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Revisions overview and answers to Reviewers
July 29, 2016

First of all, the authors would like to thank the guest editor, as well as the reviewers for their time, efforts and favorable reception on our paper for the IJSG. After carefully revising the document according to the reviewers’ comments we believe that not only it has been made possible for us to better communicate the impact and outcomes of this work, but also the overall quality of the paper has been significantly improved. Apart from proof reading and revising a lot of spelling and punctuation mistakes, we have addressed all issues that were pointed out by the reviewers. The most significant changes in the new manuscript include:

· A major revision of Sections 1, 2 and 3, which now present an easier to follow line of argument.
· A major revision of Section 4, which now better describes the game and different modes while giving a better overview of mechanics and how each relates to aspects of the prosocial domains being covered.
· The removal of Section 5, as requested by the reviewers.
· A better explanation of the studies, results and a more appropriate conclusion on the game’s potential as a tool for learning/teaching prosocial behavior.
We hope our revisions will reflect upon the reviewers’ remarks, and look forward to their comments on this new manuscript. In the remainder of this document we will attempt to present an overview of all the changes made to the original document, thoroughly going through the reviewers’ comments and providing our justification for the changes made.
=================================
Reviewer A:

The paper presents a game (Path of Trust) that aims to promote social skills, specifically cooperation and trustworthiness, to children aged 7-10 years old. The authors present a short literature review explaining the relevance of the topic. Existing "prosocial" games are briefly reviewed. Subsequently, the authors describe in detail the gameplay of Path of Trust in two different play modes, one-player and two-player. A technical description of the game architecture is also presented. Two small-scale studies with target users were conducted, one in the single-player setting (N=18), and another in the two-player setting (N=16). Children's engagement and understanding of the purpose of the game were evaluated using questionnaires. Based on the results, the authors claim that Path of Trust is generally seen as fun by the children, and well suited to provide lessons about trustworthiness and cooperation.

 

Using games to teach young children about appropriate social behavior is a topic that deserves attention. Teaching about trustworthiness seems to be an unexplored terrain, so Path of Trust is a welcome addition to the field of serious games.

 

However, the paper has some issues that need to be addressed.

 

One significant problem is the fact that the evaluation studies do not present, in my opinion, appropriate proof of the effectiveness of the game. As the authors mention, these small-scale studies served as proof of concept and to evaluate engagement in two different modes of interaction (keyboard versus Natural User Interface). In my opinion, the open-ended questionnaires to evaluate if the child understood the purpose of the game are not an appropriate measure to support the claims that Path of Trust can be used "as a means to affect social outcomes on young children". Firstly, I asked myself to which extent young children could understand and respond appropriately to written questionnaires such as the Game Engagement Questionnaire. But, most importantly, to provide appropriate proof for that claim, the authors would need to conduct controlled experiments that measured these effects on social outcomes objectively. I believe there is value in the results currently presented, as an indication of the potential of the game as a tool for teaching important social behavior to children. However, the authors should definitely scale down their claims to match the (weak) evidence that they present.
To present better the potential of the game as a tool for teaching cooperation and trustworthiness, we have omitted all strong claims from the paper, as suggested by the reviewer.
Another big issue with the paper is that it is not clearly written. Most paragraphs are too long, and it is hard to follow the authors' line of argument. 
To improve the quality of the paper, we have revised the document according to both reviewers’ comments, trying to reduce the size of several Sections and at the same time attempting to preserve key information. As a result, some of the changes implemented somewhat increase the length of Section 1 of the revised manuscript (and simultaneously decrease the length of Sections 2, 3 and 4), however we feel that the overall quality and line of argument presented in these Sections is significantly improved.
The paper should be properly revised to fix many spelling and punctuation mistakes (I point out some of these at the end of this review). Below, I give some suggestions that I believe could help improve the paper.

One particularly confusing aspect of the paper is how it presents the two very different learning outcomes of the game when used in single-player mode (child plays with computer) and in two-player mode (child plays with another child). The two-player mode is obviously teaching prosocial behavior (as defined by the authors, "behavior which is positive, helpful and intended to promote social acceptance and friendship"). However, in the one-player mode, the researchers created a situation in which the computer is deliberately lying to the child, which seems to go against the previously stated objective of promoting prosocial behavior. The authors later claim that their intention was to teach the children not to trust others naively. Maybe it would be better if the introduction and the literature review touched on the need to promote not only the good behavior, but to prepare young children to deal with undesired behaviors from others as well. In addition, probably the whole paper could be better structured to emphasize the importance of both learning outcomes and how the game supports them.
We have included a short paragraph in Section 1 of the revised manuscript, in which the necessary balance between trust and critical reasoning is introduced, as suggested by Reviewer B, in order to elaborate on how it is implemented in the game later in the revised manuscript. In Section 4, where the game is described, we have tried to better explain how the single player version is more suitable to address balance between trust and critical reasoning. We do this in Section 4, where we explain in more detail the trustworthiness variable f, that controls the disposition of the NPC character, thus creating situations in which we can observe childrens’ behavior when dealing with favorable (i.e. trustworthy, f=1) and unfavorable (f=0) behavior. 
The authors should consider defining the term "prosocial" to the introduction, since this is a key term for the work.
Done. We have added a definition of prosociality in Section 1 of the revised manuscript (previously in Section 3), which is now more appropriately explained early in the document and makes the revised manuscript easier to follow.
The proposed game is not very well positioned with regard to the current literature and state of the art. The authors say that the idea of reimagining existing games in prosocial contexts "struck a note" with them. In addition, in the conclusion, they claim that Path of Trust has "familiar gameplay elements that children can easily associate with the games they play at home", but they do not offer examples to support the claim. I think the authors should position the game better, identifying how it fulfills a demand that existed before (e.g. if there are no similar games for this target age group) and how Path of Trust compares to other similar games for the same age group. 
After taking into consideration the remarks made by both reviewers, we have completely restructured Section 4 of the revised manuscript, in order to better position the developed game better in accordance to the current state of the art and the previously laid out psychological literature. Therefore, we start by pointing out the need of convincing the video games industry to develop prosocial video games, that are highly attractive to consumers and how this requirement could be achieved by borrowing elements from existing games in the entertainment industry. A justification for the suitability of the chosen genre (endless running games) is then provided (see answer to related reviewer comment below).
Another issue is that the game description is quite long, mixing the explanation about game elements with gameplay in the two different play modes. Maybe the authors could revise the section, giving a general explanation of how the game elicits the desired behaviors in general terms first (introducing the fact that there are unequal rewards and role-switching), and then, in the subsections, explain how those objectives are achieved through the game elements and mechanics in the different playing modes.
We now provide a more condensed presentation of the game background, in which we elaborate more on the game mechanics and how the objectives related to modeling trusting behavior in the game are met through these mechanics. We transferred a lot of text from previous Sub-Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, which have now been significantly reduced in size to explain core gameplay in each of the two versions of the game.
 

The presentation of the results could be improved. Consider offering the results using bar charts and/or tables. The pie chart in page 14 does not give a good sense of the proportions, and the size of the font is too small to read.
Done.
 

The claim in the Introduction that the game is able to identify children at risk of social exclusion is a really strong one. However, in Section 6, we learn that this claim was based in the behavior of one single boy during one of the small-scale studies. I suggest the authors remove the claim from the introduction, as to not build up an expectation that is not fulfilled later, and leave it just in the Conclusion, as a possible benefit that needs to be verified in future work.
Done.
 

The section describing the technical aspects of the game (Section 5) feels out of place. I suggest the authors reduce or even remove this section.
We decided to remove the entire Section, as suggested by the reviewer.
Other comments:
 

- In Section 1, make clearer the reason for having Table 1: for someone unfamiliar with those games, it might be helpful to make a point of how many of the top selling games emphasize violence. Or else, just remove the table.
We have provided some insight into keeping Table 1 in the text, in that we emphasize how four-out-of-five in the top-5 highest scoring video games of all time emphasize on the use of violence (swordplay, shooting, fighting) to demonstrate how such games are indeed quite appealing and generally well-received.
- In Section 2, the sentences "As this question remains the subject of ongoing debate,... is often vilified." and "On a lighter note though, addressing the matter of prosocial video game ... which indeed seems to cement that link" seem to me strong affirmations that should probably be backed by references (or other evidence).
Done. We have completed strong claims with the appropriate references to the psychological literature, so as to provide readers a more thorough guide on the current psychological standpoint on the matter.
- The title of Section 3, "Gamification of Prosocial Theory", does not seem adequate to me. The term "gamification" has a specific meaning (namely, the use of game elements in non-gaming settings, which is not what the authors mean). Using it with different meaning is confusing for the readers. 
- Still about the title of Section 3, the authors do not mention any "Prosocial Theory" in the section. In fact, the whole section is dedicated to trying to clarify what is a prosocial game. If there is such a thing as a "Prosocial Theory", the authors should explain it and give references. Otherwise, maybe it should not be called a "theory".
We changed the title in Section 3 of the revised manuscript to “Prosocial games in the scientific literature”.
- In Section 4, the authors mention that they chose the endless running game genres "in keeping with the non-violent video games doctrine". This does not seem like a good justification for the choice, since endless running games could be violent as well. The authors should probably explain better the reasons for choosing this genre (maybe comparing with other endless running games for the same age group?)
In Section 4 of the revised manuscript, we argue on how endless running platform games fulfill two important requirements with respect to that need, namely their suitability, and high impact for the target age group (7-10) by referencing a recent study that demonstrates how the endless running game Temple Run is one of the most successful games currently available with pre-schoolers (ages 0-5), despite not being developed for pre-schoolers.
- Still in Section 4, I was left wondering if the game mechanics (unequal rewards and role switching) are not too complicated for players aged 7-10. Maybe the authors could comment on this?
As is now mentioned in the revised manuscript (Section 5.1.2), the children had no problem playing the game and understanding how each role contributed to the cooperation, as well as how players could lead their partner to a magic portal in order to switch places. After being explained how the game is played, children quickly picked up the controls and mechanics of the game, 
 

 

Minor issues

 

- Revise paper for punctuation and capitalization (e.g. pg 1, "This however, often...", "overlook the opposite: That...", also "behaviors - especially in minors, we should not..."; pg 2, "Path of Trust (PoT), a digital, game..."; pg 3, unmatched parenthesis: "certain violent video games to children  [21])."); pg 4:  "though the majority of games used in these studies, clearly incorporate these elements either by chance". There are more examples like these throughout the paper that need to be checked.
Done.
- Do not make the citation numbers as part of a sentence. For example, instead of "[24], siding with the Anderson et al. scientific outlook", it is preferable to write "Gentile et al. [24], siding with Anderson et al...."
Done.
- more simple -> simpler (pg 3)
Done.
- latter -> later (pg 13)
Done.
- Spell check the document (e.g. missing space in "excludedcompletely", pg 3)
Done.
- In Section 4, figure numbering is inconsistent. Furthermore, the references to figure numbers in the text do no match the actual figure numbers.
Done.
- Use of informal language: "doesn't" (pg. 9)
Done.
=================================

Reviewer B:

 

Sections 1-3 are quite lengthy and add little to the scientific value of the paper, while they could be also debatable. 
We have made an effort to reduce the size of both Sections 2 and 3 of the revised manuscript, trying to maintain all relevant information we feel necessary to justify the presented line of argument. We wanted a spherical approach that considers both sides of the current debate on whether video games are good or bad, with the intent on emphasizing how both sides appear to converge on the potential usefulness of prosocial games to promote prosocial behavior in children.
Also, I would like to consider the necessary balance between trust and critical reasoning, and also how this is implemented/considered in the developed game.

As is explained earlier in this document, we have implemented the suggested changes to cover balance between trust and critical reasoning, and we explain how the game considers this in Section 4 of the revised manuscript. 

Captions of figures 3 to 4 are quite lengthy. Could the text be moved to the body of the article? The same figures, especially 4, are difficult to read.

We made Figures 3 and 4 somewhat larger in order to make them easier to read, as suggested by the reviewer. 
The term “game” in fig. 5 refers to sessions?

Figure 5 has been removed, as part of removing the whole Section 5 with the technical details, as suggested by Reviewer A. 
 

The two studies are the core of the paper, but their presentation should be more structured, with subjects, materials, methodology/experiment, results and discussion.
We have revised the presentation of the studies, beginning with a short paragraph describing the overall objectives, and then describing each study in a more structured way, that describes the subjects, materials and methodology and the results of each experiment. We elaborate more in the description of the methodologies on how the game mechanics and elements supporting them (such as the different roles and magic portal usage to switch between them) were described to the children.
 

I don’t understand fig. 7, while Fig. 8 is not well readable B/W. Y axis should be labeled “player id”.

We now provide a better explanation on Fig 7 (which is now Fig 5), and have broken down Figure 8 into two new Figures (Fig 6 and Fig 7 in the revised document) to improve readability.
 

“These elements provide the authors a well grounded…”. This should be described more in detail. Also, the point of view to be considered is that of the readers, that could benefit from the auhors’ experience for other developments. Particularly important are the implications of the test results on game design and deployment, so that third parties could exploit them for other games.

We now conclude this Section with a Discussion, which summarizes our findings and presents a better structured argument to support our game’s potential as a tool for promoting prosocial behavior, as well as cover in more detail our plans to study the long-term benefits of playing Path of Trust, or other similar prosocial games.
 

References should be sorted in order of appearance in the text, according to the IJSG rules.

Done.
