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ABSTRACT

Micro-rhetorics are the representational units of meaning that
emerge from the rhetorical affordances of videogameehanics,
abstract gameplay patterns, and thematic depicfitis paper
explains the concept of micro-rhetorics, how gameadhics can

be interpreted, and how designers can make use aofeg
mechanics to express ideas through simple videogafieis
theoretical framework is informed by the design @&me-O-
Matic, a videogame authoring tool that generates games t
represent ideas. It takes a network of basic oelatiips between
actors and assembles simple arcade-style game nieshato
videogames that are able to make arguments andtdegas.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

K.8.0 [Personal Computing]: General — Games. 1.2.4 [Atrtificial
Intelligence]: Knowledge Representation Formalisrd Methods
— Representations (procedural and rule-based).

General Terms
Design, Theory

Keywords

Game interpretation, game design, procedural rteetor

1. INTRODUCTION

The ability of videogames to express ideas and ingamas been
extensively discussed. Most closely related to wark, the
proceduralist interpretation of meaning describesw hthe
dynamics of systems are expressed through rulepaogdures.
In previous work, we have described meaning dedunat—a
method for interpreting games with graphical logida a
proceduralist reading, the mechanic-dynamic-aasth@liDA)

framework [5] is modified and expanded to explicithclude
theme and representation [12]. By following the gess of a
meaning derivation, designers and players alikernake formal
claims about a game’s meaning. We are not argdiaga game
has a single correct interpretation; rather, thédig of an

interpretation hinges on the effectiveness of tigei@ment made in
the meaning derivation.
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Game-O-Mati¢ a Knight News Challenge funded collaboration
between the Georgia Institute of Technology and.thizersity of
California at Santa Cruz [4], is a generator thah generate
simple games based on input that lists objectgraand their
relationships. Game-O-Matic addresses a problem facing
newsgames [3][10]: journalism has been hesitanadopt the
form because news organizations don’t have theuress to train
or hire game designers and integrate game develdpnte their
workflow. The difficult processes of game designdan
programming are automated iGame-O-Matic so that the
journalist need only conceive of their stories iway that can be
expressed through a concept map diagramming th&arships
between entities in the story.

Though designed for newsgame§ame-O-Matic can be
expanded into other domains. Though currently &hito mostly
graphical logics (based on collisions, movementitmm, and
displays of meters and score) [6] the framework thas built
upon could conceivably handle any sort of dynammdeh. It
could depict the battle for consumer attentiorhia inobile phone
market, weather patterns, 401K plans, or Heideggehilosophy
of enframing. These are made possible by understgnigow
games are able to represent ideas through detagetianics and
thematic choicesGame-O-Maticassembles micro-rhetorics based
on nouns that relate to each other with verbs Heate been
thematically skinned with graphical elements.

Often, micro-rhetorics are combined to form the ptate rhetoric
of a game. For example, the overall rhetoric of tleevsgame
September —in which players target a Middle Eastern city
with missiles intended to kill terrorists—is thaetUnited States’
policy of smart-bombing serves only to kill civitia and produce
more terrorists. The component micro-rhetoricsho$ piece are
the collateral damage of imprecise targeting aedptiocess of the
mourning civilian turning into an angry terrorist.

Game-O-Matiautilizes explicit reasoning about micro-rhetorios
create games that reasonably represent specifietioreships

between objects. In this paper we describe the oanteetoric

design framework, howtame-O-Maticinterprets input concept-
maps, and how these pieces are assembled intoectlgames.
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Figure 1. Game-O-Matic's concept map interface (left) and a game that wagenerated from it (right).

2. MICRO-RHETORICS

What makes us believe that Pac-Man is eating getlethat the
player's missile inMissile Commands defending the planet?
These easily taken for granted observations beadtiffieult to
design for when creating a videogame to represspeaeific idea.
Unlike static visual media, such as film and comidke
interpretable content of a videogame is generatgd the
interaction between its rules and players. Becafsthis, we
believe it is crucial to carefully consider a gamelles when
addressing representation.

ConsiderSpace InvadersBeyond the title alone, we can explain
why the aliens appear to be invading by descrittiegrules of the
system, assumptions about player behavior and tee's
visuals. Antagonism is established because thensalipawn
bullets in the direction of the player’'s ship anuk tship is
removed from play when the bullets collide with The aliens’
horizontal arrangement and their movement—slowlgcdading
upon the player, side-to-side then down a row—isgieed as an
invading march. And, because the player’s movenselirnited to
a horizontal line at the bottom of the screen,ahtcome is either
destroying all the invaders or being overrun.

However, this level of description still takes mufdr granted.
Why do we believe that white lines that appeahatdenter of the
objects and either moving up toward the aliens @mrd toward
the player are bullets of some sort? Why do we ilaescr
intentionality to the alien’s movement?

The representational power of videogames lies éenahswers to
these questions. This section describes the conaemhicro-
rhetorics—patterns of game mechanics and beliefsutalhe
instantial assets that can be said to cohererilesent an idea—
which form the foundation of representation.

2.1 Interpreting Game Mechanics

While instantial assets and cultural beliefs majluence a
player’'s choices, a game’s mechanics are ultimatbigt restricts
interaction and interpretation of the entities ba screen. Aarseth
uses the term ergodic to describe the work requisethe player
to advance the system. In non-digital media likerditure and
film, aporia (an interpreter's state of puzzlemeist)resolved
through introspection or reflection (epiphany), Mehiin
computational media, resolution is impossible withdaking
action [1]. In short, interpretation necessarilydlves considering
a game’s interactivity and thus the rules that gove

The first component of a micro-rhetoric are the gamechanics
that represent a particular idea. Game mechaniesdafined
abstractly to separate the culturally assumed hehaf the
represented objects from the hardcoded, materfe\ber written
into the software. For example, the micro-rhetdniegresentation
of harm comes from a game mechanic that can beidedcas,
“the collision between entity A and entity B causies removal of
entity B.” We have previously adopted a formal bimtple logical
notation: collision(A,B}>remove(B) (the event on the left of the
arrow causes the event on the right). When A andarB
instantiated—having been given concrete representat-this
simple micro-rhetoric is complete. For examplewi# were to
imagine A as a shoe, and B as an ant, it is reasorihat one
would believe that the shoe was harming the ant.

The game mechanics listed in a micro-rhetoric sthcag only
those necessary to produce the events supportegagbumed
interpretation. For example, if our simple “harmmsicro-rhetoric
were to involve the additional mechanic that thé crases the
shoe, we would no longer be able to say that thtenpaonly
represents thathoe harms antas it would now seem as though
the ant desires to be harmed given its suicidgdtary toward
the entity which will ultimately destroy it (a défent, more
nuanced micro-rhetoric).

2.2 Instantial Assets

Abstract mechanics do not represent concrete idehemselves.
For example, the collision(A,B}yremove(B) mechanic, could be
used to represent A harms B, A makes B invisibleafs B, or A
catches B.

The interpreter’s beliefs about instantial assetteminine how a
set of abstract mechanics are understood. For owpopes,
instantial assets refer to a game’s static visaats sounds. For
example, if A was a picture of a shoe, and B wascture of an
ant, it is likely that an interpreter would undersd
collision(shoe,antpremove(ant) as the shoe squishing the ant.
Whereas if A was a bunny and B was a carrot, therpreter
would understand collision(bunny,carretfemove(carrot) as the
bunny eating the carrot.

The different common-sense beliefs about bunnfeses and ants
can completely change what an abstract set of gas@hanics
can be said to represent. Previous work interpyetiire abstract
game mechanics of Activision’&aboom! demonstrated that is
possible to represent ideas like protection, thaft kidnapping



in that game by keeping the mechanics fixed whilly changing
the game’s visuals [9].

Groups of game mechanics can be said to hdnetorical

affordances Rhetorical affordances are the opportunities for

representation made available by the rules thatemgowvhe
relationship between objects and processes in tersysThe
meaning that is being selected from a set of plessieanings
afforded by a game mechanic is a product of iti@iship with
other dynamics in the system and the interpreteelgefs about
the instantial assets that specify its domain. TKalsoom!'sgame
mechanics have rhetorical affordances for protacstealing, etc.

The definition of a micro-rhetoric also containg timterpreter’s
assumed beliefs about the instantial assets andetagonships
between them. For example, because we believeathant is
vulnerable to shoes, we believe that
collision(shoe,antpremove(ant) would represent killing, while
because we believe carrots are edible, and have tzsed to
believe that bunnies desire carrots, we
collision(bunny,carroty>remove(carrot) to represent eating.

2.3 Meaning Derivations

Each micro-rhetoric can be justified using a megrderivation.
A meaning derivation is a hierarchical, structurgeph that
explicitly states what an interpreter believes abmisegment of
gameplay and why. In previous work, meaning deidvet were
defined to be constructed out of three types ofsimrations:
Code, Cultural and Interpretive [12]. Statementsuatthe code
can be understood as being the same as the abgmaut
mechanics defined in 2.1.

Cultural considerations are axiomatic assumptibasare true for
a group of people. In other words, an interpreitree belongs to
that group and believes them, or doesn’t. While reheultural
beliefs come from is important, the proceduralistspective does
not attempt to address these concerns as they ftay the
materiality of the game itself.

The interpretive considerations are where the lofila meaning
derivation lies. All interpretive considerationseaconstructed
from code, cultural or other interpretive considiers. In other
words, it is not possible for an interpretive calesation to be a
leaf in a meaning derivation graph (see figure e

Interpretive considerations are of four types: dgita thematic,
aesthetic and representational.

Dynamics are “the run-time behavior of the mechamicting on
player inputs and each others’ outputs over tin%” Dynamics
describe what happens during run time. For exaniptee code
hidden from the player defines that B is removedrug collision
with A, they will only understand that A destroys dBice that
event occurs. More complicated dynamics are eméemygsh often
unpredictable.

Thematic statements—beliefs about the instantialetas—are
almost entirely grounded in cultural assumptions aher
interpretive statements. For example, a particalature may
believe green to be a more friendly color than et take that
into consideration when deciding the hero or vill@f a game
story. If the red circle was chasing the greenlejithe appearance
of pursuit could also be used as further suppaeittribd is a villain
of some sort. Thematic considerations need notiredhat the
interpreter justifies their beliefs, but relying eolly on

interpret

assumptions about the visual rhetoric of instantiséets may
weaken an argument.

Aesthetic considerations are used to describe &erpieter’'s

sense of taste or feelings about a segment of dayepor

example, one may find the repetitive and stochastioeplay of a
slot machine to be immoral, or offensive. An intetpr could use
this aesthetic judgment, the governing code, ahdrahterpretive
or cultural considerations when forming their ipretation.

Aesthetic considerations also encompass emoti@sglonses of
the interpreter (e.g. “seeing the ant disappear aflliding with

the shoe made me sad”).

Finally, representational considerations are statgsnabout what
a segment of gameplay means in a symbolic, repiasamal
sense. For micro-rhetorics, these are the targeh ofieaning
derivation, though meaning derivations could bete targeting
conclusions about a game’s aesthetics, theme @ndigs as well.

Meaning derivations make all relevant consideraidn an
interpretation explicit. The benefit of this formstucture is that it
allows different interpreters to identify points dfsagreement
while explicating claims as to how various aspeéta vidleogame
operate to produce a conclusion.

2.4 Forming Micro-Rhetorics

The following section demonstrates several simpt@ohetorics
and discusses how the claimed meanings can beederach
micro-rhetoric consists of a collection of mechanias well as the
assumed thematic, dynamic and aesthetic interfyesathat are
necessary to establish the micro-rhetoric's remtasien. Of
course, the validity of each micro-rhetoric is imfed by an
interpreter’s culture.

Like any complex argument, any assumptions madewheating
a game will open it up to different interpretatiorisplicit
interpretive observations may either be ignoredthsy player or
filled in with interpretations unintended by thetlmr. For
example, Molleindustria’#cDonald’s Videogamés intended to
be about the evils of globalization and the undedea tactics
required to run a multi-national corporation. But alternative
reading of the difficulties and hardships of trying keep a
business running may emerge from players unsympatteethe
aims of the game [3].

This example shows how the more micro-rhetoricslepaa, and
thus the more complex a meaning derivation getsldhs sure a
designer can be that players will interpret the gam desired.
This is not necessarily a problem, and is certaimdy unique to
videogames. Micro-rhetorics can be seen as anadoigoihe paint
strokes of a painter. It is up to the designerssemble/sequence
them beautifully or coherently.

2.4.1 A destroys B

Mechanics:

«  When A collides with B, B is removed from the seree
Theme

¢« B must be vulnerable in some way
¢ A must be capable of causing harm

This is one of the simplest micro-rhetorics, ande ahat is
common to almost all classic arcade games. Simplgollides
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Figure 2. A graphical representation of a meaning
derivation for A destroying B. In it, three interpr etive
assumptions are shown.

with B and B disappears. As noted before, this rabst
description doesn’t complete the micro-rhetoriciinition as it
also requires thematic constraints about what ibieals of A and
B are. In this case, A must be understood as ba#sgructive to
B. Or even, more generally, B must be vulnerablsame way,
and A must be able of causing harm.

With this micro-rhetoric, any two images that dgtihe thematic
requirements can be applied to a game with theoattoetoric’s
mechanics and it is reasonable to say that the gapnesents that
A is destroying B. For example, if A is an axe, & a tree, the
instantiated micro-rhetoric represents that an desroys a tree.
This particular example highlights how gameplay haics
function metaphorically. While one could state thet axe
destroys a tree, what really happens is that anisaxeelded to
chip away at a tree’s supporting structure untisibvercome by
gravity. The game mechanics as described do nailaienthis
representation. The tree’s removal from the scisamderstood
to be a simplification, or metaphor, for being cheg down. To
whatever extent a player interprets the game asgbabout
chopping down trees, it is happening as a resultthe
interpreter’s preexisting beliefs about the visuatsracting with
mechanics that afford that interpretation.

The point here is that we cannot say that this oaibetoric, as
defined, represents something more specific likechopping
down B, as the game mechanics do not fully supploit
interpretation and the thematic considerations afospecify that
A has the characteristics of an axe, and B hastibeacteristics of
a tree. All valid assignments to a micro-rhetorieistities that
satisfy all of the constraints must be consisteith the desired
representation. In this case, it is possible toemassignments to
A and B such that it would not represent A choppilogvn B;
however all valid assignments to A and B do resnltthe
reasonable interpretation that A destroys B.

Figure 2 illustrates this micro-rhetoric’'s meaniderivation, and
explicitly illustrates the threenterpretive leaps the assumed
reasoning of an interpreter (arrows between theesipdthat
underlie the representation that A destroys B.

2.4.2 Aneeds B
Mechanics:

e A’s physical size decreases over time
«  When A collides with B, A’s size increases

Dynamics:

¢ If enough time passes, A will no longer be visibtethe
screen

This example demonstrates how even without
considerations, a micro-rhetoric’s representatian be argued
using only abstract mechanics [2]. This resultanfrthe tight
coupling between the meaning of the woreedand what the
mechanics make happen on the screen. The needbegs the
question, “what is the consequence of A not haB® As

described, the mechanics provide that answer: As18ein order
to exist in the field of view. This results frometldynamic that if
enough time passes, A will cease to be on the seegmore.

Though this micro-rhetoric doesn’t require any thém
constraints, it is possible that an interpretet ihploy their own
thematic considerations. This micro-rhetoric wikely create a
situation on the screen that represents much rhare A needing
B. For example, if the interpreter considered Becharmful to A,
the game would represent a sort of tragic and lespeliew of the
existence of A in which the only way to exist o tbcreen is to
collide with something harmful. While the notiorathA needs B
is still present in this interpretation, the addi@l thematic
considerations have altered the player's interficeta
considerably.

2.4.3 A attacks B
Mechanics:

¢ Aspawns C

« C moves in a straight line along the vector thaisA
facing when it is spawned

e When C collides with B, B is removed from the soree

Theme:
¢« Cis ageneric shape

In this example, C does not resemble any partiabgct, and as
a result, the videogame-literate player assumes lzta generic
projectile. Of course, one could define a microtonie with the
thematic constraint that C is understood to be hdrto A, but
this example demonstrates how the tropes of classade games,
such as the aliens i8pace Invadershooting small white lines
toward the player, have predisposed players ttbater meaning
to themeless entities. Even if the abstract shaggenet small, it is
likely that the cultural convention that videoganeften have
entities shooting bullets leads most to understhisl collection
of mechanics as shooting.

An additional mechanic that A follows B would matkés micro-
rhetoric more convincing as without it one couldw® that A
does not intend to harm B. The question of perckiaition in
an entity’s behavior was found to be one of thenrthiematic
considerations in the previous work wiKlaboom[9]. Rather than
require this to be a mechanic, we have made theitigh more
general, and moved this consideration into the rim&ted
consideration involving theme and dynamics.

2.4.4 A protects B from C
Mechanics:

¢ When C collides with B, B is removed from the soree

thematic



When A is overlapping with B, a collision between C
and B does not remove B from the screen

Theme:

B must be vulnerable in some way
C must be capable of causing harm
A is not harmful to B

This micro-rhetoric was generalized from the ganars’
Revengewhere a region on the screen protects the pkughips
from the enemy’s bullets. This micro-rhetoric cdinsa the
destroys micro-rhetoric from 2.4.1. The additional entity,
mechanic and thematic consideration are what -create
representation of another entity protecting theitgnbeing
attacked. It seems as though this representatiopratiection
could be rhetorically broken down into C destroyarl A helps
B. However, because we cannot represent that Aeligirtg B,
without the representation of C destroying B, thieraarhetoric
for protection cannot be factored further and nemttain the
micro-rhetoric details for C destroys B.

These four examples hardly break the surface ot vghpossible
to represent in 2D arcade-style games.

3. Building Games with Micro-Rhetorics

The previous section describes how game mechanich
dynamics are able to depict relationships betweritiess. Micro-
rhetorics are given additional meaning when contbiwéh each
other and other dynamics.

Game-O-Mati¢c a videogame generator that creates games from
relational input, uses micro-rhetorics to assemitte games
(figures 1 and 3). Rather than give a detailedesygstiescription,

an overview ofGame-O-Matits function and the kind of games it
generates illustrates how meaning can be authorembimbining
micro-rhetorics.

3.1 Game-O-Matic

The input interface oGame-O-Maticis modeled after a concept
map with nodes (actors/nouns) linked by arrows
(relationships/verbs). Users fill in the bubblesd adraw arrows
between them to represent the dynamic they wish to
portray. Nodes (the circles) can be filled with amyun, be it
proper like “White House” or conceptual like “lendi practices.”

A node can have several arrows coming out of ity at other
nodes while others point back at it. Arrows aregeesd transitive
verbs such as “A neglects B.”

After creating a concept map, the user clicks &oputo generate
a game, which is immediately displayed on screehraady for
the user to play. If they decide the game doesauaguately
represent their concept map, they can click anothgton to
immediately generate another game. The generatedega
represent game entities using circles labeled mathns from the
concept map. When the user decides they like theeghat has
been generated, they can add artwork from a prdviideary or
upload their own. Satisfied with their creatiorfiral button click
will export the game and its assets for users tbeghon their
own website.

Game-O-Maticmakes use of a library of micro-rhetorics that are
related to the verbs input by the user. Because tiseno way to
enforce that a player will produce a given dynandarry a
particular belief about the instantial assets, aveha particular
aesthetic response, each@dme-O-Matic’smicro-rhetorics only
specify which mechanics should be present to reptea given
relationship.

For every verbGame-O-Maticsupports, there are many micro-
rhetorics. For example, in the relationship “A ek® B,” the
micro-rhetoric for attack must involve some sorthafm which,
using graphical logics, can be depicted as B beémyoved on
collision, slowed down or frozen in place, or beipgevented
from carrying out its assigned actions. Not onlgslattack imply
harm, it also implies the process is active. A npdnysically
collide with B, it may shoot projectiles at it, drmay harm B
indirectly through a third party.

When Game-O-Maticinterprets a concept map, it creates entities
from the nodes and assigns them game mechanicd basthe
micro-rhetoric of the verb. Given that concept mapscomposed
of multiple verbs and multiple mechanics for ea€lthose verbs,
there are many possible games t&me-O-Maticcan create
from a given input. As it generates games, it is &b try different
combinations of mechanics which in turn producefediit
rhetorical interpretations. Because they are dyigknerated, the
author is able to cycle through interpretationfinid one that best
aligns with their intention. An important conseqoenof this
process of generation and examination is the sgiods nature
of unexpected interpretation&ame-O-Maticis not merely an
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authoring tool, but a way of thinking through r@aships.

3.2 Testing Micro-Rhetorics

For this example, we will use a hypothetical currewent about
Republicans in the House of Representatives blgclagislation
that would limit the size of campaign contributioB®meone who
is sympathetic to the Republican Party might sée dituation as
the Republicangrotecting a Republican presidential candidate
and represent the situation Bame-O-Matits concept map form
as shown in figure 3.

Game-O-Maticconstructed the game in figure 3, using the micro-
rhetorics defined in section 2.4, to representtaatibn where
Republicans protect a Republican presidential ahatdi from
legislation that would limit campaign finance. Ejri$ applied the
needsmicro-rhetoric (2.4.2) between the Republican iegial
Candidate and Rich Donors (meant to represent dgmpa
financers) to represent that the Presidential Ghatdineeds the
Rich Donors:

Mechanics:

¢« The Republican Presidential Candidate's scale deese
over time

¢ When The Republican Presidential Candidate collides
with a Rich Donor, The Republican Presidential
Candidate’s scale increases

Dynamics:

e If enough time passes, The Republican Presidential
Candidate will no longer be visible on the screen

Next, it applied the attacks micro-rhetoric to tegislation and
the rich donors (2.4.3)

Mechanics:

¢ Legislation spawns a Generic Shape

e« The Generic Shape moves in a straight line alorg th
vector that the Legislation is facing when it issped

e When the Generic Shape collides with a Rich Donor,
the Rich Donor is removed from the screen

Finally, it applied the micro-rhetoric for destroys the Majority
Party and Legislation (2.4.1):

Mechanics:

¢ When the Majority Party collides with Legislation,
Legislation is removed from the screen

Figure 3 shows a screen shot of a game that hasfaihe
mechanics and dynamics described above. Note thets uof
Game-O-Maticprovide images to represent the nouns in their
concept map input. The majority party is represgéfug a picture

of a Republican elephant, the politician is repnése by the man

in a suit, the legislation is represented by a dwmmt and hand
writing the word “No” and the rich donors are reggeted by men
with monocles.

Of course, one ofGame-O-Matic’'sstrengths is its ability to
rapidly generate many games from the same inpthelfiser isn't
satisfied with the game in figure 4, for example tame isn't
compelling or has other representational issues geetion 4), he
can simply generate a new game.
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Figure 4. A second game that represents the concapap
input in figure 3.

For example, figure 4 shows a game where the Mgjdrarty

prevents the legislation from being able to affeet Rich Donors.
Donors move across the screen, left to right, d&edGandidate
positions himself to catch the Donor. But the Lkgisn also
moves along a vertical line to try to intercept tBenors,

removing them from the screen. It is up to the MgjoParty,

which moves along the same line as the Legislatmslow down
the interfering Legislation. The mechanics of tiniplementation
are quite different, but are based on the sameeginmoap input
as the previous example.

3.3 Future Work

In the game described above, there are severaltiaudi
mechanics that could be added to make the game ibote
engaging and more rhetorically successful. For gtenthe first
game would be much better if the Legislation andhRDonors
were frequently respawning, as without this meaharthe
moment one disappeared the game would be over, ooioating
its intended meaning exactly once.

Already in progress are several additional layersGame-O-
Matic that help add structure to the games it generbteb
rhetorically and in terms of gameplay. Our initi@plementation

of Game-O-Maticrelies on simple graphical logics constructed
through collisions and movement. The interaction noitro-
rhetorics play out on the screen, but the shapeake may be
unfamiliar to the average user. In order for thmes produced by
Game-O-Maticto more successfully communicate their desired
meaning, their interactions and goals need to lparant. This
can be accomplished by implementing design comssraihat
create identifiable patterns of gameplay.

Rather than emulating familiar games-kaboomtype, aSpace
Invaders type, an Asteroids type—Game-O-Matic is being
designed to use a library of familiar gameplay gqratt that
overlap with the collection of micro-rhetoric meadi@a patterns,
giving the generator suggestions for how to arrastgects on the
screen, assign speeds of movement, game contrmdsgeals.
With short-form rhetorical games such as newsgantks,
instructions need to be immediately clear to tteyg@l, especially
since the bite-sized games produced by the systemlesigned to
last less than a minute. Nelson and Mateas’'s dismusof
WarioWarescale generated games informs these constraihts [8
The familiar gameplay patterns, or recipes, helpuem that the
player can quickly orient to the goals and dynaricthe game.



The problem with generating games that explicidijofv design
patterns of well-known arcade games is that theerdyidg arcade
pattern is immediately apparent to players (e.dh,“@®at’s just a
skin of Space Invadel¥ Additionally, following such explicit
patterns would dramatically limit the generativesgibilities of

Game-O-Matic By extracting more abstract gameplay patterns

from classic arcade games, the recipes can be penhlin large
number of combinations to constrain and provideapeters for
selected micro-rhetorics, producing a large numberwell-
formed games with novel combinations of dynamicsitols and
goals.

4. DISCUSSION

As alluded to earlier, games created by simply damg micro-
rhetorics may not represent what a designer intefgsn putting
aside the complications that arise from each playaighly
variable personal histories and cultural contextghat a
combination of micro-rhetorics represents may lssme of its
meaning or have different meaning than simply the ®f their
representations.

This complication is evident in Molleindustriggsmosisa short
form game created to be a “procedural representatd
collectivist/revolutionary statements...” [7]. Ii$ “shoot-'em-
up” style game, the player uses the arrow keytdrol a small
shape, labeled the “vanguard” in the introduct@xt.tWhen the
vanguard collides with inactive small white shaplebeled the
“space prolets,” they begin to swarm around theguand. Also
on the screen are inactive green dots labeledvwae rhachine.” If
the player collides with the war machines, all $pace prolets are
dispersed and stop following the vanguard. Wherughospace
prolets surround the vanguard, the player can presspacebar
to transform itself and the space prolets intorgdaellow shape
that can push the war machines off the screen aplision.

The collision between the yellow shape—the vanguaard space
prolets transformed into a greater force—and the mvachines
represents an attack. It implies antagonism betieiconcept of
a war machine and the proletarians, and after lssicol, the war
machine no longer exists on the screen. A criticelss of
proletariat can dismantle the war machine.

Also, the collision between the space prolets dvel anguard
represents the vanguard mobilizing the proletdaxoncept of a
vanguard is exactly that they lead proletarianeeirolution — the

space prolets become active upon collision with thaguard.

Individually, each micro-rhetoric is consistent andnvincing.

However, as argued previously in [13], the relatbehavior of

the war machines and the space prolets comes urgstiqn when

both micro-rhetorics are combined into the same ejafrhe

inactivity of the war machine and prolets, when panmed with

the busy and aggressive activity of the vanguaiek the sense
that the vanguard is the only active agent of cbang the

microworld. The war machines are not much of a atre
highlighted by the fact that the only active entiythe vanguard.
The vanguard’'s attacks appear unmotivated and sgjges

undermining the game’s authorial intention of dreata game

where the “non-degenerated socialist values arerhegic.”

Previous work performing a proceduralist readinddata East's
1982 arcade gameBurgerTime shed light on further
complications in interpreting a videogame’s dynanjitl]. Much

effort was spent trying to reconcile the seemingpirsistency in
the obvious interpretation of the collisions betwede chef,

controlled by the player, and the various typesfads. In
BurgerTime as the chef collides with pieces of burger, thap
stack into an assembled burger. These collisiomsrepresent
preparing the food. However, this interpretatioresitt seem to
hold when considering collisions between the ched ather
ingredients. Hot dogs, eggs, and pickles causeltbeto collapse
and lose a life, but the enemy foods remain uredter

Only after investigating the strategies of expeldyers were
dynamics discovered that contributed to a compraikenand
consistent interpretation. Expert playerBofrgerTimecan group
enemy foods together by exploiting their navigagioalgorithms
and controlling their movement with the chef's pepmttack.
Once grouped, the experts drop the burger ingresliem top of
them to receive a hefty boost to their score. Gitles, one can

interpretBurgerTimeas representing a chef mixing seasoning (the

enemy foods) and putting it into the burgers. Théagonism
between enemy foods and the chef force the plapetiswvior, but
the meaning of those collisions does not have t@dre of this
interpretation.

This demonstrates how the particular dynamics geplahooses
to focus on—and the relative importance they placethese
dynamics—uwill produce different interpretations. ikgstrated by
the expert BurgerTime players, the nuances of dynamics
experienced by players of different skills also eef§
interpretation. Micro-rhetorics encourage intergtiens, but they
do not guarantee an absolute reading of authaori@ht.

Designers who intend to create games to represetitylar ideas
should carefully consider these complications taase when
making use of procedural rhetoric. IBame-O-Mati¢c these
complications are sidestepped by the ease of gamgranother
game. If a user doesn't like the meaning or ganyeplahe game
produced, another can be quickly generated withtfesclick of a
button.

5. CONCLUSION

Micro-rhetorics allow designers to establish logiciaims about
their representational intentions, while also pdawvg players with
a grounded way to validate their interpretationsniéro-rhetoric
is always a specific instantiation of an idea amepalay, but is
composed of game mechanics that can be extendedatty
situations.

The pattern of design used @ame-O-Mati¢c based on objects in
micro-rhetorical relationships, is extensible tavlaole spectrum
of game scales. Micro-rhetorics are bundles ofasgmtation, so
while Game-O-Matic relies on simple graphical logics, it is
conceivable that a group of complex dynamics coblel
considered a micro-rhetoric in a much larger system

Game-O-Maticdemonstrates the combinatorial powers of game

mechanics for rhetorical use. By generating garhes ¢an be
interpreted through the method of meaning derivatibtests the
plausibility of micro-rhetorics as a unit of undmrsding. The
rhetorical affordances of game mechanics, whenzeghthrough
thematic and cultural considerations, can procdlyugenerate
varieties of interpretable games for play and eration.
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