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Introduction 
 
 

In 1972, the company Atari markets one of the first video game: “Pong”. The game is 
inspired by tennis table. Simple rules, two players face each other and move a virtual racket 
to block the ball and try to score. One goal: score more than the opponent to win the match.  
50 years later, players can face each other in immersive virtual universe, incarnating realistic 
characters that can do a lot of different actions to reach their goal. So, what changed for video 
games in 50 years? Is Pong still a video game knowing the current state of the video game 
industry and the latest games standards?  
In order to answer those questions, we have to define what a video game is. While looking on 
the internet I found out that there is almost no predominant definition of “game” but rather 
a set of characteristics that designates what a game is. The most complete definition regroups 
the following characteristics (Jesper Juul, 2003):  

- Rules: Games are rule-based. 
- Variable, quantifiable outcome: Games have variable, quantifiable outcomes.  
- Value assigned to possible outcomes: That the different potential outcomes of the 

game are assigned different values, some being positive, some being negative.  
- Player effort: That the player invests effort in order to influence the outcome. (I.e. 

games are challenging.)   
- Player attached to outcome: That the players are attached to the outcomes of the 

game in the sense that a player will be the winner and "happy" if a positive outcome 
happens, and loser and "unhappy" if a negative outcome happens.  

- Negotiable consequences: The same game [set of rules] can be played with or without 
real-life consequences. 

 
While video games operate under this sets of characteristics, they can also provide narrative 
and motivation through the wonders of visual and aural artistry. (Zachery Oliver, 2013) And 
these interactions between the game and the players will distinguish games from video 
games. Indeed, narrative gives the player an intuitive way to understand rules through a 
specific design. If you take the example of Mario, it won’t take long to the player to understand 
which direction Mario can move, what are his action and how it impacts the game (jump on 
enemies to kill them etc.). The goal is simple, save the princess Peach that has been kidnapped 
by Bowser. Now if two players see a board of chess without knowing the rules, it is unlikely 
that they discover how to play this game, simply because there is no interactivity between the 
game and the players. 
 
“The ability to convey the rules in such a direct way gives the video game, by contrast, a certain 
intensity lacking in the traditional game model, as the rules are integrated into the logic and 
narrative (spoken, written, or conveyed through visuals) of a digital world. This does not mean 
the game requires a “story” that invests the player like a novel: rather, the game must simply 
motivate the player towards its arbitrary goals through whatever means the developer uses.” 
(Zachery Oliver, 2013)  
 
This made me though, what really distinguishes a game from a video game is the experience 
that the player feels through interactions with the game. If “Pong” is released now it is unlikely 
to be a success. Despite its characteristics as a game, what would really lack and bore the 
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players would be the experience or “game feeling”. What is interesting nowadays is that every 
industry wants to give its customer a powerful and customized experience through interaction 
with the brand or a product/service. (C.K Prahalad and Venkat Ramaswamy, 2004). And this is 
already what video games do through the interaction between developers and players.  
 
Every player will have a different approach of a game based on its experience of games, its 
understanding of the universe etc. In addition, it is not rare to see gamification as a tool for 
companies to increase the quality of interaction between customers and a brand. But if other 
industries learned from the video games industry, the opposite might work as well. Companies 
can achieve a truly customized experience by engaging the customer in the creation process 
to better understand its needs, and value him through quality interactions. 
 

So why an industry that is already based on interaction between producer and 
customer would involve the customer even more? How can video games companies achieve 
that and at which stage of the game creation process?  These are the first questions we will 
try to answer in this master project.  
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1. The evolution of the exchange of value  

In order to understand the apparition of co-creation, we first need to understand the 
shift from a product/firm centric view to a personalized customer experience. 
 
In the traditional process of value creation, there is a clear distinction between the role of the 
firm that create value through product and services and the customer that exchange and 
extract this value through consumption (C. K. PRAHALAD AND VENKAT RAMASWAMY, 2004). 
This value is created through the “value chain” by the firm and the customer is outside the 
value creation process (Porter, 1980). In this traditional aspect, the role of the market is the 
exchange and extraction of value by matching companies and customers. However, there is 
no value creation that results from those interactions between firms and consumers 
(Normann & Ramirez, 1994; Wikstrom, 1996). The consumers try to find the best “deal” 
regarding product price, characteristics and the overall information they got (often 
communicated by companies). In the traditional process, a company would produce a video 
game (create the value), then a customer with the limited knowledge he has on the game 
(often communicated by companies) would buy it on the market place (exchange of value) 
and then the customer would play and finish the game (extraction of value). The customer 
would have the choice to keep the game and to extract more value later by replaying it or sell 
it to exchange its value but in no case, create value from this game.  
 
If we take the journey of a video game nowadays, what is likely to happen is: a company 

produces a video game (create the value), a customer gather information through tests from 

specialized websites, watch his favorite youtuber play the game and then decide to buy the 

game (exchange of value). After playing and finishing the game (extraction of value), the 

customer goes online and tells what he liked and disliked about the game on social media. His 

opinion is shared by many players and the company hear about it (feedback). It took a lot of 

resource for the company to create this game and more value can be created out of it. The 

firm then decides to create additional content (DLC) considering what players liked and dislike 

about the game and then monetize the content (new creation of value for an existing game 

based on the customer feedbacks and the firm know how). This business model is called “game 

as service” and enable video games companies a flowing revenue over the time. According to 

Capcom, the DLC market took 20% of the market share in 2011 and increased to 54% in 2017. 

The whole stake for these publishers is to now keep a high retention of players and not simply 

sell their games.  

So how did the firm centric view shift to a more customer centric approach? First, with the 
globalization, outsourcing and better production management, the offer became superior to 
the demand for most products. This shift enabled better bargaining power toward customers 
and standard product became personalized products to satisfy all kind of customers. The 
increase of the bargaining power for customers enable them to extract value at the traditional 
point of exchange (previously only firm would) and leverage other factors than the price in the 
exchange value negotiation (ie after sale service, refund, quality etc.). 
 
Another aspect to consider is the technology evolution. The technology (especially internet) 
is the reason we have informed, connected, empowered and active consumers. The main 
source of information shifting from the firm to consumer-to-consumer dialogue or specialized 
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websites reduced the asymmetry of information which existed previously between firm and 
customers. Armed with knowledge the customer has all the tools to make his voice heard by 
companies that cannot ignore him and need to find a way to consider and value him.   
 
The technology impacted even more the video games industry that has tight links with it.  
Indeed, each technology breakout in term of hardware can be used to create more immersive 

and realistic games. This leads to console generations being more and more powerful but also 

more costly for constructors and game developers. Steve Theodores (GDC board member, 

former director at Bungie) explains the consequences of this technological improvement with 

a huge increase of AAA games1 cost and lower cost for the average game budget, the average 

game being often an “indie”2 title created by a dozen or fewer people. Therefore, the video 

games market has become fragmented and mid-sized studio have almost disappear. Each 

segment AAA and indie games have their own advantages and challenges. 

Let’s start talking about the AAA, the increase of the cost production and marketing has led to 

high barrier to entry and thus fewer actors in this segment. However, because studios had 

difficulties meeting their cost by simply selling their game once (with a caped price3) and stop 

making money out of a consumer, they adapted their business model. The new business 

model AAA games use is the “Game as Service” we previously saw. 

Regarding the indie games, the problematic is totally different. First of all, the distribution is 

not the same: AAA games have the means to be sold in physics or on the platform of the 

publisher (Uplay for Ubisoft, Origins for EA, Battlenet for Activision Blizzard…). For games with 

lower means, most of them are sold on steam which recorded a 4.3 billion U.S dollars sale 

revenues in 2017. Steam is the largest digital distribution platform for PC games. Developers 

can submit their game on the platform for 100 U.S dollars and then they receive 70% of the 

sale revenue and steam 30%. With lower costs to develop games and a cheap access to steam, 

the barrier of entry in the market is low and therefore the competition is fierce. In 2017, 21 

games were released on average per day and more than 7000 over the year4.  

With almost no marketing budget to help, the problematic here is to stand out of this 

huge amount of game and gain visibility to record sales. In order to achieve that, indie 

developers can count on good reviews, word to mouth and a concept that attracts people.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 AAA games is a classification term for the video games that have a huge development and marketing budget.   
2 “An indie game (short for independent video game) is a video game that is most often created without the 
financial support of a publisher, although some games funded by a publisher are still considered independent” 
(source, Wikipedia)  
3 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhWGQCzAtl8 more info in IV. 3 additionnal notes 
4 https://www.gameprime.org/2018/01/pc-games-released-data-steam-2017/ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhWGQCzAtl8
https://www.gameprime.org/2018/01/pc-games-released-data-steam-2017/
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2. From a traditional exchange to co-creation 

So, what companies do to stand out and face those powerful customers?  
 
If they want to stay competitive, companies have two options. They can either keep a firm 

centric view and be the cheapest or decide to co-create with customers through personalized 

interactions.  

In the first case, more and more product and services are facing commoditization. Indeed, 

informed customers will buy smart and cheap to companies like Walmart or amazon if they 

don’t see any product differentiation (C. K. PRAHALAD AND VENKAT RAMASWAMY, 2004). This 

strategy only benefits few big companies that excel in cost optimization.  

The second part aims at creating a competitive advantage through high-quality interactions 

that enable an individual customer to co-create unique experiences with the company. In the 

traditional system, companies decide the value the customer can have access to when they 

choose which product or service to produce. However, the value companies create, is not only 

in their product or service anymore, they add value that can be fully unleashed by consumers 

depending on the way he will consume. The company creates a potential value that is 

perceived depending on the act of usage (Grönroos, 2011). The more a company tighten its 

link with its customers through personalized interactions and experiences, the more the 

potential value will increase on consumption. Therefore, companies try to strengthen ties with 

customers through the brand image they reflect to customers and they start sharing value 

creation beyond the product.   

  

In order to have high quality interactions, companies need to create different blocks that will 

benefit customers. C.K Prahalad and Venkat Ramaswamy use the DART model (Dialogue 

Access Risks Transparency) as a frame to enable co-creation between customers.  
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The dialogue block aims at creating meaningful interactions and engagement between both 

customers and producers. This can be materializing through knowledge sharing or problem 

solving. This is how companies can create brand loyalty. For example, Air France KLM has a 

customer insight department that include Flying Blue customers in the problematic of 

sustainable development.  

 

Giving access to customers to the right tools and information enable to step up on the 

dialogue. For example, the video game developer company Epic Games gave away for free an 

access to the Unreal Engine 4. It is a suite of integrated tools for game developers to design 

and build games, simulations, and visualizations. The CEO stated: “We were blown away by 

the amount of amazing work that the community was doing with the engine, so this year we 

decided to eliminate all the barriers to entry and open the technology up to absolutely 

everybody” 

The next block that companies need to build is about the risks implied buy the production or 

consumptions of the company’s products or services. Whether it is a personal or societal risk, 

the customers want to be informed and educated by companies to assess the risks of such 

products or services. For example, the child labor scandal of adidas5 is a societal risk that 

customers would like to hear about before they decide to buy from this brand.   

Finally, with the internet access and stronger communities of customers, companies lost some 

of their asymmetrical information advantage about costs, product information etc. In order to 

create a trustful frame for customers and strong ties through brand loyalty, companies need 

to opt for transparency.  

This transparency coupled with access enable a better risk assessment for customers and 

meaningful dialogue that will both benefit customers and companies.  

                                                           
5 https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2000/nov/19/jasonburke.theobserver 

https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2000/nov/19/jasonburke.theobserver
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Customers want to be involved and recognized in the value creation at any step of the value 

chain. They want to identify to the company’s values and vision that has been communicating 

and they do not buy only a product but they by a product from a specific brand.  

The boundary between the company and the customer has become blurry and it was already 

the case when employees of a company were also consumers of the brand. They were able to 

understand the needs of customers and It caused a shift in term of management, from a 

vertical perspective to a more horizontal one where bottom employee can share their ideas 

for the products with top management.  

The firm itself has become co-creative and it did not stop with employees but 

expended with customers (Ramaswamy and Gouillart, 2010).  
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3. What is co-creation? Who is involved and how?  

Now that we have discuss the apparition of the co-creation phenomena and why it is relevant 

for companies and customers, we will now discuss about the co-creation itself, what is it and 

how does it work.  

T. Leclercq, W. Hammedi and I. Poncin define the co-creation as the following: 

“The co-creation of value can be defined as a joint process in which value is conversely created 

for each actor (individual, organization or networks). These actors commit to this process by 

interacting and trading their resources. These interactions take place on a commitment 

platform where each actor share their own resources, incorporate resources suggested by 

other actors, and potentially develop new resources through a learning process.” 

We will now define keywords in order to fully understand their stakes in our analysis. 

First of all, the co-creation is a “joint” process, which means that several actors are involved 

in the value creation, but their level of commitment is not necessarily the same. 

I would now like to highlight the word “conversely” that states that co-creation benefits all 

actors involved and not simply the underlying actor (the company for example), that would 

take advantage of another actor (Consumer for example) in order to create value.  

These actors start the process by “interacting” and “trading their resources”. This is the way 

value is created. Value comes from interactions and trades. That means that resources are not 

necessarily the same for all actors and that new resources can emerge from these interactions.  

Once the resources traded, each actor “incorporate” the new resources, use them in order to 

combine them with its own, or not, and trade again new developed resources through a 

feedback process. “The learning process” comes from the iteration of these feedback from 

both side that manage to create new resources through combination.  

Finally, the commitment platform is about all spaces online or offline where actors can interact 

and trade resources in order to jointly create value.  (Ramaswamy and Ozcan 2014) 
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3.1 The co-creation processes. 

In this part we will try to understand how companies and customers can interact in 

order co-create value. Our analyze will be based on the following framework (Aric Rindfleisch 

and Matt O'Hearn, 2008, p42):  

 

 

 

This framework considers the contribution and the selection in the co-creation process. 

The contribution activity lies in the autonomy the company gives to the customers from fixed 

to open while the selection activity tells who have the last word on the decision making. Four 

aspects of the co-creation will stand out: 

- Collaborating is the best way to give customers the liberty to fully commit to the co-

creation process with their ideas. They do not only have the freedom to contribute in 

the process the way they want, but they also decide the components they want to 

keep or not. The company gives the tools to the customers to create value for the 

customers before all. The best example of this co-creation form is open sources 

software like Linux or Firefox fully free to be used by anybody. 
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- Tinkering gives a huge autonomy for customers to contribute on product development 

or improvement (less than collaborating though) under the selection control of the 

firm who keeps the intellectual patent of the products. The brand Lego uses this kind 

of co-creation process by encouraging their customers to submit ideas on their 

platform. The community vote for projects they like but this is the firm that decides if 

they want to commercialize the product or not and give royalties to the owner of the 

project.  

- Co-designing often implies a small number of customers submitting their ideas on a 

platform and a large number of customers choosing the best ones (generally through 

voting). This process is different from collaborating in a way where the firm orients the 

creations and their selection with a specific format that leads less autonomy to 

customers.  

- Submitting represents the lowest level of customer empowerment as the firm dictates 

its need and select/test the results it finds satisfying. Customers contribute with new 

product ideas, prototype or solutions. However, customer have more impact in the 

product development than in a customer inquiry (focus group, playtest etc.). 

Submitting is a way for customers to show to a company their creativity and skills 

during a workshop or a seminar for example. This is a way for companies to spot talents 

and for customers to be noticed.  

This framework is a good way to have an overview of what can be done in co-creating 

value and we will apply to the video game industry later.  
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3.2 Actors: what profile can you find on a process of co-creation of value? 

In this part we are going to talk about the different type of actors and how they interact during 

the process of co-creation of value. During the co-creation process, actors will engage their 

resources and skills (Ramaswamy 2011) and different profile will stand out.  

In order to identify the different type of profiles, we will use the following framework that 

aims at analyzing how actors can contribute to the co-creation of value.  

 

Figure: Typology of roles played by actors in a process of co-creation of value6 

First, actors can commit in interacting with other contributors in order to create a 

dialogue. They can also interact outside the commitment platform. Finally, their resources can 

be used to reach the goal of the co-creation of value process or not.   

Four profiles that contribute to the goal of the process of co-creation stand out.  

- ‘Les utilisateurs émergents’ use their intuition and judgement to help develop useful 

and attracting products and services for the overall consumers. They commit to reach 

the goal of the co-creation activity but do not interact with other actors inside or out 

of the commitment platform.  

- ‘The lead users’ highlight a future need that the market might have before it appears. 

They can influence the choices of future consumers. Therefore, they contribute to the 

process and have an impact outside the platform. Additionally, they do not have any 

                                                           
6 https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-
cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201 

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201
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particular skill to share when they interact with the committed actors inside the 

platform.  

- ‘The pro-ams’ are passionate actors willing to work with companies by sharing their 

skills and knowledge. They act toward the goal of the process but do not have the 

means to influence actors outside the platform of commitment.  

- ‘Les fournisseurs complets” act and interact inside the commitment platform and have 

an influence outside the platform.  

Four other profiles that contribute to the process but not toward the goal of the co-creation 

process of value stand out. 

- ‘The boundary spanners’ have, or adopt, the role of linking the organization's internal 

networks with external sources of information.  Therefore, they are able to conciliate 

interest inside the platform by linking their contacts outside. They are involved in the 

process to acquire knowledge and make contacts. 

- “Les socialisateurs” invest resources in interactions with the actors involved inside the 

process of co-creation of value in order to create and maintain strong interpersonal 

links.  

- “The market mavens” are often well informed about trends, new technologies etc. 

They often tend to engage discussion with other consumers. They do not contribute 

inside the co-creation of value process but do influence actors that are not engaged in 

it.  

- “Consumers” will not invest any resources in the process or engage outside the 

platform but they are considered as actors because they benefit from the process and 

the resulting value.   

Regarding how an actor uses his resources, he can be part of different profiles. Note that this 

classification includes all kind of actors (consumers, competitor, supplier and other 

companies.) 

The co-creation process has his specificities that need to be understood by companies 

in order to manage the right actors with the right tools.  
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 1. The relevance of co-creation in the video games industry 

In this part we want to see how the co-creation process is relevant in the video game 

industry, but first I would like to present a quick overview of the market. 

The video games industry is a fast-growing market, expected to be worth over 90 billion U.S 

dollars by 2020, from nearly 78.61 billion in 2017 (BestTheNews) 

80% of the total video game industry’s revenue in 2017 belongs to softwares sales. 

(entertainment Software Association, NPD Group) 

Playing video games is more and more socially accepted and have become easier with the 

smartphone democratization and the evolution of business models in the global industry. 

According to Newzoo, there are 2.5 billion video gamers in the world in 2016. 

Even the demand for video games is huge, players face the same issue as customers in 
the entertainment industry: time. Time as a constraint is a stake for video games companies 
because as we have seen before with the “game as service” business model, company do not 
want to only sell their game but to take as much time as possible of a customer with their 
game. Especially because time is limited for any customer, he will have to make choices on 
where he will spend his time as a player. This all stake of time is called “retention”. “Retention 
rate is defined as what percentage of the people who played your game in month 1 are still 
playing in month 2” (it can be days or any other unit of time as well) (Nicholas Lovell, 2011). 
  

This KPI is important because it will determine if the game is entertaining enough on 
the long run to form a strong community behind it. “A video game community is composed of 
a number of social institutions and groupings which exist in the online world, which have the 
functional purpose of linking certain kinds of players together.” (Daniel King Paul Delfabbro , 
2009, p66) Players can exchange about the game, the company or even create relationship 
with other players and start sharing personal information. Communities can be organized, and 
some players can be more involved. For example, they can create events for players or guide 
for beginner. This aspect of the community can create “social responsibility” for players (they 
are part of a playing group) in the way they interact with each other (being helpful, polite etc). 
Communities are a stake for every companies but even more in the video games. For solo 
games, a caring community of a game will attract new players by telling online how much they 
loved the game and why should people try it. Players might also exchange tips to beat the 
game that enable players to improve and keep playing. They might also give feedbacks to the 
developers (that are players as well and might understand the remarks). For multiplayer 
games, (especially in team games) the type of community a game has (based on many factors 
like age, geography, type of game etc.) will determine the interaction players will have 
between themselves and which mindset they are willing to play the game (competitive, fun).   
In both cases, (solo and multiplayer games) the community has a direct impact on the gaming 
experience of each player.  
 

With more means than before, the video games are becoming more immersive and 

the possibilities in each game are increasing so that each kind of player find his playstyle. One 

of the last trends is the apparition of “open world” games where the player has more freedom 

to decide how he wants to play because he can explore and approach the objectives freely. 
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This freedom aims at giving each player a unique experience with the game because players 

will have a different approach on each challenge the game pulls out. This is an example of a 

gaming experience; a game would try to create. The game experience, before the community 

or the retention is so important because it is the reason a player would play a game in the first 

place. Spending hours and being drawn into a game without even noticing it, is the definition 

of a good gaming experience for a player.   

So, 3 factors are important to notice: retention, community and game experience. 

Each factor impact the 2 others and I will sum up these interactions on the following table: 

 
 
 
 

 Retention Community Game Experience 

Retention 

 high retention 
means community is 
more likely to have 
strong links and be 
less volatile (in term 
of players seniority) 

More and regular 
players lead to a 
faster and more 
accurate 
matchmaking for 
online players 

Community 

Community can be 
the source of 
attraction and 
retention of players 
that can feel part of 
a social group. 
Community does not 
have to be big to be 
efficient because the 
level of involvement 
is not the same for 
each player. 
Managing well the 
community for a 
company is a stake 
because a happy 
community will lead 
to a greater 
retention 

 Community has a 
huge impact on the 
game if their voice is 
heard by developers 
(feedbacks are 
implemented). 
Managing players 
behavior (take 
sanctions for 
cheaters and toxic 
players) is a stake 
for developers to 
reduce frustration 
and improve the 
game experience for 
players. Interaction 
with other players 
(inside or outside 
the game i.e forums) 
is often a good way 
to better understand 
a game and 
therefore have a 
good gaming 
experience.  
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Game Experience 

A good game is 
more likely to be 
played longer by a 
player (some people 
still play Tetris, 
1984)  

Usually, the more 
the game gives to 
the players, the 
more players will 
give back to the 
studio or the 
community through 
involvement. (i.e 
team fortress 2)  

 

 
It has always been common for developers to do alpha, beta or playtest of their game to notify 
any bug on the one hand and to take feedbacks from players on the other hand. This means 
that the co-creation process has always existed in the video game industry but on a more or 
less advanced stage of the game creation and with a different impact on the game 
development. Now that we have seen which factors are important for the success of a game 
(retention, community, game experience), let’s see how co-creation can benefit those factors. 
In order to answer that we will distinguish co-creation post game (once the game is finished 
and already released) and the co-creation pre-game (the game is still in development stage).  
 

The post-game co-creation can take many forms, from content creation directly inside 
the game or through contest on social media or simply interactions between players and 
developers to speak about the future of the game.  
Regarding content creation, it is a way for companies to save resources (make players do), it 
increases the overall gaming experience (more content for players) and the potential 
retention (a player will stay more on a game if the content is often updated). This is also a 
good way to involve the community and value their work (through incentives or recognition) 
that might create brand loyalty.  
Regarding the feedbacks, balancing of the game and interaction between players and the 
company. It can often take a lot of resources for a company to deliver through update what 
players are asking for. However, it is a good way to renew the gaming experience and keep a 
high retention rate. In addition, players feeling listened is part of high-quality interactions and 
a good base to build a healthy community around a game and a company. This feeling can be 
transformed into trust and brand loyalty that can benefit the release of other games from the 
studio. Finally, all these co-creation processes are a good way to communicate around a game 
in order to attract new players. 
 

The pre-game co-creation will reach less players but might involve them more. 

Depending of the stage of the game where players are involved, their direct impact on the 

game creation will be more or less effective. However, in all case, the pre-game co-creation is 

a good way to build a community around a studio or a game early on. The community has 

more room to evolve and being impactful on the game direction. It enables a game to have 

already a pool of players once released which can create a network effect instantly. 

Furthermore, understanding the needs of players early on for a studio is a good way to adapt 

fast and pivot if necessary. This, with the bug report from players is a good way to save 

resources and improve the gaming experience once the game released. Finally, this is often a 
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good way for a studio to value and trust its players and create long term relationship with 

them.  

Even the co-creation in the video game industry can bring a lot to a game or studio, it 

has to be managed methodically and at the right time. 
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2. How does co-creation work in the video game industry? 

As we saw earlier on the co-creation part, customers are looking for more and more 

customized interactions and experiences with a product, service or companies and video 

games are the most advanced medium to deliver that. It is a mix of all kind of medias from 

literature, cinema, to music etc. This mix enables the best tools so that the customer creates 

the most immersive experience, his experience. Contrary to the other media, the customer is 

active when consuming a video game. That contributes to the experience in game but also 

outside the game! The profile of the gamer is often link with a use of new technologies, 

internet and therefore a connected consumer. This leads to communities getting created 

(often online) for almost each game so that players exchange advice, news or just discuss 

about the game or the studio. This means that customers in the video games industry have 

characteristics in their behavior that can facilitate co-creation.  

To fully understand what co-creation implies in the video games industry, let’s go back to the 

previous co-creation matrix we used in the co-creation part. (Vadim Bulatov, 2018)7 

 

                                                           
7 
https://www.gamasutra.com/blogs/VadimBulatov/20180327/315823/8203Cocreation_with_players_in_the_g
ame_industry.php 

https://www.gamasutra.com/blogs/VadimBulatov/20180327/315823/8203Cocreation_with_players_in_the_game_industry.php
https://www.gamasutra.com/blogs/VadimBulatov/20180327/315823/8203Cocreation_with_players_in_the_game_industry.php
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- Submitting is an excellent option to take the first step towards implementing the co-

creation process.  This is a way for the company to attract players to the production 

process, even in the most straightforward format (Submitting). It implies a strong link 

and communication between the community manager and the product owner, 

development and marketing. This will not provide explosive growth, but it can at least 

create retention on the game thanks to the community implication. An example of 

submitting can be the following:  in 2017, Electronic Arts ran a contest, during which 

players voted for the content of the new update for Sims 4. In the activity conditions, 

there was a disclaimer that accurately attributed the activity to the submitting model 

and not to co-designing. "While your votes will help us determine what we may include 

in this stuff, EA will make the final decision." 

- A Co-designing approach can change an entire game’s vision. Co-designing is a great 

solution when you need to restart the product, continue the product line, and come 

up with new features and modes. Inviting a player to the role of the product owner is 

a simple emergency solution that changes the game’s direction but do not break 

processes. A great example of co-designer is Brendan Greene aka PlayerUnknown, a 

player of Arma II that develop a mod8 based on the movie “battle royal” which purpose 

is to survive to another quantity of rivals. He was then hired by Sony as a consultant to 

develop the game H1Z1: King of the Kill based on the same principle. In 2015 he was 

contacted by the company Bluehole to become creative director of his own game: 

PlayerUnknown’s Battlegrounds. This was a huge success, the game almost earned $11 

million in the opening week.  

-  The Tinkering model gives the freedom to the players to develop a finished product 

or game content. They decide what to implement and how. The company acts as an 

approver and product owner and chooses the best among all offers. This model is in 

limited form implementation in the game Little Big Planet and some games of Valve. A 

classic example of the application Tinkering method is the Little Big Planet game by 

Sony Computer Entertainment. Players have created more than 9,000,000 custom 

levels. Sony selects the best and makes them available for all players. Thus, the game 

can support the endless creation of content to keep players in game. This form of co-

creation is not that frequent as it requires for a company to develop and give intuitive 

tools to the player so that they participate in the content creation. 

- Finally, the Collaborative model is not so frequent as a company give the tools to 

players and the ownership (while mods act in the same way but the ownership stays 

with the company). We can take the example of Minecraft (the most sold game after 

Tetris) which is an 8-bit game constructor where players create content and join 

servers with the most successful modifications. The servers can be owned by the 

players. 

                                                           
8 A mod (short for "modification") is an alteration by players or fans of a video game that changes one or more 
aspects of a video game, such as how it looks or behaves. Mods may range from small changes and tweaks to 
complete overhauls and can extend the replay value and interest of the game. 
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To conclude, co-creation can take different shapes in the video games industry and is 

doable by AAA and indie studios. We will now explore further the process and see in which 

step of the product creation; the co-creation can start.  
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3. Which structure for which stage of production?  
 

We will now analyze the characteristics of AAA studios and independent studio to try 

to understand on which part of the game creation, a customer can be involved.  

 

First let’s see the characteristics of a AAA studios: 

- Huge resources. 

- High number of employees to manage. 

- Huge investment which means less room for risks to take. 

- A vision shaped around different stakeholders that are not always players. 

(shareholders, marketing, game designers etc.) 

- More strains in the game development 

With these characteristics, it seems hard for a AAA company to include customers in the value 

creation before the product is (almost) final. Indeed, it is already hard for such companies to 

keep every employee on the same vision with the respect of each stakeholders and their 

targets (According to its game director Ashraf Ismail, 8 Ubisoft studios and more than 900 

persons worked on Assassin's Creed IV: Black Flag9). Furthermore, these companies already 

have a lot of resources at their disposal and do not necessarily need the customer’s one during 

the creation process. In addition, with the data AAA companies collect from the players, they 

have the tools to manage feedbacks players give simply by playing. This means that AAA 

companies can understand players behavior and improve their experience without the need 

to actively interact with players.  However, the companies need to find a way to involve 

players or at least make them feel involved. This can go from stats sharing to creation 

highlights etc. Even if a AAA company has less need for co-creation, this is still a powerful tool 

to manage community and keep a high retention.  

Now let’s analyze the characteristics of an independent studio: 

- Low resources. 

- Low number of employees to manage. 

- Less resources to invest which makes room for more freedom and more risks on 

creativity/concept. 

- Almost every actor involved are players, which mean they can be their own customers. 

- A vision easier to convey, that can be shaped around players. 

Independent studios can involve the customer after the game is finalize as well (like AAA 

studios). However, with those characteristics, it is easier for a studio of this size (compare to 

AAA) to involve the player before the game is finalized. Indeed, most employees will be 

passionate gamers that can interact with other players to exchange and understand their 

vision of the game. Furthermore, the resources at their disposable being limited, using the 

players as a resource before the game is finalized might be a good way to extend the game 

creation phase and develop a better game. This kind of co-creation process can be seen in the 

                                                           
9 https://www.gamespot.com/articles/900-people-worked-on-assassin-s-creed-iv-black-flag-says-
director/1100-6415599/?comment_page=2 

https://www.gamespot.com/articles/900-people-worked-on-assassin-s-creed-iv-black-flag-says-director/1100-6415599/?comment_page=2
https://www.gamespot.com/articles/900-people-worked-on-assassin-s-creed-iv-black-flag-says-director/1100-6415599/?comment_page=2
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“early access” games. These are games that are being sold and playable while it’s still in active 

development. Here is a statement of the publisher supergiant on its game Hades: “We felt it 

was in an ideal spot for us to continue development in partnership with our players, to help 

us make it even better. By playing in Early Access, you’ll be able to see the game take shape 

over time based on our plans and your feedback.” This is on this stage of the co-creation of 

value that I would like to focus the rest of my master project. 
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4. The early access model 

 

“Early access is a release strategy for software that allows consumers to purchase an 

unfinished version of the software. In turn, consumers can influence the software 

development process by giving developers early feedbacks.” (Dayi Lin. Cor-Paul Bezemer. 

AhmedE. Hassan. 2017, p1) Early access model has been used for most successful games like 

Minecraft and Fortnite. If well used, this model can be impactful because it enables to pivot 

efficiently as they receive direct feedback from the players. This was the case for Fortnite that 

was supposed to be a tower defense10 game but saw a better opportunity with the genre 

battle royal. Steam, the largest video games distribution platform, enable developers to 

promote their games on this model. For steam “This is the way games should be made.” 

Here is a screenshot of the steam’s page regarding Early access. 

 

                                                           
10 The purpose of a tower defense game is to defend an area against successive waves of enemies by building 
and improving different kind of defensive items.    
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Steam promotes this model as a way for developers to build a community early in the game 

creation process. The interaction between players and developers are centered around 

feedbacks and bugs. One advantage important to mention for the player, and this is the first 

mentioned by steam, is the possibility to play and discover a game before everyone else!  

Dayi Lin, Cor-Paul Bezemer and AhmedE. Hassan. made a study on 1182 early access games 

(EAGs) in 2017 to understand its specificities. First of all, 88% of the (EAGs) are classified by 

their developers as “indie” games or independent games which confirms that co-creation 

before the product is finish is more used by small teams than AAA studios (at least on steam). 

Then they found out that players tend to review more a game once finished than in the early 

access process. In addition, players are more tolerant when the game is in early access phase 

because they noticed the average rating is much higher during the early access stage. Finally, 

there seems to have no correlation between positive rating and the number of updates and 

length of the early access stage. They also noticed 2 interesting points. On the one hand, the 

will for developers to gather feedbacks early by charging a lower price in early access than 

once the game released. On the other hand, developers used early access model to support 

the costs of development by charging a higher price in early access than once the game 

released. These are obviously not the only reasons of the prices variations but is still a good 

insight on the developer side.   

With those insight in head, I had enough information regarding the advantages of the co-

creation process for both developers and players. But one question remained. Are players 

willing to pay more for the co-creation experience or do they simply pay for the value of the 

unfinished game?  

This paper aims at giving elements of response by comparing samples of early access 

games and non-early access games.  
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III. Methodology and data 

collection 

1. Data collection 

2. Data analyze 

Q1: Are the early access games prices higher 

than non-early access games? 

Q2: Is there a correlation between the price and 

the number of owners of a game?  

Q3: Is there a correlation between the reviews 

and the price of a game?  

Q4: Is there a correlation between the reviews 

and the number of owners of a game?  
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1. Data collection 

In this part, I will explain how I collect and manage data in order to give elements of response 

to the previous question.  

In order to see if there is a real value added by the co-creation experience, I took two similar 

samples of 100 games on Steam, one sample being composed of early access games and 

another sample based on games that are not in early access. The characteristics of the samples 

are the following: 

- Period: starts from 1 January 2018 to 17 July 2018 for early access sample and Period 

starts from 1 January 2018 to 13 February 2018 for non-early access sample. 

- Tags/type of games: tags are tools used by players to specify the characteristics of a 

game. Genre is specified by developers. I used the following tags to include games in 

my research: Action, Adventure, Independent. I used these tags in the genre early 

access for the first sample, and I excluded it for the second. For both samples I excluded 

the following tags: Free, VR, Participating Financing. 

I chose 1 January 2018 as a starting point to be sure that the game is not too recent and had 

a chance to reach players. I wanted games as well not being too old so that it is not already 

forgotten, and prices are not too much cut. I took action/adventure games because this is the 

type of games the most released on steam and I wanted the type of games to impact the 

sample the less possible (as our focus is early access games vs non early access games). 

Once I established my 2 samples, I needed to collect specific data. On steam I could directly 

collect and paste in an excel file: 

- The name 

- The price (at the instant of collection, promotion being excluded, in euro) 

- The type of review (positive, variable, negative, none) 

Note that to have an overall positive, variable or negative review score, a game needs at least 

20 reviews. 

I wanted to collect an additional important data, the number of owners. The number of 

owners is different of the sales, this represents the number of people that have the game in 

their library Steam. The copy might have been gifted, free for a weekend or simply bought. 

Steam does not provide this data directly, but a platform named steam spy does. Basically, 

Steam Spy takes a sample of steam profile to estimate the number of owners of a game by 

extrapolating with the total number of owners on steam. If you back them up on Patreon 

(which I did) the most precise data for owners is a range of 1000 people. On Steam Spy, games 

could not have less than 1000 owners which means they had between 1 and 1000 owners.  

 

In the early access game sample, one game was one of the most popular game on steam, it is 

called “Rust” and got more than 7 millions users. So I made a sample with and without it to 

not bias the stats too much. Here is an overview of the 3 samples:  
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2. Data analyze 

This section represents the findings of the empirical study. 

Q1: Are the early access games prices higher than non-early access games? 

Motivation: Before trying to resolve if players are ready to pay more for a co-creation 

experience, I needed to know if developers were willing to charge more for the co-creation 

experience.  

Approach: I used a T-test on excel to compare the means of the 2 samples. The samples being 

similar except for the early access characteristic, this would tell me if this characteristic is the 

reason for a higher price on average.  

Results: The average price for a game in the early access sample is 8.26 € while the average 

price for a game in a non-early access sample is 6.63€. This difference of 1.63€ gives us a price 

increase of almost 25% for an early access game.  

Now the T-stat being of 2.11, means that the groups are two times as different from each 

other as they are within each other. The only differentiation factor between those 2 samples 

being the Early access, we can conclude that the average price of an early access game is 

higher than the average price of non-early access game. 
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Q2: Is there a correlation between the price and the number of owners of a game?  

Motivation: Now that we have seen that the price is higher on early access games, I wanted 

to see if players were impacted by the price when they decide to buy a game or not. 

Approach: I used a linear regression on excel with the owners being the dependent variable 

and the price being the independent variable.  

Results: Based on a multiple R closer to 0 than 1 in absolute value, we understand that the 

correlation between owners and price is low. However, we detect that this correlation is about 

52% stronger for games that are not in early access. Furthermore, we can see that this 

correlation is positive in both cases, the higher the price, the higher the number of owners. 

This means that whenever a player decides to buy a game, the price has more impact in the 

decision-making process for a non-early access game than an early access game.  
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Q3: Is there a correlation between the reviews and the price of a game?  

Motivation: the positive correlation between the price and the number of owners made me 

ask if higher priced games were better and therefore more people would buy them. So, I 

analyzed the correlation between price and reviews to see if the price of a game reflects the 

quality of it (defined by the reviews).  

Approach: I used a linear regression on excel with the price being the dependent variable and 

the review being the independent variable. I did it for each kind of review. In order to associate 

a review in a numerical way, I coded for each game the adapted review with 1 and others with 

0 like the example below. 

 

 

Results:  

Reviews Early access Non-Early access 

None The correlation between the price and 
not having any review seems stronger 
than having any kind of review. Often 

not having any review will imply a 
lower price. The absence of review 

might be explained by the absence of 
players that bought and tried the game 

and therefore developers that lower 
the price of their game to sell. 

 

 
 

The correlation between the price and 
not having any review is 43% thinner 

than in early access.  

 

 

 

Negative In the early access model, there seems 
to have no correlation between the 

price of a game and the negative 
reviews  

 

(There was no negative review 
games in the sample of non-early 

access game we took. ) 



 

 

33 

 
 

 
 

Variable There seems to have a slight 
correlation between the price of a 

game and the variable reviews. This 
correlation is a positive one, implying a 

higher price for variable reviews. 

   

The correlation and the coefficient 
between the price and variable review 
is 53% thinner than in early access and 

this correlation is a negative one 
implying a lower price for variable 

reviews. 

  

 

 

Positive The correlation is 26% stronger with 
positive reviews than variable one but 

the coefficient is almost the same. 
 

The correlation between the price 
and positive reviews for a non-early 
access game is the strongest among 

the 2 models and all types of 
reviews (multiple R=0.36). A high 

price of a game can then partly be 
explained by a quality game. 
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To conclude: the stake for an early access game to price higher will be to have a review (in any 

kind). While the traditional model will be less affected by the absence of review, a positive 

review will strongly be correlated with a higher price.  
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 Q4: Is there a correlation between the reviews and the number of owners of a game?  

Motivation: now that I understand the potential impact of reviews/quality on the price of a 

game I was wondering if this also impacted the number of owners and therefore the decision 

making in buying games.  

Abstract: I used the same linear regression than on Q2 except that the dependent variable is 

the number of owners of the game.  

Results:  

Reviews Early access Non-Early access 

None The correlation is negligible  

 
 
 

 

The negative correlation between not 
having any review and the number of 

owners is almost the same as the 
correlation for the price in Q2 (0.239) 

 

 

 

Negative The correlation is negligible 
 

 
 

 
 

(There were no negative review 
games in the sample of non-early 

access game we took. ) 
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Variable The correlation is negligible 
 

   
 
 

The negative correlation is almost 
negligible 

  

 

 

Positive It exists a very slight correlation 
between number of owners and 

positive reviews for early access games. 
The correlation is 2 times stronger for 

non-early access games.  
 

  

 

 
 

The positive correlation between 
the owners and the positive reviews 

is almost the same as the 
correlation between price and 

positive reviews. ( 0.368) 
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Conclusions: In the early access model, reviews seem to have no impact (or a very slight for 
positive) on the number of owners. Therefore, we can conclude that reviews have low 
impact in the decision making of an early access player in order to buy a game or not. In the 
traditional model, we can see that price and the number of owners respond the same way to 
reviews. Positive reviews are the most impactful to the number of owners. Not having 
review will also have a negative impact on the number. 
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1. What information does that tell us?  
 

The behavior of players in the early access model is not the same as players from the 
traditional model. Therefore, we can establish 2 kinds of profiles.   

 
In the traditional model players tend to refer to positive reviews to value a game (pay 

its price) and decide whether they want to buy it. Players buy what steam tell them is good 
(through reviews). I would say they are more risk averse; they want to be sure the product is 
worth buying.  

 
In the early access model, players will see if there is reviews or not, but reviews will 

not impact so much their decision making to buy the game or not. These players want to 
make their own opinion of the game instead of following the one from others. Since they 
tend to ignore more the reviews, they value the game differently and therefore that can be 
one of the factors that explains that they agree to pay more (on average) for a game even if 
it is unfinished. These players take more risks since they invest time and money for a game 
that might never be released. They are driven by their curiosity, the reward being the 
possibility to build a game that correspond to themselves or to discover the next big hit and 
be part of its success (Fortnite, Minecraft, Rust).  

To answer the original question, I can't tell if players are willing to pay for the 
experience itself, but they agree to pay for the game it might become. The value of the game 
being less precise than in the traditional model, I would say that players are gambling and 
therefore, agree to pay more for the potential result of the co-creation itself.   
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2. Limits of the study 
 

This paper aims at comparing the early access model with the traditional model on 
steam. However, with a lack of suitable tools to collect efficiently the data I needed, I had to 
take small sample in comparison of the number of games on steam. There are 756 games on 
steam in early access with the tag “action” “adventure” and “independent” and way more 
for non-early access games with the same tags.  
 
The prices were taken at a specific instant (promo excluded) but it could have been 
interesting to see the evolution of prices per games for a longitudinal approach.  
 
The number of owner’s lack of precision. Steam spy is already imprecise but having a range 
of 1000 for little game budget makes it even harder to distinguish a game that has some 
players with a game that have almost no owners at all. There is a lot of games with 1000 
owners in the list and we can’t know if it’s closer from 10 owners or 980 which again makes 
a really huge difference for low game budget that do not have the same sales objectives 
than AAA games. The sales data being confidential on the platform, this was the closest 
approximation I could get.  
 
Regarding the reviews, I decided to keep games that have none as well to not influence my 
sample and study the impact of having a review or not. However, it turned out there is no 
negative reviews in my sample for non-early access games. It could have been interesting to 
take 2 samples full of reviews to study more precisely their impact on the behavior of the 
customers.  
 
Finally, Steam does not represent all the early access games, this was a good choice because 
this is the largest digital distribution platform for PC gaming but other platforms exist. For 
example, it is possible to find on the platform of epic games, exclusive early access games 
like “Hades” with a proactive discord where the community and developers interact actively.  
 
Here is an overview of the store’s page 
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Here is an overview of the discord for the game Hades  
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2. Additional notes 
 
The part that will follow will be purely subjective, this is based on my knowledge of the video 
games industry.  
 

First of all, let’s talk about the game as service business model and how did the 
industry and the players agree to this model.  

 
Like we saw previously, the cost to make games for AAA increased with the technology. 
However, the maximum price for games did not increase at the same time (and did not 
consider inflation). The price stayed at 60€ max while the cost should have increased to 90 € 
or more. Furthermore, with the mobile democratization, free to plays and steams sales there 
was a huge gap between the value perceived by the players and the real value of the games. 
So, companies first used DLC (download content) to meet their cost but players get upset if 
they were sold at launch with the game and did not bought them if they were released too 
late (players that stop playing a game will usually not buy more content). Then were 
perpetual games with renewable experience that could be played throughout the year (for 
example MMORPG) so that expansion pack could be sold. However, these games were costly 
to maintain, and players could only play one or few at once.  
 
Then the current system is based on lootbox and microtransactions and it seems to work. So 
why does lootbox work? It works because of the random generated content part. Basically, 
the player has no idea what’s in the box and there is a certain percentage of chance he loots 
a very rare cosmetic or something valuable in the game. (He also can directly buy those 
objects for a higher price on the game’s store). The lootbox system is very powerful because 
of the operant conditioning. Basically, it works like a casino, you don’t know what the gain 
will be but sometimes you receive a huge reward that make you come back and try again. 
This works perfectly with the retention system that also makes you come back regularly with 
daily quests etc. This is not a coincidence if the lootbox system is perceived as gambling by 
the Belgium authorities.  
  
So, what it has to do with the early access model? I was thinking about the game experience 
and there is a main difference between Game as service and early access model. In the first 
one the player is ready to pay more to be part of the game experience (players are socially 
valued and feel unique when they have rare skins or cosmetics, this is one of the reason they 
are willing to pay for them) in the second model, players are ready to pay more to improve 
the game experience. Indeed, if players pay a higher price for an early access game it is to 
have a chance to contribute to the game experience and improve it. In the first case, the 
company takes the player’s time (retention, conditioning) so that he pays eventually. In the 
second case, the company takes the player’s time (feedback, bug reports etc.) so that he 
improves the game experience. 
 

Both models are compatible together but usually there is not enough content in an 
early access game to be a game as service.  
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Conclusion:          

  

This paper had for objective to highlight the need for co-creation in industries in order 

to involve customers and develop brand loyalty. Indeed, with more active and informed 

customers, companies need to build high quality interactions with them through more 

dialogue and transparency.   

Once I understood what co-creation was, I noticed that it was perfectly suited for the video 

games industry, where communities are strong, and the customer’s experience really matters. 

In an industry where competition is fiercer every day and where time allocated to video games 

is limited, co-creation is a good tool to build a better experience for players, create links into 

a community and keep the player involved inside and outside the game.  

The selection and contribution activities being the core of co-creation, it was interesting to 

know the different pros and cons from submitting, tinkering, co-designing and collaborating. 

However, the co-creation, its use and expectations depend of 2 factors: the size of the studio 

and the stage of creation of the game.  

The small size studios being more adapted for early stage co-creation, I used the early access 

model as a tool to better understand the behavior of the players regarding co-creation. As I 

studied the model to understand the benefits developers could access with feedbacks, bug 

report and overall more resources, I was still wondering, why someone would buy an 

unfinished game. After investigating forums and see some big hits coming from early access 

games, I noticed 2 mains aspects. The will to play a game before anyone else, test it and maybe 

be able to say, “I found the next big hit” or “I played this game before it was popular”. But 

more importantly, the will to be part of a project, actively contribute to a game the player 

likes, see it improve and reach a common goal with the developers that are players as well. 

This was the definition of co-creation itself.  

Based on that, I wondered if this aspect of the game (the creation/contribution part) was 

valuable. So, I analyzed 2 samples of games, one being from early access games, the other not. 

And it turned out that in average the games are more expensive in early access. In addition, 

where a high price is correlated with more quality for a game and therefore more owners in 

the traditional model, this is less the case for early access games where the players are less 

sensitive to the reviews or the price. Therefore, the co-creation itself (the early access model) 

justifies a higher price. 

One limit to consider is that the prices are taken at a specific instant, we don’t know if the 

prices have been increased or decreased by the developers. One hypothesis is that prices have 

been more accurately adjusted for non-early access games and therefore are more 

representative of their value (reviews). The demand can therefore adapt to the new prices 

and the number of owners is correlated with the price.  

If this paper lacks resources for an accurate explanation of the value of the co-creation of 

games, I hope more research in this field will be done and more data available.   
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Figure: Typology of roles played by actors in a process of co-creation of value11 

P.13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
11 https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-
cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201 

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Typologie-des-rles-jous-par-les-acteurs-au-sein-du-processus-de-co-cration-de-valeur_fig7_299540201
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 Retention Community Game Experience 

Retention 

 high retention 
means community is 
more likely to have 
strong links and be 
less volatile (in term 
of players seniority) 

More and regular 
players lead to a 
faster and more 
accurate 
matchmaking for 
online players 

Community 

Community can be 
the source of 
attraction and 
retention of players 
that can feel part of 
a social group. 
Community does not 
have to be big to be 
efficient because the 
level of involvement 
is not the same for 
each player. 
Managing well the 
community for a 
company is a stake 
because a happy 
community will lead 
to a greater 
retention 

 Community has a 
huge impact on the 
game if their voice is 
heard by developers 
(feedbacks are 
implemented). 
Managing players 
behavior (take 
sanctions for 
cheaters and toxic 
players) is a stake 
for developers to 
reduce frustration 
and improve the 
game experience for 
players. Interaction 
with other players 
(inside or outside 
the game i.e forums) 
is often a good way 
to better understand 
a game and 
therefore have a 
good gaming 
experience.  

Game Experience 

A good game is 
more likely to be 
played longer by a 
player (some people 
still play Tetris, 
1984)  

Usually, the more 
the game gives to 
the players, the 
more players will 
give back to the 
studio or the 
community through 
involvement. (i.e 
team fortress 2)  

 

 

The factor of success of GAAS 

P.17 
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Steam Early access P.25 
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Data overview P.28 

 

 

P.30 

 

 



 

 

51 

 

Price-owner correlation P.31 

 

 

Reviews Early access Non-Early access 

None The correlation between the price and 
not having any review seems stronger 
than having any kind of review. Often 

not having any review will imply a 
lower price. The absence of review 

might be explained by the absence of 
players that bought and tried the game 

and therefore developers that lower 
the price of their game to sell. 

 

 
 

The correlation between the price and 
not having any review is 43% thinner 

than in early access.  

 

 

 

Negative In the early access model, there seems 
to have no correlation between the 

price of a game and the negative 
reviews  

 

(There was no negative review 
games in the sample of non-early 

access game we took. ) 
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Variable There seems to have a slight 
correlation between the price of a 

game and the variable reviews. This 
correlation is a positive one, implying a 

higher price for variable reviews. 

   

The correlation and the coefficient 
between the price and variable review 
is 53% thinner than in early access and 

this correlation is a negative one 
implying a lower price for variable 

reviews. 

  

 

 

Positive The correlation is 26% stronger with 
positive reviews than variable one but 

the coefficient is almost the same. 
 

The correlation between the price 
and positive reviews for a non-early 
access game is the strongest among 

the 2 models and all types of 
reviews (multiple R=0.36). A high 

price of a game can then partly be 
explained by a quality game. 
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Price-review correlation P.32 
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Reviews Early access Non-Early access 

None The correlation is negligible  

 
 
 

 

The negative correlation between not 
having any review and the number of 

owners is almost the same as the 
correlation for the price in Q2 (0.239) 

 

 

 

Negative The correlation is negligible 
 

 
 

 
 

(There were no negative review 
games in the sample of non-early 

access game we took. ) 

Variable The correlation is negligible 
 

The negative correlation is almost 
negligible 
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Positive It exists a very slight correlation 
between number of owners and 

positive reviews for early access games. 
The correlation is 2 times stronger for 

non-early access games.  
 

  

 

 
 

The positive correlation between 
the owners and the positive reviews 

is almost the same as the 
correlation between price and 

positive reviews. ( 0.368) 
 

  

 

Review-owner correlation P.35 
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Epic Game Store page for the game Hades P.40 

 

 

 

Discord for the game Hades P.41 


