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Thinking...outside the box



Serious Games are Desighed to

e Educate

* Train

* |nform

* Analyze

* REVEAL KNOWLEDGE

(remember this for later)

In an engaging, experiential manner




(Some) Serious Game Types

* BOGSAT
* Scenario Game
* Matrix Game
e Simulation
* Roleplay
* Kreigsspiel
* Rigid
* Hybrid Games




Serious Games have 2 basic requirements

1. A quantifiable outcome
A specific goal for the player(s)
Educational or revelatory

2. Two rules systems

1. Rules that define the construction set of the game
2. The playing rules



Playing by the rules

The playing rules and conditions a player must meet
in order to reach the goal (successfully or not)

What defines the core of the game

The reason for the game




The Matrix Games Handbook

Professional Applications from Education

Highly Suggested Reading

to Analysis and Wargaming

STRUCTURED
ANALYTIC
TECHNIQUES

FOR INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS

RANDOLPH H. PHERSON
RICHARDS J. HEUER JR.
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STRUCTURED
ANALYTIC
TECHNIQUES

FOR INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS

RICHARDS J. HEUER JR.
RANDOLPH H. PHERSON

-

Building Blo

-—

(o)

Tabletop Game Design

An Encyclopedia of Mechanisms

Geoffrey Engelstein

Isaac Shalev

@ CRC Press



Serious Game Designer’s Library
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Schell, J. (2020). The art of game design: A book of lenses.
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How to design a GAME Feedback

Feedback
Feedback
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Think of an Try it out Figure out Return to
idea for a (seriously!) what is wrong step 2
game with it,

and change it

to make it
better.

If only it were just that simple...
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The Game Designer’s Secret




The Design
Toolbox

Start all designs with a sketch

Save time and effort




Toolbox




Who, What, Where, When, Why, How?

Who:

What:

Where:

Facilitator, Referee,
SME

Players

Conflicts

Politics

Budgets

Almost any subject

Anywhere with a
table and chairs

When:

Why:

How:

Can be ready in a
matter of hours (or
quicker)

Low Cost
Fast
Accessible

That’s what we’re
here to learn



Colour Conventions

www.imaginetic.net

Colour Conventions

BLUE RED
Main Friendly Opposition

GREEN ORANGE

Neutral or Red Ally
Green Ally

WIHITE YELLOW
Control IGOs or NGOs
(friendly)

BLACK

Non state actor
(adversary)

www.imaginetic.net

Note: A convention, not an absolute

ex: Softwood lumber trade dispute

Non-kinetic, peaceful dispute, but wargame ID conventions can still make sense

* Blue: the protagonist Canada
* Green: Ally Canadian Producers
US buyers
* Red: Primary Antagonist USA
° Oranges Ally US Softwood lumber
producers
o Yellows IGO, NGO WTO
e Black: Non State Actor Greenpeace



Estimative Probability
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Dice Based Probabilities
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or higher
Probability| or lower | orhigher

3 046%  046% = 100%
16.67% |16.67%| 100% 556% 833% 97.22% 4 139%  1.85%  99.54%
278%  4.63%  98.15%
463%  9.26%  95.37%
16.67% |33.33%]| 83.33% 6.94%  16.20%  9074%
972%  25.93%  83.80%
9  1157% 37.50% = 74.07%
10  12.50%  50.00%  62.50%
11  1250% 62.50%  50.00%
16.67% |66.67%| 50.00% 12 1157% 7407% 37.50%
972%  83.80%  25.93%
6.94%  9074%  16.20%
16.67% |83.33%| 33.33%
& / ; 556% 97.22% 8.33% 463%  9537%
98.15%

16.67% | 100% | 16.67% 99.54%
*2 colour dice high/low for true 50/50
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Probability| or lower | or higher

16.67% |50.00%| 66.67% 7*

Probability Probability Probability

0.2000% 20.0000% 14.0000%
® P PN PN P °® 12.0000%
0.1500% 15.0000% 10.0000%
8.0000%

0.1000% 10.0000%
6.0000%
0.0500% 5.0000% 4.0000%
2.0000%
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
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Simple Combat Resolution

If we need a conflict model,
we will default to a SCRUD
model with quality
modifiers

SCRUD

Simple Combat Resolution Using Dice
A = Attacker, D = Defender, S= Stalemate
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SCRUD

Simple Combat Resolution Using Dice

Methodology / Explanation

1. Throw one die for every unit
present in the action.

2. Line up one sides dice in order
of highest first,

3. Line up the other sides beside
them in order of highest first.

4. Compare each pair of dice.
Highest v. highest, then next
highest pair so on

The highest die in each pair is the
WINNER

Same score on both dice:
DEFENDER WINS or STALEMATE
(per adjudicator)

www.imaginetic.net




* What experience do | want
Th e the player to have?

Experience * What is essential to the

Stop thinking about the game experience, and goal?

Start thinking about the player
* How can the game best

capture that essence?



* What will players value in the
game?

Endogenous

Va ‘ e  How can | make relevant issues

more valuable to them?
Think about players’ feeling
about the game, rules, goals,
objects, and items. * |dentify the specific

relationship between value in
the game and player g
motivations.

——

Do no harm!



Problem
Solving

Serious games address and
solve problems

Think about the problems
being solved

* What problems does the
game ask players to solve?

* Are they the right questions?

 What hidden problems may
arise as part of gameplay?
(and is this a good thing?)



Problem
Solving

Serious games address and
solve problems

Think about the problems
being solved

* What problems does the
game ask players to solve?

* Are they the right questions?

 What hidden problems may
arise as part of gameplay?
(and is this a good thing?)



Game Design: The Brief*

A good brief is the best
predictor of success

The Basics * Why
e Who * How
e What * How much
e Where * How many
« When  How often

Define * Modality

* Physical

* Project .y.SICa
Objectives janiella
* Hybrid

 Specific goal _ .
* Project Voice

* Desired Results Thematic feel

& Vision

e The output  ° duccess Criteria

* How will
* Ta rg.Et. success be
participant judged
* Players

* SME pool



Game Design: Scenario

The Scenario sets the

scene

The Basics
* Who
 What

* Where

* When

* Why
* How
* How much
* How many
 How often

Define

* Pertinent roles
* Necessary
* Ancillary
* Protagonists
* Antagonists

* Define what
they do well
(and don’t)

e NPCs?

* Setting
* Geographic?
* Culture

e Organizational
culture is often
more pertinent

* Scenario
Specific Effects

* Define
Relationships

* Time Frame
e Flesh it out



Game Design: The Model

What choices will a
player make?

The Model defines the Define

world * The Interaction « \What choices can a
* Player-Game player make?
* Player-Player
. e |s there a model?
The Basics * Why * Facilitator-Game e
* Who * How * Clear judging
e What * How much algorithm * Can you define a
. ?
. Where « How many N e S T reasonable model.
e How often pIayer take . Math.ematlcal
* When algorithm?

* How does the player e Action-Reaction?

know what to do? :
* Time Frame

e How are actions
adjudicated?*



Game Design: Research

* Familiarity with the topic is essential™*

* The brief: Defined parameters with principals
* Then determine what they actually want”

e Research
* Setting

e Roles
* Doctrine

e Real World Mechanics




Game design vs research paper work cycle

An adaptation of Rex Brynen’s work

Writing
AKA Panic

|

Beta Playtest Cycle

ffort

Feedback

Release

Refine

/ Research

Time



