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the future. Drew is part of a new vision for publishing that brings 

the written word to more people in more places in more current 

ways than we've even seen. Frankly, I'd like to see him write a 

book on this dream, but for now it's a privilege to work with ETC 

Press and be part of their growing stable of stud titles. 

RTR is essentially the work of its players however. The 'music' 

you hear is because we had experts invested in the work, lovingly 

recording and writing sections, and patiently responding to the 

constraints of the book format we have here. Moreover, these are 

busy people. When we first began to think of this book happen -

ing, our expectation was that we'd only get three or four of these 

groups wanting to return to their 'work' groups to collaborate on 

this. They had games to produce, data to collect, dissertations to 

finish, books to write, and awards to prepare speeches for. We 

only hoped they'd spare time for RTR, yet of the twelve groups we 

were able to contact, all twelve are presented here with only a few 

not able to return to their groups. This I find simply remarkable 

and a testament to the power of playful work. Not only are these 

good people, they are charitable with their most valuable resource 

of time. 

A special thanks for the GLS and GDC communities and confer­

ence staffs that first hosted RTR. They graciously put up with the 

demand oddities of time, printing requests, post-it note walls, 

sock interviews, boxes of assorted supplies, posters, and myself -
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INTRODUCTION 

s researchers trying to understand games, it's invigorating 

- and humbling - to see the breakneck pace with which 

game development occurs. Every few years, revolutions in 

hardware, design innovations, and the changing place of 

video games in culture transform the marketplace in fundamental ways. 

A few years ago the revolution was games' capacity for meaningful 

narrative experiences. Then we saw the enormous growth ofMMOs. 

Today games are reaching new audiences through social games on 

emerging platforms. Games are a moving target, and understanding 

them means incorporating many points of view on a changing basis. 

We are designers and academics who cross boundaries, and we value 

how engaging with each other enables us to reflect on our practices, 

encounter new ways to think about games, and see how other fields 

tackle similar problems. RTR grew out of this impulse for interdisci­

plinary dialog. Organic conversations at conferences such as the Game 

Developer's Conference, or Games+ Learning+ Society, occur most 

often during spontaneous dialog over dinner or martinis. Over time, 

these discussions led to further informal and formal collaborations. 

These include academics studying game developers' design practices, 

game designers conducting guest lectures and teaching game design 

courses, and both groups consulting on one another's work. On oc­

casion, full-blown collaborative projects sought to push the envelope 

of academics and game design, as with Gamestar Mechanic, a game 

srcinally developed by the University of Wisconsin-Madison and 
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Gamelab, led by James Paul Gee and Eric Zimmerman. 

As useful and productive as these efforts have been, we wanted to create 

a space to promote such interactions, without necessarily requiri ng one to 

close down the bar or have a large grant. Building on ideas from games 

design, could we pull from the tradition of prototyping, and create a 9'ttici 

and ea.f)I cycles of learning, and could we pull from learning theory and 

create contexts to learn through problem solving? 

'We always talk about game designers and academics collaborating in 

designing games," Eric noted, "but why not have them collaborate in 

conducting research?" This struck Constance and Kurt as a little weird. 

Why would game designers, who create these compelling experiences and 

luscious worlds give t wo shakes about research? 

But the more we thought about it, the more collaborating on conducting 

research made sense. For starters, it might enable discussions of"what is a 

good research question?" Academics might be intrigued by what kinds of 

research questions game designers have, and it might be helpful for game 

designers to go through the process of creating and refining research ques-

Effi'3t~<t tkitpPo~llrllCffifgh~iH!Hi'tg;fcicfPrfl~~•ati1H1&Js!gitirr1eto1ffiRM~at 

each knows about games. For example, participants might share informa­

tion on gamer demographics and play patter ns, formal or informal theories 

of player motivation, or theories of design. 

The opportunity to pursue these ideas presented itself through the Games 

+ Learning + Society Conference. Each year, we promote unique formats 

that honor the principle of" learning through interaction," such as "cha t­

n-frags", fireside chats, and design workshops. The idea behind all of these 

formats is to move away from content-delivery as the model for confer­

ences, and toward structured interactions that are likely to produce learn­

ing for participants. 



REAL-TIME RESEARCH 
Through these discussions, Real-Time Research (RTR) was born. What 

started as a structure to facilitate learning through interaction has evolved 

into an intriguing research format in its own right. In RTR, people (ideally 

they are interdisciplinary and from different fields or industries altogether) 

gather to conceptualize, conduct, complete, and report out on a research study 

within a very brief (usually 2-3 day) time period. This might sound insane 

(it did to vs at first) bv.t it works, in.no small part dµe t.o the stf\lctun:s a(ld 
supports that RTK facilitators provide (see next sect10nJ. You might think of 

RTR as the rapid prototyping of research, although with rapid prototyping 

there is usually an implicit goal to build a larger product later on. In contrast, 

the process itself, as a learning experience, is the primary goal ofRTR. 

Over time, RTR has evolved to take advantage of the unique opportunities 

that this form of research allows. At a conference such as GDC, 10,000 game 

designers -- and players -- of many different sorts gather, forming a unique 

population to be studied via any variety of means ( observations, interviews, 

surveys, structured experiments). Likewise, conferences, which occupy physi­

cal and virtual space in particular kinds of ways create new opportunities for 

social interactions. RTR experiments provided some of the inspiration for 

games such as Backchannel, a conference-based game played over Twitter, 

that was later expanded by Zimmerman, Colleen Macklin (an RTR veteran) 

and colleagues. 

These are just some of the opportunities that RTR provides. With this 

volume, we are turning RTR over to you, the reader, player, researcher, and 

designer. Our hope is that RTR will morph and evolve as people adapt it 

to new contexts and domains. The body of research within, although usu-

ally containing low evidence for generalizability is nonetheless useful, either 

for gaining insight into gaming as a social practice (see studies of f!Gr/d if 
#an:rqftplayers' inventories), prototyping new methodologies (see post-it 

note studies), or capturing state-of-the-field at particular times (see Wordle 

sntd~of the Game Developer's CQI1fei:ence). We imairine.that asLthis corpus 
oYR l K grows and evolves, <111e may be able to query 1t tt) gam ms1gut mto 

"what the field was thinking" through time. 
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THE SETUP: 

BEJ'ORE YOUR RTR SESSION 

As you prepare for your session, a few important considerations. First, the 

overall schedule. We have run RTR with the following general structure: 

An initial session to explain the process, divide the researchers into groups, 

and design the research experiments. This session requires a room with 

breakout tables for group design discussions and lasts from 90 minutes to two 
hours. 

After this session, researchers are left on their own to meet and organize their 

research projects as they see fit during the larger event. 

Lastly, the researchers meet again at the end to finalize and present their re­

search, as well as discuss the overall process. This last session could be as short 

as an hour if they are just presenting, but we recommend 90 minutes or more 

so that groups can spend some time preparing their final presentations. 

If you are running RTR at a conference that lasts a couple of days to a week, 

rum¥HPKsfilfJs~H~~l~ir<Fl¥ f&J>~1W~1t i~~e~"fJ1Jt le1s~Il1c1hlf>sUJs86fBeW 
time as possible to meet and work on their projects during the event. 

If you are running RTR in a context that is less time-condensed, such as 

within a class that meets regularly, you can simply hold the beginning and 

ending sessions during class hours. Because we have only held RTR ses-

sions at conferences, we'll be aiming our tips and suggestions for that kind of 

context. 

FACILITATORS I 

Who is running your session? We've had good luck with groups of 20-30 

researchers being led by three or four facilitators that represent different dis­

ciplinary backgrounds. Ideally, you have the people that are: 

• from an academic background and familiar with a wide array of 



research methods. 

• comfortable with data analysis and multiple theoretical approaches 

to game studies. 

• with a design or instructional background who is used to working 

to solve design problems through rapid prototyping. 

It's hard to find all of this in just one or two people, so we highly 

recommend a team approach to facilitation. Facilitators should not be 

participants - they need to run the starting and ending sessions, help 
groups with the initial design process, and provide assistance through-

out the process. 

THE TOOLS I 

There are a number of materials you will need to run your session. If 
you want to run your RTR event as we have done, here's what is re-

quired (everything is explained in more detail in later sections below): 

• RTR CARD·S (TOOL 1 _1 PAGE 170) 

3 decks of cards for THEORY, METHOD, and TOPIC. 

(TOOL 2_, PAGE 1 75) 

• s:,y F' F' LIE s1 :E.- SES SI n N F' R: E: F' • · 1 d. 1 - ro ass1snn p annmg ana 1ri'ipiemenung proJects, me u mg arge 

pads of paper, markers, post-it notes, etc. 

• GOODIES ( TOC•L 3 _, PAGE 179) 

This is not mandatory, but to assist researchers in recruiting 

subjects, we have provided candy treats and special "I subjected" 

stickers for conference attendee badges. 

• TEMPLATE SLIDES FOR GROUP PRESEt--1-

TATIONS (TOOL 4_, PAGE 181) 

• RESEARCH t:·OCUMENTS & HAt--lDOUTS 

(TOOLS 5-8_, PAGE 1 82) 

We've provided sample questionnaires and data forms, human­
subject interview guidelines, and tips for research. All of which are 

available for you to modify at the end of this book in the section titled 

.-.-THE TOOLS.v I 
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• HEAD~~UARTERS :::.- RESOURCES, 

While participants are actually working on their projects during the 

conference, it is nice to have a high-traffic location where they can set 

up shop to conduct experiments or recruit research subjects. Our best 

results came from conferences where we had a large "Real-Time Re­

search" sign near a table where researchers could leave surveys and good­

ies, set up posters for interactive research feedback, etc. 

In addition to the office and art materials mentioned above, some great re­

sources for researchers during the conference would be a place where they can 

easily print or photocopy documents like a survey form, access to still cameras 

and video cameras, clipboards, and - of course - more art and office supplies! 

In our experience, if you provide them, the researchers will use them. 

PROMOTION. 

RTR is not "just another session" at a conference, but is more like an event 

that is woven into the entire conference from beginning to end. For this rea­

son, we highly recommend that you work with the event organizers to try and 

secure the time slots, locations, and spaces you need in order to make your 

RTR even,t a suq:e~s. Bein_g able tQ h4ve a prominent RTR headquarters, for 
example, that includes a pnnter and other resources can really help out your 

researchers. 

Promotion is also important for getting the word out to possible participants 

at the conference. You don't want people to hear about how cool the first 

RTR session was '3fterit happens - you want them attending! Since your 

opening session will be taking place at the very start of the conference, you 

need to make sure that people know about it. If possible, try and sell Real­

Time Research as a "special event" that should be promoted as such at the 

conference. Perhaps the final session of research presentations can be given a 

prominent spot in the conference program. 

OPEN INC SESSION: STRUCTURE 
The breakdown of the opening session is as follows, assuming you have 



90 minutes total. Be strict with your time! You have a lot to squeeze in. 

Introduction by the facilitators: 

Dividing into groups: 

Handing out cards: 

Swapping cards and finalizing card selections: 

Brainstorming research questions and experiments: 

Rapid-fire pitches and critiques: 

Final implementation planning: 

Each of these are explained in more detail below. 

OPENING SESSION: INTRO 

10 minutes 

5 minutes 

5 minutes 

10 minutes 

20 minutes 

15 minutes 

25 minutes 

OK. Your preparation is completed, and you're ready to run your first 

session. To begin, introduce the idea of Real-Time Research to the 

room. In addition to summarizing the process for everyone, we recom­

mend that you hit the following important points: 

• THIS IS NOT TRADITIONAL RESEARCH 

Set their expectations properly- Real-Time Research is almost 

certainly not going to produce top-notch research results. But 
that's not the point. The purpose ofRTR is to collaborate across 

disciplines in a playful way, as they explore new research methods 

and approaches. And who knows - they might end up with some 

real insights. But no one should go into an RTR session expecting 

the rigor of traditional academic research. 

• RTR IS A COt-1t-1ITt-1ENT 

Taking part in Real-Time Research is not a back-seat experience. 

It means rolling up your sleeves andaotizg sometbing- not just for 

this session, but for the rest ofthe conference.Everyone at a cotfer­

ence is already probably quite busy, and doing a Real-Time Research 

tlXoerimi::nt mea1,1s thatvou ha"\l'e vet another set.of tai;h: toliSQueeze in. ;:,ogive tnem a cnance to sw1tcn to another sess10n 1t tfiey tire - tney 

will need to be able to set aside the time to do their research 
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• IT WILL BE FUN 

Even though RTR research will be work, it will be play as well. Partici­

pants have fun, get stimulated, and often end up with new projects or 

even ideas for publishable papers. Furthermore, RTR is great networking. 

Not only will participants collaborate with people in their research group, 

but they'll have an excuse to approach anyone at the conference and ask 

them to take part in their study. 

In your introductory remarks, find a balance between scaring them away and 

encouraging them to stay. You don't want half-hearted participants: if people 

flake out, it is tough on the rest of the group. On the other hand, it may take 

some convincing to get your session attendees to see what is so great about 

staying in the room and committing to the experience. 

Getting everyone into groups is the next item on your agenda. Groups should 

include five or six participants. In our experience, fewer than that number and 

a group might not end up with enough person-power to complete a research 

project (especially if one or two drop out). With more than six in a group, 

it's easier to take a back seat and not end up really engaged with the group 

discussions and decisions. 

Just to be sure you know who you're dealing with, you might want to ask peo­

ple to raise hands based on their home discipline (design, humanities, social 

science, technology, education, etc). Your hope is that each group has a good 

mix. Because people from the same background who know each other tend to 

sit together, we have found that "counting off' works best to shuffle the room. 

Figure out how many groups you will have (such as four), and then go around 

the room, counting 1-2-3-4, 1-2-3-4, etc. until everyone is in a group. Each 

group forms around a different table or area of the room. 

We have put together a woi:ksheet, evolved through several iterations, that will 
help each group plan and implement their project. Practicallythis worksheet 

fh~cPcfitlb'i\PiHE\f§>e~H1Rmi~J' ei~i\i~fu~VfeaW~1tfttrc£torm Wffi~~IJ~'t3fi@&l 
5, page_) and then hand it in to you at the end of the first session, as it not 



only helps them see their ideas evolve, but also serves as a record of what they 

have accomplished at the end. 

OPEN INC SESSION: 
DEALINC & SWAPPINC CARDS 
Next comes the fun part: deciding what each group will research. In a wildly 

interdisciplinary group, giving participants a blank canvas would be a disas­

ter. To help them coalesce quickly around a single idea, we have used a set 

of cards (Tool 1, page 170) to help them shape their ideas. Constraints help 

foster creativity, and the cards we present here are the result of trying out and 

tweaking of structures that will shape innovative group thinking. 

• Each group is dealt two Theory of Learning Cards (Jean Piaget, Behav­

iorism, etc.), two Topic Cards (Play Styles, Second Life, etc.); and one 

Methods Card ( Observational Studies, Interviews, etc.). The goal is for 

each group to come up with a viable research idea that takes one of each 

kind of card into account. To give a sense of how these constraints get 

turned into projects, we present the srcinal cards given each group on 

the first page of each group's chapter. 

As groups are looking over their cards and beginning to discuss them, lay 

out all of the undealt cards face-up on a table in the center of the room. Let 

groups know that they can send a single representative to swap cards they 

were dealt with cards on the table. That is, as long as they follow The Swap 

Rule: you must lay one card down on the table before you pick one up. This 

guideline is important to ensure that someone doesn't swoop in and swipe all 
of the cards. 

Don't give groups very much time to finalize their cards - ten minutes at the 

most. Expect heated discussion as groups debate the cards they want to keep, 

while representatives scurry to and from the central table. In our experience, 

some groups will take good advantage of the swap table, but other groups 

always end up using the srcinal cards they were given. By the end of the card 

swapping time, each group needs to have finalized the three cards they want 
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to use as the basis of their research experiment. 

As groups begin to generate ideas, remind them that time is of the es­

sence. The most important thing for them to keep in mind is that they 

must quickly move from bouncing loose ideas around to picking a sin­

gle concept for their research experiment. They will have time to refine 

their idea during the rest of the session, but it's important for them to 

be decisive rather than deliberating endlessly. 

Facilitators should feel free to wander by groups, listen in, and give 

suggestions. Give them room to breathe, but push them if they need it. 

As a way of structuring their thinking, try having each group formalize 

their research question - as well as the real-world experiment that will 

attempt to answer that question. 

Remember to encourage them to be playful in their methods - this is 

their chance to go for unconventional research techniques. Do they 

invent a game that is played by everyone during tomorrow's lunch? 

Take a survey by setting up posters with instructions for self-reporting? 

Can the results of their research end up being a wall-length mural? A 

collaboratively written story? A video puppet show? Use examples of 
RTR projects from this book to help them see how open the possibili-

ties really are. 

Note that the groups do not have to be orthodox about fully using all 

three cards - perhaps one of their cards is more of a tangential inspira­

tion than a hard constraint. The most important goal for them at this 

stage is to rapidly find consensus around a single research idea. 

OPENINC SESSION: 
DISCUSSION AND CRITI(!UE 

After about 20 minutes have passed,it's time for a quick discussion and 

critique. Even with their concepts at such an early stage, groups must 

present their ideas to each other for feedback. Have them present their 



research question, and then outline the experiment that they want to perform. 

Having discussion and critique so early in the process serves a number of 

purposes. The fact of having to present helps put pressure on groups to be de­

cisive and settle on an idea. A healthy sense of competition among the groups 

can also be a motivating factor. The notion that their concept is getting criti­

cal feedback keeps everyone thinking fast and loose, and open to change and 

improvisation. Lastly, of course, groups will always have useful feedback for 

each other too. 

We have structured the critique in a few different ways. Sometimes we've 

paired groups up with each other, so that each group hears and critiques 

one other group. We've also had each group pitch their concept to everyone, 

getting feedback from the entire room. Both work well - time and space 

constraints will help determine how you want to structure this part of your 

session. 

As groups present, facilitators should ask questions and give comments. Make 

sure that each group is asking an srcinal, interesting research question that 

takes good advantage of their interdisciplinary mix - it shouldn't sound too 

much like research from any one narrow field. Feasibility of imP.lementation 
is also a crucial issue - keep an eye out for groups that are proposing projects 

requiring too much time and attention from them or from their research 

subjects. Can they really get it done in the time allotted? 

OPEN INC SESSION: 
RESEARCH DESICN 
Once the presentations have been completed, it's time for the final stretch­

each group needs to plan concretely how they are going to implement their 

experiment. Here's where you really need to help them strategize about how 

they are going to accomplish their research. Typically, RTR participants 

underestimate just how busy and distracted everyone is at the conference. For 

example, if they are going to put up an interactive poster to gather research, 

make sure the instructions are dead clear, and if possible set up shifts of 
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researchers to stand next to it. If the group wants to observe people doing 

a particular activity- like playing games - find out where at the conference 

people will be playing them and ensure that the researchers get there at the 

right time. 

Make sure that everyone knows how things are going to unfold after the 

session ends. That means communicating the time and place of the final ses­

sion at the end of the conference, as well as everything that needs to happen 

in-between. Designate a group leader to collect email addresses and mobile 

numbers from everyone. Make sure that each group knows where and when 

they are meeting to begin their actual research process. 

Communicate to the groups all of the resources they have available to them. 

This includes physical art and office supplies, facilitators who can be reached 

to assist groups in getting other materials, the location of an RTR headquar­

ters where groups can print and photocopy, goodies for test subjects, consent 

forms, and anything else that you have put together in preparation for the 

session. Let groups make unusual requests and see what you can do. Make 

use of the hive mind: if RTR hasn't reserved a video camera, someone in the 

room just might have one. 

As they exit the room at the end of the session, make sure there is a leader 

for each group with a contact list, as well as a hard plan for how they are 

somehow going to manage to conduct a research experiment in the time that 

unfolds before the final session. 

DURINC THE CONJ'ERENCE 
Once the session ends and your researchers scatter to the four corners of the 

conference, do what you can to support them in their efforts. Below are some 

of the strategies we have taken in past RTRs, some of which work better than 

others in particular contexts. 

, I CREATE A SUPPORT PERSON I 

Whether this is one of the facilitators or a conference staff, have some-



one that every researcher can call with questions and requests. Make sure 

this person really has time to answer phone calls and emails, as well as 

actually meet with and help out groups that need assistance. 

2, HAVE A GENERAL RTR MEETING TIME, 

In the past, it has helped to have a suggested daily check-in time and 

place for groups to gather and touch base. This is especially useful in 

large and busy conferences, where improvised meeting times may be dif­

ficult or impossible for groups to make. Ideally, your meeting times take 

place daily during conference down times. And make sure your support 

person is there to help out. 

3, CREATE A REAL-TIME RESEARCH HQ., 

If you can manage it, having a central table where researchers can gather 

can be very helpful in many ways. An RTR HQcan be a meeting place, 

the location of RTR resources, and the spot where the support person 

can be found during most of the conference. An HQalso serves as a 

rallying point for actual research - it can attract attention and therefore 

possible research subjects. (You can let interested any test subjects know 

about the time and location of the final session, where they get to see the 

results of the research th~'re facilitating.) In addition, this can serve to 
advertise for your next RTR event when people stop to ask questions. 

4, GIVE GUIDANCE AND SUPPORT, 

When you see RTR researchers in action, stop to ask them how things 

are going and tell them how much you're looking forward to their final 

report. Feel free to offer any feedback or discuss their preliminary find­

ings or methodologies. 

CLOS INC SESSION: WRAP-UP 

The final session should be simple and focused. The main purpose is to let all 

of the researchers tell their war stories and - hopefully - share some interest­

ing research results. Depending on the length of time and format of your 

event, you may want to give time for researchers to finalize their presentations 
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- say, the first half hour of a 90-minute session. On the other hand, if you 

are pressed for time, and are expecting lots of non-researchers to attend the 

session (who may not want to wait half an hour for the presentations to start), 

then tell your groups to show up with their presentations ready to go. 

Most likely, each group will only have a short time for presentation and 

discussion. Encourage them to keep their slideshows and talks short, and let 

the details of their experience come out in the Q&A. A PowerPoint Template 

(Tool 4, page 181) is included in this book, which you can copy onto laptops 

at the opening session in order to facilitate and structure researcher presenta­

tions. 

Ideally, each group presents the RTR cards they decided to use as inspiration, 

their research question and experiment, the process they lived through trying 

to complete their experiment, and any results and tentative conclusions. If 
you plan on doing RTR again, asking participants how the experience could 

have been better for them is a good idea. 

POST-RTR: CONTACT US! 

RTR is a passion for us and we hope that it will be for you too. Our work 
with it is only the beginning of the fun. We believe that your efforts to use it 

will produce the same sort of experiences. Try it out and enjoy it. If you do, 

let us know! 

We are more than willing to work with you. At the least we want to hear 

about your experience informally. There are two ways to share. Contact Seann 

for either planning and personalizing your lesson design or just to trade war 

stories. Or you can have your groups write up their research for review - using 

the format (Tool 6, page 184) you see in this book - and send t to us. We'd 

be excited to see your modifications, your group's final work, possibly invite 

you to add a chapter to this book, and to welcome you to the RTR community. 









HOW DO YOU TRANSLATE A 
CREAT MODEL OJ' J'UN LEARNING 
INTO AN APPROUED RESEARCH 
PRO.JECT J'OR PUBLICATION? 

RTR by itself can stand alone as an engaging model of practice in learning 

environments. Researching- interesting- q,uestioo.s has lonJ?;_ been an.entry into 
learnmg not oniy about the-'top1c at hanct, but about tfie practice or research 

itself. At a third level, those that enjoy research and the process of discovery 

are often leaders in their respective fields. RTR is a fun entry into practice 

on this level and we hoped to capture these experiences in the book you are 

reading now - not only so you could enjoy the work itself, but the process, 

practice, and even your own use. 

In fact it is our hope that you'd enjoy the work here so much that you would 

use RTR as a way to bring playful rigor to your learning environments, 

classes, and practice. Use RTR to test new ideas thatmay be worth further 

study, build concepts, methodologies, and research team cohesiveness. 

IRB 

To share the work of RTR, as a learning tool, it was important to pursue 

good standing with the Instructional Review Board (IRB) and those that 

review research for the university. Simply conducting an RTR session in a 

class or business environment wouldn't require any of this, but to publish we 

needed IRB approval. IRB's have been in place to protect the institution, but 

also to protect the researchers and the fields they represent. 

Each IRB is unique to it's institution so your work getting approval will es­

sentially be local. Attached here is the language that we used at the University 

of Wisconsin - Madison after meetings, suggestions, and the help of the IRB 

panel. Below you'll find the entire submission for your use and as a work-
ing point for any IRB work you may do.If you are trying RTR infonmlly, 



without intent to use the data beyond course credit, you may want to skip to 

the second part of this chapter. If you want to be prepared for publication, 

then you are welcome to use it as a starting point for building your own IRB 

submission for research. 

We found that making initial contact with the IRB provided the opportunity 

to share and connect on the vision with representatives ahead of time. Set­

ting up a time to look at the submission provided invaluable insights into the 

importance of good review, how to structure our submission, and also gave us 
a strong communication line alorg the way. Your local IRB will have differ 

ent levels of accessibility however and these initial meetings, though useful, 

are not essential. 

When done, approved, and you are able to broaden RTR work for publica­

tion, this book always has room for a few more good projects. 

SUBMITTED TO UW-t-1ADISON IRB: 

ABSTRACT 

Real-Time Research (RTR) is a conference workshop held at professional 

games (and learning) conferences - specifically, the Games, Learning & 

Society Conference (GLS, Madison WI), the Game Developers Conference 

(GDC, San Jose CA), and possibly the Digital Games Research Association 

Conference (DIG RA, London). The GENERAL PURPOSE of this project 

is (a) a learning opportunity for participants less experienced in successful 

interdisciplinary collaboration among academics, designers, and educators, (b) 

to provide a venue for piloting new research questions or replicating known 

ones, and (c) to provide a new and rich venue for a learning experience at 

these conferences. We accomplish this through a two-part workshop involv­

ing game researchers, game designers, and other professionals in game-related 

fields attending the host event. RTR attendees participate in a workshop at 
the beginning of the host conference to collaboratively design, on ( typically 
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5-12) cross-disciplinary project teams of 5-8 individuals, separate research 

projects that are conducted over the course of the host conference itself. 

Groups identify a theory oflearning and methodology to frame their project, 

generate a research question, and then gather the necessary data from fel-

low conference attendees during the host event. After data is collected, they 

reconvene in a second workshop at the end of the host conference to debrief 

on the feasibility of their methods and processes and to share their findings 

in the form of a 5 minutes public presentation on their project and a short 

"chapter"in an online RTR bookto be published with ETC press. Our in­
terest is in the project group work and the process of designing research itself. 

It is the final debriefs that we collect and analyze for RTR publication. The 

project reports in the second session become the target of study and a form 

of data used to write our reflections on the designs and processes employed -

much like professors respond to class projects and write about lesson design 

referring to them. We are also interested in the refinement of the RTR proc­

ess over time and how it evolves through much iteration. 

STUD\' DESICN & METHODS 

INCLUSION CRITERIA 

The inclusion criteria for participants in RTR research projects are purely 

voluntary. Adult professionals who are already attending the host event (GLS, 

GDC, or DIGRA), and furthermore select this session to attend, select 

themselves by taking the workshop. No underage minors are involved and 

no special groups are targeted in any way, nor is any personally identifiable or 

sensitive information kept. Because these conferences are conducted in Eng­

lish, all participants would have adequate English fluency. All participants 

have the option at any time to simply enjoy the rest of the conference without 

further participation. 

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS 

10-30 particioants attend the RTR sejsions and fo~m proiects. For thci.( 
proJecrs theynave access to otlier conterence attenctees-rangmg from 3uu 

(GLS) to 3000 (GDC). 



Each project group varies in the number of cases it is willing and able to 

involve. This number varies as necessary depending on whether the project 

involves, for example, observation of participants using a specific game inter­

face (15 minute protocol), a short interview (5 minute protocol), or a series 

ofLikert scale questions (1 minute protocol). Longer protocols involve fewer 

participants given the nature of this workshop and the fact that data collec­

tion must only be done within the time constraints of the host conference. 

We estimate that, at most, 200-400 persons at each host event would partici­
pate in any form of the projects. This however is secondary to the core of the 

project, which is the smaller number of participants in the workshop and part 

of the RTR work. 

ROLE OF PARTICIPANTS 

Each RTR interdisciplinary teams will participate in their projects as they see 

fit and these roles will vary. For the first session they are planning their projects, 

they carry them out during the conference, and at the second session each 

group of participants shares out on their project.These reports are the target 

of this IRB. We would ask them to write a complementary report on their 

projects and use this for our analysis and interaction with the data they collect. 

So far involving conference attendees has included responding to short in­

terview questions about game play preferences, answering Likert scale items 

about videogames and learning, briefly playing a game title at the host con­

ference under observation, or agreeing to submit one's online twitter streams 

for analysis (with identifying information removed). All of these interactions 

are studied in public settings at the host conference venue and are engaged 

for as briefly as possible so as to minimize disruption of their professional 

event while maximizing the number of cases that can be included. We pro­

vide a guide (can and can't do list) to our participants, including a script that 

is attached to the IRB, that instructs them to state their name, project, how 

they selected the person, risk/benefit, voluntary nature of the work, and that 

no personal ioformation \\'.ill be kept. N d . . • 1 d ·d ·fy vve set up stnct rules tor the proJeCts. o ecept10n 1s mvo ve , no 1 ent1 -
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ing or sensitive information is collected (not even names), and no topics are 

raised that could in any way be embarrassing, diminishing, or deleterious in 

any way to participants (i.e. nothing transgressive, sexual, embarrassing, or 

unduly personal such as intimate feelings and relationships toward others 

or oneself). Participation needs to be entirely voluntary and, before any data 

is collected, oral consent is obtained and individuals are reminded that they 

can cease participation at any time. With consent, images, audio and video 

are, at times, recorded as part of data collection but only for record keeping 

and analysis with no such identifying data shared in any public venues either 
written or face-to-face. 

COMPENSATION 
The only compensation given for participation is a small sticker which reads 

"RTR- I subjected" for the individual to place wherever they like (e.g. their 

conference badge, notebook, or computer) or not. Consenting project teams 

can have their work be a case used and published as an RTR outcome. 

SITES 
The RTR workshop is held at three host events, all of which are profes-

sional games (and learning) conferences: (1) the Games, Learning & Society 

Conference (GLS) held annuall_y in Madison WI, (2) the Game Develgpers 
Conference (GDC) held annually in San Jose CA, and (3) the Digital Games 

Research Association Conference (DIG RA) held this Fall in London (op­

tional ifinternational regulations would complicate the IRB process). 

DOES THE STUDY INVOLVE PARTIC­
IPANTS FROM PLACES OTHER THAN 
COMMON PUBLIC SPACES? 

No 

MEASUREMENT PROCEDURES 
The measurement procedures to be used in this study vary depending on the 

nature of research questions developed by each project group. Our observa­
tion of the groups at work in addition to the final group reports give the core 



information for reflection on the work, design of the study, and follow up 

questions. After we verbally share our thoughts about the projects, groups 

are invited to write up a summary and reflection piece about the experience 

with a template for consistency. These write ups along with our commentary 

make up the coreof the research. Therefore, when the groups report back 

at the second session, we will record and keep records of the findings they 

present. We collect the slide shows they used and written reflections of the 

project along with our reflections and feedback on the projects. 

WILL ANV OF THE FOLLOWING BE 
USED AS PART OF THE STUC·V: 
Q. U E STI ON NAIR ES_. MEASURE-
ME NT INSTRUMENTS_. INTERVIEW 
PROTOCOLS_. OR A DESCRIPTION 
OF TOPICS OR AN APPRO>::IMATE 
SCRIPT? 

NOTE: Yes, but because the exact instruments will not be developed until 

the actual RTR workshop, we have no detailed measures to include with this 

protocol at this time. There are no instruments formally developed for the 

participants in the sessions, only ones they may create and use. 

Verbal consent will be attained with any participants. Handouts will outline 

this process. (see attached) 

RECRUITMENT MATERIALS: 

[none] 

RISH/BENEJ'IT ASSESSMENT 

ARE THERE RISl-::S TO THE PARTICI­

PANTS? 
No 
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STEPS TO MINIMIZE RISl-::S 
We minimize risk by clearly outlining and providing a written guide to 

constraints for the session projects (much like in a classroom setting). This 

includes not collecting any identifying information (including names and 

institutions) of any form and eschewing discussion of any topics that could in 

some way pose personal, social, material, or political risk to the participants. 

£bW,&,a \flrnyJN,11fuk1£?i9™~~Jti-1W2ff a\%~c1e1or~~%0mIIJlltar-ta 
as part of the research is not shared publicly either through presentation or 

through inclusion in any written products of this work. If any group were in­

spired by the designed projects at the conference, they would need to submit 

separate IRB's and replicate the research for any separate publication/s. 

Any info that is stored concerning the group presentations and findings will 

be filed and stored in an external password protected hard-drive kept by the 

PI's on this project. 

MEDICAL OR PROFESSIONAL IN­
TER •.,.1 E NTI ON 
n/a 

ALTERNATI 1-}E TREATMENTS 
n/a 

POSSIBLE BENEFITS TO THE PAR­
TICIPANTS 
The possible benefits to participants are both immediate, short term and 

long term. First, because many professionals in the games industry are also 

game players and avidly interested in their own learning processes (as well 

as the processes of other players), one immediate benefit from participation 

is simply the opportunity to talk about investigation, meet colleagues in the 

field, create a collaborative project, and have an authentic assessment in the 

presentation of their work. 



Second, because we share our general findings at the end of the conference 

that participants have chosen to attend, they have the opportunity to imme­

diately see the outcomes the work that their participation has made possible. 

Oftentimes these aggregated findings provide an interesting context for 

reflection on one's own views. 

Finally, because subjects are academic and industry professionals in the field 

of games (and learning), the findings of these small pilot studies are of imme-

diate benefit to participants professionally in that they add to our collective 
knowledge about this new emerging field. RTR workshops provide a venue 

for exploratory and educational collaboration on research topics ofinterest 

across disparate disciplines. In our experience so far, individuals who have 

participated have had overwhelmingly positive things to say about both their 

personal involvement and they value they feel it brings to our profession. 

Many subjects wear the "I subjected" stickers with pride and encourage others 

to volunteer because participation is seen as both informative and fun. 

BENEFITS TO SOCIETV 
RTR workshops provide scholars and designers in the field of games and 

learning an opportunity to work together on interesting questions and pilot 

a.ttempti'\ to answer thos.e questions with minimal investi:nent q( nrofessional 
time and resources. ft tosters conversat10n across domams, wh1th m new 

fields of study in particular, is especially important. As "games and learning" 

becomes an ever increasingly popular topic of academic and public interest, 

innovative hands-on educational workshops like RTR can help stave off the 

disciplinary "silo'ing" so detrimental to forward knowledge by fostering con­

versation, collaboration, and the exchange of ideas across areas that otherwise 

not in conversation. 

ADDITIONAL INJ'ORMATION 
To date, RTR has been a very big success as an educational workshop; our 

main goal in formalizing the research through IRBs now is to enable us to 

insure that our handling of data involving participants is appropriate so as to 
enable broader distribution of our methoas and findings in the form on an 
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online book through ETC press (who came to us with an offer for publica­

tion given RTR's strong reputation and success). 

PRODUCTS/MATERIALS USED IN 
THE STUDV: 
1. RTR: Research guide andconsent script 

2. RTR: Follow up (consent forparticipation) 

l ~T~: ~!iP&ft (guide) 

5. RTR: Supplies 

The IRB process required the initial submission and edits based on follow up 

from the committee, two panel members consulted with us and helped guide 

those revisions. Finally, we got the approval for RTR and were able to take 

the RTR projects as data for publication. 

Special Notes or Instructions: After discussions between [IRB representa­

tives] and the research team, this protocol has been submitted. [IRB repre­

sentatives] have determined that the research team has done an excellent job 

in addressing any IRB concerns. Therefore, this protocol is determined to be 

exempt pursuant to 45 CFR 46.lOl(b)(l). 

PREPARINC J'OR THE SESSION 
The first and primary requirement for RTR is )OUr understanding of how it 

w01ks, and being excited about iterative research. In the previous chapter Eric 

and Kurt laid outthe premise and basiaiesign ofRTR Beyond this,many prac­

titioners would be comfortable running with it and making adjustments on the 

fly. Your design choices will ostomize and make RTR come alive in your setting. 

For others, you may be asking for more detail and a look inside the 'on the 

floor' implementation. Here is a short but useful 'to-dolist of sorts. As the 

IRB work is simply laid bare, below are the lists and notes we built over time 
to make sure everything was in place. 



During the RTR sessions we kept track of both ideas for the future and 

needs that emerged for the sessions. With each of the three iterations this 

document became more refined and useful for our practice.Moreover, we can 

easily share it with you. 

MATERIALS NEEDED: 
• Emphasize that RTR needsshould go throughgraduate students,not 

conference folks 
• Have some example studies that we present inour intro 

• Customize the card deck each year. 

• Notepads/pens/markers 

• power strips (for many active laptops) 

• timekeeper 

• set of cards - color glossy printing on card stock 

FIRST SESSION: 
• keynote presentation w/ samples ofRTR and template for groups 

• templates of data collection tools 

• sample consent scripts 

• !?roup information forms ( to record contact information) 
• do's and don'ts"of research 

BOOTH OR HAN[:-V 
RESOURCES FOR RTR TEAMS: 
• big sign ("RTR: RealTime Research w/ GLS logo) Lamenated2 - 2'x 3' 

Poster 

• printer 

• internet connection 

• e-mail address for RTR (so folks can send files to have printed) 

• clipboards (10) 

• paper (1-2 reams) 

• stai;,ler,markers,, pens,notepads, string, tape,portable file/organizer,file 
foloers, easel wt sneets of paper 
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FOR NEXT VEAR: 
• full time RTR grad student (or two) w/ parking passes (for supply runs) 

• access to copy machine 

• separate table,close to registration 

• set up RTR forurn/wiki/type thing for folks to stay in touch if wanted 

• video cameras 

• digital cameras 

• tag boards/White boards w/ easels/public wall space 

• add a panel of judges to thefinal presentation & give out awardsfor various 

categories 

• create a new category of cards called "material constraints" 

At the end of this book, you'll find everything else you'll need - including 

cards, handouts, and templates. Use them all as starting points for your own 

RTR project. 

THE RTR PRO.JECTS 

Before digging in, enjoy a few samples of work. Our collection of RTR alum­

ni are excited to present their findings and analysis of their RTR projects. 
Enjoy them for the interesting investigations diat they are and use them as 

case studies ofRTR in action and get to know RTR from the student's per­

spective so you can move towards your own use ofRTR. 

You should know a few things before you read on. First, these groups were 

invested enough in a few days of collaboration to return to this writing 

months later. Second, the value of sharing, writing, and working together 

were all the incentive available. Often the topics included here were for fun, 

but not necessarily in line with their research work professionally. Finally, 

the project chapters you're about to read were written by very diverse teams. 

What may appear somewhat consistent in method is actually a combination 

of researchers, game designers, students, teachers, administrators, and tech­

nology specialists - and I suspect some closet artists are included too. These 

are professionals from a few different walks that have set aside time, energy, 

and a bit oflove to share a few days of their "play" with you. 



Use these as examples for your own practice. If done right, this is the sort of 

work possible. More exciting is that your learners will probably improve on 

these. Your iterations will add to what RTR is now. 

ENCOURACINC WRITINC 
With ETC Press we had the chance to offer the RTR groups a chance to 

write and share their work. Many did just this. Whether or not you are work­

ing towards publication, the process of writing and analysis over time extends 

the learning for those involved. This sort of revisiting of the work also extends 

the initial relationships built by those involved. 

In order to engage participants in a writing reunion of sorts, I simply sent 

out e-mails to the groups and invited them to participate. At the end of this 

book you'll find the template (Tool 6, page 186) that was attached so writ­

ing could be consistent. This template also made the process more accessible 

because the effort only required 'editing' their presentations from the RTR 
sessions into a more formal context. 

Invariably the grou2s saw this as an oppQttunitv to :J.dd in :what they didn't 
nave time tor When we ran -tTie sess10rts'; Groups took tne time to cite the 

writers that influenced their inquiry thread and methods. In addition, it was 

exciting to see what a new look at the data produced. Most groups used the 

comments from our experts at the conference to revise their work in writing. 

Once the groups had a working chapter put together, the drafts were pre­

sented to Constance, our expert reader, for another round of suggestions and 

edits. Groups cleaned them up and submitted what you see here. 
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WILL THERE BE A MARKED DIJ'­
J'ERENCE AND/OR CHANCES IN 
BEHAUIOR IJ' WE ASH PARTIC­
IPANTS ONE (!UESTION IN THE 
WORK J'RAME AND THEN ASH 
ANOTHER (!UESTION IN THE 
PLAY J'RAME? 

As participants in the Real Time Research (RTR) session ronducted at the 

Games, Learning, and Society (GLS 4.0) conference in July, 2008, our group 

received the research cards: Methodology: Survey, Topic: Literary Media, and 

Theory: Behaviorism as an initial framework. 

Our group was comprised of individuals of varied backgrounds: educators, 

designers and researchers. One group member was especially well versed in 

educational theory and research methods. We used the Real Time Research 

methodology of rapid, improvisational investigation at a conference where 

most were attending in a work capacity, but admittedly were present to exam­

ine what could be learned from game play to enhance learning, culture, and 

education. 



Our group decided to explore the tensions between work and play and to test 

whether talking about play would elicit greater engagement on social, affec­

tive, and cognitive levels as compared to talking about work. The hypothesis 

was that people would respond differently when talking about work and play 

and that the use of a sock puppet would elicit play behaviors and greater 

engagement and further activate the play space. 

Play theorists such as Sutton-Smith (1997) argue that work and play rep-

resent different ethos (i.e. the way that we engage with, and attribute, an 
activity). This distinction is particularly interesting for educators who, on the 

one hand, want the kind of commitment we associate with work but, on the 

other, also want the sense of experimentation that we associate with play. Play 

may impose what Gee (2003), in recalling Erikson (1963), calls a Psychoso-

cial Moratorium (PM), where a person can take a time-out in life and retain 

a fluid or dynamic identity through which they are able to take risks in a less 

consequential environment. 

Specifically, our research question was: Will there be a marked difference 

and/or changes in behavior if we ask participants one question in the work 

frame and then ask another question in the play frame? 

METHODS OJ' 
DATA COLLECTION 
Members of our team took on roles as puppet 

makers, participant wranglers, interviewers, cam­

era operators, video editors, and coding framework 

designers. We conducted interviews of partici-

pants to fulfill the Survey criteria, recorded video 

to fulfill the Literary Media criteria, and coded 

observed behaviors from video interviews to fulfill 

the Behaviorism criteria. 

We recruited conference participants to tell us 
about their work and play, recording the inter­

views with videotape. To get a sense of their work 
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role as a benchmark, we asked them first to state what they did for work. 

With participant's head framed on camera we asked, ''What do )OU do for 

work and how does it relate to games?" 

We were inspired by the conference 'swag' as convenient and readily accessible 

play materials for the creation of sockpuppets. l\lhterials circulated to most 

conference participants included dark grey GLS 4.0;ocks, round GLS avatar 

buttons,and white individuallywrapped Life Saver candies. V\e added bright 

colored rubber bands and tape in order to create a series of sock puppets with a 
variety of distinctive looks. 

We attempted to create a ''magic circle"using sock puppets in order to create a 

space that would invoke playfulness and enable a pla)identity to emerge spon­

taneously. (Huizinga, 1938/1986; Caillois, 1962/2006) We offered participants 

a choice of puppets as avatars and provided additional materials so they could 

customize a puppet or usetheir own conference socks, eliciting a 'ludic spiri't 

Wearing their chosen sock puppet, we then asked participants 

to step out of camera range and let their sock puppet become 

the focus of the camera and asked, ''What do you like to play?" 

The majority of attendees were willing participants; of the 

fifteen who we asked to participate, only three declined. As 

we were conducting interviews, people lined up to participate 

because our interviewees seemed to be having so much fun 

with the puppets. Some of the interviewees gave more than 

four minutes of interview as a sock puppet, exceeding even 

our expectations.The fact that the interviews were done in 

a relatively safe space of a conference setting and in public 

concourse may have led waiting participants to brinfluenced 

by others preceding them and engage in attmpts to "outdo" 

previous participants. 

A number of the participants integrated their own play 
stories with those from their sock puppet's point of view, 

"My new favorite is guitar hero, I can pick it with my little nose right here, its 



really fun to do and I really like my master, he's 

great,come over here (kis)" 

"My favorite games to play are ones that are 

one-handed so I can use them." 

"I like to play anything I actually can control 

with my mouth, maybe, I don't know some­

thing full body and minty fresh." 

Or offered revealing personal narratives such 

as, "I don't play many games, I'm a sad, lonely 

person." 

The vocal shifts to more childlike or higher 

pitched voices when using the sock puppets 

suggest possible childlike assumptions about 

the puppets, which are thus allowed to have more playful voices and uncen­

sored, informal, humorous responses. 

METHODS 

&ANALYSIS 

We found the format for data collection was quite effective. The video record 

allowed us to edit together a series of interviews for playback and coding 

analysis by the entire RTR follow-up session. In the spirit of RTR and using 

each other as resources, all the RTR session participants were asked to code 

the behaviors observed in the video interviews using a printed coding form as 

part of our team's results presentation. We provided a framework built from 

elements of engagement as summarized by Chapman (2003) and codified by 

Dubbels (2008) and asked all to code body positioning as symmetrical (non 

animated, stiff; not much variation in tonal quality or facial expression) versus 

asymmetrical (animated, varied tonal quality, relaxed, and verbose). 

SOCK IT TO ME! 47 



48 

J'INDINCS 
Due to time constraints, we did not tally all the coding results, but rather had 

a group discussion about the observations made during the coding proc-

ess. Some observations from the RTR session were that the work responses 

sounded canned and terse while the play responses through the sock puppets 

were clearly more relaxed and humorous. In answering the standard confer­

ence question icebreaker ''What do you do?" many participants struggled 

at first to find words to a11swe,r a question they bad likely already apswered 
several times earlier that ctay. ln contrast, intetviewees eflgageo:tnct expressed 

themselves readily while using the sock puppets. All those talking through 

the sock puppet adopted a clear frame of play through voice modulation and 

additional narrative. Communicating through sock puppets immediately put 

participants at ease talking about personal issues with complete strangers. 

Participants worked very hard at their play and were expressive, creative and 

willing to take the risk of being silly. 

In the ethos of work and play, play is often not regarded as a productive 

learning activity. One of the challenges to educators may be the predominant 

metaphor oflearning as work. These findings reminded us ofWohlwend's 

(2007) studies of teachers observing students' learning. As teachers watched 

children playing, they began to see their play as directed towards and around 

exploration of the outcome and content manipulatives and therefore recon­

sidered their theories oflearning as work. Observing the sock puppet videos 

showed that people worked very hard at their play, were willing to elaborate, 

be expressive, creative and take risks. As all these qualities are important to 

innovative work, ve ask, can play be a portal to tap into more productive work? 

CONCLUSIONS AND J'UTURE 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The creative and impromptu nature of the research project engaged the 

expertise of all the team members. The puppet making and video methods 

were more aligned with visual designer's typical tasks and the design of the 
interview questions and coding methodology was more aligned with the par-



ticipant's typical tasks. The collaborative, interdisciplinary nature of the team 

structure and the initial conceptual framing of the research project based on 

the cards provided, materials at hand, and the limited timeframe allowed all 

group members to participate without feeling inadequate because of a lack of 

training in research methodologies. 

The mapping between sock puppets and avatars 

offers some intriguing opportunities for non-dig-

ital, interactive, rapid prototyping research, using 
sock puppets to more deeply explore player/ava-

tar relationships. We often think of the question 

of the player/avatar interface as being specific 

to a video-game player controlling a digital 

character. However, the sock puppet gets at the 

core theoretical questions of this complex issue 

without all the technical hurdles involved in the 

creation of game characters and arguably could 

result in more widely relevant findings, remind­

ing us that play and games are not intrinsically 

tied to the computer. 

The role of the sock puppet across multiple 

frames could be studied more fully by adding a control group with and 

without sock puppets and a reversal of the work and play framed questions 

answered using the puppets. Using a sock puppet to immediately elucidate a 

sense of play is an easily replicated process. This suggests an untapped method 

for encouraging reluctant participants to open up for interviews. The use of 

sock puppets as a research methodology suggests that simple role-playing 

(through conventions such as sock puppets) may be an underused method for 

quickly creating a ludic spirit around reflection activities. 
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ACK NOW LED-GM E NTS 

This investigation was a collaborative effort enacted by a diverse ream of researchers: Brock 

Dubbels, Arthur Johnson, Janet Kretschmer, Christine Lupton, and Ann McDonald. Our 

research was facilitated by the real time research session leaders, the generous logistics and de­
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WILL CONJ'ERENCE COERS USE 
A PHYSICAL WIHI, AND WHAT 
BEHAUIORS CAN WE OBSERl•E 
EMERCINC BY WATCHING DUR­
INC CONJ'ERENCE DOWNTIME 

nw,a~~DYINC THE J'INAL 

The idea to create a physical "wiki" in a public space emerged very quickly 

from our cards. This wiki would be like a bulletin board but governed by the 

rules of popular wikis such as Wikipedia. Our hope was that, with the under­

standing that our research base was limited (GLS conference attendees), we 

could see some sort of "mind map" of the conference-goers, and accordingly, 

the field. As wikis are touted as a great loci to host "collective intelligence" 

and establish participatory cultures (Educause et al., 2008;Jenkins et al., 

2006), we thought that the GLS conference goers could share immediately 

applicable information with one another.We were all very interested in 

observing the emergent behavior on the board, but a major question was 
whether to seed the wiki with topics or to simply create the wiki and leave it 

empty to observe the pure emergence. 



METHODS 

Ultimately, because the time frame for the experiment was so short (less than 

3 days), we seeded the wiki with a few posts as models and with encourage­

ment for others to make similar posts. Our initial effort to set the Physiwiki 

up on a section of wall needed to be modified due to the conference center's 

rules, so we used a bulletin board on an easel (see Figure 1). The top of the 

board was adorned with a playful logo and rules gleaned roughly from pre-

existing Wik.is. The rules were: 

l, BIG POSTS - TO START AN ENT RV, 

SMALL POSTS - TO AMEND OR 
COMMENT, 

2, USE ONE CONSISTENT USER 

NAME, PUT IT ON EACH ENTRY, 

3, NOTE THE TIME ON EACH ENTRY, 

-LI, NO REMO~}ING ! CROSSOUTS ONLV, 

We provided 8.5"x11"pages for major (top­

level) posts, and multicolored Post-It notes for 

amendments and additions. We also provided 

Sharpie markers to title major posts and ball­
point pens for the additional notes. The seed 

posts were "Kurt Squire," "Things To Do in 

Madison," and "Games and Learning." Our 

hope was that the playful logo, the rules, and 

the seed posts would invite interaction and set 

a very low barrier to participation. After those 

were posted, we observed and took pictures 

at every possible opportunity, usually between 

sessions and at the beginning and end of the 

conference days. Our photographs were of the board in order to have some 

sense of the emergent behavior over time, as well as of conference goers paus­

ing and grouping at the Physiwiki. Our participants thus, were self-selected. 

This is true not only of the most active participants ( those that made posts on 

the Physiwiki), but also of the low level participants ("lurkers"). 

FIGURE l 
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None of our group members were PhD social science researchers, so our 

methodology for data analysis was to rely on our loose observations of the 

board and the areaaround the board. We augmented this by performing 

simple counts of the types of posts and performing simple codings of the post 

content on the finalartifact. We were mostly concerned with the informa­

tion brought to bear, although in some cases it was also easy to discern some 

attitudes of posters. Figure 1 also shows the final state of the Physiwiki. 

J'INDINCS 
At the end of the conference, the Physiwiki had 5 major "topic" posts, 3 of 

which were seed posts, and 41 smaller posts. There were 23 non-anonymous 

posters and 19 of those made only one post. Ten were anonymous posts. The 

Physiwiki seemed to be fueled by utility and fun. One important finding was 

that there was little response to abstract topics but concrete topics attracted 

attention: the "Things to Do in Madison" had the highest number of re­

spondents and the entry on Kurt Squire (a presenter at the conference) also 

gathered silly/sweet commentary and inside jokes; in contrast, the Games and 

Learning Topic had fewer respondents. The longest conversation, however, 

was under that topic and was one of utility - making connections around 

ecology games. Many more small posts (additions and corrections) were cre­

ated than new, top-level posts. The two top-level posts needed encouragement 

from Physiwiki staff. 

While we do not have exact numbers, the Physiwiki attracted a great deal of 

attention, including repeat viewers. Given the number of posts we counted at 

the end of the conference though, it was apparent that there were many more 

readers/lurkers than there were contributing posters. Some would meet at 

the Physiwiki and start conversations about it. The RTR manager, positioned 

next to the Physiwiki, related a story that indicates how people responded to 

the Physiwiki: 

"On one occasion I overheard someone being pulled over to the board 

bv a friendf 'Have vo.u. seeo the 'Thin.gs to do' f!OSt over here?' Both w,ere 
from out o town atlct looking tor a p.race to go to eat, but they stopped 



here to see if any ideas were posted since the one had been here last. 

Newly initiated, the second commented in awe, "This is simply the best 

thing I've ever seen at a conference." 

The RTR manager also observed that people rarely asked for their RTR 

stickers ( the official incentive that was offered) to participate in the Physi­

wiki. Instead, participation appeared to be a reward in itself. 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 
The Physiwiki's success certainly has implications for bulletin boards at future 

conferences. It is difficult to knowwhat made it successful,however. Us-

ing humor to lower the stakes may have increased participation and many 

conference goers found it to be a worthwhile endeavor. Our target audience 

(the GLS conference-goers) may have been more likely to playfully engage 

in new things, which probably meant they were more likely than the average 

audience to alter the traditional bulletin board through the metaphoric use of 

a technology like a wiki. But it is also possible that wiki-style conference bul­

letin boards could be successful with other communities if similarly pitched 

for a given conference. 

Our research question was undoubtedly answered - conference-goers defi­

nitely used the Physiwiki. Several made posts, and many more were drawn to 

it for information or, at the very least, for the spectacle of it. The seed posts 

successfully performed their task of shaping the conversation and providing 

useful models; however, they also limited the conversation. And while we 

reduced some barriers to entry, more might have been done to scaffold new 

top-level posts, and to encourage even greater participation. 

The conference organizers later commented that they wanted to include the 

Physiwiki in future GLS conferences, and it would be interesting to experi­

ment with ways to encourage participation. What form might participa­

tion take if using a larger space or more blank top-level posts on the board, 

inviti,ng others.to fill them.in? "While the RTR s.tickers were ireneraUv passed 
over lat m1ssectJ bfP hysw1kl part1c1pants, 1t woulcto-e worthwfille to nrtct 
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out what enticements (not undue ones, of course) could encourage lurkers to 

cross the threshold and become ustrs. To drill down even further, it would be 

interesting to survey users and/ or record in finer detail the sequence of posts 

and to observe readers and gawkers to determine what effects posts have on 

users with respect toencouraging others toparticipate. Further,conference 

goers could be asked at the end of a given conference whether the Physiwiki 

was a fair map of the conference. The early promise of the Physiwiki is worth 

improving with a series of design-based inquiries in order to yield a model 

information storehouse and mind map for ad hoc communities (such as 
conferences). Physiwiki research could even inform research into ubiquitous 

computing and data augmented objects, acting as a prototype for how we 

might successfully connect the physical, onsite collective intelligence needs of 

ad hoc communities to more enduring digital presences. 
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World of w.irc.raft 
Top,tCard 

1henew goll ... 

IS THERE A DIJ'J'ERENCE BE­
TWEEN LOWER LEUEL AND HICH­
ERLEUELCHARACTERS(NEW­
BIES AND EXPERTS) IN TERMS 
OJ' WHETHER THEY HELD ON TO 

N~hinMJ&T-MfffAJlEMs 
J'OR KEEPINC THOSE ITEMS? 

As part of the Games+Leaming+Society (GLS) Conference 4.0 in July 

2008, we took part in a Real Time Research Activity. As a team decision, we 

chose a set of cards made up of constructivism/situated cognition,ethnog­

raphy, interview and survey, and World ofWarcraft (WOW). Within this 

general framework, we brainstormed what topics each of us was interested 

in looking into. Among the five srcinal researchers, four of us had advanced 

at least one character to level 70 ( the maximum character level at the time of 

our study) in WOW. One of the authors has studied (inter)actions in the vir-

tual worlds Second Life and Ouest Atlantis for over 6 years, One topi,c that 
stood out m particular was Theiinderlymg human chara.ctenst1cs that keep 



gamers engaged, either combating or working tightly together in guilds. 

The ecological psychological concept of"meaning making" and "value-realiz­

ing" in human activities appeared to be sufficient and satisfying to dissipate 

our puzzle (Gibson, 1979; Reed, 1996), specifically, Reed's account of col­

lective appropriation of affordances, Hodges and Baron's (1992) account of 

values as multiple, heterarchical and dynamical constraints on actions and 

interactions, Hodges and Lindhiem's (2006) account of carrying as value-re­

alizing activity, and Hodges' (2007) account of caring to go on in conversing. 

Grounding our thinking in ecological terms, we shared our experiences in 
WOW and virtual worlds in terms of our emotional engagement, things we 

carry in our packs, people we have the most interaction with, and so on. One 

of the members mentioned he carried a worthless item, a cracked bill, in his 

pack because his character's first name was Bill. So we began to discuss what 

people might carry in their packs, which held personal value to them but had 

little functional value in the game (i.e., those items not directly related to the 

dominant terms of progress in WOW via gameplay, such as combat, active 

quest items, profession advancement, or in-game profiteering via selling to 

other players). 

MA I tq: HAR A CTE lt.E U EL # 

CLASS SHaJEllc:T 

RACE SHIJ'li!'RT 

WHEN WAS THE LASTTIME YOU LOGGED ON? ~ IN DAYS [ESTI-

MATE] 

IN WOWJ ON YOUR MAIN CHARACTER) NAME ONE TEXT 

OBJECT YOU REGULARLY CARRY IN YOUR INUEN-

TORY THAT HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH ADUANCING, 

IT MUST BE SOMETHING USELESS IN COMBAT OR 

COMBAT SUPPORT. ONE ITEM ONLY PLEASE. 

WH YDOYOULIKETHEOBJECT? Al YLENGTHRE-

SPONSE., USE BACK 

IF YOU LIKE . 

ATJ,,..J H AlLE l.J EL.DI DY O UG ETIT? # 

HAUE YOU EUER PASSED UP A GREEN ITEM [OR YES OR NO 
HIGHER] TO KEEP IT? 

TABLE 1 

EMOTIONAL VALUES 63 



64 

METHODS 
Similar to our switch from Constructivism to Ecological Psychology in the 

theoretical perspectives, we also modified both ethnographic and survey data 

collection techniques to accommodate our real-time data collection in 

the GLS 3-day conference. We had one and a half days to grab people on 

the fly during session breaks, at lunch and breakfast tables, and in the game 

room (GLS has a game room set up with any game you name for conference 

attendees to take action in r,laying). As a result, a qualitative short interview 
questionnaire in the form of short survey items (see Table 1) seemed to be 

suitable for the nature of the study and the context where research took place. 

The questionnaire asked, 

"In WOW, on your main character, name one object you regularly carry 

in your inventory that has nothing to do with advancing. It must be 

something useless in combat or combat support. One item only please." 

We also asked people to give their main character's level, race, class, last login, 

when they got the item, and if they had ever passed on a green (uncommon) 

item or higher to keep it. While the question was emergent, it seemed to be 

focused on differences in players, their levels, and their reasons for valuing 

particular items. 

In order to gather the data we followed several steps. Each of the five mem­

bers of our group distributed surveys and asked people at the conference to 

either fill them out themselves or group members filled them out as they 

conversed with conference goers. Some surveys were left on clipboards. Par­

ticipants received stickers for participating. However, gathering the informa­

tion was not as straightforward as simply asking questions about a character. 

As Brown and Thomas (2009) have discussed, playing a character is an act of 

being the character, so we were touching on something personal which had 

often involved a large time outlay for the participants. This time outlay was 

evidenced by the time it took to answer the questions. Intense conversations 

occurred about characters, class1 how items were acquired, and why they were 
kept. These conversations coul<1 lastfor fifteen minutes ormore. In some 



cases it was deemed necessary by the participant to show the interviewer 

the character and item on computers provided at the conference. Thus, data 

collection often took the form of listening to and asking further questions 

about participants' recalled stories surrounding the item's history and context. 

In this sense, our study elicited what Gee (2007) calls "embodied stories" of 

video gaming in which experiential, emergent meaning is constructed based 

on in-game events. 

After a day and a half of gathering data, 70 surveys were collected. The group 
sat down with the surveys and copied the items and reasons for keeping the 

items. Some items were excluded as they were skinning knives or mining 

picks, which actually do have a value concerning professions. Once these 

items were excluded we had 37 items and reasons listed out of70 surveys. An 

example of an item and reason would be "I've been carrying this lieutenant's 

insignia I got in Durotar since level 8 just in case it's useful" or "I got this cool 

pet earlier in the game you remember at the end of year one." 

J'INDINCS 

We anticipated that a high-level player would have fewer items with emo­

tional ties because bag space (at the time of this writing) is at a premium at 

higher levels. Stories of players having to clean out and organize their bags to 

prepare for a raid (large group events)- or worse, forgetting to do so and hav­

ing to run home to a bank - are legendary in the WOW community. How­

ever, we found that almost all players had a few items that they held onto for 

various non-utilitarian reasons. 

We did not find any correlation in items kept or reasons for keeping them re­

lated to level or time playing the game. Overall, the reasons were highly per­

sonal; typically, the items related to a personally important event in the game 

or had been kept so long as to take on personal meaning. Reasons given in 

the survey included aesthetics ("looks awesome" or "cute"), performances of 

social capital ("not many people have it" or "needed reputation to get it"), 

humor and amusement ("funny," "whimsical " or "humorous visual efli:f:t"), 
individual or group identification (relates to character name or guild atttlia-
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tion), and emotional attachment ("made the game more human" or "gives me 

a sense of belonging"). Additionally, 35% of survey respondents reported they 

would pass on a green item or higher to keep the item mentioned. 

It can take 240 or more hours for a player to take a character from level 1 to 

70. What we did not perhaps fully grasp at the time of the study itself was 

the truly personal experience we were touching on. At the time of the event 

itself, we speculated that we could have asked different questions or perhaps 

shortened the questionnaire, but did not understand what we were getting 
at in terms of a broader concept of valuation. Were we to have added what 

items do you keep in your office, bedroom, or house that you have refused to 

get rid of numerous times, and why do you keep them, we may have come 

closer to understanding the participants and their rationale for hanging onto 

what, by all definitions, can only be considered mementos. 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

Our initial research question was, "Is there a difference between higher and 

lower level characters in WOW and the non-functional items they keep or 

their reasons for doing so?" In the end, there was no correlation between 

level, race,or time played to show why they kept an item.Most people had 

a worthless item, and they all had a personal story that they loved sharing to 

explain why they kept it. Along similar lines, Hodges and Lindhiem's(2006) 

study revealed that participants were rated more careful in carrying invisible 

children across uneven steps than grocery bags or trash. Discussing this result, 

Hodges and Lindhiem reflected that there are many variables that affect the 

carefulness rating. Among them, the motion movement can reveal something 

of the content of what is carried. Regardless of the observed differences be­

tween perceptual and behavioral critical action boundaries, social engagement 

is crucial. Social engagements, such as trust between a guild leader and guild 

members and the cooperation between the guild members, together with 

moral dimensions are important constraints on actions. In other words, the 

things that gamers carry in their inventories can have social impact and thus 

can.possibly alter gaming behaviors in significant ways. A possible parallel 
application of their research findings to our current study might be to collect 



a larger N and replicate the study, potentially yielding findings that bear on 

the issue of whether or not the mementoes we carry around in-game make a 

difference in relation to our perception and action boundaries in individual 

questing or groupbattles. Another interesting question mightbe whether 

items that players carry can boost their avatar's self-efficacy. In other words, 

will the players feel more confident, comfortable and caring in some uncom­

fortable situations with these items in their inventory? 

Something we did not examine in this small study was the affordances an 
MMORPG couldhave foremotional attachment Such emotional attach-

ment may have great implications for educators as they attempt to integrate 

digital technologies into their instruction. How can we elicit positive feel­

ings in learning so that it has real import? The stories told about seemingly 

worthless items held value for the players interviewed just as mementoes do 

for many in the real world. 

We believe that there would be value in repeating this study with small sam­

ples; however,there should be some revision. As mentioned above there did 

not seem to be a correlation with race, character class, or time played in the 

attachment to an item, so it appears following those hypotheses would yield 

lWt£ei<g£>rlY1e1¥wehl~~rltfrePr~WW8rfd1%P;ty ~~&Mt inciiii¥l88cfJPsi!PrRRf!g'6~ 
how people view their online versus real life (social) encounters and whether 

they perceive a difference in value between the two. It might be revealing to 

report cases of how high-level players perceive their longest carried items as 

opposed to lower level players. The aim of understanding how novice players 

become experts in the spirit of legitimate peripheral participation may shed 

light on how we scaffold novice learners in communities of practice in educa­

tional settings (Lave & Wenger, 1991) 

Age or generation might be one important factor to consider in such future 

investigations, however. As Angela Thomas (2007) has touched on, younger 

people see little delineation between online and real world encounters. Thus, 

including age as a variable would help further interrogate the possible con­
nections between "real" and virtual systems of value and meaning making. 
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CAN 'PARTICIPATORY MAP­
PINC' SERUE AS A USEJ'UL 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY? 

The goal of this unique project was to come up with a research question and 

clevis~ an expe_riment toaaddress th.ataR_uestion .. The: primary c;onstraint was 
that the exp'enment ha to be carne out dunng th'.e remammg one and a 

half days of the conference among conference attendees. Each group was 

also randomly given several keywords to use as the drivers to formulate the 

research question and the experiment. 

For our experiment, we wanted to incorporate the idea of participatory map­

ping as a research methodology. Participatory mapping is a practice whereby 

participants map ideas of concern to them. The goal is to enable ordinary 

people to have a say in how spaces and resources around them are utilized. As 

a research method, this is interesting since the underlying social values run 

counter to the tradition of positivist research. The balance of power is shifted 

from professionals and experts who have dominated media discourse on vari­

ous topics to those who have a more direct relationship with those topics (the 

"participants"). Although in this particular instance, the participants (confer-



ence attendees) were already in a position of power, the study had the poten­

tial to serve as an example that could be replicated in other contexts. 

The subject of our research was World ofWarcraft r,NoW), the popular mas­

sively multiplayer online role-playing game (MMORPG) that has been the 

subject of several academic studies. Given the primary themes of the confer­

ence (games and learning) we decided to poll conference attendees on what 

they thought World ofWarcraft taught. While this was the primary goal of 

our experiment, the larger goal was to investigate whether the methodology 

had use as a research tool in this context. 

METHODS 
In order to minimize the barriers to participation and encourage active 

engagement, we devised a two-phased approach in which participants would 

come up with individual responses in the first phase and then deliberate on 

those responses collectively in the second phase. In Phase 1, conference at­

tendees were asked to come up with a word to complete the phase 'I believe 

WoW teaches [blank]'. Participants wrote their responses on Post-it notes 

and put them up on a public board. Post-it notes of two colors were used to 

represent those who had played WoW before and those who hadn't. In Phase 

2, the sentence was changed to We believe WoW teaches [blank]'. The notes 

collected from Phase 1 were randomly laid out on a board along a horizontal 

axis indicating the level of agreement of the participant with the choice of 

word to complete the new sentence. Each participant was allowed to move 

only one note. No distinction was made in Phase 2 between WoW players 

and non-players. 
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At the end of Phase 2, the layout of the notes was analyzed to determine if 
there was consensus among conferenceparticipants on the choice of words. Th 
words themselves were also analyzed to determine if there was any difference in 

perception between those who had played Wo W and those who had not. 

J'INDINCS 
Our first finding was that there was an implementation problem in Phase 1. 

Our srcinal _goal was to restrict P£1!"ticipant resP.onses to single words rather 
than long plirases or sentences. v\e also wantea to keep the responses private 

until Phase 2. Howeve~ our instructions to participants and volunteenwere not 

completely clear.Some participants gave multiple responses on the,ame note 

and the responses were also made public from the beginning. We made modifi­

cations to clarify our instructions, but allowed all response!to remain public. 

The public nature of the responses led some attendees to pass on participating if 

they saw an existing response that theyagreed with.It also encouraged people 

to gather around the board, acting as an interface ncouraging participants to 

engage in discussion and debate. 

Although the response rate in Phase 1 was very good (in terms of number of 

notes), we saw less participation inPhase 2, making us wonder if there was 

less interest, less obligation and/or participants did not see Phase 2 as. sepa-

rate part of the experiment that needed everyone to contribute, even if for the 

second time. fur those that did participate in Phase 2, observers noted thatthe 

instruction to 'move one note per person' made them 'serious', causing them to 

deliberate their choice carefully. 

Analyzing the notes themselves, we noticed that Wo W players were more 

opinionated in their responses and chose words like "aggression" and "obses­

sion" to complete the sentence in Phase 1. Non-players chose words like 

"leadership", indicating that they may be basing their opinions on previous 

Wo W studies that they were aware of. Interestingly, in Phase 2, the two cat-

egories of words clustered in entirelx different ways. Words chosen by Wo W 
players tended to move towards the "disagree" side of the axis, while those 



chosen by non-players tended to hover around the neutral wne. This would 

indicate that Wo W players' perception of the educational content in the game 

is at variance with the perception of the larger community. 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

The fact that the participant responses were public in Phase 1 appears to have 

had an impact on the study. It clearly influenced the decision of some attend-

ees to not participate in Phase 1. It could have also led to participants giv-
ing a response that was not their first choice, if their first cnoice was already 

represented on the board. Thus, keeping the responses private could also have 

led to a smaller range of words to work with for the second phase. In Phase 

2, rather than a random distribution, the notes could have been placed in a 

"neutral" wne at the start. Apart from providing a 'cleaner' layout for partici­

pants to work with, this could have led to more defined clusters in the final 

distribution. It would also have eliminated the effect of any 'inertia' that may 

have prevented participants from moving a note that was already in the gen­

eral area of where they thought it should be. 

Overall, the study as conducted did give us interesting results as noted above. 

We concluded that our research method appears to be a good one to get 

collective opinion at a venue like a conference. However, effective implemen­

tation requires proper monitoring of the data collection and enforcement of 

constraints imposed on participants. In order to scale this experiment to a 

larger group, additional data collection stations would probably be needed. 

To improve the validity of the findings, additional steps would be required 

to ensure that the same person does not participate more than once in each 

phase. Further work on the method would be needed but would also be worth 

the exploration. 
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l 
'' THE MOST J'ASCINATINC 
THINC ABOUT TWITTER IS NOT 
WHAT IT'S DOINC TO US. IT'S 
WHAT WE' RE DOINC TO IT. '' 
(Johnson in TIME magazineJ June 2f}ISl9). 

When we arrived to the Games, Learning and Society (GLS) Conference in 
June 2009, we expected a dominance of social network interactions. Howev-

er, none of the group members expected "Twitter" to become the main com­

munication channel throughout the conference, embracing idea exchange, 

stimulating real-time feedback and discussion, and acting as a game platform, 

all concurrent with the "traditional" learning opportunities resulting from 

conference interactions. Essentially, the Twitter-generated communication in 

GLS became a mini-conference in its own right, inviting a range of potential 

research and interesting observations. 

Considering the three RTR cards that we received ("Behaviorism" as Theory, 

"Social Networks" as Topic, and "Statistics" as Method), we chose to investi­

gate the nature of the tweet content tagged as #GLS and #GLS09. Specifi­

cally, we asked whether Twitter posts during 24 hours (one conference day 

from 2pm until 2pm the next day) refer to the self ("Me"), to another person's 



speech or action ("You"), or both - a tweet of a community nature ('We"). 

In investigating the spirit of the social network content, we sought not only 

to observe the type of messages participants exchanged during a profes-

sional conference but also to examine, and possibly challenge, the common 

perception that Twitter is a platform for excessive ego blasting, manifested in 

self-display.1 

METHODS 
Utilizing TweetGrid' s somewhat unknown feature of IRC (http:/ /tweetgrid. 

com/ire), we were able to turn on "capture mode" for the two Twitter hashtags 

being used at the GLS Conference. Hashtags are a way to self-filter tweets 

by placing a descriptor of along with a# symbol. Users post their comments 

along with either #GLS and #GLS09 - the two hashtags we saw used at the 

conference. Once we had the two lists of tweets for the time period in date 

and time sequence, it was a matter of reviewing, analyzing and categorizing 

the tweets according to their content as "Me", "You", 'We" or "Unidentified." 

Defining these four categories did not happen automatically. Our group 

chatted after dinner about how to classify the huge lists of tweets, which had 

been captured during the conference. After exploring a few ideas we defined 

the parameters for each category as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A tweet eHpressing a personal actionJ thought or inten­
tion would be categorized as .-.-He-'-' , 

A tweet eHpressing another person-"s actionJ thouihtJ 
speech or intention would be categorized as .-.-You , In 
the #GLS and #GLSf;.9 conteHtJ most of the .-.-You-'-' cat­
egory consists of tweet content related to a session (or 
keynote) speaker. 

A tweet eHpressing a call to action to others (i.e . .-.-who 
would like to play later in the arcade?-'-' or an RT (Re­
sponse TweetJ2 would be interpreted as a communi~­
natured content and would be categorized as .-.-We . 

A tweet containing at least two of the above catego­
riesJ or an ambiguous contentJ which is disputed among 
our iroup memoers would be considered as .-.-Unidenti­
fied . 

1This view is common enough that we are assuming it here. For an eHample, 
see this view in blogs like Napping The Web that make the case at www, 
mappingtheweb ,com , 

2 RT is a one-click direct reply feature on Twitter, 
which is used frequently among Twitter communicators , 



CATEGOR\' 
ME 

YOU 

WE 

UNCLASSIFIED 

EXAMPLE 
,.,.LASlFINAL.DUER,, .TIMETOWRAPUP 

SO I'M FREE TO HEAD TO #GLS6l9" 

,.,.JI MG EE:,.,. WO ME N'SP LAYISC EN­

TR AL TO THE FUTURE OF GAMING,,, 

,.,. KEE PTH OS E# G LS 6l 9U PD ATE SC OM-

ING, FOR THOSE OF US WHO COULDN'T 

BE THEREJ IT'S THE NEXT BEST THING!" 

,.,.CAN'T BELIEUE JAUIER ,.....HURLED" 

RATHERTHAN,.....TOSSEDTHECANDY 

BARS,,, #GLS" 

TABLE 1, EXAMPLES OF EACH TWEET CATEGORY 

Our hypothesis was that most tweets would be of"Me" nature and that many 

of the tweets, given the free-flow spirit of the Twitter social network, would 

fall under the "Uniden1ified" category. We were wrong in both predictions, 

ultimately leading to our Real Time Research (RTR) Award for "Most Sur­

prising Findings". Indeed, wewere happy to be wrong,as our findings signify 

that Twitter enhanced the community-driven communications in G LS09. 

CATEGOR\' (N)235 z DEFINITION 
MS::SELF) 49 18% ABO UlTH EW RITER 

YOU(OTHER) 63 49% ABOUTS OM EON EE LSEOR 

EUENT 

WE(COMMUNITY) 116 29% ABOUTWRITERIN A GROUP 

UN CLASSIFIED 7 3% UNCLASSIFIED 

Out of the 235 #GLS and #GLS09 tweets that we analyzed (June 10th at 

2pm until June 11th at 2pm), we found that 50% (116) referred to the other 

(''You"), 29% (69) referred to the writer in a group ('We"), and only 18% (43) 

were tweets about the self ("Me"). Figure 1 provides a visual overview of 
these proportions. 



We 
2996 

■ Unclassified 
3% 

TABLE 2, PROPORTION OF 
EACH CATEGORY REPRESENTEC> 
IN THE C>ATA CORPUS, 

■ Me 
189' 

■ You 

SO% 

■ Me 

■ You 

We 
■ Undassified 

Additionally, we identified some trends within the nature of the tweets: 

• "You" tweets were more prominent during conference sessions, espe­

cially during keynote sessions. 

• The day's keynote speaker was James Paul Gee. "Gee" accounted for 
over 50% of the total day's ''You" tweets (note: Gee's keynote address 

was 10:30am-noon,June 11, '09). 

These two trends show that Twitter writers are interested in posting content 

that is being presented during the conference in real time. On the other hand, 

since Gee's keynote address had a proportionally high weight in the results it 

would be interesting to research whether this type of''You" -dominated Twitter 

activity is typical for every morning session and/ or whether a particular keynote 

speaker could "bias" the results. Additionally, it is possible that Twitter partici­

pants are more active in the morning presentations in comparison with-..rening 

keynote presentations. Such questions arose as wmnalyzed our findings. We 

agreed that would be interesting to explore through additional research. 
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OTHER INTERESTING OBSERVATIC•NS: 

• In the morning there were moretweets about the self ("me"). As the 

day progressed, and peaking in the evening and night, socialization 

messages increased in proportion, overall increasing the weight of the 

'We" (community) category. 

• As the GLS conference progressed, a community identity was 

formed, resulting in more 'We" tweets. For example, the second half 

of the day had an overall larger 'We" portion than the first half. 

These two observations demonstrate that there is a difference in community 

engagement at different times of day as well as a difference in the community 

involvement process that takes place in (technologically-savvy) professional 

conferences, such as GLS 2009. 

A bonus trend: Self-reflective tweets demonstrating aesthetic caring about 

the Twitter community: 

.-.-OOPSJ SRV FOR SPAM #GLS09..v 

This type of message reminds us the Twitter mastery is sometimes developed 

within the context of a broader community. Here, a user who accidentally 

repeated a tweet is apologizing to the network collaborators for cluttering the 

network. We found that such an approach was more pronounced during con­

ference sessions where participants used Twitter as a "back-channel" discus­

sion. Overall community comfort level developed in such contexts over time. 

In summary, we were intrigued to find multiple layers of patterns in Twitter 

use at the event. As we got deeper into the analysis, we realized that we would 

have liked to have extended our research beyond the place andime provided by 

the RTR limitations,which included: only one day ofobservation and only one 

conference as the context for research. The event itselfwas information-heavy 

possibly increasing the proportimal use of"You" category tweets. Moreover,we 

found a repetitive community ofwriters participated on Twitter, possibly not 

providing the full picture of the GLS conference communicators. 



The most notable limitation, however, was that Twitter content was affected 

by a back-chatting game, which took place on Twitter simultaneously with 

our research. Specifically, the game incentivized players to tweet particular 

content in order to earn a higher score. Clearly this may have also affected 

the results of the "Me, You, We" research. 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

The "Me, You, We" research is merely a drop in the sea of possible investiga­
tions that could be done related to how social media is being used in confer-

ences. Indeed, additional research is called for in order to examincfwitter 

communication and its social and cultural meaning deriving from its inte­

gration as part of professional conferences. On the other hand, our research 

suggests that there is emerging acceptance of the Twitter backchannel com­

munication, exploring multi-layered interactions during the Games, Learning 

and Society conference (June, 2009). 

With more time and resources, we would have extended the analysis to draw 

comparisons between different GLS09 days and between GLS and other 

conferences that take place around the same time and deal with similar topics 

(i.e. Games for Health,Games for Change, and DiGRA and Game Educa­

tion Summit). This type of comparison would allow researchers to test the 

relationship between the "Me, You, We" categories in various conference 

settings, in multiple locations, cultures, and in under varying levels of integra­

tion ofTwitter within the profesfonal event itself. Additionally, breaking up 

categories into sub-categories (i.e. nature of the ''You" content - is it a quote? 

Thought? Reply Tweet?) could clarify cause and effect relationships. 

Overall, our research shows that the #GLS and #GLS09 tweets enhanced 

the depth of discussion around games, learning and society by allowing every 

writer to present their thoughts and challenge things presented officially on 

stage. This type of liberation and democratization of professional communi­

cation not only provides a platform to every participant (as well as those who 

could not make it to the conference in the first place, as seen in our 'We" ex­
ample above), but it also reshapes the presenter-participant power hierarchies 

that exist in traditional conferences. 
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As one conference-goer tweeted weeks after the event itself, 

,..,..ONE THING l.i.JE NOTICED AT #GLS09 

IF YOUR PRESENTATION COULDN-'T 

PRODUCE Tt.i.JITTER ONE LINERSJ IT 
DID NOT EXIST I_._. (l]ICSTUBBSJ JULY 

2:9TH_1 2:OO9J PERSONAL COMMUNICATION) 

How might this type of social network-driven approach to attending events 

affect professional conferences in the future? 
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WHAT DO PEOPLE SAY 
THE\' LEARN J'ROM THEIR 
J'AUORITE UIDEO CAMES? 

As part of the Real Time Research (RTR) project conducted at the Games, 

Learning, and Society (GLS) conference in Madison, Wisconsin in June of 

2009, our research group was given a set of criteria within which to inves-

tigate a lea,rnipg i;ihenomenon related to_g:i..mes. 'Il;i.e assigned criteria. we.re: d 
construct10mstrr' as a supporting theory; survey as a research method, an 

"problem solving" as the topic to investigate. 

Constructionism, inspired by constructivist learning theory and connected to 

notions of experiential learning (see Piaget, 1955), asserts that learning occurs 

most effectively when individuals are active in making things that they can 

share (Papert &Harel, 1991). Although our theoretical critenon was con­

structionism, our research was situated more in a constructivistic paradigm. In 
explaining the difference between constructivism and constructionism, Papert 

(1991) explains "[t]he word with the v expresses the theory that knowledge is 

built by the learner, not supplied by the teacher. The word with the n ex­

presses the further idea that happens especially felicitously when the learner 

is engaged in the construction of something external or at least sharable" (p. 

3). We chose a more constructivist theoretical approach in that we wanted to 



explore the idea that the playing of games resulted in the building of knowl­

edge by the learner. Therefore, we surveyed our participants, GLS conference 

attendees, about the most important game which he or she has played and 

what was learned from that game following a constructivist theoretical ap­

proach in order to discover if one of those skills learned through game play 

would be problem solving. 

Specifically, we examined what games and what genre of games influenced 

practitioners and academics in the field of games and learning and what 
areas of knowledge playing these games creatd. As a metaph01; we chose to 

design a research theme based on Robert Fulghum's best-selling collection 

of essays, "All I Really Need to Know I Learned from Kindergarten" (1986). 

We modified this theme to address what games, illustrating learning by do­

ing, led to what types of knowledge creation (e.g., problem solving) by our 

participants. Being aware of the varying professional affiliations ( educators, 

researchers, game designers) present at the conference, we wanted to explore 

the differences and similarities between these groups as well. Our research 

questions were: 

l, WHAT GAMES HAVE IMPACTED- GLS ATTENDEES? 

2 , ~ C::EiAR.W:E ftTFF'E ISi Eat a::&a-11EISG'I E V E TH E Y 

3, IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ONE-'S 
PROFESSIONAL ID-ENTITY AND- THE TYPES OF 
GAMES PLAYED- AND/OR SKILLS LEARNED-? 

-'I, WHAT GAME GENRES WERE MOST PROMINENT 

FOR WHICH PROFESSIONAL ID-ENTITIES? 

METHODS 
Our methodological approach consisted of surveying participants at the con­

ference. It can be assumed that these participants had a professional affiliation 

in the field of games and learning based solely on his and her attendance at 

the conference. 

We asked each participant to first classify his or her professional identity as 
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either: Educator,Designer/Developer, Researcher, or Other. Individuals were 

then directed to choose the color of the Post-it note that best matched his or 

her professional identity (See Table 1). Post-it notes were used as a mode 

of data collection due to their ability to be completed efficiently, to limit the 

length of the response, and to be posted on a flip chart. 

POST-IT COLOR PROFESSIONAL IDE NTIT\J 
BLIJE E[:>UCATOR 

GREEN C>ESIGNER AND/OR C>E'-.JELOPER 

PINK RESEARCHER 

'v'ELLOI/.J OTHER 

TABLE 1: C:ORRESPONC>ENC:E BETWEEN POST- IT NOTE COLOR ANC> 
PROFESSIONAL IC>ENTITY 

Participants were directed to write his or her responses to the proposed 

survey questions on the selected lbst-it note. Specifically, participants were 

given written instructions to use one word to answer each of the following 

questions: "All I really needed to know I learned by playing X. What is X?" 

and 'What did you learn?" Participants then placed their colored Post-it note 

anywhere across the four quadrants on the chart (See Figure 1). 

Educational 

~ 

Ni:m-Dlgltal •-----+----• 

Entertaining 

Digital 

The chart is a Cartesian grid pre­

sented on a flip chart with the X-axis 

ranging from Digital to Non-Digital 

and the Y-axis ranging from Enter­

taining to Educational (See Fig-

ure 1) resulting in four quadrants: 

Digital/ Entertaining, Non-digital/ 

Entertaining, Digital/Educational, 

and Non-digital/Educational. 

We strategically requested a one­

word response in order to require 

participants to prioritize the games 

that they have played, the skills 



that they learned in their most significant game, and the most significant 

skill learned in his or her overall game play. Even though participants were 

instructed to use one-word responses, few were able to do so when describing 

the skills learned from playing a game. 

We created two charts and positioned them in 

high-traffic areas within the conference space in 

order to gather the maximum number of respons-

riJt0ffl&ari~l~J. iWJ"ifJimJml ~~?&me~fover 

a 24-hour period. 

Participants were solicited non-systematically 

based on their proximity to the flip charts. Given 

the focus of the conference, it was assumed that 

individuals in the area wearing conference name­

tags were conference attendees who were also 

professionals in the field of games and learning. 

Once the data collection was complete and due to 

the time constraints of the RTR project, we tran-

scribed the data from the flip charts into a data 
sheet based on professional identity, games, and classification of game. Later, 

we coded the games based on genre (e.g., action adventure, board game). 

For our data analysis, we used Wordle word clouds using the Wordle soft­

ware (Feinberg, 2009) to produce visual representations of frequency data 

to address research questions 1 and 3. These word clouds are an effective 

representation of these data because they do not represent simply a collec­

tion of responses, but rather, they illustrate how the group working together 

influences individuals and collectively creates understanding. Wordle was 

the most appropriate method of analysis due to the breadth of responses and 

ability to produce a visual representation of the data. Frequency charts could 

not capture the essence of the data for these research questions or illustrate 

the findings concisely. To address research questions 2 and 4, we entered the 
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data into SPSS statistical package for further analyses. We produced fre­

quency percentage pie graphs to address research questions 2 and 4. 

RESULTS 
Our participants were attendees at the Games, Learning, and Society confer­

ence (n=82). Their participation was completely voluntaiy. We did not collect 

demographic information from the participants beyond their professional af-

filia.tion. A~ see,p,in Table 2, the majqrjty of participapts classifie~1themselves 
as Kesearchers \n=3UJ, the second h1gnesrreportect profess1ona.1 athliat10n 

was educator (n=25), with the lowest reported professional affiliation being 

designer or developer (n=13). We did have a category of "other" (n=lO) and 

we did have a few individuals that reported multiple affiliations (n=4). 

PROFESSIONAL COUNTS PERCENTAGE 
A FFI LI ATI ON 
RESEARCHER 38 36.6 

EDUCATOR 25 38 .5 

DES I G NE RO F.D EU ELOPER 3 J 5.9 

OTHER 18 12.2 

MOR ETH A t-0 N ERE PO RTE D 4 4.9 

TOTAL 82 188 .8 

TABLE 2 : FREQ. UENCY TABLE: PROFESSIONAL AF­
FILIATION 

When entering all data collected, including games reported and what was 

learned, into the Wordle software and not in any attempt to address our pro­

posed research questions, games that were predominant in the word clouds 

were World ofWarcraft (WoW) and Dungeons and Dragons (D&D). It 

also appeared that Civilization, baseball, and Risk were highlighted as slightly 

predominant (See Figure 3). 

Prominent skills learned included "how to relax" and "patience" with other 

skills ;;nrh as "E!llts " '~reatooty,""sti;ateirv ". and "c,ollahnration " apoeariur 
as sl1ght1yprortimeht \ ;:,ee l' 1gure J J. ~ 81ct not nnct 1requen? reports trrat 



problem solving was a skill learned in playing games. In the following, we 

selected out data and continued our analyses to have a more clear illustration 

of the predominant games and skills to address our research questions. 

FIGURE 3 , WORI> CLOUI> OF ALL RESPONSES, 

RESEARCH Q_UESTION l: 
WHAT GAMES HAVE IMPACTED- GLS ATTEND-EES? 

When addressing our first research question, we entered the data, disregard­

ing professional identity, including the games the participants reported The 

word cloud as seen in Figure 4 illustrates the predominance ofWo W and 

D&D as the. ~m!!s mo.st fre<JlleAtlv reuorted . . Other !l:Jmes, that w.ere re­
portea mult1p1e times mcluct'cf:l KlS'k, l:1vilizat10n an<l' baseball: f\lso, we see 

that Sims (multiple versions) was reported frequently as well, but due to the 

multiple versions of the Sims game, the game did not appear from an initial 

analysis to be a dominant game reported. 

FIGURE .<I, WORI> CLOUI> OF GAMES NAMEI> IN ALL 
RESPONSES, 
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In examining the data more closely, there were a high number of games 

participants reported (n=66). However,only five games,baseball, Civiliza­

tion, D&D, Risk, and WoW had more than one response (See Table 3). 

The other 61 games only had one response each indicating a high diversity 

amongst games that impacted participants. 

GAME FREQUENCY 
QOC'C'QOI I ":) 

CI lJ I LIZ ATI ON 2 

DUNGEONS AND DRAG- 6 

ONS 

RISK 2 

WORLORARCRAFT 9 

TABLE ?- : MOST FREQ.UENT GAMES REPORTED- , 

RESEARCH Q.UESTION 2: 
IAIHAT [>0 GLS ATTENDEES BELIEVE THEY HAVE 

LEARNED FROM GAMES? 

As Figure 5 shows, participants reported learning affective skills (23%) from 

games more than anJ other kind of skill. Management skills were the second 
most reported (15% skill learned. 

Skills Learned: 

• affective skills 
• cogni t ive skills 
• co I laborative work 

02% • content knowledge 
01 % e rnanagement skills 

e Not Coded 
p r oblern -solvi ng ski ll s 
psychomotor ski ll s 

FIGURE S, REPORTED- SKILLS LEARNED- FROM 
GAMES, 



RESEARCH Q_UESTION 3: 
IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETI.J.JEEN ONE.JS 

PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY ANC) THE TVPES OF 
GAMES PLAYEC> AND/OR SKILL LEARNED? 

In our study,among educators, WoW is the most frequently cited game. Fur­

ther, we can see in Figure 6 that "strategy," "guts" {bravery), and "collaboration 

are the most frequently cited skills learned. 

1: attack China 
Body language 

Finance career p lanning 
Monopoly BU\:} Low Sell High Diablo 

Okami Ufe Police Quest reading creativity English 
Clvllazition Maniac Man~ion guts Baseball 

RisKLineage conflict: resolution ti cteamwork . . . soccer conser va on o, . resour ces 
discovery learning Don I can be ray my frlends emot:ion 

Scavenger HuntStrategyz ork patt ern recognition 
how to win with grace Pikmin colla~orat·on wnat it feels Ii e t:o be cneese . . • • I 

take out your nig\S.t stick before you s1.t in t e car r isk taking 
Hide-n-seek the best laid plans only work out sometimes 

wor k together women rule scarce resources 
and Rich uncle the art of laughing in the face of stress and 
no hlng Ts a s It appears playing for hours gets you into uw 

generos ity is tne Key to succes s persistence pays off 
D . Hot e ls Cajabe can-can Sea Battle for lntelivision 

eatn Dragon warrior ii 'N Q'N leadership 
Farmer In the Dell Legend o f zelda 

team building 
life is beautiful 

FIGURE e:, WORC> CLOUC> OF EC>UCATORS' RE­
SPONSES ONLY. 

Among designers and developers, Wo W and D&D are the most frequently 

cited "games" and "strategy'' is the most frequently cited skill learned 

(See Figure 7). 

I-low to run .i t>ustu;SJ.Cit00el5 

sirn~n\j otnerJ~§~,~w _Dungeons and Dragons 
organlzatlon l!!ader5h,p alld d,Jnamo:screat MUJ wnere is etiracao Mtl What IS a cutlass 

Sid Meyers Pirates Jet-gaone c;;n leern everything they know f rom game~ ind reour.;ion 
my nunoor on!! metatrot or chance •ier!'l..ls sklllimaQinatm sorn,iKurucanstant.e run tne 1Norld ThOmas manages tne !J..(ld 

Pirates Strate~, 1compet.itior1 Within co~tion wow M\,!St ::, Bactgamon Sims 1 <1rao1111ne 
Pat erice hat are basic turnan ne • s Pfobfllllllty 

getm g oia sucKS 0arao::e rrienasnip 

FIGURE 7, WORC> CLOUC> OF GAME C>ESIGNERS' ANC> C>EVELOPERS' RE­
SPONSES ONLY , 
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Among researchers, Wo Wand D&D are again the most frequently cited 

along with "patience" and "how to relax" as the most frequently cited as the 

skills learned in games (See Figure 8). 

FIGURE 8, WORC> CLOUC> OF RESEARCHERS' RESPONSES ONLY, 

Among participants classifying themselves as "other," there were no clearly 

predominant themes (See Figure 9). 

planning Wii Bowling 
Hidden Agenda master of magic 

preparation What chance means _ Dans 
especially lRL issues the politics of leader ship 

change comes from unexpected sources 
OblMonlet the kids play I -I - d hi Fr iends can help better tnan websites ogo programm ng an grap -cs 

all of t he above always think 2 moves aheadwow 
Mbu1ct crabskare norrid 1creath, urMes connecdt 4 

pu lie spea Jng vamp re: T e asquera e 
Civilization Dungeons and Dragons 

Spin the Bottle 

FIGURE 9, WORC> CLOUC> OF RESPONSES WHO CHOSE ,.,. OTHER.., AS THEIR PRO­
FESSIONAL IC>ENTITY, 

RESEARCH Q.UESTION 4: 
l.-'JHAT GAME GENRES lJ.JERE MOST PROMINENT 
FOR IAIHICH PROFESSIONAL ![>ENTITIES? 

Fourteen genres of games were c9,ded (See 'Ible 4). When examining the 
data set as a whole, role-playing l29%) was the most dominant genre of game 



reported by our participants. Action-adventure (15%), simulation (13%), 

and board game (12%) genres followed (See Figure 10). Note that the most 

dominant genres (role-playing and action-adventure) also describe the game 

titles most frequently reported previously (i.e. WoW and D&D). 

GENRE COUNT PERCENTAGE 
STRATEGY 2 2 .4 

SIMULATION 11 13.4 

ROIEH..AY 2~ 2 ~.3 

PUZZLE 5 6 .1 

PLATFORBAHE ] J.2 

OUTDOC®HE 6 7 .3 

NOTCODED 3 3 .7 

I NTELLIG ENC B:;AHES ~ 2.4 

FIRS-PERS O t£ HOOTER 1 1.2 

FIGHT 1 1.2 

EXERGAHE 1 1.2 

CASQHE 2 2.'l 

BOAFID:iHE lr3 12 .2 

A CTIO HAD lJ E NTU RE 1~ 14 .6 

3 DU I RTUALE N lJ IR ONHENT .2 

TnTI\I , .... ,nr ,n 

TABLE .<I: GAME GENRE FREQ. UENCY 

As seen in Figure 11, when examining Educators and the most frequent 

genre reported, both board games (23%) and role-playing games (23%) were 

the highest reported. Outdoor games (19%) were reported second highest 

with platform games being reported the least (4%). 

In Figure 12, when examining Researchers and the most frequent genre 

reported, role playing games (13%) was the most frequent and obviously the 

most prominent. 
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2 ~o 1 "11:, 

FIGURE 10 

12% 

2 % 

7 % 
6 % 1 % 

B % 
1 !5q'o 

FIGURE 11, 

23"11:, 23% 

15% 

FIGURE 12, 

l!S % 

98 

Game■ by Genr e: 
0 B oard Game 

• • • • • • • • 

0 

• • • • 

Card Game 
Exe r game 
F ig h t;; ing Game 
F irst;; -Pe r son S f-,oo t;er 
Intell igence Gam e 
N otC oded 
Ou tdoor Gam e 
P lat.form Game 
Puzz le Gam e 
Ro le -P laying Game 
S im u lation 
S tra t egy 

Game Genre Reported 
by Educators: 
Action-Advencure Gam e 
Board Game 
O utdoor Game 
Plat.form Game 
Role -P leiying Game 
S imulation 
S t ra t egy Game 

Game Genres Reported 
by Re■earchers: 

0 A ct ion -Adventu r e 
B oard Game 
Card Gam e 
F igl, t;;ing Gam e 
F irs t;-Person S f,o•oCer 

• lnce ll igence Game 
• Outdoor Game 
• P uzzle Game 
• Ro le -P laying Game 



S O/o Bame Benres Reported by 
Designers & Developers: 

O A c tion -Advent u r e 
B oard Geime 
O utdoor G a m e 

• Ro le-Playing Game 
• S imu lat ion 

Finally, (see Figure 13), when examining Designers and Developers, we again 

see role-playing games (6%) as the most frequent followed closely by action 

and adventure (5%). 

Role playing games were the most prominent across the professional iden­

tities. For each professional identity, educator,research, anddesigner and 

developer, role-playing was the most frequent reported genre of game. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Thoug_h initially surprisin~ !1_ commo_l! pattern emerged among the _games 
most1requently reported:World of Warcraft and Dungeons and Dragons 

were the most frequently cited games across all categories of profession. In 
retrospect, however, such results are not all that surprising. World ofWarcraft 

is the most popular MMORPG (Massive Multiplayer Online Role Playing 

Game) to date, boasting more than 11 million subscribers as of 2008 (Bliz-

zard Entertainment, 2008). Dungeons and Dragons is the most famous non­

digital role playing board game ever created (Waters, 2004). It is no wonder, 

then, that these two game titles would be more frequently reported than any 

other game. 

The findings of these frequencies should not be overstated. There were over 

66 games reported with only baseball, Civilization, D&D, Risk, and WoW 

having more than one response with baseball, Civilization, and Risk only 

having two responses each. Wo W and D&D were overwhelmingly the most 
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frequently reported, but more importantly may be the number of different 

games that participants uniquely reported, 61 uniquely reported games. It is 
evident that games have an impact on our participants' development of skills, 

but there is no clear evidence that any one game is the leader. The categori­

zation of genre was then needed since no clear evidence could be drawn from 

the name of the game alone. 

These data suggest that, while more or less everyone, regardless of profes-

sion, reports an array of games highlighting two popular games (i.e. Wo W & 
D&D), what, specifically, individuals report having learned from them does 

vary somewhat based on professional identity. In fact, we were surprised at 

the vast number ofindividualized and highly nuanced "skills" identified by 

participants. For example, educators reported learning "strategy," "guts," and 

"collaboration." Designers and developers reported learning "strategy," and re­

searchers reported learning "patience" and "how to relax." This diversity could 

be attributed to the fact that participants often used more than one word to 

describe what they learned from playing a game.It is, indeed, interesting that 

participants had difficulty expressing what they learned in only one word. 

Perhaps this suggests that what is learned from games deeply resonates on 

many levels and is hard to precisely define. 

It could also be that professional areas of expertise color perceptions of games 

via the affordances participants perceived in the games. Affordances are 

features the individual perceives in an environment that can be manipulated 

towards a desired end (Gibson, 1979) leading players to bring their real selves 

into a game (Gee 2007). Thus, different people will see the same game in dif­

ferent ways, take different actions, and possible learn very different things. In 
other words, because games are interactive and individuals perceive them in 

differently, what is learned from a game is not consistent across all people and 

all game play experiences. However, more research is needed to clarify these 

possibilities and the influence of professional identity. 

In this project, the most frequently reported types of skills were affective skills 

followed closely by managerial skills ("leadership,""how to run a business"). 
On the surface, the finding that many people learned affective skills from 



games is not surprising in that much of game play taps into strong emotions 

("fu ""fi "" • "".c: • ") h h ·d f fli • n, ear, excitement, 1rustrat10n, , owever, t e WI e range o a ect1ve 

skills reported suggests that playing games is somewhat of an introspective 

and personal adventure, regardless of how collaborative or public the game 

may be. Both Wo W and D&D are intra personal, communicative and collabo­

rative games,yet the skills participants report having learnecfrom them are first 

and foremost introspective and personal and only second managerial and social. 

It is not surprising that role-playing was the most reported genre of game 
across professional affiliations. Role-playing has been identified as a strat-

egy for constructivist learning for years due to the experiential nature of 

role playing and its ability to not only promote cognitive learning, but also 

promote behavioral and affective learning (See Moradi, 2004; Smith, 2004). 

The known outcome of role playing as facilitating affective learning can also 

help us better understand the high reports of affective skills by our partici­

pants. Since most of the participants were reporting role playing games, it 

is only natural that they would also be reporting affective skills learned by 

playing those games, which can also lead us to better understand why there 

is sometimes resistance in educational institutions to implement games for 

learning. If the primary skills learned by playing games are affective and 

wtmmi1fil1srl@e%snJ;t11fe8f JPrrJfs~1IhWr~lh4J? t'ri~\WWcW§oir 1r1-Jih\~0Ni~MVation 

to implement experiential activities, such as role playing games, since it does 

not directly impact the measured outcomes of student performance on math, 

English, and reading in standardized testing, although a conclusion can be 

drawn that affective and managerial skills can be gained by playing games and 

are pre-requisite for certain professions (educators, researchers, and more). 

These research findings suggest that, when prompted, game players can and 

do report having learned specific skills from the games they play supporting a 

constructivist theoretical foundation of learning by doing. 

IMPLICATIONS J'OR 

J'UTURE RESEARCH 
The topic of problem solving in gaming needs further investigation and could 
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be well served by taking a constructionist perspective. Ellow-up studies could 

investigate the pros and cons of this approach, by devising one study similar in 

nature and methodology to this one, and another where all participants' con­

tributions were done in the blind. Comparisons between the groups on pattern 

swarming (where later participants follow along with previous participants in 

a "me too" pattern), uniqueness of responses, and time for patterns to emerge 

could be performed. 

Personal observation of the activity of the participants indicated that approxi­
mately 50% of participants contributed "blindly" to the study, not reading 

previous participant's responses. The other participants did browse other's 

responses, sometimes commenting to the researcher on their thoughts about 

previous participmt's responses. Also, some individuals perused other's 

responses then left to "think about it," returning later to participate. The 

difference in time delay between those who blindly and immediately partici­

pated, those who perused the board then participated, and those who perused 

the board, left for a period of time ranging from several minutes to a day, 

and then returned to participate, could have introduced a variable that is not 

accounted for in this document. Or, making the data collection private could 

control this variable. 

The broadly reported games identified by our participants are interesting 

phenomena. Although there were some popular games reported with some 

frequency, there needs to be additional research in understanding why so 

many different games impacted our participants. 

With the identification of role-playing games as the prominent genre of 

games across professional affiliations, we urge continued research into the 

impact of role-playing games on learning. Specifically, an investigation of 

the skills learned from role-playing, such as affective and managerial skills, on 

student success would be viable research. 

We do not know clearly, based on these data alone, however, if the skills 

learned "transfer" to real-world situations in some way. The research on role 
playing would confirm this idea, but further research on the transfer of skills 

learned by role playing in games on all four of our quadrants is still needed. 
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HOW DOES A PLAYER'S PER­
CEIUED CAME-PLAYINC TIME 
COMPARE TO A PLAYER'S 
ACTUAL CAME-PLAYINC TIME? 

This "Real Time Research" (RTR) study was conceived at the May, 2009 

Giimes Leamirnr and Societv (GLS) conference at the. University of 
Wisconsm-lVlacttson. Our 1n:'qt\1ry st'arte·awnen one or our group members 

(Betrus) read the description of the RTR session on the way to the confer­

ence. After some thought, he brought the idea of observing GLS attendees as 

they played a game to our randomly chosen group at the RTR session. The 

group expressed a mutual interest in Csikszentmih:ilyi's (1990) theory of flow 

and discussed how we could do some basic measurement and observation to 

determine whether players had entered a flow state while playing. 

Just as we were thinking about which game we would set up and where, one 

of the conference organizers (Steinkuehler) made the timely suggestion to use 

the games already set up in the conference arcade. Our UW-Madison hosts 

had set up a giant dream arcade with games of every different shape, size, and 

variety (along with free flowing kegs and unlimited ice cream). We all agreed 
that observing people in the arcade was a good idea. 



For our RTR experiment, we decided it would be relatively easy to ask some 

simple questions about players' perceptions of their experiences and to gather 

some basic demographic information after they finished playing a game. We 

found, among other things, that players were miscalculating their time played 

95% of the time - a significant amount even for a quick test like ours. 

LITERATURE REUIEW 
AND RTR (!UESTIONS 

Csikszentmihalyi's (1991) book, Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experi­

ence, is the seminal work in thearea of flow. In it, Csikszentmihalyi de­

scribes "flow activities" as supporting enjoyment, and gave examples of play, 

art, pageantry, ritual, and sports. He then explained that flow activities" ... 

transformed the self by making it more complex. In this growth of the self 

lies the key to flow activities." 

The achievement of flow through an appropriate balance between Anxiety 

and Boredom has since become a commonly accepted goal among research­

ers and scholars interested in improving the teaching/learning environment 

through the use of games. Csikszentmihalyi stated that: 

"Although the operationalizations of flow diverge from one 

another, almost all flow measuring instruments include the chal­

lenge-skill dimension that has been argued to be the most impor­

tant flow antecedent" (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991, p.191). 

Kiili (2006) divided the conditions described by Csikszentmihalyi (1991) into 

antecedents and the experience itself. Kiili (2006) outlined the antecedents as, 

" ... challenges matched to the skill level of a player, clear goals, unambiguous 

feedback, a sense of control, playability, gamefulness, focused attention, and a 

frame story." He sought to correlate these antecedents with the indicators of 

flow experience: " ... concentration, time distortion, autotelic experience, and 

loss of self-consciousness" He concluded that that: 

"The flow antecedents studied-challenges matched to a player's 
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skill level, clear goals, unambiguous feedback, a sense of control, 

and playability-should be considered in game design in order 

to produce engaging and enjoyable experiences for players" (Kiili, 

2006). 

In other words, he concluded that the basic descriptive characteristics of flow 

outlined by Csikszentmihalyi (1991) could be used as prescriptions for creat­

ing learning games that support flow experiences. In his conclusions he went 

on to state that: 
"The results of the study supported the assumption that the con-

centration, time distortion, autotelic experience, and loss of self­

consciousness dimensions can be considered indicators of the flow 

experience. The interplay of these dimensions facilitates the flow level 

experienced by players. Furthermore, the results indicated that the 

flow experience was independent of gender, age, and prior gaming 

experience" (Kiili, 2006). 

Csikszentmihalyi (1991) described losing track of time as a common descrip­

tion of flow experience. He explained that most people mentioned time went 

faster than it actually did, but there is also the opposite case, and used an 

example of a ballet dancer who thought time went slower while performing a 

difficult turn. He concluded from his observation that, "The safest generaliza­
tion to make about this phenomenon is to say that during the flow experience 

the sense of time bears little relation to the passage of time as measured by 

the absolute convention of the clock." 

Based on our understanding offlow, we suspected that some peoplewould 

enter a flow state in which time perception becomes distorted. For our study, 

we focused somewhat narrowly on this particular aspect of flow, which is about 

losing track of time. Our primary research question was "How does "layers 

perceived game-playing timecompare to a player's actual game-playing time?" 

We further compared that to basic information about the person playing and 

the game he or she was playing. We looked at whether they lost track of time, 

the game was challenging,and whether players had funwhile playing. 



We hypothesized that as players played for longer periods of time, they 

would be more likely to enter a flow state and would therefore evidence a 

correspondingly greater discrepancy between perceived time and actual time 

played. We also wondered if the aggregated data would reveal some sort of 

statistical "break point," where before that point there would be less time 

distortion and after it there would be greater time distortion. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

We conducted our research in the GLS arcade throughout the conference (2 

days, 2 evenings). Participants were a convenience sample chosen from those 

playing in the GLS arcade. They were observed without their knowledge and 

clocked from the time they started playing a game until they quit the game. 

Immediately afterward the players were asked to estimate the amount of time 

they had just played the game. Then they were interviewed based on a short 

seven-item protocol (Appendix A) that included questions about whether 

they enjoyed the game and whether they found it challenging, as well as their 

age, gender, and prior game experience. We also asked whether they had 

checked the time during game play to know whether their estimate was a 

true guess or based on a clock. 

RESULTS 

Given the limits of the study and the difficulty in controlling variables, over­

analyzing the data would not be appropriate or useful. We looked mainly for 

general patterns. 

HERE IS SOME BASIC DATA ABOUT THE 
PARTICIPANTS: 

■ 25 MALES & 15 FEMALES PARTICIPATED-

■ AGE RANGE WAS 8 TO 54 WITH A MEAN 
OF 33,2, 

■ GAMES PLAYED-: ROCK BAND-J DANCE 
DANCE REVOLUTIONJ CONSPIRACY COD-EJ 

FLOWERJ SAMBA D-E AMIGOJ GUITAR 
HEROJ TEAM FORTRESS 2J & LEFT 4 DEAD-, 
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■ 50½ i,,.JER:E PLAVING A GAME THEV HAD 
NE ~.J ER: P LAVED BE FOR: E, 

■ ON AVER:AGE_1 PLAVER:S RATED THEM­
SELVES A 3 ,0 ON A 5-POINT LIKER:T 
SCALE_1 I..\IITH 1 BEING A NON-GAMER: 
AND 5 BEING A HARDCORE GAMER:, 

We found that most players (84%) estimated time played by guessing, while 

M>a°4If~6Hg~iJ}~yeWfr1i ~b~TfffuW MdPn%\Wptyfn~t\Jf~VeHg&~8F~gJww 

length of three minutes and thirty seconds, glancing at time during or just 

after play, or estimating based on when a previous conference session ended 

and the next started. So for most players, the time reported reflects their own 

perception of time. 

In regards to our main research question of"How does a player's perceived 

game-playing time compare to a player's actual game-playing time?" 47.5% 

of participants underestimated the time they played, 4 7.5% of them overes­

timated, and 5% of them answered exact playing time (Figure 1). The range 

of difference in perceived time went from an underestimate of 15 minutes to 

overestimates of70 minutes, and the average player was off in their estima-

tion by 39%. We found the average absolute time difference between per­
ceived and actual time was 9 minutes 4 seconds. However, we did not see any 

pattern between actual played time and this time distortion (longer play did 

not seem to correspond with greater or less distortion). 

• Overestimated 

Underestimated 

0 Exact 

FIGURE 1 : 
PLA'IERJS PERCEIVE!> VS , ACTUAL PLAYING TIME , 



Of the three most commonly played games, Rock Band players underestimat­

ed time played by 17%; Conspiracy Code players underestimated 23%; on the 

other hand Dance Dance Revolution players overestimated by 22%. Players 

who did not think the game was challenging underestimated time played by 

2%. On the other hand, those who found the game challenging overestimated 

time played by 11 %. 

Other findings: 75% of participants were playing in a group (2 or more), 75% 

percent of participants rated their game as fun, and 75% rated their game as 
challenging. 57.5% found their game to be both challenging and fun. 

CONCLUSIONS & 

J'UTURE RESEARCH (!UESTIONS 

Although our initial goal was to investigate whether players experience a flow 

state while playing games, we are limited in what we can conclude. There 

were so many uncontrolled variables in our study that it is hard to attribute 

errors in time reporting necessarily to flow. While some players seemed to 

engage in the games, the testing environment hampered this possibility for 

others. Players had constraints of upcoming sessions or social distractions 

fr.om collea~es oi: others in the gamj_l).g envirol)Jllent. Additionallv, half were 
play:mg ilie game tor Hie first t1m'e, Whlth may attect ability to reach a-How 

state. Finally, we do not know how well participants would be able to esti­

mate time passage during other activities. Correctly estimating time might 

just be a difficult thing to do regardless of the activity. 

We were hoping to observe whether players entered into a state of flow, 

primarily comparing their perception of time played with their actual time 

played. We found in general that players did not accurately report their time 

played (95% of participants), and they did have a distorted sense of time. 

We found it surprising that only 5% accurately estimated time played and 

those players' time estimates were an average of 39% off. These findings may 

have been inflated somewhat due to some shorter game play times for which 

estimates were often rounded to the nearest 5-minute increment. However, 
even in longer playing situations, there were similar differences between times 

LOSING TRFICK OF TIME 111 



112 

played and estimated time played. Either people entered a state of flow rather 

quickly in game play and lost track of time or else people have a poor sense of 

time in general. 

It is interesting that the game that required moderate physical activity 

(e.g., Dance, Dance, Revolution) was also the game that had the highest 

overestimation of time played (by 22%), and that in general as players rated 

games more challenging they overestimated their time played. We wonder if 

this is similar to the case Csikszentmihalyi (1991) described in which a ballet 
dancer's perception of time was slower while performing a difficult turn. 

Although all players who played Dance, Dance, Revolution reported that the 

game was challenging, there were mixed reports from players on overestima­

tion and underestimation compared to their actual play time. It would be 

interesting to see if there is a relationship between overestimation of time and 

increasing challenge level of an activity. In future studies one might start with 

the assumption that flow is not anabsolute, buta relative concept. In other 

words, a player could be at the very limits of flow, just before the challenge of 

the game increases to the point where it pushes the player from a flow state to 

a state of anxiety. Alternatively a player could be in a flow state on the verge 

ofhorerlom. In anv cas<., the,intersectign.and.relationsliios.amon1r skill 1evel o lie player, me enaueuge ocme acnvlly, ana nme mstornon 1s eei'fiunly an 

interesting area to examine in future research. 

We are also interested in finding if there are differences in the people we 

talked to, such as background, immediate contextual variables, or personal­

ity that, if measured, could predict whether someone would overestimate or 

underestimate their time played. 

"Do people engaged in video games lose track of time?" "Does the time dis­

tortion change (increase or decrease) if they enter a flow state?" 

"Does a person's perception of time while playing video games differ any 

more or less than their perception while doin!Pther more mundane activities?" 



We would also observe players in more natural settings. We would control 

for variables in our sample, such as game genre, actual amount of time played, 

and prior experience with game. We would also need to determine how ac­

curately participants keep track of time doing other activities. 

To finish this study, our RTR team met every day during conference, infor­

mally in the morning and afternoon, and formally in the evening. We spent 

one particularly long night analyzing data and preparing our presentation. 

While this was not what any of us had in mind when we went to the confer­
ence, somehow, the sense of accomplishment we got from working together 

made it worth the time and effort. 

We focused on generating research questions and producing results that 

could lead to future research. For you, the reader, we hope the process worked. 

Through our reflections of the deficiencies in our research process, we are in 

turn identifying potential areas of inquiry to be explored. Ultimately, in our 

inquiry we were seeking to determine the circumstances and factors respon­

sible for getting people into a flow state and similarly to look at what keeps 

it from emerging. In the end we hope that our study helped to accomplish 

the muse-like goals of the RTR project itself -that is, to foster dialogue and 
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WHAT ROLES DO PLAYERS 
TAKE IN OJ'J'LINE SOCIAL 
INTERACTIONS? 

At the first Real Time Research (RTR) session at the Games, Learning and 

Society (GLS) conference in July 2008, we were invited to design a research 

project that would be conducted, analyzed, and presented by the conclusion 

of the twt o.:r.dav conference. We ;J.f~gted.JthisLch" llen!le as -a__gr_om> of 6trap­gers wftn mverse 01sc1punary' oac~1 unus, wrncITTncruoea a---gra<!e scnoo 

science teacher, a college professor, an instructional designer and researchers 

from the fields of nursing and education. In order to begin the process, index 

cards representing theoretical perspectives, research methodologies and data 

analysis techniques were selected randomly by each RTR group. Using the 

selected cards as a starting point, we began our quest for a research topic by 

seeking common interests in gaming research. Not surprisingly, we all shared 

a passion for games and learning. This collective interest led us to a conversa­

tion about the games that we had observed and/or played in the GLS arcade 

the night before. We were curious about the apprenticeship (Lave & Wenger, 

1991) that seemed to be developing around some of the games and how the 

GLS arcade offered an easily accessible venue for observing the sociocultural 

nature oflearning (Vygotsky, 1978), including the conversations that go on 
around games (Squire &Jenkins, 2004). 



Much of the research done on the topic of learning through social interac­

tions during game play examines the learning that happens when individual 

learners interact with other people in an online gaming space (Nardi, Ly, & 

Harris, 2007; Steinkuehler, 2004; Thomas, 2009). Fewer studies have de­

scribed the apprenticeship around games in offiine environments (Reed, S., 

Satwicz, T., &McCarthy, L.,2008). We decided to take advantage of the 

opportunity offered by the GLS arcade to conduct an RTR study of offiine 

learning through social interactions around games. 

Our initial research question was: How do conference participants experi­

ence offiine social interactions in the GLS arcade and learn through them? 

We further refined this to two more specific questions: 

1. In offiine interactions, what roles do conference participants take during 

game play within the GLS arcade: players, lurkers, or mentors? 

2. How do participants of the study who have taken on different roles (play­

ers, lmkers, or mentors) describe their comfort level and experience with 

the game? 

METHODS 

CHOICE OF METHODOLOGY 

For our RTR project, we were asked to select a research methodology from 

one of several possibilities offered to our group. We selected "phenomenol­

ogy" as the best fit because in a phenomenological study the researchers begin 

with a question that is important in their own lives (van Manen, 2002a). 

It was our shared learning experiences interacting with some of the new 

games in the GLS arcade that motivated our inquiry. Phenomenology is by 

its nature is not a methodology to be rushed, but our time constraints dictat­

ed a compressed reflection and validation process. We collected data for the 

purpose of reflecting on the meaning of these experiences for participants. 

We chose two methods for gathering information for our study that are con­

sistent with a phenomenological approach (van Manen, 2002b). 
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1. Close observation: "Close observation involves an attitude of 

assuming a relation that is as close as possible while retaining a herme­

neutic alertness to situations that allows us to constantly step back and 

reflect on the meaning of those situations" (van Manen, 2002b, paragraph 

2, line 9). 

2 . Interviews : Interviewing allows the researcher to "borrow" other 

people's experience to help develop understanding. In an extended phe­

nomenological study, researchers write questions that explore the mean­

ing of that experience for individuals and ask them to share their lived 

experiences. Because of the abbreviated research time, basic questions 

that provided immediate description of the experience were developed. 

CHOICE OF GAMES 
We limited our study to a subset of the games available at the GLS arcade. 

We selected the games, Wii Sports and Wii Fit (released 2 months before the 

conference), since they were new, drawing larger numbers of participants, and 

we had all enjoyed them personally. 

SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS 
Study participants were individuals playing Wii Sports or Wii Fit or indi­

viduals observing or waiting their turn to play the game. Participation was 

largely limited to breaks between conference sessions with a few running over 

into the start of a new session. We selected all willing participants who were 

available for conversation during the limited time frame. 

DEFINITION OF PLAYERJ LURKERJ 
AND MENTOR 
Players were actively involved in the game play; lurkers were observing others 

play, but were not actively involved in the game. Mentors were guiding other 

players either through conversation as lurkers or through joint game play with 

other players. 

DATA COLLECTION 
Iii. oraer to structure our observations and to document our findings, we 



constructed a data collection sheet (See Appendix A). We collected data be­

tween 10:30 am on Day One of the Conference and 3pm on Day Two of the 

Conference, primarily using session breaks, when the population in the GLS 

arcade was the most active, to make observations and conduct interviews. 

During session breaks, one or two researchers from our group approached 

conference attendees who were either playing or observing at the Wii Sports 

or Wii Fit area. We explained our RTR project and then invited the confer­

ence attendees to become participants. 

To address our first research question we engaged in close observation of the 

game play, this sometimes led researchers to involve themselves in the game 

play ( van Manen, 2002b). We closely observed participants and classified 

them as players, lurkers, or mentors. We also noted the conversations that 

were occurring between participants as they involved themselves in the game. 

To address our second research question, we conducted brief interviews with 

participants (see questions in Appendix A), asking players and mentors to in­

dicate their comfort level with the game in the following simple terms: level 1 

= very comfortable, level 2 = okay, and level 3 = frustrated. 

We compiled the data from our data sheets by first counting the number of 

RMH£Wra&tp:r'rll8ip'a1frs~ftcflfaduls~fgi·ilHtW&~tY-Sgs ~e~Jc)'{ec8RiUfol14ev~f. 

Finally, we examined the interview data for themes, which were established 

by consensus after reviewing our interview notes (Appendix A). 

J'INDINCS 
Of the 400 GLS conference attendees, 35 (8.8%) participated in this study. 

The age range was 19-64 years. When examining behavior in this public 

social context, our data showed that 20 participants were players only, 13 were 

lurkers, 2 were mentors (see Figure 1). Interestingly, both mentors were also 

playing the games we observed, although for ease of category assignment, we 

did not include them in the player category. 

In our player category, eighteen out of twenty players identified their level of 

WII OBSERVE 121 



122 

comfort with the games (see Figure 2). Of these 18 players, eight were very 

comfortable with this game experience, seven felt okay, and three felt frus­

trated. Both mentors classified themselves as very comfortable. 

One of the questions that lurkers were asked is whether they planned to play. 

Of the 13 lurkers, three planned to play, seven preferred to watch, two said 

maybe, and one did not answer. 

• Player 

Lurker 

0 Mentor 

FIGURE 1 , PROPORTION OF PLA'v'ERSJ 
LURKERSJ ANC> MENTORS OBSERVEC>, 

• Very Comfortable 

Okay 

Q Frustrated 

FIGURE 2 , PERCENTAGE REPORT -
ING EACH LEVEL OF COMFORT, 

To elucidate themes from our interview data, we focused on the player and 

iiI~fr 15lh«ye~fifle~~rilr~cf0Vs<t~~pfil?llic<!apilWWitR£1&if HfWe1-t1e~rAf m'&n 
in Table l; it was fun, cool, engaging, and learning was intuitive in most cases 

(Table 1). 

In addition to these general comments, specific comments on Wii Sport -

Golf and Wii Fit were collected. Responses to Wii Sports - Golf were mixed 

with some players describing it as fun while others described it as frustrating, 

remarking that it was not like the real sport or otherwise expressing dislike 

for the title. Responses concerning Wii Fit were more consistently positive 

although one player found the balance board in Wii Fit - Ski Slalom uncom­

fortable. Examples of comments from lurkers on the reason they watched 

but did not play included: no time, liked watching, preferred to watch, just 

observing, heard about it, want to see what was new, play it all the time, not 
interested, interested in other games, sometimes watch, sometimes play. 



Players were observed encouraging lurkers to play with mixed results, while 

mentors offered tips and comments to the players that facilitated learning 

new skills and reinforced successes. 

GENERAL l.JII SPORTS 
l.JII FIT 

COMMENT (GOLF) 

EASY FUN TIRINGJORKOUT 

FAMILIAR ENJOYABLE GOOD .ACCURATE. 

(BODY TEST) 

COMFORTABLE INTUITIUE EASYJ COOLJ NEAT 

(YOGA) 

RELAXED CHALLENGING UNCOMFORTABLE ON 

THE BALANCE BOARD 

(SKI SLALOM) 

FUN FRUSTRATION 

LOUE ITJ LIKE IT DON'T LIKE THAT 

ENTERTAINING DIFFERENT FROM 

REAL GAME . 

COOL 

EXCITING 

T J.JTI=' !;' I=' C:TT Isl r: 

MOTIUATING 

CH ALLEN GING 

INTRIGUING 

TABLE 1 , TERMS USEC> TO C>ESC:RIBE THEIRWII SPORT & W II FIT EXPERIENCE 

CONCLUSIONS & NEXT STEPS 

Conclusions can be drawn from both the micro-level about what can be 

learned from the findings of this one example of an RTR study and the 

macro-level concerning the feasibility of doing RTR at a gaming conference 

more generally. Although the sample size in our RTR study was small (n=35) 

and our data were preliminary, we had three findings that lead to ideas for 
further work. First, we found that all mentors were players, but not all players 
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were mentors. This raises interesting questions about the characteristics and 

motivations of those players who were also mentors. Second, another inter­

esting finding concerns the different experiences of players with the games. 

For example Wii Sport-Golf elicited contrasting reactions (intuitive versus 

frustrating) from different players. It would be informative to extend the 

study and investigate explanations for these different reactions to this game. 

Third, an unexpected finding from our study was the high proportion oflurk­

ers (13 out of 35). This finding suggested another interesting research avenue 

for further investigation on lurking. 

We began this study with the objective of observing how participants re­

sponded to a recently released game in the GLS arcade, however we did 

not collect data focused on what study participants learned. Next steps for 

research would be to conduct a study of the teaching/learning process in a 

gaming arcade such as this one. Additionally, we noticed that a fairly consist­

ent population of conference attendees entered the arcade during the break 

periods over this 2-day time frame. We would like to explore the reasons 

reported by conference attendees for entering or not entering this on-site play 

space. 

On1the macro-lPvel.,_ our oJiocess demonstrated that five or3fession"lst orevi­ous y unKnown To oue anemer, are capao1e ot~pwting sruay es1gn clfa ::rc-

teristics "out of a hat" and then doing rapid prototyping to arrive at specific 

methodology and population of interest. We see value in doing RTR rapid 

prototyping in providing a forum for informal knowledge generation, in col­

lecting preliminary data that can be used to generate new research questions, 

and in enabling feasibility testing for various methodologies. For example, 

we discovered that individuals in the GLS arcade were willing participants in 

a study of game play, easily accessible, and generally open in their behaviors 

while engaged in game-play. This made the experience of collecting data 

less cumbersome and more meaningful for the investigators and provided an 

added benefit to their conference attendance. The nature of the RTR process 

is highly creative, collaborative, and it offers opportunities to ask questions 

that might otherwise not arise in game and simulation research. 
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APPENDIX: 

'' Wii Obser1•e '' 
Data Collection Sheet 

GENDER: Male/ Female 

AGE: 

SPORT/GAME PLAYED: 

COMFORT LE 1,.JEL: 

1 (very comfortable) 2 (okay) 3 (frustrated) 

PLAYER / LURl-<ER / MENTOR: 

OBSERVATION NOTES: 

(Space allovJed for notes on sheet) 

Interuie....._, Questions: 

PLAYERS 

1) Ha~,1e you played Wii before 7 
2) Played this sport in real Life before 7 
3) 1-3 words on their eHperience 

LURKERS 

1) Played Wii before 7 
2) Are you planning on playing? 

3) Why or 1.-~Jhy not? 









<lo- In-• 
' ~i,laces." 1¢ 

o. ~ wnoml 
lliov<O~ll,e 

WHAT HAPPENS WHEN UIRAL 
NOTEBOOKS ARE USED AS 
A RESEARCH COLLECTION 
METHOD AT A CONJ'ERENCE? 

This was the questionJhat we formed after w~,..l]lllCh di,scussion Det<;rrpin-
ing our question was ifficult for our group. We haa three cards to help guide 

our formulation of a research question: Activity Theory, Social Interaction, 

and Ethnography. Michelle wrote ideas on a large piece of paper as our team 

threw around ideas. We began to focus on data collection methods and lit 

upon the idea to use small notebooks, each with a question written on it, and 

ask people to answer a question on the notebook and then pass it along to 

someone else. This method of collecting data used the idea of social interac­

tion and was a not to general ethnography (participant journals). Theory was 

not a strong component of our research question. 

METHODS 

We wrote two questions on five notebooks each for conference participants 
to answer. The topic of the question, albeit interesting, was not relevant to our 



research question per se. Rather, we wanted to focus primarily on the data 

collection method itself. Since we were attending a conference about games, 

we assumed that many of the attendees would be game players. The Qyestions: 

l, WHAT CHARACTER CLASS DO YOU USUALLY 

CHOOSE AND WHY? 

2, WHAT IS YOUR FAVORITE GAME AND WHY? 

There were ten notebooks divided into two piles of five, with question one on 

one set and question two on the other set of five. We wrote the question on 

the top half of the cover of the notebook. The directions were written on the 

lower half of the front cover and read: "Please return to the GLS info desk by 

9 pm Thursday." A box was placed on the counter at the conference's infor­

mation desk for notebook return. 

It was the first night of the conference (Wednesday) during a poster session. 

Our notebooks were ready. Monica and Michelle each answered a question 

in order to provide an example. Monica and Michelle then went to the poster 

session area and asked people to take the notebook and answer the question, 

giving no further instructions. 

The following morning (Thursday), we noticed that there were no notebooks 

being passed around. We found some in the game room. By the following 

evening (Thursday evening) before the plenary session, Michelle gathered 

as many as she could find because none had been returned to the designated 

box. 

Rather than being passed around, the notebooks appeared to have been 

abandoned and left in various places or lost. Because so little data had been 

collected, (the notebooks were nearly empty at that time), we decided to 

deviate from our srcinal protocol and directly approached approximately 15 

people to take a notebook with Qyestion #2 on it and answer the question. 

We waited while the person answered the question and then Yoonhee took 

the notebook back. 
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That evening, we gathered to tabulate and analyze the data we were able to 

obtain. For each of the two questions posed to participarts, we counted the 

number of notebooks returned and noted how many responses were in each 

notebook. We also considered the number of responses relative to the number 

of conference participants. 

J'INDINCS 

Estimating:__the total number of GLS attendees to 
oe arounCtJDU, we received responses trom ap-

proximately 16% of the attendees (see Figure 1). 

If we subtract the 15 solicited responses, then that 

participation drops to approximately 11 %. 

Generally we found that when we asked people 

~Q1 

<_JQ2 

to answer the question in the notebook, they were 

very willing to participate. We did, however, ask 

people who appeared to be relaxing or standing 

around. Table 1 shows the overall response rate. 

Actual responses can be found in the Appendix. Q1 + Q2 = 1 SD/a 

QUESTION :U: BOOk:S # RESPONSES RETURNED 
#I:H AR A CTE!tLAS9,..JHY7 2 

#E!Al.J0RIT6AMl6-lHY7 3 

TOTAL 5 

TABLE l , NUMBER OF BOOKS RETURNED- AND­

RESPONSES GIVEN FOR EACH O.UESTION, 

Hl 

37 

47 

The fact that., when asked directly, individuals were consistently willing to 

respond to the questions indicates that there was some degree of willingness 

to participate in this research project, yet overall we found that people were 

qot. willing_ to pass the notebook along to someone else or to return them to 
their drop-box. 

FIGURE l, 



CONCLUSIONS & NEXT STEPS 

In conclusion, we found that asking people to take responsibility for a note­

book during a conference was unsuccessful, perhaps because it was perceived 

as interfering with the conference attendee's reasons for being there. While 

willing to participate if asked, they were not willing to pass the notebook or 

return it. It was interesting however, that they were willing to write in it and 

leave it on a table. There could be other explanations for why the data col-

lectiQn rpethod 0did 1~ot work. P~rl;iaos i1a.rticipants qeededab<;tter. direct.ions. 
Maybe the note OOKS were too plam1ookmg or people nee ect an mcent1ve 

to participate. 

These speculations led us to ask: How do viral notebooks become a game? 

What is fun about anonymous interaction? Why would someone participate, 

or not? Would more playful & intriguing questions make a difference? Per­

haps, making the covers more colorful or decorating in them in someway to 

generate interest would have made the project more successful. 

Would this make a good research study on a large scale or for follow up? 

After looking over the data collected, we concluded that although there 

maybe ways to make this a more viable project, the reason for collecting the 

data should be a more integral part of the project. The lesson learned is that 

personal requests for information are effective in gathering data. Asking 

people to take responsibility at a conference for passing a notebook is not. 

We concluded that we made too many assumptions about how our questions 

would be interpreted and about people's willingness to participate. 
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APPENDIX: 

'' Uiral Notebook'' 
Ra1JJ Data (for the lulz) 

Q_ 1: v..lHICH CHARACTER CLASS [}0 YOU 

USUALL'·.-' CHOOSE AND v.JHY? 
• Hi (drawing of hand waving Blood elf They are pretty (smiley face) 

• Tourist, because the credit card and camera are AWESOME! 

• Elf- aesthetic appeal, T olkein fetish! 

• Night Elf- Hunter, Hunter & Native relationship 

• Wizard- Brains before brawn 

• Disco Bandit (Kingdom of Loathing) Why chosen? Gaining a skill of 

ambidextrous Funkslinging-- and ranged weapon specialty. 

• Ranger/Hunter - Killer but nature friendly :) 

• Heavy, Pyro, Engine-Truly playing a real game. 

• I usually play a healer. First, if none available I play mage. I like the idea 

of using your intelligence to attack a problem instead of brute force. I 

especially like healing, as I feel like the other players will appreciate me. 

• I usually play Rogue, I like to infiltrate and ali:he strategy associated toit. 

Q_2: v..lHAT IS ,./OUR FA 1.)0RITE GAME & l,,.,._.HV? 

• My favorite game is Tex Murphy's Pandora's Directive. A very compel­

ling story and way to integrate puzzles in a 3D adventure & a revolution­

ary hint system. I was hooked. 

• Legend of Zelda ( Original) Great, Simple RPG type game that had a 
vast world to explore, I pulled some all nighters way back when when it 

first came out. 



• Zelda-Twilight Princess Why? because it is on Wii and I love sword 

fighting with the Wii controller. 

• Currently my favorite game is Battlestar Galactica Board Game. It has 

elements of a card/board game while requiring a good "poker face" in 

order to properly play the Cylon characters. 

• Rez- It's pushing the boundaries between visual presentation &audio 

presentation to the point that what you see & what you do produces a 

unique musical experience. God of War I, II, & III (soon) b/c its the shit 
and I like Greek mythology and Kratos Fuckin' Rock!! 

• City of Heroes I love the avatar creation + customization. I find it really 

satisfying to fine-tune the appearance of my characters 

• I really enjoyed Final Fantasy 9 back in the day. Just the right mix of 

fantasy & corny elements. 

• Galaxy Trucker - way random but you think you have some control/skill. 

Way fun! 

• God of War- it unleashes my psychopath. 

• Titanic, Adventure Out of Time bl c the characters were fun and I'm a 

history fan. 

• Kingdom of Loathing- It useBartles 4 Gaming 'fpes well-very engaging. 

• Hide & Seek- I like to find what hides/ is hidden 

• Soccer- I like the physical play, complexity & teamwork. 

• Okami0 Love the twist an characterization & game goals. 

• Shadow of the Colosus- Tragedy in a digital game(? difficult to read,) 

• Civilization Series- Depth, complexity & one-move turn syndrome 

• Maniac Mansion 

• 
I (heart) Green Tentacle 

• Earthbound for SNES - Psychick Youth ov Amerika! 
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• Laura Bow 2: The Dagger of Amon Ra 

• Frogger 

• I've never played a video game 

• WOW- My last game was Monopoly and WOW's a whole lot better! 

• World ofWarcraft- the only MMORPG I Play. I like meeting many dif­

ferent people who I would not meet IRL. Real friendships and bonds are 

formed from the construct of combat and cooperation. 
• World of Warcraft- large player base, Eve Online Complex, Prince of 

Persia (The first one) Unique 

• My favorite game right now is Runescape because I don't know anyone 

there, so it feels like an open frontier. 

• Madden 2009 for Xbox 360 

• Clill 

• Phantasysta-Globalonia! Backgammon, World of Goo 

• Sex (in general) (not a videogame) Why- very exciting, good rewards, 

collaborative, sortoa.not.only.casual, Social, Excellent graphics/sound, im-

mersive, &EDUCATIONAL(+ good for you!) 

• Kingdom of Loathing - Humor, hidden learning. 

• Battlestar Galactica The Board Game Intrigue, Poker Face, Strategy, 

always good to see if the humans will win.May change next month. 

• I like many games, but NOT drinking games. I take my drinking game 

seriously, and its a meditative process making it a game misses the point 

and out Herod's Herod. Non-participant. 

• Paper-Scissors- rock: Basis of many games. 

• Team Fortress 2: Aesthetic Appeal 

• Civilization Strategy, Engagement, History 









WHAT DO PEOPLE TALK ABOUT 
ON THE BAC:HC:HANNELS OJ' 
THE 2009 CDC: C:ONJ'ERENC:E? 

Based on a shared interest in the public discourse around conferences, our 

Real Time Research group decided to investigate the "backchannel" of the 

2009 Game Developers Conference (GDC). We chose to focus on the mi­

cro-blogging service Twitter and the stream of commentary generated using 

the #GDC and #GDC09 hashtags. Because we anticipated a large amount 

of data and had little time to review and analyze, we recognized that the 

traditional data analysis tools we planned to use, including manual analysis 

and bar chart visualizations would not be sufficient given the large quantity 

of data captured and the short time three-day time frame for the research 

project. We therefore targeted Wordle as a powerful means of presenting the 

data drawn from the stream of tweets captured over the five-day period of our 

research project. 

METHODS 
As the data that we gathered are based on short (up to 140 characters) text­

based postings on the micro-blogging service Twitter (http://twitter.com/), 

we needed to manage these to answer our research question. In order to do 



this we started to define which posted messages, also known as tweets, should 

be included in our research. A common practice by conference participants is 

to include in tweets related to a conference in order to make clear that their 

tweet was about the given conference. In the case of GDC 2009, there were 

two commonly used hash tags: #GDC and #GDC09. Those interested in 

following the Twitter backchannel of the event knew to search Twitter using 

these hashtags in order to follow the tweetstream for the conference. 

We focused on tweets including the #GDC and #GDC09 hashtags in our 
data mining. In this way we used Twitter's own search capabilities to pull out 

tweets that were tied to #GDC and #GDC09 during the week of the con­

ference (Monday-Friday). We sorted the tweets by day to better account for 

initiation and development of topics, and to see if events that took place at 

the conference were picked up by other conference participants. The amount 

of tweets made each day shifted, but an average of 825 of tweets was found 

per 24-hour period. 

With that data, we performed two analyses. Firstly, an analysis of tweets 

specifically referencing the GDC keynote by Satoru Iwata was performed, 

with results presented using traditional methods (bar charts/graphs). Sec-

~ wtP&e~gV)1t,lret~o\Ynilfr3e~11FXcffinH6"9dr}iY ifi4l11iiJiP~ffeetiiH~f!J>ri I 
in aesthetically appealing "word clouds". In this process the tool makes more 

recurrent words appear larger in the cloud, allowing size to correspond with 

frequency. The end result can be manipulated by changing colors and the 

form of the cloud. By means of these word clouds, we then made some pre­

liminary analyses based on what we found to be relevant ways of explaining 

the data. 

J'INDINCS: ANALYSIS OJ' 
IWATA KEYNOTE TWEETS 
Instead of hunting down conference attendees and making them answer a 

survey or asking participants directly about what topics they initiated and 
discussed most frequently at GDC, we studied the participants' conference 
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related practices on the social networking service Twitter. 

The first analysis was concerned with exploring how participants twittered 

about the first keynote of the conference, given by Nintendo President Satoru 

Iwata. First, we wanted to find if attendees twittered at all about Iwata's talk, 

and also how they did so. We looked for tweets that included either the tag 

#GDC or #GDCO9, and also made some mention of"Iwata," "Nintendo" or 

the first keynote talk. We explored how they twittered about the content of 

tµis talk (includipg joµrnalistic as:;couqts of what ]:le i'i_aid, positi_Yie apd nel!a- d 
tive reactions to it; JOkes made about it, and Hie liKeJ; ano we itiSO investigate 

how participants employed various functions of Twitter such as re-tweeting, 

posting links, and responding to others' tweets.The results are presented below. 

Ant ic ipation 

con tent 

ln fc & 
Summ ary 

Pos it iv e 
Fl"aot lon 

N a g etive 
Rsac1;,on 

FIGURE 1 , CONTENT ANALYSIS OF TWEETS REFERENCING 
SATORU IWATAJS KEYNOTE SPEECH 

As seen in Figure 1, the greatest amount of tweets concerned anticipation 

hefore the actual kevnoteh.ef!an. Manv tweets mentioned waitin!l in the (long) 
line that was tormirtg welIBetoretne event began. ::,ome ment10rtee1 cuno'!iity 



about what would be discussed, mile others merely noted thewait time they 

were enduring. The next greatest amount of tweets focused on summarizing or 

presenting information gleanedfrom Iwatas keynote. These tweets werenot 

evaluative,but instead merelywererepeating information that Iwata wasgiving 

out. To a far smaller degree, tweets offered positive or negative reactions to the 

keynote address. It seems that more twitterers were interested in passing along 

information,rather than giving responsesor evaluations of the keynote. 

Twitterers also highlighted a few notable areas from Iwata's talk (see Figure 
2)-particularly his mention of a "death spiral" that could occur in the game 

development business, a giveaway of the DS game "Rhythm Heaven" to 

promote its impending release, the next Zelda game, and discussion of game 

designer Shigeru Miyamoto's particular design process. The death spiral in 

particular was well received, as developers quickly posted pictures oflwata's 

slide of the spiral, with one creative individual Photoshopping a game CD 

box to promote the Nintendo game 'Death Spiral'. 

Death 
S p ira l 

Rhytf m 
H e aven 

M ,yamoto 
& D e s ign 

Ze lda 
Game 

■ Serie,; 2 

■ Series 1 

FIGURE 2 , THEMES FOUN I> IN TWEETS OF IWATA ' S SPEECHJ I>ARK GRAY 
INI>ICATES TWEETS THAT OCCURREI> ON THE I>A Y OF THE KEYNOTE ANI> 

LIGHT GRAY INI>ICATES TWEET S IN THE FOLLOWING I> AYS , 
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Finally, as seen in Figure 3, we looked at how twitterers employed the partic­

ular mechanics of Twitter to direct their tweets in particular ways. Somewhat 

surprisingly to us, most tweets were basic, with only a small number employ­

ing retweeting or replies to other tweets. Several more tweets included links to 

websites, but again, most tweets referred to themselves, and did not appear to be 

part of a larger,specific conversation. 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

soc ia l med ia 

Retwee1;n Aep l~-en lnkc 

FIGURE 3, TYPES OF Tl,<JEETS MADE 
IN REFERENCE TO IWATA'S SPEECH 

J'INDINCS: 
WORDLE REPRESENTATIONS 
In our second analysis, we were inspired by the way the tool Wordle can 

be used to visually represent word frequencies. We developed a small Java 

program that queried Twitter.com for tweets about the Game Developer 

Conference. We then removed sender names and times from the tweets 

before processing them in Wordle. By analyzing discrete sets of tweets from 

individual conference days, we found the word clouds generated by Wordle 

to be a fruitful nresentation tool. WorAle uses .basic wo.rd counting; techniques 
to generate wort1 cloud visualizations ffiat use size to mct1cate the re:tat1ve 



frequency of word usage within the given data set. Below we present the five 

different days based on the restrictions on tweets signed with the tag '#GDC'. 

Plll>Of 
dolle next;. aroacti, back 

-"'I.I bag SeSSIOnS lunch upd,u,,: less via • ~·~ casual .·. 
~ OliCO pan, rutl!re developers mobi e around a1 learning, evel'\jGhillg ralanda love 

twelltiS l;weet, 111d1e I- dm session boday momhg 1;1,Jk19 

, ~~w _maybe conference r U presenbat;ion meebing anyone t~ 

~ ~=~"inhOnEr games t;all< _ g r:,_ awesome ~ot!!.going 
~~.: w~game;ia~~t;fu~e 
:'!~~ day f; ee i~ere~ ""'"~ • bar f>l9SS ~ first; b~t; 

social oonighl, de$ign • I"' .. goouuusu 1·1ke really 
wel tomorrow peop e hours slit.lff cl --..,o use • everyone. 

?~ paroy ~rtla~~ k~- week g c g~~~:one 
fun sf still! n~ t new t;h1nk always balki'lg "fi ngmoco 

read• 1 WOrk world folks WI check 
-:i interesting s11r.1es -

also cool got;; look 

FIGURE .<I. THE FIRST DAY OF THE CONFERENCE (MONDAY), 

The first day of GDC, which is comprised of the niche summits (i.e. Mobile, 

i~PcAcfrS:'efrfb0 Ili&tgnfe9gAZ:<Hi\Wrfi~ Bl<=g~M~ 8&en~&¥dc%~iPl :NWS}i on 

diffuse range of topics such as iPhones as well as on the fact only summit ses­

sions were taking place. 
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FIGURE 5 , THE SECOND DAY (TUES D AY) , 
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On the second day of the summits, the words used mostly by the twitterers 

were again the words games and game, but another word emerged as just as 

common; party. One explanation about the word party is that it was used in 

the context of social events outside the conference. The conference attendees 

are either recurrently twittering about a certain party or about different par­

ties; based on this data set, there is no way to shed light on which. Words as 

tomorrow (seen above the word game) indicate some prospective topics about 

what's to come, highlighting future events of importance. 

The tweets about the summits began to be outnumbered by the tweets about 

the conference proper, which began on Wednesday. This stands to reason, as 

the summits are much more lightly attended. 
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FIGURE e: , THE THIRC> C> A'v' (WE C> NE SC> A'v') , 

Substantially different content of tweets on the third day of the conference is 

seen in the graphical model of the third day's word cloud. Here words such as 

Nintendo, Iwata and keynote are the most common. This can be understood 

as a situation in which participants took up for discussion what was happen­

ing from the conference website and the subject matter of that day's keynote. 

!BJW-fim'¼8ld1WNaP.efore, the word party has receded in importance (seen 
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FIGURE 7, THE FOURTH DAY (THURSDAY), 

In Figure 7, another keynottpresenter is brought up on lwitter by theword 

Kojima (Hideo Kojima, designer of the Metal Gear a). Here the word party 

is seen in a smaller text beside the word Kojima, indicating that participants were 

planning social events or commenting on earlier ones. Here the twitterers make 

the 'last day a topic, besides game designers such as WrighWill Wright). 
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CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

The use of two data analysis and visualization techniques proved to be 

instructive. The use of traditional analysis methods for the tweets relating to 

lwata's Wednesday keynote-where we as researchers structured the data, 

labeled emergent themes, and made inferences about what various frequen­

cies might suggest- and the more open-ended use ofWordle to visualize the 

complete data set suggested different uses. The presentation of the Iwata data 

as interpreted by our project team lead to a focus on the part of our audience 

on our methodologies rather than the data. 

On the other hand, the word clouds, which presented the full data set, led to 

the audience joining us in the analysis of the data .. Using Wordle to provide 

an initial structure to the Twitter data was inspiring for us as researchers. As a 

visual data mining tool, word clouds provided an excellent method for draw­

ing to the surface trends that otherwise might be overlooked. These visually 

translated statistics (i.e. word frequencies) seems to inspire people to become 

more engaged in active interpretation themselves than compared to tradi­

tional graphs in which the researcher controls the interpretation. 

In order to tune in to what people at the conference were talking about, we 
went online and studied conference attendees' text-based postings on the 

social networking service Twitter. As this tweeting practice is only done 

among certain members of the conference attendees, our analysis is limited 

to a certain population. It can be interpreted that what goes on there might 

be read by more than the messages being posted. The postings in themselves 

can also be seen as a way to talk about how people make themselves and their 

ideas/thoughts/experiences/opinions 'heard' and 'seen' online by a specific 

community (i.e. GDC). 

More generally, this work makes visible methods for utilizing social interac­

tion in already established social media and ways to work with such forms of 

computer-mediated communication using both traditional research methods 

and visually inspiring word-counting tools. We see the social network services 

such as Twitter not only as a new and exciting way of gathering data but also 



as a way to follow what participators on conferences actually say and do. For 

some, such communication is everyday practice; for others, it might be viewed 

as an exotic data-mining excursion. 

As for the way we chose to present and analyze the participants doing there 

are some positive as well as negative aspects. Word.le functions as both a data­

mining tool, by letting us process chosen amounts of words, and as a visually­

appealing presentation tool. As has been brought up earlier, the traditional 

use of graphs when presenting our findings for an audience give rise to cer-
tain expectations in the audience. This can be caused by the strong tradition 

within the research community of using particular forms of graphs, making 

such standard representations a core part of the researchers' toolbox, often 

undisputable. The word clouds might be interpreted as representations that 

are more open for interpretation, where the researchers do not have the final 

say on the interpretation. The word clouds of the conference attendees most 

recurrent topics opened up for meaning-making practices when presenting 

out result for the GDC audience that were not restricted to the stories that 

we, the researchers, in the group presented. The clouds aesthetically appealing 

appearances seems to engage people in a way that they overlook the fact that 

it is, at root, statistics. That is, the word clouds seem to engage people who 

might not usually attempt to unpacking statistical data on their own. 

Using Twitter together with Word.le becomes a first step into statistics. The 

word cloud acts as an illustration of something, a not yet analyzed phenom­

ena. Presenting our word clouds for the audience at the conference gave 

rise to other explanations of the data, other stories being told. This has the 

consequence that these meta-level interpretations of the words could miss out 

on the function of the word in its srcinal context. In other words, the same 

word could be posted in very different situations, making the word have dif­

ferent meanings. This can of course be overcome by going back and studying 

the details of how the word is used, for example how the word party is used 

on a specific day in their various postings. However, the word clouds open up 

for many storytelling events that makes it a tool for quickly getting a survey 

of the topics in circulation among a group or community of people. 
One consequence of using Word.le, then, is that the interpretations, or stories, 
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that the word clouds represent are dragged out from the context they were 

made in. Thus, interpreting them will always be an imagined way of putting 

them back in some imagined context, particularly in relation to the other 

recurrent words in the clouds. From our perspective, we can present a story 

about what we see in the clouds that, if we don't consider the context the 

word was srcinally used in, might be strange from the Tweeters' point of view. 

POSTSCRIPT 
Our research project has lead to a spin-off project by Local No. 12, a game 

design collective made up of Mike Edwards, Colleen Macklin (RTR alumni), 

John Sharp (member of the srcinal project team) and Eric Zimmerman 

(one of the organizers of the RTR project). Working with the idea of mining 

conference related-tweets, this group designed and developed the conference 

game Backchatter. Sharp and Zimmerman saw the potential to develop a 

game around the tradition of conference reporting through Twitter in order 

to more fully realize the value of the backchannel reporting. 

To conclude the game, the game's creators hold a conference session in which 

they use Wordle to present the data set. With Backchatter, two sets of data 

are presented in the word clouds: the words Backchatter players anticipated 

would be tweeted, and the actual words tweeted during the conference. As 

happened at the RTR presentation, audience members join in the interpreta­

tion of the visualized data set. 

Backchatter was playtested at the 2009 Games for Change Festival in New 

York, and then premiered at the 2009 Games, Learning and Society confer­

ence in Madison, Wisconsin and ran at the Digital Games Research Associa­

tion conference in September 2009 and the lndiecade Festival conference in 

October 2009. 
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Play Styles 
T"ei<Clr<I 

IS THERE ANY COHERENCE 
IN HOW DIJ'J'ERENT PROJ'ES­
SIONS PLACE THEMSELUES 
AS PLAYERS ON THE BARTLE' S 
CRAPH OJ' PLAY STYLES? 

At the beginning of the RTR workshop, we were given some choices for 

theory, topic, and method to work with and, after some swapping and discus­
sion during both the first session and later meetings, we decided to use the 

topic card on Play Styles which depicted Barde's (1996) Interest Graph. Our 

goal was to see where the participants at GDC09 would place themselves 

as gamers and whether there were any differences among participants based 

on occupation. Would, for example, programmers always place themselves as 

"interveners" or "achievers"? Would managers be "Socializers"? 

THEORETICAL~RAMEWORH 
The Interest Graph was developed and presented by Richard Allan Bartle, 

a British writer, professor and game researcher. He has also co-authored the 

first Multi-User Dungeon (or MUD) ("Richard Bartle," 2009). Bartle found 

that there were four things that gamers enjoyed about MUDs: (1) achieve­
ment within the game context, meaning that they gave themselves goals 



within and related to the explicit goals of the game; (2) exploration of the 

game, meaning that they wanted to explore the virtual world that this MUD 

provided; (3) socializing with others, meaning that they used the game to get 

in touch with and communicate with other players; and (4) imposition upon 

others, meaning that they wanted to compete or otherwise interact with oth­

ers either in combat or otherwise. 

Thus, based on Bartle's (1996) framework, one can categorize gamers as 

achievers, explorers, socializers, or interveners. Whereas the achievers are 
interested in acting on the world and mastering the game, the explorers want 

to be surprised by the game and interact with the world, the socializers want 

to interact with other players, and the killers/interveners want to act on other 

players. This results in the graph where the X-axis goes from interest in play­

ers towards the right to the environment. The Y-axis represents the differ­

ences in "acting with" at the bottom to "acting on" on the top (Figure 1). 

METHOD 

Act ing on 
; ~ 

Players .. -------+---------.~ wo r l c 

socfanzers 

w 

Interac ti n g w ith 

xpforars 

FIGURE 1. BARTLE'S ( 1996) INTEREST GRAPH 

We decided on making a board (Figure 2) and have conference participants 

place post-it notes as to where they see themselves as gamers. Participants 

were asked to choose a color of post-it note that would best represent their oc­
cupation using the following categories developed for this study (Table 1). 
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We started out with the blank board with 

only the interest graph drawn on to it and 

walked around in the convention area and 

stopped participants and asked them to pick 

a post-it note that would best represent their 

occupation, write their job title on it, and 

place it on the board in the quadrant cor-

responding to how they would characterize 
their game-play style. We carried the huge 

cardboard around from table to table, asking 

participants to take part in our little survey. 

Surprisingly, very few turned us down and 

most people were very positive and took time 

to respond properly (see Figure 2). 

RESULTS 

The results from our research were quite 

interesting. We had a total of 66 respondents. 

The distribution of profession category is 

shown in Table 1. 

Across all responses, there were few self­

reported "interveners." Programmers placed 

themselves "all over the place" with most 

tending towards the "focused on world" end 

of the horiwntal axis (in contrast to "focused 

on people" end). Audio and visual profession­

als classified themselves as 'explorers', that is, 

placed themselves more toward the "focused 

on world" end of the horizontal axis and with 

more emphasis on "interacting with"(bottom 

of vertical axis) rather than" acting on" ( top 
of vertical axis). Business and management 
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professionals gravitated towards both the "socializers" quadrant (interact-

ing with players) and the "achieving" quadrant (acting on world). Participant 

who chose the category"other"were relatively evenly distributed between the 

"socializers" quadrant and the "explorers" quadrant (interacting with world) 

with only one exception. 

PROFESSION POST-l'lCOLOR «:Jff'IESPONCENTa 

BUS INES S /HAN AGE HE NT GREEN 13[14] 

AUDIO/UISUAL PINK 5 

DESIGN BLUE [Eli!] 

PRODUCTION ORANGE 2!:(23] 

PROGRAHHING LIGHTYELLOW 6[7] 

OTHER WHITE 3 

MULTIPLE* 

* SOME PARTICIPANTS HAD SEVERAL PROFESSION TITLES, 

DISCUSSION 

Despite our relatively small sample size (only 66 out of all CDC-participants), 

we did see some trends regarding profession and play style. The general trend 

towards an interest in 'worlds' rather than 'people' is perhaps the most interest­

ing observation. It makes sense that developers and artists would have a high 

interest in worlds, since so much of the effort in creating a game must go into 

the world simulation; ranging from physics engines to visuals. The trend was 

also particularly pronounced for audio and visual artists, who tended to clas­

sify themselves as 'explorers'. On the other hand, business and management 

professionals had a tendency towards classifying themselves as socializers and 

achievers, again roles that rhyme well with their chosen profession. 

The fact that so few participants chose to classify themselves as 'interveners' 

might be less significant. In Bartie's srcinal classification schema this group 

was named 'killers', and although we did not use that term we can suspect 

that many participants knew about it and hesitated to classify themselves as 
such. It is worth noting that since the players classified themselves, the graph 



does not reflect their actual play styles: it reflects how they perceive them­

selves as players, or perhaps even how they wish to be perceived. 

Barde's (1996) model of play styles is, of course, a simplification of what mo­

tivates players; Bartle constructed it as an aggregate model of the responses 

that players gave to a host of questions. It is likely that most players do not 

fit into a single category, at least not all of the time. One of the audience 

members, the famed ARG designer, futurist and academic, Jane McGonigal 

suggested adding an axis to the plane to see how much deeper a three dimen­
sional version of the Bartle theory could be. Although this is an interesting 

idea, it is equally compelling to see that the study participants had very little 

problem in classifying themselves according to the Bartle simple typology. 

During the experiment, we only used a single board to aggregate the results, 

so as participants answered, the board filled up. It was suggested that each 

participant should have had their own sheet, to have a clean view of the two 

axes of play-style. But with the one board method we used, the participants 

themselves were able to immediately see the results up to that point and the 

result when they added themselves to the board. Just like a game, there was 

an immediate interaction between the player/participant and the system/ex­

periment (with a short tutorial/marketing phase by us) . 

Our results show that there indeed is something interesting to find out about 

preferred play styles of people in the game industry. It would be interesting 

to do the same study but involving all GDC conference-goers to see if these 

trends endure. Another interesting option is to investigate if there are dif­

ferences between how players choose to classify themselves and their actual 

play styles. It could, for example, be interesting to investigate the difference 

between how players classify themselves and how their friends or colleagues 

classify them. Another approach might be to investigate how participants 

might redesign the play style graph based on their own preferred play styles. 

Although the graph worked in our study, it is not optimal; it is now quite 

dated and it was developed with one particular game genre in mind. This 

could be combined with the aforementioned "three-dimensionalization" of 

play styles. 
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REJ'LECTIONS 
This was a fun experiment and indeed we got to know a lot of people and 

also the group members and made it very social to be a participant at the 

GDC. For that reason only one could promote doing real time researchput 

maybe even more important what could "real" benefits of such research bring 

us? What data would be interesting to publish from a conference such as the 

GDC? 

For the research area that we drew on (specifically, examination of play styles 

among varying professions represented at GDC), the study could be viewed 

as a pilot study of sorts. During the presentation of these preliminary results 

on the second day of RTR, we had many interesting comments and questions 

from those in attendance. Though we were under some pressure to enjoy the 

conference for ourselves while also doing research, the results were indeed 

interesting and drew eager participation from our audience, which consisted 

of a great many academics. This was encouraging for both researchers who are 

thinking about attending future conferences as well as developers with inten­

tions of linking up with the world of academia. 

One of the challenges we and other groups most definitely faced was how to 

approach our subjects, how to let them know what we were doing as fast as 

possible without taking up too much of their time. Many things are hap­

pening at a conference of this stature (ie. GDC), but people were generous 

enough to give us some of their time and help with our project. 

More broadly, RTR could almost be thought of as given Salen and Zimmer­

man's (2004) definition of a game as artificial systems in which players engage 

in conflict, defined by rules and resulting in quantifiable outcomes. We were 

"players" - our group on the same team, but in competition with other groups 

(the "conflict"). Our defined rules were our cards. In doing our "research" in 

"competition" with other groups, the rules and constraints were common. We 

could choose to follow all or only some of our cards, we could ask assistance 

from RTR workshop leaders .we could choose our res~arch materials from 
those maae availaole (pens, stickers, post-it notes, etc.;, ana we haasnarect 



time constraints. All groups had an outcome. Ours was quantifiable and to 

the best of our memory, so were a few of the others. 

RTR could even be said to be a ludic activity - we had a lot of fun during 

the experiment! One difference between the two is that, in a game, you are 

in an alternate reality while RTR was "really" real. And while we did not win 

"a prize" per se, the opportunity to present research results at "THE" GDC 

could very well be considered a prize in and of itself. 
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HOW DO UIDEO CAME 
DEUELOPERS DESCRIBE 
THEIR IDEAL PLAYERS? 

When faced with the challenge to design a research study, collect and analyze 

the data, and present it before the end of the 2009 Game Developers Confer­

ence (CDC), our group chose to focus on the game developers' ideal player. 

Identifying the intended audience is a key element in the game design proc­

ess. As such, we wondered how game developers would describe the player 

they have in mind for their current (or most recently completed) game. 

METHOD 

During the 2009 CDC, members of our research group approached confer­

ence attendees before and after sessions as well as when they were sitting at 

tables during lunch and asked if they would be willing to complete a small 

survey, consisting of the following items. 

1, IAIHAT l{IN[:• OF GAME ARE VOU MAKING? 

2, li.JHAT IS: VOUR ROLE IN MAKING THE GAME? 

3, LIST 5 CHARACTERISTICS: OF THE PLA'v'ER 

VOU HA~}E IN MIND AS: VOLi CREATE THE GAME, 



4, PLEASE Q_UICKLY Sl{ETCH THE PLAYER 

YOU ARE DESIGNING FOR, 

We did not count the number of attendees who declined to complete 

the survey. Anecdotally, several team members mentioned that they 

were turned down frequently, reminding them why asking random 

people to fill out surveys is so difficult. 

The other method used to capture the audience characteristics was 

to ask respondents to draw a quick sketch of their ideal player (four 

examples of which are illustrated here). 

RESULTS 

Respondents (n=51) named a total of 247 characteristics. After 

reviewing the list of characteristics, similar words were edited for 

consistency (i.e. females became female). Because of the small 

sample size, the characteristics (discussed below) are not further 

analyzed by the respondents' role or the type of game. 

Figure 1 is a word cloud of the characteristics, which was gener­

ated using wordle.net. The font size of the word provides a visual 

indication of the frequency by which the characteristic was named. 

(Color was merely for visual presentation purposes and does not 

represent any factor in the analysis.) The most frequently named 

characteristics were social, casual, young, explorer, boy-or-girl, likes, crea­

tive, and curious. Social and casual likd.y represent genres of games.Young 

and boy-or-girl likely represent audience types. Likes was commonly used 

in conjunction with another word (e.g. likes puzzles or likes building), and 

the algo rithms used in wordle.net to generate word clouds breaks the words 

apart into separate element. Explorer, creative, and curious are assumed to 

represent player traits. 

The characteristics could also be informally grouped into categories, such as 
age (generally specified as ranges), gender specifications, personality and life-

style qualities (e.g. academic, competitive, curious, environmentally-conscious, 
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explorer, social, low technology user, musical, playful, problem-solver, web­

savvy), game genre or gamer type (e.g. hardcore, casual, nongamer, gamer, 

MMO), or cultural descriptions (e.g. English language learner, Caucasian, 

third-world). 

FIGURE 1, WORD CLOUD ILLUSTRATING THE CHARACTERISTICS RESPOND­

ENTS USED TO DESCRIBE THEIR IDEAL PLAYERS, WORDS THAT ARE POR­
TRAYED IN LARGER FONTS WERE USED BY RESPONDENTS MORE FREQ.UENT-

LY THAN SMALLER WORDS, 

CONCLUSIONS 

By compiling the characteristics game developers use to describe their target 

audience, this survey, albeit informal, provides a snapshot of current trends. 

Rather than focus on the hot genres or technologies, this snapshot illustrates 

the ideal audience. However, the picture is limited - many of the provided 

characteristics could fall into several categories, but without contextual infor­

mation from the respondent, it's impossible to interpret their exact meaning. 

Despite this, the concept of quickly capturing five characteristics was rela­

tively easy to implement. Additionally, if performed repeatedly over time, it 

would likely provide a changing picture of the times. 



The other method used to capture the audience characteristics 

was to ask respondents to draw a quick sketch of their ideal 

player. While the pictures drawn by respondents were not 

analyzed, the use of a drawing prompt is worth noting as a 

method for future researchers to consider. Most respondents' 

chose to draw a picture, and they ranged from stick figures to 

3D drawings to abstract representations. Respondents' reac-

E~<?-It8if&Pig?erd1r8 ""a~efht~r <tflJr'\.Pil~PffiiMl~fJJFa1g<e~ent 
from the researchers. Others appeared to be perfectly happy to 

only draw a picture and not fill in the remaining questions. It 

appeared to be an unexpected and enjoyable part of the survey. 

It added to the informal feeling of the research and is one that 

researchers should consider as a method to both break the ice 

and gather infor mation quickly, assuming the researchers are 

prepared to do the analysis and coding of the drawings during the 

conference setting. 
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THE CFIRC>S OF REFIL-TIME RESEARCH HFIVE BECOME ONE OF MY FA­

VORITE TOOLS, THEY RE FILLY C>ON-'T C>O ANYTHING MORE THFIN STFIRT 

THE CONVERSATIONS THFIT BUILD TOWFIRC> IC>EFISJ YET THEY PROVIDE 

Fl STRUCTURED GFIME ELEMENT TO THE PROCESS THFIT SETS Fl TONE FOR 

PLFIY IN WORK FILONGSIC>E GIVING THE FFICILITFITOR THE ABILITY TO 

FRFIME THE CONVERSATION, EFICH TIME WE RUN RTR SOME GROUPS HFIVE 

USEC> THESE FIS Fl CHALLENGING CONSTRFIINTJ WHILE OTHERS SIMPLY 

LET THEIR CONVERSATIONS RUN INTO COMPLETELY DIFFERENT TOPICS 

FROM WHERE THEY STFIRTEC>, THIS FLEXIBILITY IS PFIRT OF THE VFILUE 

OF THE CFIRC>S, 

FOR YOUJ FIND YOUR USEJ THE CFIRC>S BELOW FIRE THE LATEST ITERATION , 

THEY HFIVE BEEN CHFINGEC> EFICH TIME WE HFIVE DONE RTR FIND YOU-'LL 

WFINT TO FILTER THEM FOR YOUR USE FILSO, PLFIY WITH THE TYPES OF 

CFIRC>SJ CONTENTSJ FIND TOPICS FIND YOU CFIN REALLY USE RTR FIS Fl 

TOOL IN FINY SETTINGJ CLFISSROOMJ OR PRO.:JECT , HFIVE FUN , 
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T•J•JL 2 

STRUCTURAL OUTLINE 
BECAUSE THERE l,• .. IERE FOUR OF USJ WE U:SEI> Fl :SHARED PLANNING 

DOCUMENT TO ORGANIZE , THIS TOOL WFIS KEY TO MAKING SLIRE E 'v1ERY-

THING WFl:5 :SET , IN ADDITION TO THE LIST OF ITEMS NEEDEDJ 1.J.JE HFID Fl 
ROLIGH BREFIKC>Ol,•.JN OF THE TIME FIND ROLES PLAYED DURING THE :SES-

SION , FIT THE ENI> FIRE IDEFl:5 FOR COMING RTR SESSIONS YOU MFIY lAJFINT 

TO EMPLOY, 

MATERIALS NEEDED 

SESSION 

• Printer for session room/RTR Booth (w/ associated cords) 

• Notepads/pens/mark!rs for each group. 

• Power strips (for many active laptops) or check for outlets in room 
• Create an e-mail address for RTR (so folks can send files to have printed) 

• Clipboards (10) 

• Paper (1-2 reams) 

• Stapler,markers, pens,notepads, string, tape,portable file/organizer, file folders, 
easel w/ sheets of paper 

PRESENTATION MATERIALS 

• Set of Cards - Color glossy printing on card stock 

• Keynote presentation (if wanted) and template for group presentations 

• Consent and ethical research guidelines printed out 

• Templates of datacollection tools printed andready 
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SESSION 1: THURSDA\' ( 9 o t-1 IN UTE s) 

INTRODUCTION ( l O MINUTES) 

C/E/K introduce the impetus for the project, talk about how everything is going to 
work, and - most importantly- set expectations. For example, the goal is to do real 
research here, but it will be fast and loose, in a prototyping and collaborative spirit. 
This introduction is also the chance for us to see who is in the room and strategize 

about how to divide into groups. 

DIVIDE INTO GROUPS (5 MINUTES) 

This is perhaps the trickiest step. We need to be sure that we have right-sized groups, 
and that the groups are balanced in some way. Groups could be randomly determined, 
or we could have a system, such as giving each person a color-coded index card cor­
responding to their identity (researcher, educator, designer, etc) and make sure that 
each group has at least 1 of each color. Typically in design exercises it is good to have 
people working with strangers, but since this experiment will last across the entire 
conference, there are advantages to taking advantage of existing social ties - so we 
might let people self-select groups. 

HAND OUT CARDS (5 MINUTES) 

Each group will have a set of cards. These are the things that we're going to discuss in 

the callatomorrow:aWe'll probablv ha"e at least two. tvPes. of cards (such as .methodol­
ogy an toptcJ an eacfi group should get a llm1ted number, sucli as two ot eacli. type. 

TRADE CARDS ( l O MINUTES) 

Once groups are set with their cards, we'll have a quick trading frenzy. We'll set up 
a dozen additional cards on a table, and groups can put one of their cards down on 
the table and take another. They always have to put one down to take another, so that 
other groups all always have the same number of choices. This kind of thing helps 
groups feel like they are authoring their own parameters, and it is a nice bonding 
experience where they get to see who in the group is interested in what. 

BRAINSTORM EXPERIMENTS (20 MINUTES) 

OK, now the groups are set, they have their card-based parameters, they know what 
this session is about, and here's the time when they actually begin to design experi-

ments, usiQ~Uheir parameters to guide them. The 1rnal here is to think in guerilla 
terms - to rrgure out what they actUilly can do ovet-'the course ot tlie conterence. 



While this is going on in the room, we should have up on the screen a list of the 
resources and contexts available to them, such as the number and type of attendees in 
the conference, a list of breaks and meals where people can be corralled into doing a 
survey, etc. We might also create a handout that has this information. The goal of this 
first brainstorm is for the groups to come up with a concrete plan for their experi-
ment. Twenty minutes goes quickly, but less time is better because it forces them to be 
decisive. The three of us can listen in on these discussions, but it's better to not have 
too much input so each group can own what they are doing. 

QUICK CRITIQUES ( l 5 MINUTES) 

Here we pair up groups, so that each group can pitch another group their experiment, 
and can get feedback on their idea. This is an important moment in the design pro-
cess, when you get outside criticism and support. Also, all the participants will realize 
that other groups are struggling just like they are, and this builds solidarity within a 
group and among all the attendees. It also helps set the stage for the second session, 
because attendees will want to see how the experiments of their matched-up group 
fared. The three of us will also sit in on these critiques and offer feedback. 

FINAL PLANNING (25 MINUTES) 

The last section of the session is for groups to finish their planning, put together 
surveys, etc. They should be dividing the labor at this point among the people in the 
group, and we should have printers ready to print out what they need. Also, the three 

of us should be helping groups strategize the logistics of what they want to accom­
plish over the conference, since we won't all meet as a group until the final session 
again. Groups should plan to present whatever it is they managed to do (or not do 
- there is no such thing as "failure" on the Real-Time Research planet) at the final 
session the next day. 

IN-BETWEEN THE SESSIONS 

Create a table that will serve as the central gathering place for attendees to come and 
pitch in as research subjects. Students or volunteers should be at the table the entire 
conference and be able to conduct experiments without the session attendees being 
there. 
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SESSION 2: J'RIDAY (90 MINUTES) 

At this session our main goal will be to have groups share their experiences, for better 
or worse. The exact time each group has will depend on the number of groups, but we 
should aim for very short presentations and then spend most of the time on discussion. 

Each group should appoint one responsible person to gather all of the materials and 

ALSO ... 

SUNDRY STUFF 
(IDEAS THAT CAME UP AS PART OF OUR ARTICLE): 

• add a session between (midway through as a kind oftbeck in"for participants) to 
make sure everyone's on track? 

• add a panel of judges to th final presentation & give ouawards for various categories? 

• have some example studies thatwe present inour intro? 

• get some safari type "field hats'with cards stuck in them (like old "press'hats) so 

those who are running studies are clearly designated? 
• get some "lab coats" for visual distinction when in field? 



COODIE:!!i 
SETTING UP GOODIES ALSO MEANT ORGANIZING A BOOTHJ OR: DROP-IN 

LOCATION FOR: OUR: R:TR: GROUPS THAT SERVED AS A CENTRAL STATION TO 

PICK UP SUPPLIESJ MAKE COPIESJ OR: COME FOR: HELP WITH ANYTHING 

THEY MAY NEED, THE GOODIES LIST BECAME SET LIP DOCUMENT t,,..IE USEC> 

FOR: THE BOOTH IN ADDITION TO LISTING IDEAS FOR: F IJTIJR:E CONFERENC­

ES THAT YOU MAY MAKE USE OF TOO , SHORT AND Sv-.lEETJ THE GOODIES 

LIST HELPED GET R:EAC> V FOR: THE NON-SESSION PARTS OF R:TR: , 

BOOTH 
• Table SMD 

• Table Cloth 

• Big sign ("RTR: RealTime Research w/ GLS logo) Lamenated 2 - 2'x 3'Poster 

• Printer for booth Sharing with new GLS printer. 

• Internet connection here Wireless at Mf 

• Create an e-mail address for RTR (so folks can send files to have printed) Will 

create on G-mail if no preferences 

• Clipboards (10) 

• Paper(l-2 reams) 

• Other supplies: Stapler,markers, pens,notepads, string, tape,portable file/organizer, 
file folders, easel w/ sheets of paper 

GOODIES 
• t-shirts? 

• decks of RTR cards 

• CANDY (preferrably chocolates for CS) 

• "I Subjected" stickers 

• Cute participation awards 
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POTENTIAL MATERIALS 
(HAVE A PLAN FOR ACCESS IF NEEDED): 

• Full Time RTR Grad student w/ parking passes (to make supplies runs) 

• Access to copy machine will be needed. 

• Separate table,close to registration. 

• Set up RTR forum/wiki/type thing for folks to stay in touch if wanted. 

• Video cameras 

• Digital cameras 

• Tag boards/White boards w/ easels/public wall space 



Slides 

SLIDE TEMPLATES 

Da Project Title 

lis the names of the participants 
in the group here 

Research Process 

• Primary research methodology used 
during the experimentation process 

• Lessons learned about what did and didn 't 
work about the process 

• Optional insert: a visual slide with 
documentation of the research process 

Project Summary 

• Summary description of the project - what 
the group actually did during GL 

• Primary research question being asked 

• The RTR cards that were the basis of the 
project 

• Optional insert: a slide with a visual that 
helps summarize project 

Conclusion 

• What preliminary conclusions were 
reached by the experiment? 

• What are avenues for future study? 

• Optional insert: slide wi.th data results or 
other findings 
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CROUP SUMMAR\11 J'ORM 

CROUP CONTACT INJ'ORMATION 

MEMBERS E-MAIL 

WRITINC J'OLLOW UP & CONSENT 
With your permission, we would like to include your RTR Project Report in an 

edited book we are publishing online through ETC press < http://www.etc.cmu.edu/ 

etcpress/ >. 

There are two levels of participation - "extended abstracts" versus "book chapters." 

For those of us who aren't able to do any writing or editing outside of the conference 

time already given to the RTR project, we would publish your write up "as is" (with 

only minimal copy edits where necessary'' as an "extended abstract" (2 pages or less) 

in the book. For those of us with a special interest in the RTR project and its publi­

cation, we would work with you to revise and expand your RTR Project Report as a 

peer-edited book chapter for the volume. Turn around time would again be relatively 

short but here you can take credit for a full peer reviewed publication with promise to 

make genuine contribution to the field. Either way, you get authorship on the piece 

included in the edited volume to reflect your intellectual ownership of the work. 



Please indicate below if you are willing to publish your RTR Project Report 

as either an Extended Abstract or Full Chapter in our edited, online volume 

entitled "Real Time Research." Also indicate who can serve as the main con­

tact on your team (we will assume it is the first name listed if no other name 

is indicated as main contact). If you are unable to participate in either way, we 

still love you and will scrap your report. 
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REPORT TEMPLATE 

RTR: REPORT NAME 
Author 1,Author 2,Author 3,Author 4,Author 5 

REUIEW & RESEARCH QUESTION 
Replace this text: In a paragraph or two summarize how your group came to your 

targeted research question and why you felt the question was important or interesting 

to study. If there is a specific body ofliterature that brought youigroup to the ques­

tion or helped you frame this work in some way, reference it here. 

Clearly state your group's research question. 

METHODS 
Replace this text: Explain the method by which your group gathered data to answer 

your stated research question above. The methods described here should show how 

you selected participants and the procedure that you used to gather data from those 

participants. If the data consists of a pre-existing set of information (such as anony­

mous forums), detail the nature of the data here . This section varies broadly across 

projects given the wide range of various projects pursued as part of the RTR work­

shop; word your description carefully so the reader could replicate the process if they 

wanted. 

In a second paragraph, explain the process your group chose for data analysis. What 

methods are you using to interpret the data you collected in order to answer the re­
search question stated above. Again, this section will be highly dependent on the kind 



of question your group decided to pursue. 

J'INDINCS 
Replace this text: After your group collects and then analyzes your data, 

record here any general conclusions, indications, or trends you see based on 

your investigation. Include not only the general characteristics of the data 

that vou happen to notice.hut also findi1;1g&--th..a.t_vou didn't eJ+:pect.to see. 
G1Ven the 1te'rat1ve and qmcl<: turnaround -or Kill, unexpected imdmgs are 

common and part of what makes the experience fun and interesting. 

Include any mini-charts, graphs, telling photographs or other visuals that 

help represent your project. Please do not include any images of participants 

themselves. 

CONCLUSIONS & NEXT STEPS 
Replace this text: Explain the importance of your findings on a broad, more 

generalized level. What are the implications of your findings? What take­

aways, if any, do you have from the project ? What did you learn? 

In a second paragraph talk about if and how this project would be expanded 

or followed up on formally. Would you recommend a large scale version of 

this study or a modified version? Is it worth the effort of further work? Why? 

Why not? Are there follow-up questions you believe are worth pursuing? 
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CROUP ETHICS CUIDE 
& CONSENT J'ORM 

Any contact with people outside of the session with the intent to collect data becomes 

subject to common research guidelines. We ask you to adhere to these guidelines in 

any interactions for your group project at the conference. 

Any and all data you collect as part of the project may be used in the final session 

along with your analysis and conclusions from the experience, however it cannot be 

used for outside publications beyond the RTR online book through ETC press. If 
you want to conduct further research based on this RTR project beyond the purview 

of this conference workshop, you must contact your own institution's IRB board (if 

applicable) and obtain the necessary consent and approvals as deemed necessary. 

RTR is intended to function as an 'open source' venue for idea generation and dia­

logue between professionals in disparate domains here at the conference. Subjects 

explored as part of the RTR workshop are open for exploration elsewhere but not the 

data collected as part of this learning experience is not for use anywhere else, under 

any circumstances. 

DO'S 
• On initial contact, use the script provided below & attain oral consent from all 

sources. 

• Remind people that all participation is voluntary at all times. 

• Identify yourself as an RTR participant at the conference. 

• Use this experience to create follow up research or products! 



DON'TS 
• Collect any personally identifiable information. 

• Deceive as part of the study. 

• Inquire about any potentially embarrassing, personal, or intimate topics. 

• Force or "push" yourself on others at the conference. 

CONSENT SCRIPT 

Please use 1'.be fallowing sen}/ J'o ohain oral consen(lrom individuals /Jefore gaJ'.ber­

ing any daJ'a: 

"Hello, my name is ________ .., 

I'm part of the "Real Time Research" session here at the conference and I 

am looking to gather information as part of the session. You were selected 

because 

There is no expected risk or benefit for being part of this study, other than 

this nifty sticker that says "I Subjected"which, we feel, is a clear benefit. 

Any participation on your part is voluntary and you can exit the process at 

any time for any reason. We will neither collect nor keep no personally iden­

tifiable information. 

Would you be willing to spare a bit of time to be part of RTR this year and 

get a cool sticker?" 
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1-"0LLOW--UP 1-"0RM 

CROUP CONTACT INJ'ORMATION 
NAME E-MAIL OR IM 

WRITINC J'OLLOW UP AND CONSENT 
With your permission, we would like to include your RTR Project Report in an 

edited book we are publishing online thru ETC press <http://www.etc.cmu.edu/ etc-

press/ >. 

There are two levels of participation - "extended abstracts" versus "book chapters." 

For those of us who aren't able to do any writing or editing outside of the conference 

time already given to the RTR project, we would publish your write up "as is" (with 

only minimal copy edits where necessary" as an "extended abstract" (2 pages or less) 

in the book. For those of us with a special interest in the RTR project and its publi­

cation, we would work with you to revise and expand your RTR Project Report as a 

peer-edited book chapter for the volume. Turn around time would again be relatively 

short but here you can take credit for a full peer reviewed publication with promise to 

make genuine contribution to the field. Either way, you get authorship on the piece 

included in the edited volume to reflect your intellectual ownership of the work. 

Please indicate below if you are willing to publish your RTR Project Report as either 

an Extended Abstract or Full Chapter in our edited, online volume entitled "Real 



Time Research." Also indicate who can serve as the main contact on your 

team (we will assume it is the first name listed if no other name is indicated 

as main contact). If you are unable to participate in either way, we still love 

you and will scrap your report and not make use of it in any published mate­

rials generated as a result of this workshop. 

CONSENT J'OR PARTICIPATION 

I am interested in publication of our report as (sign and check): 

NAME 

ix1 E-xtended Abstract ix1 Book Chapter 181Neither 

ix1 Extended Abstract ix1 Book Chapter 181Neither 

ix1 Extended Abstract ix1 Book Chapter 181Neither 

xtended Abstract 181 Book Chapter 181Neither 

ril Extended Abstract 181 Book Chapter 181Neither 

Replace this text: Explain the importance of your findings on a broad, more 

generalized level. What are the implications of your findings? What takea­

ways, if any, do you have from the project ? What did you learn? 

In a second paragraph talk about if and how this project would be expanded 

or followed up on formally. Would you recommend a large scale version of 

this study or a modified version? Is it worth the effort of further work? Why? 

Why not? Are there follow-up questions you believe are worth pursuing? 
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