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Brilliance rarely, if ever, happena alone,

We celebrate those that advance new ideas and often forget the
context from which they came. Usually these brilliant thinkers are
surrounded by students, communities, friends, and patrons that
support their work, push them in new ways, and help with con-
struction. What seems elegant in the end was actually the result
of many, many hours and people pooling energy, grinding work,

enthusiasm, creativity, and passion.

What would it be like to look inside #Zzeseworkings? How would it
feel to clean stables out for Frank Lloyd Wright, to collect paints
for Da Vinci, or to work endlessly as a member of the New York
Philharmonic? Even for a day or two, what would it be like to
wor# side by side with fun, smart people of expertise in their
fields? How do they solve problems, ask questions, laugh, and
explore new ideas? What if we brought together experts and nov-
ices in a given field and provided them with playful “work “ to do
together and then captured these experiences for anyone to read?
This would be something to see. This would be something to read -

something brilliant.

You are about to read chapter after chapter of people gathering

in their spare time to work at what they love in the topic that they
love - for fun. This chance to see inside their world is an opportu-
nity for which I owe them thanks. All of the work you are about to
out t ewr time t

that care enoug play at it

see, pfa d the hours it tf?c’]l() to a sem 1 ig, 8ntr1but101il from

peo

and share it with us.




The beauty of RTR, for insiders and observers, is that it captures
community in a captivating way. Whether or not you are particu-
larly interested in games and learning or game design, RTR is
more about the process of playful investigation decause we had a
community of people willing to play for you. This is not a normal
book. It is more of an orchestration that captures the expertise of
educators, scientists, and designers as they work together. It’s

not whatthey found, but 4oz they found it that stands out to me.

This project began as the brainchild of Eric Zimmerman, Con-
stance Steinkuehler, and Kurt Squire. In the first chapter they
outline how it came to be and how to conduct an RTR session
yourself. They dreamed it up, ran the initial sessions, and even
tell me they may come as participants in RTR sessions to come.
RTR is the passion of these three and any vibrancy you see in the

following pages is a shadow of their own.

This book was first published as an article in E-Learning http://
www.wwwords.co.uk/ELEA/ in 2009 - Volume 6, Number 1. The
editorial board welcomed this fairly non-traditional work because
of topics, the influence of game design for learning, and the vi-
sion and encouragement of Colin Lankshear, Michele Knobel,

and James Paul Gee.

g e g R A S R L R U

has set up a book that can grow with the RTR projects to come in




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 #4zs 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, @/ fwelve 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 -




none of which are the expected needs when running a conference.
Without their patience, RTR isn’t on these pages.

For my part, my family has been a constant support and help.
Grant and Katie bring treats and “tip-toe while I type” and my wife
Stephanie puts up with, even loves, my eccentricities in planning
and editing for RTR. I also thank my advisor, Kurt Squire, along
with Constance and Eric for bringing me on board. I'm s77Z/along
for the ride and appreciate every confidence and allowance they
have offered along the way. It’s been a joy to work towards shar-
ing experiences that have since evolved into ‘real’, larger research

projects and game designs.

If you are reading this book, you are now a part those experiences
that we found inspiring, challenging, and maybe even... brilliant.

You are part of the RTR world, so thank you.

ceann Dikkera
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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 of MMOs.
Today games are reaching new audiences through social games on
emerging platforms. Games area 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

INTROCUCTION
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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  guzic#
and ezsy 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 isa
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-

Homuah thatsheidsclsanbuilding on dheorrand ansyrsaablecThinking o
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 pri nciple 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.



HEAL-TIME RESEQRRCH
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
ipports af SO athedeo RVl e RS P migh it e
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 of RTR.

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 /%77 of
WarcrafZplayers’ inventories), prototyping new methodologies (see post-it
note studies), or capturing state-of-the-field at particular times (see Wordle
SRR TR G IVEE R sy BESIED ey B8 B AT P S
“what the field was thinking” through time.

IMTRORITION



THE SETLIP:
BEFIRREE VOUR BRTR SES5T0M

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,

ganyous St sesgonas sl aspessibain hesyat: snd rm yovrsaeond

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.

FROILITATORS .,
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:

e 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.

.
1

H
-
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):

B BETR CARDFS (ToOL 1, FAGE 1700
3 decks of cards for THEORY, METHOD, and TOPIC.

[(TOOL &, FRAGE 175
s A %laﬁq’n?ﬁg and :Erglglfeﬁlgn%rﬁg projects, including large
pads of paper, markers, post-it notes, etc.
m SOORIES [(TOOL 2, FAGE 173
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.

m O TEMFLATE ZLIGES FOR GROLUF FREEZER -
TATIOME (TOOL 4, FAGE 151

m REEEEARCH POCUMERTE & HARMEOLITE
(TOOLE E—&, FAGE TS

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
TTHE TooLs™,

IMTREORUSTION 17



m HEARQUARTERES &~ RESQOLUIRCESDS,
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.

g, g, g, B 5w, weoap e g,
[l L b R N R

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 event a success. Being able tg have a prominent RTR headquarters, for
example, that includes a printer and other resources can rea]ﬁy elp 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 /77t 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.

DEPENMIME SESST0M: 5THUCTURE

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: 10 minutes
Dividing into groups: 5 minutes

Handing out cards: 5 minutes
Swapping cards and finalizing card selections: 10 minutes
Brainstorming research questions and experiments: 20 minutes
Rapid-fire pitches and critiques: 15 minutes
Final implementation planning: 25 minutes

Each of these are explained in more detail below.

HIPEMEINMNE SESSTN: IMTERD

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:

m THIE IZ MOT TRADITIOMAL REZEARRCH
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 of RTR 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.

B ETRE I A COMMITHERMT
Taking part in Real-Time Research is not a back-seat experience.
It means rolling up your sleeves andabzzzg somesting— not just for
this session, but for the rest ofthe conference. Everyone at a corfer-
ence is already probably quite busy, and doing a Real-Time Research
S R DA R S U S

will need to be able to set aside the time to do their research.

IMTRORITION
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mOIT LIl EE FLM
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 youre 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 worksheet, evolved through several iterations, that will
help each group plan and implement their project. Practicallythis worksheet

faks RattisiP I RYR LY Addipa tiol eaRa R RIOHR QBRI

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 theend.

RPENINLE SESSEM:
DEALIME b 5MAPPIMEG CRREDS

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.

e 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

IMTRORITION
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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.

DPENING SESST0M:
DISCUSS5I0N AND CRITIDRUE

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 difterent 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 implementation
is also a crucial issue — keep ‘an eye out for groups that aré 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?

DIPEMIML SES5E0M:
RESEARRCH DESIGM

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

IMTRORITION
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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.

DURIMEG THE CONFERENCE

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.

T, CREARTE A ZUFPFFORET FERSOM.
Whether this is one of the facilitators or a conference staff, have some-



i

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.

HAVE A GEMERAL ETR MEETIMG TIMME.,
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.

CREEATE A REAL-TIME EEZEARCH HG,
If you can manage it, having a central table where researchers can gather
can be very helpful in many ways. An RTR HQ_can 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 HQ _also 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 tth re facilitating.) In addition, this can serve to
advertise for your next RTR event when people stop to ask questions.

GIVE GUIAMCE AMD ZUFFORT.
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.

CLOSING 53E5510M: LWEAP-LEP

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

IMTRORITION
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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-RTH: COMTACT 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.
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IMTO AN APPROVED RESEARCH
PROJECT FOR PUBLICATIONT

RTR by itself can stand alone as an engaging model of practice in learning
T R R R S
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.

IRE

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 informally,



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.

SUEMITTEL TO UA-HMALCIS0ON IRE.

ABESTRACT

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 (DIGRA, 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 t, RTR attend rticipate i rkshop 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 of learning 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 ET'C 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.

STUDY DESIGN £ METHOD S

IMNCLUSION CRITEREIA

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.

HMUMEER OF FARTICIFARMNTE

10-30 agigrigants attend the IEFT R sefssions and fo&gé rercts. or tl},f)‘(‘i

projec theyhave access to other conference atten ranging rrom

(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
of Likert 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.

EOLE OF FARTICIFANTE

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

Websee %If)a%tlr?g?%%gl?&‘vt%% B?o]fgé)tt:s No deception is involved, no identify-
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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.

COMFEMEATION

'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.

SITE=
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 gGLS held annually in Madison W1, (2) the Game Developers
Conference (GDC) held annua]Xy in San Jose CA, and (3) the Digital Games

Research Association Conference (DIGRA) held this Fall in London (op-
tional if international regulations would complicate the IRB process).

COE=E THE STUEY IMNVOLVE FAETIC-
IFAMTE FREOM FLACES OTHER THAM
COMMOM FUELIC SFACES?

No

MEASUREMENT FREOCEGURE=
'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 ourthoughts aboutthe 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, whenthe 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.

IILL AMY OF THE FOLLOWIMNG EE
UZELDR ASZ FARET OF THE =STUEY
QUESTIOMMKAIREES, MEARSURE-
HMEMT INSTREUHMERNTE, INTERWYIEIA
FEOTOCOLS, OR A CESCREIFTION
OF TOFICE OFR AM AFFROXIMATE
SCRIFT?

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)

EECEUITHMENT MATERIALE.

[none]

RISH/-BEENEFIT ASS5ESSMENT

ARE THERE RISZE= TO THE FARETICI-
FAMT=?
No
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STEFES TO MIMNIMIZE RISEE

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.

Qpstigitall idenpianginfaymatigndsimmedigeliRyast fomihs et

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.

MEICAL OFR FROFEEESIOMAL IM-

TERVEMTIOM
n/a

ALTERHATIVE TREATHEHRT:=
n/a

FOS=IELE EEMEFITSE TO THE FARARE-
TICIFAKNT=

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 of interest
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.

EEHMEFITE= TO ZQOCIETY

RTR workshops provide scholars and designers in the field of games and
learning an opportunity to work together on interesting questions and pilot
e e S LS O S A VB !
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 INFORMATION

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 methods 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).

FROCUCTEA"MATERIALS USELF IN
THE STULEY

1. RTR: Research guide andconsent script
2. RTR: Follow up (consent forparticipation)

3: RTR: Bpaxt (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 46.101(b)(1).

PREPARING FOR THE SESSION

The first and primary requirement for RTR is your understanding of how it

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

and Kurt laid outthe premise and basicdesign of RTR Beyond this;many prac-
titioners would be comfortable running with it and making adjustments on the
fly. Your design choices will astomize 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 ashort 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 MEELCELD .

* Emphasize that RTR needsshould go throughgraduate students,not
conference folks

* Have some examplestudies that we present inour intro

* Customize the card deck eachyear.

* Notepads/pens/markers

* power strips (for many active laptops)

* timekeeper

* set of cards - color glossy printing on card stock

FIRST SESZI0ORN.

* keynote presentation w/ samples ofRTR and template for groups
* templates of data collection tools
* sample consent scripts

* group information forms (to record contact information)
* “do’sand don’ts”of research

ECQQTH O HAMEY
EEZQURECE=E FOR ETRE TEAME.
* big sign (“‘RTR: RealTime Research w/ GLS logo) Lamenated 2 - 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)

* stapler,markers, pens,notepads, string, tape,portable file/organizer, file
folders, easel w/ sheets of paper

FROM ICEA TO IRE TO ACTION
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FOR ME=T YERR.
* 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 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

* add a panelof 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 PROJELCTS

Before digging in, enjoy a few samples of work. Our collection of RTR alum-
ni are excited to Eresent their findings and analysis of their RTR projects.
Enjoy them for the interesting investigations that they are and use them as
case studies of RTR in action and get to know RTR from the student’s per-
spective so you can move towards your own use of RTR.

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 of love 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.

EMCORURERGING BNEITING

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.

nvariably the groups saw this as an opportunity to add in what they didn’t
Lave timd for whentwe tan lgﬁe Sessions, (éroug to0k the fime fo 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.

Lryoy.
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Sock It To Me!
Fuppets as Avatars

by Arthur Johnaon & Ann Helonald
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WILL THERE BEE A MARKELD DIF-
FEREMCE ANDA/0OR CHAMGES IN
EEHAVIDR IF WE ASK PARTIC-
IPAMTS ONME (PUESTIONM IM THE
HWORK FRAME AND THEN ASK
ANDOTHER QUESTIDON IN THE
PLAY FRAMET

As participants in the Real Time Research (RTR) session conducted 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 OF
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.

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

views with videotape.To get a sense of their work

S0OCK ITTO ME! g5



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 you 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. Vaterials circulated to most

conference participants included dark grey GLS 4.%socks, mund GLS avatar
buttons,and white individuallywrapped Life Saver candies. We 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 playidentity to emerge spon-
taneously. (Huizinga, 1938/1986; Caillois, 1962/2006) We offered participants
a choice of puppetsas avatars and provided additional materials so they could
customize a puppet or usetheir own conference socks, eliciting a ‘ludic spirft

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 benfluenced
by others preceding them and engage in attenpts 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

g5



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).

S0OCK ITTO ME! g7



FIMDIMLES

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

B B ey o B B e R e et X e rehed
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 of learning as work. These findings reminded us of Wohlwend’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 of learning 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, vie ask, can play bea portal to tap into more productive work?

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH UESTIDNMS

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.

S0OCK ITTO ME! g9
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HWILL CONMFERENCE CGDERS USE
A PHYSICAL WIKI, AND WHAT
EEHAVIDRS CAN WE DESERUVE
EMERGIMEG BY WATCHING DUR-
IMG COMFERENCE DDMHNTIME

AP SN SEVDVING THE FINAL

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 Wikis. The rules were:

1. EIG FOETE — TO START AM EMT Y.
SEMALL FOSTSE — TO AMEMNE OF
COMMHERMT,

=, USE OME COMEISTEMT USER
MAME., FUT IT OM EACH EMNTEY .,

I, MOTE THE TIME OM EACH EMTEY .,

A, MO REMOWING! CROSS0OUTSE ORMLY .

WEe 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 FIGURE 1
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 atthe 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”).

FHYSIWIKI ==
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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 concemed 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.

FIMDIMGS
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 staft.

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

g}é a friend,. ‘Have yopy seen th?O‘ThinI%s to do’ post over heﬁe?’ Both were

m out of town a ng for a pHce to go'to eat, but they stoppe



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.

CHENCLUSIODNMS AND MEXT 5TEPS

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 o, at the very least, for the spectadle 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,

inviting othersyq fibhem in?, Mihile the RIR siidkersavers generally ppssed

FHYEZEIWIKI
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out what enticements (not undue ones, of course) could encourage lurkers to
cross the threshold and become uses. 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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As part of the Games+Learning+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 of Warcraft (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 gvorlds Second {_,ife anctlhe ues ﬁtlantiﬁ for ovep grzg%é‘lgisgl)‘getﬁ%]giﬁ that

stood out 1n particular was nderlying human ¢ eep



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).
MAIMHARACTEREUEL #
CLASS SHOEET
RHCE SHOEET
IMHEHM WAS THE LASTTIME ¥0OU LOGGED ON? pt IN DAYS [ESTI-

MATE ]

IM MOk, OM ¥YOUR MAIM CHRRACTER, MAME OME TERT
OBJECT ¥OU REGULRARELY CAREY IM YOUR IMUEHN-
TORY THAT HAS MOTHIMG TO 0O IWITH ADVANCING,
IT MUST BE SOMETHIMG USELESS IM COMERT OR
COMEAT SUFPFORT. OME ITEM OMLY FLERSE.

WHYDOYOULIKETHEQOEBJECT? AfYLEMGTHRE -
SPOMSE, USE BACK
IF ¥0OU LIKE.

ATWHATLEVELDIDY OUGETIT? #

HAVE ¥0OU EVER FRASSED UP A GREEM ITEM [OR YES OR MO

HIGHER] TO KEEFP IT?

TRELE 1
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METHDDS

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 playing). As a result, a qualitative short interview
questionnaire in the form of shot survey items (see lTable 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, class, how items were acquired, and why they were
kept. These conversations could 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 of 70 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.”

FIMDIMNLS

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 effect”),
individual or group identification (relates to character name or guild afhlia-
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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.

COMCLUSIONMS AND NEXT 5TEPS

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 difterences 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 behavjors 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 for emotional 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

lixtle knowledec, Hlovever nethaps aking whont andtsm Andiits impertange
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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CAM “PARTICIPATORY MAP-
PIMG' SERUVE AS A USEFUL
RESEARCH METHODOLDGYY

The goal of this unique project was to come up with a research question and
quiS an ex e,rimenilto adc{.)ress that quest&on_. Thehprimary constraint was
that the experiment had to be carried out during the remaining 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 of Warcraft (WoW), 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 of Warcraft 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. Te
words themselves were also analyzed to determine if there was any difterence in
perception between those whohad played WoW and those who had not.

FIMDIMLES

Our first finding was that there was an implementation problem in Phase 1.

Our srcinal goal was torestrict participant responses to single words rather

than long phrases orsentences. We also wanted to keep the responses private

until Phase 2. However our instructions to participants and volunteerswere not
completely clear.Some participants gave multiple responses on thesame note

and the responses were also made public from the beginning. We made modifi-

cations to clarify our instructions, but allowed all responseso 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 acouraging 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 aa sepa-

rate part of the experiment that needed everyone to contribute, even if for the
second time. For 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 WoW 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
WoW studies that they were aware of. Interestingly, in Phase 2, the two cat-
ggfrories of words clustered in entirely different ways. Words chosen by WoW

ayers tended to move towards the “disagree” side of the axis, while those



chosen by non-players tended to hover around the neutral zone. This would
indicate that WoW 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 choice 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” zone 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.

Opverall, the study as conducted did give us interesting results as noted above.
WEe 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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“THE MODSET FRECINATING
THING ABOUT THITTER IS NOT
WHAT IT'S DOIMGC TO US, IT'S
HWHAT HE'RE DOING TD IT. "

(Johnszon in TIME magazine, June 28837,

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 “T'witter” 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.!

METHRDRS

Utilizing TweetGrid’s somewhat unknown feature of IRC (http://tweetgrid.
com/irc), 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:

m Abtweek expreszsing a p-_-.-rw::rnal. ackion, thought arinken-
Eion would be categorized as Hn:-.-' .
" Fl bweek edpreszsing anokher person’s ackion, thought,
eech orintenkion would be categorized
I: e #GLS and #GLSA9 conkexk, mosk ofthe
egory consisks of bueest r'crnl:ﬁnl' relatad b
kevrnoke] speaker,

“ou™ cak-
o8 session [or

w Abweek expressing a call bo ackion ko okhers (e, Twha
would Like to play Taker in Ehe arcade? or an RT I,'F‘-:—
sponse Tweek 12 would be interpreted as a communiky-
naktured contenkt and would be caktegorized az TLla™,

= HAbwesk conbaining ak leask bwo ofthe above cakego-
ries, or an ambiguous conkenk, which iz dlap-qtev_:l among
aur qr'r‘-up members would be considered as “Unidenki-
fied™

1Thiz wiaw is common enough Ehak we are assuming ik here. For an example,
zee thiz view in blogs Like Mapping The Heb thak make the case ak wiw,
mappingtheweab.com,

2 RTis a one-click direct reply feature on Twikker,
which iz uzed frequently among Twikker communicakors,

ME, WOU, WE



CHTEGORY EXAMPLE

ME TLASTFIMALOVER .. TIMETOWRERAFUF
SOI7M FREE TO HERD TO #GLSA3™

You TATMGEE T HMOMEN " SPLAYISCEH -
TRALTO THE FUTURE OF GAMING.™

E THEEFTHOSEEGLSBSUFDATE SCOM-
IHG, FOR THOSE OF US WHO COULDHTT
BE THERE, IT'S THE HEXT BEST THIMG!™

UNCLASSIFIED TCAM'TBELIEVE JAVIER "HURLED™
FRATHER THAH " TOSSED THE CAMHDY
BARS.., #GLS™

TRELE 7, EXAMFLEE OF EACH TWEET CARATEGOREY

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 “Unidentified” 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 GLS09.

CATEGORY (N)235 ¥ DEFINITION

HME SELF) g9 lax AEOUTTHE-IRITER
YOULOTHER) &3 IR AREOUTSOMEOHEELSEQR
EVEHT
WELCOMMUMITY) 1le 2950 REOUTHRITERINAGROUR
UHCLASSIFIED 7 an 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.



M Unclassified
3% u Me

® Me
®You
We
® Unclassified

N You

TARAELE 2. FROFORTION OF
EACH CATEGORY REFRESEMNTEL
IM THE ATA CORFUS,

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 withwening

keynote presentations. Such questions arose as weanalyzed our findings. We

agreed that would beinteresting to explorethrough additional research.

ME, ¥OU, WE
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DTHER IMNMTEREZTIMNG OBEZERVATIONZ:

* 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.

* Asthe 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:

e =1 eV EARE SEak Bl e
H " " 1 L H = H LI B - Pl = -

'y — = 0
ot Bt S — LS

[t
[

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 proportonal 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 aftected
the results of the “Me, You, We” research.

CHENCLUSIODNMS AND MEXT 5TEPS

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 examindwitter
communication and its social and cultural meaning deriving from its inte-
gration as part ofprofessional 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 of Twitter within the profesdonal event itself. Additionally, breaking up

b

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.

ME, WOU, WE
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As one conference-goer tweeted weeks after the event itself,

“OME THIMG IWE MOTICED AT #GLS0S —
IF ¥YOUR FRESEMWMTATION COULCM™TT
FEOCDUCE TIWITTER OME LIMEREZ, IT
CIC MOTEXIST.™ (®csTuees, JuLwv
Z25TH, 2003, FERSOMAL COMMUNICATION]

How might this type of social network-driven approach to attending events

affect professional conferences in the future?
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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 learning phenomenon related to es. The assigned criteri
c%nstructloms%nB as a supporting theo ,?]“I-sl:lrva;b as a ﬁsearc method, and
“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 criteion 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 create. As a metaphor 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:

1., WHAT GAMES HAVE IMFACTEDR GLE ATTEMCEES?

L

v MVAE CEEFME B TFE G REEFTEERIEVE THEY

IS THERE A RELATIOMNSHIF BEETWEEN OHE™S
FEOFEZZIOMAL IDEMNTITY AMDE THE TYFEZ OF
GAMES FLAYELDR ARNDE-0R SKILLS LEARMEL?

G, BWHAT GAME GEMEREE WEEE MOEZT FROMIMNENT

FOR WHICH FROFESSIOHAL ICEMTITIES?Y

i

METHDRDS

Our methodological approach consisted of surveying participants at the con-
terence. 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

ALL I REALLY MEEFEDR TO KROL



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 noteswere 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-ITCOLOR PROFESSIONALIDENTITY
ELUE ECUCATOR

GREEM CESIGHER AMECA0R CEVELOFER
FIMK RESEARCHER

WELLOL OTHER

TRELE 1! CORRESFOMCEMNCE EETWEEMN FOST-IT MOTE COLOR AMD
FROFESSIONAL IGEMTITY

Participants were directed to write his or her responses to the proposed
survey questions onthe selected Post-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).

Non-Digital 4——— 1 4  Digital

The chart isa Cartesian grid pre-
Educational sented on a flip chart with the X-axis
t ranging from Digital to Non-Digital
and the Y-axis ranging from Enter-
taining to Educational (See Fig-

ure 1) resulting infour quadrants:
Digital/ Entertaining, Non-digital/
Entertaining, Digital/Educational,
¥ and Non-digital/Educational.

Entertaining

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.

WEe created two charts and positioned them in
high-traffic areas within the conference space in *'-c—

u—-_
order to gather the maximum number of respons- ‘.‘ “, n{ o E

I Py ey i ,‘

endomRepisipanss ivhedimited 3ms8RtR over st e aty
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 voluntayy. We did not collect
demographic information from the participants beyond their professional af-

L B e TR S B RS e R A
was educator (n=25), with the lowest reported professional affiliation being
designer or developer (n=13). We did have a category of “other” (n=10) and
we did have a few individuals that reported multiple affiliations (n=4).

FPROFESSIOMAL COUNTS |PERCENTHGE
AFFILIATION

RESEARCHER 38 26.6

EDUCATOR 25 28.5
DESIGNERIFDEVELOPER 13 1s.2

OTHER 18 12.2
MORETHANIMEREPORTED 4 4.p

TOTAL g2 188.8

TAELE 2: FREEQUEMCY TRELE: FROFEESIOMNAL 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 of Warcraft (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

»
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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.

Mot R T rr  Dimeth muncle Lreage Tk i

el o - a e POCK €

ormance aeira R arreing T i
o L X

W
r ramr BE T SUMGHR T RCROO At rn .y

ooy e i HOW TO Felax

= for Fried

=

creat\utg Camto

hiraeri patlence "CiviliZation muoumosr cre metagnor far cnance vecsis kil

vrces ke sarang the art of leughing in th

T Manees e g ’;‘W‘u»nu-

= n

S0 [ADGTATETING S A0S Stl"ategg :‘:‘: o
w , amaire: e Mg orade "’"Jn:w('*ou.: ' genarall FeTed
of ieacershio Pl Weopats reparaton,

Lt Crir (aTTE

MRt o
Koy 7RO R
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EEZEARCH QUESTIOMN 1.
IWHAT GAMES HAVE IMFACTELDR GLS ATTEMCEES?

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 of WoW and

ported Snul T R S e RO B OR SR R ATEE B cee
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.
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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
| EOSEEOLL z
CIVILIZATION 2
DUMGEONWS AMD DREAG- =
OMs

RISK 2
IHORLOIRARCEAFT 2

TAELE Z! MOEST FREQUENT GAMES REFORTELD .

EESEARCH QUESTION =
IWMHAT O GLE ATTERNCEEE EELIEVYE THEY HAWVE
LEARMNELD FREOM GAMES?

As Figure 5 shows, participants reported learning affective skills (23%) from

games more than any other kind of skill. Management skills were the second
most reported (15%;’skill learned.

Skills Learned:

management skills
Not Coded
problem-solving skills
psychomotor skills

® affective skills

® cognitive skills

® collaborative work
02% ® content knowledge
O1% .

]

FIGURE E,. REFORTEL SKILLSE LEARMELD FROM
GAMEZ,



REEZEARCH QUESTION X

I= THERE A RELATIOMSHIF EETIWEEN OME™'S
FROFESSIOMAL ICEMTITY ARKDE THE TYFES OF
GAMES FLAYELD AMC~0R SHILL LEARMNEL?

In our study,among educators, WoW is the most frequently cited game. Fur-
guts” (bravery), and “collaboration

» «

ther, we can see in Figure 6 that “strategy,
are the most frequently cited skills learned.

T attack China
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Okami Life Police Quest reading creativity English
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FIGURE &, WORE CLOUR OF ECUCATORSY RE-
SFOMEZES OMLY.

Among designers and developers, WoW and D&D are the most frequently
cited “games”and “strategy” is the most frequently cited skill learned
(See Figure 7).

How to run a businessCitadels

o
e atrer poicaiyy  DUNGEONS and Dragons
organization leadership and dynamicsCreativil — where is Curacao and what Is a cutlase
Sid Meuers Pirates  Jengaone can learn everything theu knaw from games and recursion
my number one metaphor for chance versls skilimagination  Sorrgdurt/Constance run the world Thomas manages the guld

Pirates competition within co ation Muyst
e Strategy g e WOW e
PatienceWhat are basic human needs - I[Pffg])tﬁt%ﬂltu
@etting Ok sUcks Balanice friendshic

FIGURE 7. WORE CLOUL OF GAME CESIGHERS” AME CEVELOFPERS® RE-
SFOMEZES OMLY.
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lzarned everything about the internet by plaging with may MS students  Plauing vwel with others

Among researchers, WoW and 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).
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Among participants classifying themselves as “other,” there were no clearly

predominant themes (See Figure 9).
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EEZEARCH QUESTION 4;
WHAT GAME SEMEEES WERE MOET FREOMIKNERNT

FOR WHICH FREOFESSIOMNAL ICEMTITIESY

Fourteen genres of games were coded (See Ible 4). When examining the
data set as’a whole, Tole-playing (29%) was the most dominant genr€ 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 COLUNT PERCENTAGE
STRATEGY 2 2.4
SIMULATION 11 1%.4
ROEEAY 2f 2p.3
PUZZLE 5 6.1
PLATFORBAME 1.z
OUTDOORAME g 7.3
NOTCODED 3 3.7
INTELLIGEHMCEAMES 3 .4
FIRSPERSOMSHOOTER 1 1.z
FIGHT 1 1.2
EXERGAME 1 1.2
CABBME z 2.
BOARBAME 1p 1.2
ACTIONADUENTURE 1f 4.6
SVIRTUALENVIRONMENT ] 1.z
TOTAl = =] 1000

TARELE 4! GAME GEMRE FEEQUEMCY

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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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, and designer and
developer, role-playing was the most frequent reported genre of game.

CONCLUSIDNS

'Ihou%l initially surprising, a commo\l}vpattern emerged among the games
most frequently 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 of Warcraft
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. WoW 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 thereis no clear evidence thatany 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. WoW &
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 of individualized 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.lIt 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 difterent actions, and possible learn very different things. In
other words, because games are interactive and individuals perceive them in
difterently, 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
(“fun,” “fear,” “excitement,” “frustration,”), however, the wide range of affective
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 WoW and D&D are intrapersonal, communicative and collabo-
rative games, yet the skills participants report having learnedrom 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 aftective 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
winessil il ngther b o migrstio fe e RIReAL SN ation
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.

IMPLICATIOMNS FOEE

FUTURE RESERRCH

'The topic of problem solving in gaming needs further investigation and could
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be well served by taking a constructionist perspective. bllow-up studies could
investigate the pros and cons of this approach, by devising one study similar in
nature and methodology tothis 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 participant’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 datacollection private could
control this variable.

'The broadly reported games identified by our participants are interesting
phenomena. Although therewere some popular gamesreported 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 onlearning. 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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'This “Real Time Research” (RTR) study was conceived at the May, 2009
(rmsudsaning and oresnn (Gr-Shsenforgnce at the niversity of bers
(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 Csikszentmihalyi’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.

18e



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 REVIER
AND BTH UESTIDMS
Csikszentmihalyi’s (1991) book, Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experi-

ence, is the seminal work in thearea of flow In it, Csikszentmihalyi de-
scribes “How 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 “ (Csikszentmihlyi, 1991, p.191).

Kiili (2006) divided the conditions described by Csikszentmihdlyi (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
teedback, 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

LOZIMGE TRACKH OF TIME
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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 Csikszentmihilyi (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 player’s
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.

RESERECH METHDIDDLDLY

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.
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FARTICIFAMNTS!
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WEe found that most players (84%) estimated time played by guessing, while

Wehpssdsopis e refciemsie Aepsaiept iy abeaigo poEedew
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, 47.5% 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 of 70 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).

5%
. Overestimated

a47.5% Underestimated

O Exact

FIGURE 1!
FLAYER"S FERCEIVEDR VS, ACTUAL FLAYING TIME,
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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.

COMULUSTONS B
FUTUREE BEESEARRCH DUESTIDNMS

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

Pl e A o TR e i AR T SR A 10 Pl e
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

LOZIMGE TRACKH OF TIME
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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

of horssiona: In s b fefersetion 2pdrdlationshinsameng skill fovel

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 doingother 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

seRvesasionabett sratishdnshe.domaipahlagning games and to propose
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HWHAT ROLES DO PLAYERS
THHE IN DFFLINE SOCIAL
INTERACTIDMNSTY

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 frorday.comfessace; Vs appentsdithisichallenss asp.aronm.of gap-
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 of learning (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 offline 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 offline

learning through social interactions around games.

Our initial research question was: How do conference participants experi-
ence offline social interactions in the GLS arcade and learn through them?

We further refined this to two more specific questions:

1. Inoffline 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, lurkers, or mentors) describe their comfort level and experience with

the game?
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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 observakion: “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).

Inkervizws: Interviewing allows the researcher to “borrow” other

[l

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.
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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.
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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.

CEFIMITION OF FLAYVER, LURFKER,
AMDE MEMTOR

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.

FETA COLLECTION

n order 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

Rartisinans, whes wrere Rl i durdssen andimsntars, Next e sanpisdthe
Finally, we examined the interview data for themes, which were established

by consensus after reviewing our interview notes (Appendix A).

FIMDIMES

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
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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 . Very Comfortable
Lurker Okay
0 Mentor 7 D Frustrated
FIGURE 1. FROFORTION OF FLAVERE, FIGURE 2. FERCEMTAGE REFORT -
LURKERS, ANE MENTORS OBESERVELD ., ING EACH LEVEL OF COMFORT.

To elucidate themes from our interview data, we focused on the player and

lugker ilerbecausepscallested mors data fom dndidusla i thess tigvn
in Table 1; 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.

GENMERAL IWII SPORTS

COMMENT (GOLF) WILFIT
ERSY FUN TIRINGIORKOUT
FAMILIAR EMJOYAELE GOOD.ACCURATE.

(BEODY TEST)

COMFORTAELE INTUITIVE EASY, COOL, MEAT
(YOGA)
RELAXED CHALLEMGING UNCOMFORTAELE ON

THE BALANCE BOARD
(SKI SLALOM)

FUM FRUSTRATION
LOUVE IT, LIKE IT DOM*T LIKE THAT
EMTERTAIMIMG DIFFEREMT FROM
REAL GAME.

cooL
EXCITIMG

INTERESTIMG
MOTIVATIMG

CHALLEMGIMG
INTRIGUIMG

TAELE 1. TERME USELR TO CESCRIEE THEIRWII SFORT & WII FIT EXFERIEMCE

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 difterent reactions to this game.
'Third, an unexpected finding from our study was the high proportion of lurk-
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.

QRS Ey S Oun puose s demonitratss that s prafsssionalsuevi-
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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HWHAT HAPPENS WHENM UTRAL
NOTEEDDRES ARE USED AS
A RESEARCH COLLECTIONM
METHDD AT A CONFEREMCETY

This was the (iluestion cihfﬁt e formed after WW‘I ch discussion, Det
i c

ing our question was difficult for our group. ad three cards to he ﬁng,;uide
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 Questions:

T WHAT CHARACTER CLAZE O YOU ALy
CHOOSZE AME WWHY?

2, WHATIS YOUR FAVORITE GAME AMNE WHY T

‘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 Question #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.

FINDINLG:S

stimati t(‘%: total numb gt of GLS a&tendees to PaSgREES LB SRRrox.

€ aroun we received responses from ap-
proximately 16% of the attendees (see Figure 1).
If we subtract the 15 solicited responses, then that

participation drops toapproximately 11%. o
a2
Generally we found that when we asked people
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
FIGURE 1.
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