for them is to validate their game design decisions through playtests, as they do not 

have a game designer. C1 pointed out the unique context of developing a game in 

Skövde, that "since we are in Skövde, a lot of the people that come and play are game 

developers, [and/or] people who study games", and further explained that they can 

therefore easily get feedback from players who are also game designers during 

playtests. 

B1 have the most frequent playtests, where they even used to have playtests every 

single Friday. Their reason for it was the same as C1, to get new eyes on the project, an 

outside perspective. Having it every week had to eventually stop, as B1 explained that 

eventually they had some people who had played the game over 40 times which made 

them equally as blind as the developers themselves to issues with the game. For the last 

6 months there has been no playtests, as they decided to remake a lot of things which 
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made the game practically unplayable. They have had some internal playtests, however 

they have been few as what they are looking for is outside perspective. Although, at the 

point of the interview, B1 is planning to bring back weekly playtests in 3 days. When 

B1 has their playtests they try not to tell their players any information to get their 

instinctual actions and thoughts. "We usually shut up. Let them look. Let them play", B1 

explained, to get that unaffected outside opinion. The feedback received is then, 

similarly to E1 and C1, shared verbally in the group.  

When B1 released their prototype on itch.io, they had a feature in the game engine that 

tracked the analytics of player behaviours. So even though they received the data 

subsequently, it was "technically a public playtest, one could say". Their first, proper, 

public playtest is planned, at the time of the interview, to take place before the summer 

through Steam. B1 explained that this playtest is meant to both confirm their product for 

demo and early access release, as well as being an “algorithm boost”. This means that 

their Steam page will get more attention on Steam, showcasing it to new players who 

might see it, participate in the playtest as well as wishlist it.  

A1 has a ‘constant’ playtest, as they have a public test-branch available on Steam. That 

means players can play a ‘test’ version of the game, that usually has bugs and features 

that the developers want to iterate on. A1 estimated that there are about 1000 players 

who have access to this public test-branch. "We have it open so anyone can sign up to it. 

There even is a password [...], but it is an open password", said A1. This is so they can 

get as many players as possible to try things out, so they can see that everything is 

working before forwarding it to the main branch in early access. A1 also mentioned that 

sometimes they have much smaller playtests where people have to sign an NDA so they 

will not spread what they have seen. What differs in desired feedback in these smaller 

playtests compared to the larger public test-branch one was not clarified, although it 

seemed to be to find out players' opinions on new features and/or content. A1 explained 

that since they are a small studio, they have a handful of people who take on the extra 

role of managing these playtests, but the feedback gained is still available to those in the 

studio who want to know. 

D1 said that they do some internal QA testing with a specific team and that their 

designers are constantly playtesting, but they almost never get the full studio together to 
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playtest. Instead they do playtests where they start with 500 people, then expand to 

1000 and then 2000. These playtests are usually very late in development, about two 

months before releasing the update. D1 said that in reality, it is not enough time for 

them to actually do the necessary iterations because of the scale of their game. They 

said that it is also hard to find people who are willing to put in the time it takes to play 

the full game, as it is about 40 hours long. A lot of people quit before they are done, 

which means there is a constant replacement process to get proper feedback and proper 

bug testing, said D1. D1 explained that the bug testing from the playtests “[...] is mostly 

'does something feel awful?', 'does it feel super terrible?'", and trying to eliminate 

factors such as the players computer settings. The feedback received from these 

playtests are shared publicly with players, where D1 uses the Feature Upvote as 

explained before. The players can in real time see that their feedback has been 

acknowledged and used by developers. 

So in a way it's kind of like you give them feedback? And it helps the cycle of 

them giving you feedback like there's a lot of give-and-take is the thing. Because 

if players feel like they're shouting to the void, they…not… the worst thing you 

can get is players that stop shouting into the void, you know? Because then 

they've stopped caring. 

4.1.4​Modding 

All interviewees expressed that their companies are pro-modding. That it is something 

positive, fun to see and an appreciated interaction with their product. However, there 

was a common theme that even though it is appreciated, no resources were or will be 

put into it. 

D1 expressed regret for not developing their game with a modding framework in mind. 

They thought it would not be relevant at the time, and that with the way they have built 

the game now it is really hard to implement mod-support.  

[...] we've basically come to the conclusion that it's- to add a modding 

framework into the game would be… really bad. It would be a lot of work. It 

would be really bad, and it would create tools that are not very useful or good. 
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D1 seemed impressed with how players have managed to mod the game even though 

"it's a hard game to mod" and said that if they make another project in the future they 

will definitely build it with modding in mind. D1 said a lot of the people at the studio 

have pvp-backgrounds and therefore are very good with security, meaning they are not 

afraid that modders will manage to use mods for cheating. They believe that "It's your 

game, have fun", that players should be able to have fun with their product, not that they 

have created "a super sacred experience" for them. "It's really, really cool. It's really 

awesome. We love seeing people do stuff to our game", said D1 happily.  

F1 & F2 did not have much to say on the subject, merely that if their game becomes 

very popular they might implement some mod support but that it currently is too large 

of a time resource. B1 and E1 have similar plans, even though they express larger 

interest in the subject.  

E1 said that before development started, they had actually thought and discussed within 

the studio about facilitating modding. However, as they did not have any experience nor 

could find any proper information on it, they decided that it was too large of a time 

resource. "We know it is positive when the community feel that they can contribute, 

[...]" explained E1, and said that "[...] if anyone can mod, they are more than welcome 

to do that", however it is not their focus right now to help players in that endeavour. 

B1, as mentioned earlier, felt the same. That they do not have the time resources to 

facilitate modding, using the example that it could take up to five months just to create 

mod-support. Even though they are all players themselves who love to use mods, they 

do not have any plans to facilitate modding unless the game becomes really popular and 

players have a desire for it. B1 explained that they will not actively encourage modding, 

nor will they discourage it. "We will not sit here and '[crying noise]' you can not touch 

our source files! You can not put Mickey Mouse [in the game] instead of [in game 

character]", said B1. 

When we asked C1 about their opinion on modding, they smiled big and without 

hesitation said "We love it. It is why we are releasing our game open source", meaning 

they'll release their project files publically which will make it easier for players to create 

their own content for the game. C1 explained that at their studio they value transparency 

​ ​ 33 



 

and "[...] like everything to be open". They have promoted on social media that their 

game is already moddable in the demo stage of development. However, C1 criticised 

themselves with that they might not have been clear enough in how they have conveyed 

this to players.  

"We have based it a bit on that the [players] who are already in this niche of this 

genre, [...]. They already know that you can mod [game genre] games from the 

get go. [...] And it is also because we just 'uhm what of course you can mod 

[game genre] games?', but not everyone knows that" 

C1 seemed to realise this misconception with how much players know during the 

interview, and emphasised that they should and will make that more clear in the future 

for their players. C1 went on and noted that they had also made a level-creation tool to 

facilitate and encourage modding. They explained that there are already a lot of open 

source tools for the engine they are using, but they are quite outdated and hard to 

understand and use if you have not modded games before. So their own tool is 

publically available in their Github repository for players to download, "To facilitate it 

[modding] and make it a bit easier". This has led to players creating mods that then 

become official content and/or features in the game after it has been offered up for the 

developers to use. C1 said they "are extremely grateful" and put those people in the 

credits, "that's the least [we] could do [...]". 

Out of all interviewees, A1 were the only ones who seemed to have had issues with 

modding. Even though A1 said that they think it is fun to see players mod and be 

creative, and "if players want to mod the game it is still, go forth and do it", it was 

almost always followed with a ‘but’. This seemed to be the consequence of how 

previous players have acted against the collaboration proposition within the gaming 

context.  

"It has always been a bit tricky [...]" A1 explained, since they are in early access there 

has been the constant question of who technically owns the content. The game 

developers want to listen to their players and add the things to the game that they want, 

however when a modder does it before them people will point out that it was not their 

idea and that modders did it first. If it is desired and players have talked about wanting 
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something a lot, it becomes something that the studio wants to provide for the players as 

well, A1 explained. Yet, when they try to meet these demands, A1 said that a modder 

might say "'that was my idea at first'. It gets messy to try and disprove that and keep 

good will and all that". A1 noted that internally, they have decided to not look at what 

mods the players create. This is to keep themselves safe with the argument that they do 

not actively look at mods and therefore can not have stolen any ideas when accused. A1 

said that this restriction and attitude, to keep a safe distance from the modding 

community, might change after official launch and exit from early access.  

A1 also said they have officially gone out and said that they do not want players to 

charge for their mods, as it puts them in a very difficult place as it also puts expectations 

on them, the game developers, if the players have paid for extra content for their game.  

Then they'll come to us and say things do not work and it creates a weird 

dissonance where we have to provide support for something that they have 

bought, but they have not bought it from us, but they still want the support [for 

it] from us. So therefore it is easier to say 'okay but, mod the game at your own 

risk'. But it is still fun that they [players] do it [mod] anyway 

4.1.5​Implementation of Feedback 

Game development 

When asked about how they evaluate if feedback is valid to listen to and implement, 

there were similar answers from all the interviewees. One aspect mentioned by all 

interviewees was the core or vision of the game. Every interviewee, with the exception 

of E1, pointed out that if feedback contradicts the very core that makes up the game, 

they usually do not consider it valid to implement but that it is still something they think 

about. E1 did not mention that they strictly see it as invalid, and they seem more open to 

changing the general vision of their game. Regarding implementation of feedback, C1 

specifically said that: 

Well, we do listen to the feedback we get regarding our core idea of the game. 

We will not pivot to something new [...] but I would say that even if I personally 

necessarily do not agree with feedback given by a person that gives feedback 
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within the core concept, it is still something that we all take into consideration, 

because if a person thinks that way it is still worth investigating. 

C1 explained that feedback regarding aspects not connected to the core concept is 

something they listen more to. F1 & F2, as well as D1, also pointed out that they 

consider the vision of the game when considering feedback. One other dimension of 

consideration they both mentioned alongside the vision was the time and/or resources 

required for implementation. Specifically, F2 said that for them it is “[...] a mix between 

how long it would take to implement and how much it would favour the gaming 

experience [...]”. Furthermore, D1 similarly said: 

[...] there's never any shortage of ideas. It's always more of a matter of, how 

much time do I have? How much resources do I have to execute on these ideas? 

And if I'm going to do this, what am I choosing not to do, that could be better, 

that could be more fun? And how much does it align with the vision of the 

game? 

While E1 does not seem to be as strict regarding feedback relating to the vision or core 

of the game, they also mentioned the time resource aspect. They said that if they, as an 

example, would get a suggestion regarding a feature as feedback, and it would only take 

them two hours to implement, “why not test it?”. E1 also brought up another factor that 

they take into consideration, which is that they find it important to put the feedback into 

context since they try to “[...] listen to what they mean, not what they say [...]”. As 

shown earlier in 4.1.2, the consideration of context was also brought up by D1, which 

they said leads to a better understanding of the feedback. When both D1 and E1 talked 

about this topic, their responses showed that it is a process that is meant to extract the 

real meaning behind given feedback.  

Lastly, another aspect taken into consideration regarding if feedback is perceived as 

relevant, explicitly pointed out by A1 and C1, was how recurring a specific piece of 

feedback was. While the other interviewees did not explicitly state this, their responses 

signaled that they also take this into consideration.  

Internal processes 
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Not a lot of the interviewees said outright that their internal processes had been changed 

due to feedback from players. A few seemed unsure of what it exactly entailed and 

answered "maybe?" with minimal confidence. There was however a consensus that it is 

common that feedback changes the prioritisation within the studio.  

D1 said that their studio and game is constantly growing alongside their playerbase and 

"players to a certain extent do shape our needs for what we think the game is 

becoming". An example they gave is how they changed their prioritisation to make a lot 

more good boss fights and hired several new people to make that work, since that is 

what the players expressed that they wanted. E1 also had some feedback expressed 

directly that changed their internal processes, which is how their backgrounds looked in 

game. Players expressed that it was hard to discern the background from the foreground 

in the game and wanted it to not be as detailed.  

[...] we both streamlined that pipeline [and fixed the problem], because it went 

from that it took [...] I would guess that it took 2-3 weeks to make a new level, 

while now it only takes about a week. So that was good 

A1 created their public test-branch due to feedback from players, which in turn changed 

how they worked with implementing new features and content as well as how they 

communicate with players. A1 explained that "some things that were communicated 

from our side were not received in the desired way by the players, so we have had to 

adjust how we do that". 

B1, C1 and F1 & F2 stated that they have never changed any internal processes due to 

outright feedback from players. F2 said that they did change their prioritisation to 

making at least one new thing every week so that they can post on social media and 

update players every week. Not because players asked for it, but because of the sheer 

quantity of players who interact with their socials. They want to maintain that contact 

with players throughout the game development process, with F1 who stated that "You 

do not want them to lose interest now either when it is- now that it is going so well, we 

want to keep it up". C1 felt similarly, and explained that they hired a new employee to 

take care of marketing as they felt it became too much for them to handle on their own, 

not because players actually asked for more.   
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All interviewees admitted that they have changed their internal processes due to third 

parties, such as investors, publishers, business coaches and shareholders. B1, C1, E1 as 

well as F1 & F2 all have business coaches who have given them different feedback on 

how they should change their internal processes. Feedback such as hiring in someone to 

help with a unanimous art style for B1, not releasing a demo for E1, focusing and 

posting more on Steam and Instagram for F1 & F2, and general feedback and insight on 

how to build a business for C1. For the most part it has been the business aspect that 

they have gotten feedback on, as the business coaches seem to respect and trust that the 

game developers know more about game development. Even when E1 got feedback 

from their coaches that they should scrap their first game and start over it was from a 

marketing standpoint, that the coaches did not see any marketing potential for the game 

idea as it did not manage to gain any traction.  

D1 does not have any business coaches nor publishers, they do however have a third 

party that is the majority shareholder. D1 mentioned that they do have some 

requirements from this shareholder that they have to meet which has changed internal 

processes. This is not feedback per se, however the third party has given feedback to D1 

on how to more easily meet these requirements which D1 has then implemented.  

A1 were the only interviewee who has received feedback from a third party, 

implemented it, and then did not deem it beneficial for them. A1 explained that their 

publisher said they should make a road map that "was made in half panic that we then 

had to pull back since we realised we were not gonna be able to fill it. Fulfill the 

promises we made there". A1 stated that they have not tried to do a new road map since, 

considering it "did not work purely... well purely in terms of production to have”.  

Prioritisation 

When it comes to how the interviewees prioritise feedback and how they decide it is 

useful there was a consensus opinion that some players and/or "suit-and-tie guys", as 

described by C1, ‘do not know what they are talking about’. When it comes to game 

development, the interviewees have never had to prioritise feedback from third parties 

because of this reason. D1 and A1 said they do not even get feedback from their 

involved third parties on their game development, and C1 said that the small amount 
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they do get is retracted once their business coaches learn that the players disagree with 

them. "[...] the business coach will change their opinion immediately like 'ah the players 

said that? Ah okay, well do what they'll [like]'" said C1. It is implied by many of the 

interviewees that third parties, that do not play or develop games themselves, do not 

provide feedback that is considered ‘valid’, and therefore it is for the most part ignored 

and players feedback is prioritised instead. B1, C1, E1 all said that they prioritise 

players feedback over third parties, even if a situation has not shown up yet where they 

have had to choose between the two. 

4.2​Analysis of Results 

As previously mentioned, this chapter presents the DQA of the results. The analysis is 

divided into four different parts. This division emerged from the problem at hand and 

the theoretical lens used.​
 

4.2.1​The relation to the service ecosystem  

This study has been done through the lens that a gaming studio is a part of a service 

ecosystem, focusing specifically on active resource integration. The results suggest 

however that even though the firms fit into the service ecosystem framework as well as 

the SDL/GaaS framework, there was a dissonance to the A2A concept. 

The findings show that GaaS is a widely accepted framework and the norm for game 

development studios. All studios view feedback, continuous communication and strong 

relationships with their players as of utmost importance. All studios view themselves as 

part of a larger whole, with the purpose to provide a service to the ecosystem, not only a 

product. 

The findings reveal however that even though firms within the gaming sphere seem to 

fit into the A2A framework, with viewing actors external to the firm as involved in the 

value creation process (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), there is a contradiction to the concept of 

viewing all actors as equal. When creating the service and its value, other third parties' 

feedback are dismissed as inconsequential while players feedback are of greater 

importance, contrasting with the more inclusive perspective of having an A2A view as 

presented by Vargo and Lusch (2016). Yet players, as mentioned, are included 
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throughout the entire value creation process with their feedback valued at the same level 

as a game developer, falling in line with the A2A concept that they are merely actors 

interacting rather than firms and consumers. This was most prevalent with C1, who 

explicitly expressed distaste for third parties involvement in the service’s value creation. 

The findings demonstrate that a feedback-loop was present in all the firms, showing the 

actors acting as active resource integrators throughout the value creation process. This 

aligns with how exchange between actors is viewed as service-for-service within a 

service ecosystem (Wieland et al., 2017), as firms and consumers provide a service to 

each other back and forth consistently. 

4.2.2​Function and usage of feedback 

The results show that feedback serves a fundamental function within the service 

ecosystem. In relation to RQ2, the findings indicate that game developers use feedback 

for validation, gain a new perspective and to improve general value. For example, C1 

and B1 use feedback from players to see things from a different viewpoint to ensure 

nothing, such as bugs, goes unnoticed as well as providing new ideas for features and 

improvements. This is in line with SDL (Vargo et al., 2008), where the process of value 

creation is done through the firm proposing value, and then the consumers continue the 

process through usage. All of the firms use it to validate the quality of the product, 

whether that be functionality or in relation to value proposition. For example D1 and E1 

used feedback to confirm the creative direction of the game, and all of the firms used 

feedback to confirm the game´s playability and find bugs that needed to be addressed.  

The most recurring function of feedback from the results was the importance of 

determining if players are having fun, that the service provided for them is satisfactory. 

The findings show that as consumers are active participants in value co-creation (El Afi 

and Ouiddad, 2021; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo et 

al., 2008), there is a desire to maintain a good relationship and communication 

throughout development, from pre-production to post-launch. The results illustrate how 

there is not only a consumer motivation to provide feedback, but also suggest that there 

is a strong firm motivation to keep the feedback-loop active to successfully create a 

service. 
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Institutions influence how actors perform resource integration (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; 

Wieland et al., 2017), this implies that it is an important aspect to consider if performing 

facilitative resource integration and reactive resource integration. The results show that 

this feedback-loop is affected by multiple institutions. For example, it was shown that 

there is a common notion within firms that feedback given by consumers requires 

interpretation in order for its value to be realised. This is rooted in the belief that 

consumers are not good at communicating. Subsequently, firms reactively integrate 

resources to do this interpretation when using the feedback. As brought up by Schlüter 

et al. (2022), and as illustrated by the findings of this study, there is also a norm that 

much feedback can be harsh and non-constructive. Among the interviewed firms, there 

is an awareness of this, and it is apparent that this institution sometimes hinders reactive 

resource integration from the firms. Nonetheless, the firms still attempt to interpret this 

feedback as well.  

4.2.3​Encouragement and facilitation of feedback 

Regarding the integration of resources, facilitative resource integration was indicated to 

be prominent within the findings when viewing it through the service ecosystem lens. 

Firstly, the flow of resource integration within the feedback-loop was supported by 

multiple systems and processes. The findings indicate that the firms apply social 

networks to both facilitate easier flow of feedback between actors, but also to pull new 

people in to integrate them into the ecosystem. Other activities of facilitative resource 

integration were also present. In the service ecosystem frame, these were activities that 

consist of giving consumers the opportunity to experience the value of the service when 

in development, both before and after launch. This reflects the continuous co-creation 

within the GaaS concept (Dubois & Weststar, 2022), but with a focus on resource 

integration. These activities emerged from resource integration by the firm, and were 

intentionally done in order to cause resource integration by the consumers. 

The feedback-loop of resources was shown to be present among multiple actors within 

the system. The results indicate that direct interactions of feedback appear primarily 

between firm and consumer, and firm and third-parties. But the findings point towards 

that interactions of feedback also happen between consumers and third-parties to the 

firm. However, this depends on the function of said third-party. An example within the 
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context being a publisher that handles a portion of the marketing. This shows that 

feedback is an integration of resources that does not necessarily emerge throughout the 

entire ecosystem per se, but is more restricted to the roles of the actors and their specific 

motivations. The findings also illustrate that some of the firms integrate resources in 

order to make it so that consumers inherently integrate themselves by simply playing 

the game, called analytics. This is a feature that automatically collects quantitative data 

about player actions and events during play in a game. This can be seen as players 

unintentionally integrating their resources in the form of time and engagement. Meaning 

that games sometimes provide information about its collection of data, but that players 

might not play the game with the intention of co-create but to just use the service. Given 

the findings, this is a context-dependent dynamic that’s difficult to transfer to a more 

general service ecosystem perspective without complementary research on feedback in 

other industries. 

The literature shows the importance of considering the motivations of consumers 

regarding participation in the value process (El Afi & Ouiddad, 2021; Kohler et al., 

2011). The findings demonstrate that the actors involved do act on, or at least consider, 

the motivations of other actors when performing facilitative resource integration, as 

encouraged by Lowthorpe et al. (2013). The specific consumer-motivations that were 

targeted regarding feedback mainly fall into the personal category as described by El 

Afi & Ouiddad (2021). For example, B1 rewarded their consumers with special roles 

within their social network. While the interviewed firms pointed out motivations of the 

consumers that fall into the hedonic category, they did not seem to try to cater to these 

to motivate reactive resource integration. The reason for this appeared to be because it 

was not necessary, seemingly since the participation itself inherently rewards the 

consumers with a positive experience. This is also in line with literature, specifically 

Davidovici-Nora (2009) who showed that consumers involve themselves because they 

enjoy it and have an interest in the provided value. This might be why most firms view 

modding as a form of positive feedback, and either facilitate it or want to in the future, 

as it indicates that the consumers find value in the service and want to participate in the 

ecosystem. The results also demonstrate the social category of motivation in relation to 

the social networks that the firms provide. This relation is also illustrated in literature 

(Banks & Potts, 2010). Many firms used Discord, which was a platform that was shown 
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to be more personal and brings firms closer to their consumers, which subsequently 

facilitated resource integration. This demonstrates that social motivations led to 

resource integration indirectly. Thus, it was not that the firms directly catered to social 

motivations to encourage reactive resource integration, but it ultimately emerged as a 

result of those motivations.  

4.2.4​Co-destruction and Avoidance  

As indicated by Alexander and Vallström (2023) as well as Schlüter et al. (2022), there 

is a downside to feedback within a service ecosystem, with the findings showing that 

some actors have developed an avoidance to certain aspects of feedback. A1 have had to 

stop encouraging and avoid facilitating modding due to consumers abusing the 

co-creative aspect of the service and putting the firm in difficult legal situations. More 

specifically, A1 had a situation of modders charging for mods, displaying heteropathic 

resource integration since it led to an unexpected property as explained by Peters 

(2016). This situation where consumers blamed the firm for something that is out of 

their control led to a negative impact on the feedback-loop, confirming Alexander and 

Vallström’s (2023) argument on how value co-destruction appears. This is the only case 

of co-destruction that was shown in the findings, where co-creation led to feedback that 

created a decrease in the services value due to an unexpected property that impeded the 

ecosystem. 

Although it was not a case of where the value of the service was decreased, there was an 

emergent finding of how firms developed an avoidance to certain situations that could 

facilitate feedback-loops. Except for A1’s situation explained above, D1 avoided certain 

forums as they perceived that the feedback given was not genuine, as their mere 

presence created a pressure on consumers rather than an equal actor-to-actor exchange. 

As these two firms were the only ones out of the interviewees who had their full game 

publicly available, there is the question if this avoidance is an inevitable occurrence for 

the other firms once their service is launched.  
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5​ Conclusion 
The aim for this study was to research how feedback functions within a service 

ecosystem, guided by two research questions;  

RQ1: How do actors encourage and facilitate feedback, i.e. reactive resource 

integration, of other actors to co-create value within a service ecosystem? 

RQ2: How is feedback used between players and game developers during the 

development of a digital game to co-create value? 

To answer these research questions, we conducted this qualitative study by performing 

semi-structured interviews with six game development studios in Skövde, Sweden. The 

interviewees were selected by their relevant roles to marketing and community 

management. The interviews were then analysed using the DQA method by Fife and 

Gossner (2024) through the lens of the service ecosystem concept with a focus on 

resource integration. 

Regarding the first research question, the results and analysis show that actors facilitate 

feedback in multiple ways. Firstly, it shows that they use supporting structures such as 

social networks that improve the continuous flow of resource integration between the 

actors in the ecosystem. Secondly, the firms cater to, or at least consider, the 

motivations of the consumers and the institutions that could affect resource integration. 

Thirdly, firms were shown to either actively, or had a desire to, provide tools for the 

consumers to facilitate further resource integration after public launch of the service. 

Regarding the second research question, the study indicates that feedback is used 

between players and game developers by creating a continuous feedback-loop, which 

allows a constant co-creation of the services value. This feedback-loop allows the firm 

to validate their idea as well as iterate it to satisfy the consumers. It also allows 

consumers to provide resource integration to enhance their experience with the service 

and thereby increase its value. The study shows that the value of reactive resource 

integration given by consumers goes through a process of interpretation by the firm 

before the firm themselves react with resource integration. 
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5.1​Theoretical Contributions 

This study provides a theoretical contribution to the existing literature on the service 

ecosystem by deepening the understanding on how resource integration functions, is 

facilitated, and is reacted to within the framework. It has also expanded upon how a 

service ecosystem functions within the game development context and partially bridges 

the gap between marketing knowledge and game development knowledge.  

Through the emergent findings, this study has shown further insight on how 

co-destruction is a part of reactive resource integration and exists within a service 

ecosystem. It provides a deeper understanding of the dynamics of resource integration, 

and gives a light contribution to the service ecosystem as a whole, which this study set 

out to do, as well as fulfilling Säfsten and Gustavsson’s (2020) definition on what 

qualifies as a theoretical contribution. 

5.2​Practical Implications 

In terms of practical contributions, this study can provide insight regarding how 

feedback functions within a service ecosystem. This can help firms realise how to 

actively implement feedback-loops of resource integration into their business model. 

More specifically, it illustrates how firms can intentionally perform facilitative resource 

integration to generate reactive resource integration. The study shows multiple factors 

affecting the emergence of actors’ reactive resource integration, which can be valuable 

to take into consideration when a firm performs facilitative resource integration. These 

factors are aspects such as consumer motivation or affecting institutions. The provided 

insight into how value is created through reactive resource integration may also help 

game developers create their own institutions to facilitate feedback, as well as prepare 

for any disruptions to the established institutions. The study can give inspiration to the 

different ways that facilitative resource integration can be done by using, for example, 

social networks or continuously providing the service during its development or 

creation. This shows that this study provides practical contributions to finding solutions 

to the mentioned active problems within this academic field (Säfsten and Gustavsson, 

2020). 
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Firms in other organisational contexts, outside the game development industry, might 

want to incorporate the practices of facilitative and reactive resource integration 

presented to create and improve feedback-loops as well as increase the value of their 

provided service. Game development studios who are also only just starting out and 

have no knowledge or experience on the subject may also benefit practically, allowing 

this study to show its practical utility and usefulness as supported by Säfsten and 

Gustavsson (2020). 

5.3​Future Research and Limitations 

As our sample size is quite small for this study, future studies might want to investigate 

using a quantitative method to get a broader perspective as well as validate and expand 

upon the results provided in this study to be able to achieve qualities of generalisation 

regarding the function of feedback. Specifically, we believe it would be valuable for 

future research to focus on indie studios whose games have been publicly available for 

some time. The desire for this is to further study if an avoidance to certain co-creation 

and reactive resource integration is an inevitable occurrence or was simply a 

coincidence within our findings.  

As this study was done in the small town of Skövde, Sweden where there is a large 

quantity of game developers that provides a unique context, the transferability of the 

work might be limited. This study was done with a focus on the gaming industry since 

feedback is a central aspect in that specific industry, but this limits how relevant the 

findings of this study are in general and in terms of other industries. Hence, we believe 

it would be valuable for further research to address the function and prominence of 

feedback in other contexts and industries. This is so they may more easily create an 

active and more appropriate feedback-loop with their consumers.  
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Appendix 1 Individual Reflections 

Izabella Novo 

Working on this thesis has been a very new yet familiar experience. It was only a year 

ago that I wrote my bachelor thesis in game development, however for that one I wrote 

with a different person and we did a text analysis, not interviews. I'm no stranger to 

working with other people, and Emil and I have worked together on several projects 

during the two years we've known each other so collaboration between us came easily. 

For this thesis, even if we divided some of the tasks, most parts were co-developed. We 

organised, conducted and transcribed all parts of the interviews together, worked out the 

problematisation and research questions as well as jointly researched the correct 

methodology and literature to use. To make work more efficient, we did divide several 

topics in the literature review as well as topics within the results and analysis. However, 

we did have continuous conversations where we assisted each other and provided each 

other with fresh perspectives. 

The main challenge I had going into this academic journey was adapting myself to 

viewing this work through a business and marketing perspective rather than a game 

development lens. This, as our supervisor Danilo noticed and repeatedly pointed out, 

was a difficult adjustment for both me and my partner. As my background is in game 

development and game development studies, it was hard to put it aside especially when 

the subject we chose to study still surrounds game development. However, it has taught 

me to balance past knowledge along with new knowledge, that together aids me both in 

understanding my work as well as benefits the research itself. 

Emil Prestberg 

During the time of working on this thesis, I feel that I have learnt many valuable 

lessons. My bachelor’s thesis applied a quantitative methodology, so using a qualitative 

method in this master’s thesis has broadened my understanding of how theory can be 

used but also how it is expanded. This really showed me how intricate qualitative 

research can be, and has given me a better understanding of the value of theoretical 

details.  
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Writing this thesis has really deepened my understanding of contemporary theory within 

the field of business administration, specifically regarding the service ecosystem 

concept and the components involved such as A2A, service exchange, and institutions. 

Given my background in the research field of games and game development, I have 

realized just how different research fields can be. This also proved to be a challenge 

going into this study at first since it was so different from my previous experience, but it 

was interesting nonetheless and I think it led to a good lesson learnt. 

Like Izabella has highlighted, the sections that we divided in terms of labour were the 

literature review, results, and analysis. As an example, I focused on section 2.2 and 

Izabella focused on 2.1 in the literature review, and I worked on 4.1.2 and Izabella 

worked on 4.1.3 in the results. These are just examples, and most of the other 

subsections in the literature review, results, and analysis were partitioned in relation to 

labour in a similar way. 
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Appendix 2 Statement of Independent Work 
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Appendix 3 Interviewee Consent Information 

This study will analyse how value co-creation, i.e how developers and players 
interact and create value together, takes place in a game development business. 
Specifically how reactive resource integration i.e feedback is being used and 
facilitated. The study will use the findings to contribute to existing theory, 
specifically the service ecosystem concept. The service ecosystem views every 
involved participant with equal consideration, meaning everyone serves equally 
important parts. The study will use multiple companies and existing literature to 
carry out the research. 
 
The interview will be recorded, transcribed, analysed and then deleted. The data will 
only be used for this study. An exception will have to be made if the examiner asks 
to confirm the legitimacy, which will result in us providing proof of the data. 
 
The interviewee will remain anonymous to everyone but us, the interviewers. Their 
firm will also remain anonymous but their work position will not be. However, this 
anonymity can not be guaranteed as the research paper will be posted publicly on 
DiVA portal where readers can potentially figure out their identities. An exception 
will have to be made if the examiner asks to confirm the legitimacy, which will 
result in us providing proof of their identities.  
 
The interviewees are expected to answer our questions as truthfully as possible and 
to the best of their ability. If the interviewee can not or does not want to answer, they 
do not have to. The interviewee can ask questions at any point of the interview. 
 
The interviewee can revoke their consent to participate in the study at any point in 
time. That is until the paper will be sent to be published on DiVA portal, which will 
be week 25 2026. Upon revokal of consent, all data pertaining to the interview will 
be deleted immediately. 
 
The interviewee will have the option to ask for the transcript of their interview as 
well as the research paper upon completion, which will be May 19th 2026. As they 
will be anonymous, we will inform them of their assigned variable in the research 
paper so that they may identify themselves in the text. This will give them the option 
to look over if they have been rightfully represented. 
 
After the interviewee has received the information both verbally and in writing they 
will have the opportunity to ask us, the interviewers, follow-up questions that will 
then be answered.  

​ ​ 54 



 

Appendix 4 Consent Form 

Consent to participate in the study “Novo&Prestberg’s 

Master Research” 
 
I have read and understood the information about the study that has been 
presented in the document ”Interviewee Consent Information”. I have had 
the opportunity to ask questions and have had them answered. I have the 
opportunity to keep a copy of the written information.  

☐ I consent to the participation in the study that is described in the 
document “Interviewee Consent Information” 

☐ I consent that my personal data are handled in the way that is described 
in the document ”Interviewee Consent Information” 
 

Signature Print Name 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix 5 Interview Guide 

Starting Protocol 

1.​ Ask about their preferred language, Swedish or English. 

○​ The interview will be conducted in the preferred language. 

2.​ Provide the information sheet regarding the study to the interviewee(s), both 

verbally and written. 

3.​ Opportunity for interviewee(s) to ask questions. 

4.​ Consent. 

○​ [if in person] Provide consent sheet to interviewee(s) to receive consent 

of participation. 

○​ [if online]  

■​ Verbally ask for their verbal consent. 

■​ Start audio recording for transcription of interview. 

■​ Reconfirm consent on recording. 

5.​ [if in person] Start audio recording for transcription of interview. 

6.​ Continue to Guide for Questions. 

Guide for Questions 

1.​ What is your job title? 

○​ [If not in community management/marketing] ​

Would you say that your job entails fulfilling the activities that a 

marketing/community manager would do? 

○​ What are your duties within that job title? 

2.​ What does the word feedback entail for you? 

3.​ Your latest publicly known game title is [redacted], correct? 

4.​ What is the stage of development of your current game? 

○​ [If released/post-launch] ​

Did the game have early access or a demo? 

■​ [if yes]  
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●​ In what format was the feedback? Bug reports? Steam 

reviews? 

●​ For what purpose? 

■​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

○​ [If currently in early access or has a demo]​

In what format was the feedback? Bug reports? Steam reviews? 

○​ [If not publicly available for play at all] 

Are there any plans to release a demo or to provide early access? 

●​ [if yes] For what purpose? 

●​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

5.​ Do you consider your company to be indie? 

○​ [if not]  

At what point did you stop considering the studio to be indie? 

6.​ Do you use social media?  

○​ [if yes]  

■​ Which ones? 

■​ What are they used for? 

■​ How active are you there? 

○​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

○​ Do you “lurk” in any forums/communities that you are not officially in? 

■​ [if yes]  

For what purpose? Personal reasons? Is the information gained 

shared amongst the rest?  

7.​ Where do you primarily receive feedback from your players/community? 

8.​ [If not mentioned before] Do you perform playtests? 

○​ [if yes]  

■​ Who is involved in the playtests? [probe for internal vs 

external] 

■​ How are they executed? 

■​ How is the resulting feedback handled? 

○​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

​ ​ 57 



 

9.​ What is your attitude toward feedback? Inherently good? Or potentially bad? 

[probe] 

10.​Do you use feedback to change/add features of your game? Or do you use it to 

confirm the quality of the game? Or both? 

○​ How do you evaluate if feedback is valid to listen to/implement? [probe] 

11.​What is your attitude toward mods/modding? 

○​ [if good] 

■​ Will you/Do you actively encourage it? 

●​ [if yes] How will/do you encourage it? Vocally to the 

community? Mod support/making it easier to mod? 

●​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

○​ [if bad/not good/neutral] Why so? [probe] 

12.​Have internal processes changed internally within the company due to 

feedback/opinions/behaviours from players. 

○​ [if yes]  

■​ What kind of practices in that case? 

■​ What prompts you to do so? 

○​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

13.​Have internal processes changed within the company due to feedback/opinions 

from business coaches, investors, publishers or other third parties? 

○​ [if yes]  

■​ What kind of practices in that case? 

■​ What prompts you to do so? 

○​ [if no] Why not? [probe] 

14.​[if not clear in response to Q12 and/or Q13]​

Has this ever had a negative impact in any way? 

15.​Whose feedback/opinions/behaviours do you prioritise the most?  

○​ [probe on why] 

16.​Beside what has already been mentioned; are there any other ways you receive 

and/or facilitate feedback? 

17.​Is there anything else, within this subject, that you would like to mention, talk 

about or ask us?  
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