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ABSTRACT
Narrative-rich video games provide opportunities for players to
make choices at key points in the game, generating malleability
within the game world and its characters. In this study, we ex-
plore the types of choices that exist in such games, how choices
affect player experience, and how players make decisions when
presented with choice. We first conduct interviews with game devel-
opers and perform a video observation analysis of existing choices
to develop an initial classification system. We then perform a series
of semi-structured interviews with video game players to under-
stand how different choices impact player experience. Our findings
reveal that choices influence player experience at several levels
of meta-gameplay, having impacts on the game itself, the player-
game relationship, and the player outside the game. Furthermore,
we identify several key factors that affect player decision-making
when faced with choice. Finally, we discuss the potential of choice
in developing impactful virtual experiences.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Human-centered computing→ Empirical studies in HCI.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The potential of games to deliver poignant, compelling stories -
not unlike other forms of entertainment media - has long been
discussed and researched [9, 26, 72, 101, 103, 112]. Video games
have the potential to evoke a wide range of human emotions; they
can make players laugh with joy, cry in sorrow, and ponder in
contemplation [13, 14, 129]. Certain games have the potential to
transport players into different worlds, situating them within the
game in such a way that they themselves feel as though they are
playing a character within a story [55, 102]. In doing so, these
narrative-rich games can afford users wholly immersive, thought-
provoking and emotionally-engaging experiences [23, 86].

However, what truly sets video games apart from other mediums
of narrative media is the potential for interactivity [52, 75, 80, 127],
referring to the understanding and reciprocity of actions between
the game and the player [5, 67]. Several researchers have argued
that interactivity is the key characteristic of video games that distin-
guishes it from other forms of narrative media, and it is considered
a significant contributing factor in the meteoric rise in popularity
of video games [52]. The combination of interactivity and narrative
has led to the emergence of interactive narrative games, which
place the player of the game as an agent of control. In such games,
the player’s actions and decisions have an influence on the events of
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the story, the dialogue of characters, and other factors of the overall
gaming experience [30, 75, 78, 86, 95, 127]. This provides the player
with agency in constructing the story in the way that they want.
Interactivity within narrative-rich games contributes to the lived
experiences that users take away from the game [23], augments
the engagement and dramatic quality of the game [37], and helps
provide a greater sense of immersion and meaning within the game
[23, 64]. The sum of these outcomes contribute to a heightened
sense of appreciation, identification, and enjoyment for the player
[4, 78, 96, 125].

One method of incorporating interactivity - this action-reaction
loop - in video games is through the use of player decisions. Many
modern, narrative-rich games allow users to make choices at key
points in the game to alter the consequential outcomes (see Figure
1 for examples). In this study, we investigate the usage of choice as
an interactive tool within present video games, and their overall
effects on player experience. More specifically, we focus on three
overarching evaluation goals - 1. classifying the types of choices
present in current video games, 2. investigating how choice im-
pacts player experience, and 3. understanding the characteristics of
player decision-making when faced with choices. Discussion points
parallel to these goals relate to the appropriate use of choices in
video games and how game developers can use choice to develop
certain types of desired experiences.

Past research into choices and player decision-making within
video games often begins by framing the choice within a pre-
existing framework, with the most prominent ones being “morality”
or “meaningfulness” [62, 65, 126]. In doing so, the importance of
these frameworks comes first and foremost - it is already assumed
that moral and meaningful choices are important, and thus the
potential outcomes of each investigated choice is already largely
set. Overall, the primary goals and methodologies of these studies
focus on how specific choices in video games fit within these frame-
works. However, we find that the limitations of these studies are
that they touch upon only a subset of existing choices and ignore
the choices that do not fit within their deductive framework. Thus,
our study takes a more inductive methodological approach, starting
with minimal prior assumptions, and building up our findings with
each subsequent qualitative method. In doing so, we aim to classify
and investigate the impact of all manner of choices that exist in
games. After conducting our studies, we relate our findings back
within the context of past studies, tying them in within discussions
of morality, meaning, and prosocial effects.

Our methodology involves several consecutive qualitative meth-
ods that work in tandem to iteratively build out and support our
findings. We first perform a series of exploratory semi-structured
interviews with 4 game developers, expanding upon our initial
background knowledge in the area and to understand the thought-
processes and approaches in creating choices in narrative sto-
ries. Thematic analysis performed on these interviews reveal ini-
tial themes regarding the effect of choice on player experience,
as well as factors considered by game developers when creating
choices. Combining these initial findings with observed differences
in choices from a video analysis study of 56 existing choices from
16 games allows for the creation of a classification system for
choice based on the impact on player experience. A series of semi-
structured interviews with 14 video game players is then performed.

Findings from our prior methods support the analysis of these
interviews, ultimately allowing us to concretize our findings on
how choices affect player experience, as well as generalize player
decision-making when faced with choice.

2 RELATEDWORK
To frame our study in the context of prior work, we look at past
research into 1) interactive storytelling and narrative in games, 2)
video game choice within the frameworks of “meaningfulness” and
morality, 3) player motivation in games, and 4) prosocial outcomes
of video games.

2.1 Interactive Narrative in Games
To understand the purpose and outcomes of choices as an inter-
active tool within narrative-rich games, we first consider the the-
oretical implications of interaction within games and technology.
Interactivity has been defined as the relationship between input and
feedback between the user and the technology [67]. Interactivity
has been considered a core part of game design, but more recently
has risen as a method to engage with story-based narrative-rich
games [30]. Narratives are an important aspect of engagement in
general, shaping personal identity in significant ways [18]. The use
of interactivity in narrative-rich video games offers players agency,
allowing them to control the actions and consequences within the
game [2, 75, 78], and numerous past studies have looked into the
outcome of interaction in video games. Interactive environments
promote self-reflection, and provide the user with control over pace
and activity [78]. As such, interactivity has been proposed as a
way to intensifying game effects, as the constant state of participa-
tory action and consequence results in a positive feedback loop for
self-motivation [92, 127]. The works of Bailey et al. and Birk et al.
demonstrated that interactivity in the form of character customiza-
tion can create feelings of identification between the player and
player character [4, 8, 34], possibly adding to the enjoyment of the
game and contributing towards the feeling of a lived experience
[23]. However, not all arguments for interactivity within games are
positive. Garite argues that interactivity in games can manifest as a
constant stream of demands for player behaviour, trapping players
within a constant loop [80]. Voderer et al show that interactivity
within narratives can negatively impact user feelings of empathy
and engagement for individuals for lower cognitive capacity [124].
Lastly, Yoo and Pena show that interactive elements may negatively
impact other game effects, such as recall and memory [132].

Within this study, we focus on one method of injecting interac-
tivity within video games - the use of choice presented at key points
throughout the game. We notice that few studies focus specifically
on choice (as many focus on interactivity as a whole) and the ones
that do specifically focus on a subset of choice revolving around
meaningful or moral choice. During our investigation of the ex-
periential outcomes of choice, we aim to frame our findings and
discussion around prior work relating the possible outcomes of
interactivity, essentially discussing the effectiveness of choice as
an interactive tool for identification, immersion, and motivation
within narrative-rich games.
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2.2 Choice, Meaningfulness, and Morality
In order to frame the context of our results, we must first consider
past work surrounding the impact of choices. In particular, past
studies scaffold their discussion of choice around two interrelated
concepts - “morality” and “meaningfulness”. Starting with morality,
researchers have suggested that video games are a suitable medium
in encouraging ethical reasoning and reflection [108], as interactiv-
ity allows for the direct participation and contribution of a player
as a key agent within a moral dilemma [62, 109]. Perhaps accord-
ingly, a wealth of prior research has been done into the design and
development of ethical gameplay [62, 107–109, 113, 117, 119]. The
emotional and experiential response of players to ethical choice
is rather well-studied. Weaver and Lewis found that players faced
with moral choices typically revert to making decisions as if it were
a real-life decision [126], a finding verified by numerous other sim-
ilar studies [62, 68, 116]. This finding touches upon the tie between
individuality and player decision-making. Weaver and Lewis also
demonstrated that antisocial selections would increase a player’s
feeling of guilt, demonstrating that the decisions made at a moral
level can affect player emotions [126]. Hartmann and Vorderer
found that justifications for immoral choice, such as violence for
a just purpose or reminder of artificiality of consequences could
alleviate feelings of guilt [59]. As an extension to purely individ-
ualistic factors, Holl et al. found that player perceptions of moral
decision-making can also depend on the variables of the game [62].
Although these studies show that users typically rely on moral
intuition to make decisions, in times of enforced moral violation,
users disengage from this intuition and make immoral decisions,
not out of ethical corruption, but as satisficing decisions to advance
the virtual experience [68]. In addition, Genovesi shows that even
after a user makes a choice, the effect of the choice persists in en-
gaging the player - players seek to understand the consequences of
their decisions [46]. Ultimately, we see that moral choices have a
significant impact on player experience within the game, and affect
how players make and perceive such choices.

In addition to generating feelings of moral significance, video
games can also engender feelings of meaningfulness [91, 100].
Meaningfulness as a concept corresponds to feelings of related-
ness and insightfulness within the game [91], often relating to the
story, the characters, and the connections between the player and
the game [91, 100]. Meaningful games lead to deeper feelings of ap-
preciation [91], tapping into the gratification related with poignant
and thought-provoking media experiences [90]. One method of
imbuing meaningfulness within games is through the use of choice.
Schulzke argues that choices are meaningful if, in addition to hav-
ing an aspect of morality, they are also fairly balanced and have
significant consequences [109]. Iten et al. extend on this finding, re-
vealing three key characteristics players associate with meaningful
choice - 1) shaping consequences and outcomes within the game,
2) affecting the fates of other characters, and 3) balancing moral
options [65]. However, on the other hand, Nay argues inconsequen-
tial choices can still be “meaningful”, as similarities in the outcome
force the player to reflect on their position and character without
shaping towards an end [88].

Ultimately, past work in choices and its relation to the concepts
of morality and meaningfulness have demonstrated many interest-
ing findings in regards to the impact of choice and player-decision
making when faced with such choice. However, the limitations
of these works is that they start with a framework and primarily
consider choices that address these frameworks. In this study, the
opposite approach is proposed. We begin with a broad representa-
tive set of choices that already exist and minimal prior assumptions;
through a sequence of qualitative studies, we inductively develop
and build up findings and themes regarding the impact and experi-
ential outcomes of such choices. As such, we consider the effects
of all choices as a whole, even those that may be deemed to have
minimal meaningful or moral significance.

2.3 Player Motivation and Decision-Making in
Games

To better frame and contextualize the motivations behind player-
decision making when faced with choice, we first aim to understand
the motivations underlying play as a whole. People play games
because they are fun and enjoyable [7, 66] - but what factors con-
stitute such concepts? Bartle viewed this question in the context
of multi-user dungeons (MUDs), theorizing that the four key mo-
tivators for enjoyment are achievement in game, exploration of
the game, socialization with others, and imposition on others [6].
Yee extended this initial classification system through a survey
done on 3000 MMORPG players, revealing seven interconnected
factors that oversee the motivations for play - achievement, chat,
immersion, relationship, competition, escapism, and exploration
[130]. Investigation of playstyle has also been performed to model
player types based on player-game interaction modes [120], fo-
cussing on the preferred methods in which people interact with the
game. This study showed that the category of “journey” - the ability
to develop a player’s character and their abilities - was the most
favoured game dynamic. Overall, a number of studies have been
done to synthesize player types through behavioural and motiva-
tional segmentation, offering diverse stratifications that underlie a
player’s reason to play [25, 54, 60, 111, 120]. From a more deductive
approach, Przybylski et al. investigated the motivations of games
within the framework of self-determination theory, finding that
the appeal of video games comes from their ability to satisfy the
basic human psychological needs of competence (demonstrating
skill and receiving positive feedback), autonomy (affording player
freedom), and relatedness (supporting social connectedness) [97].
These needs in their translated form within the game were found
to be significant contributors to user enjoyment of a game [125].

Consideration of the player motivations and playstyles is im-
portant in understanding the perception of choice within games,
and how players make choices. We contextualize the importance of
choice provision around the core motivators and concepts discussed
in prior research, with a focus specifically on freedom, immersion,
and autonomy. In addition, ways in which different players make
choices ultimately relate back to the discussion of what they aim to
take away from the experience, tying back into the initial question
of what makes games fun for different players.
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2.4 Prosocial Outcomes of Video Games
Games, in addition to being fun and enjoyable experiences, can be
used to induce specific outcomes. For example, games can be used
to assist in exercise [32, 131], enhance learning [22, 45], maintain
cognitive abilities [24], or promote community engagement [49], as
just a few examples of their numerous applications [40]. In framing
our discussion of the experiential impact of choices within games,
we also aim to investigate some of the implications or potentiali-
ties of such experiential consequences, in particular, we focus part
of our discussion on the subset of games called “serious games” -
games designed for purposes rather than being purely vehicles of
entertainment [35, 74, 115]. Within the context of this study, we pri-
marily focus on games that serve as methods for self-reflection and
prosocial development of empathy [63]. To motivate self-reflection
as an potential outcome of player gameplay, we consider Mekler et
al.’s past work, which concluded that 1) games are suitable vehicles
for self-reflection and that 2) players find self-reflection as a worth-
while experience in addition to moment-to-moment gameplay [82].

The impact of empathetic games resulting in prosocial effects has
been long studied. Sierra et al. show that empathetic interactions
with virtual game characters can promote situational empathy, in
addition to improving user experience and immersion [99]. Similar
outcomes were found in studies by Gentile et al. [47], Greitemeyer
and Osswald [50, 51], Saleem et al. [104], Happ et al. [57]. Studies
have also been done into investigating what specific characteristics
encourage prosocial outcomes. For example Morrison and Ziemke
showed that player empathy can be affected by visual perspective
[85] andMatsumoto et al. showed that prosocial effects arising from
games can also be influenced by age group and other socioeconomic
characteristics of the player [79]. Ultimately, we aim to see whether
the use of choices within video games is another factor that could
possibly influence the development of immersive, serious games
for fostering empathy and self-reflection.

3 METHODOLOGY I
3.1 Interviews with Game Developers
As stated prior, our overarching research involves a number of em-
pirical studies that build on top of each other to generate our results
and findings. To start, we first perform a series of exploratory semi-
structured interviews with 4 game developers, expanding upon our
initial background knowledge in the area and to understand the
thought-processes and approaches in creating choices in narrative
stories.

3.1.1 Participant Recruitment. For this study, we aimed to recruit
game developers who had already published or were close to pub-
lishing narrative-rich game(s). This allowed us to focus on experts
who had a clearer focus and deeper understanding of choices in
their game and how these choices fit within the overall context of
the other game elements. An initial call for participants was posted
on a university paid studies list, but the constrained reach of this
list quickly became an identifiable problem. A more active approach
to recruitment was then implemented - the researchers reached out
to possible game developers through a variety of targeted online
channels, including game-design focussed subreddits and developer
Discord communities. We were ultimately able to recruit 4 game

Table 1: Summary of Game Developer Interviewees

Participant ID Age Sex
D1 24 M
D2 26 F
D3 29 M
D4 20 F

developers (2 females/2 males; mean age: 24.75, ranging from 20
to 29 years - see Table 1), whose experience incidentally covered a
wide breadth of different game genres.

The games developed by each of the participants were initially
unfamiliar to the researchers. Thus, in order to give a more in-
formed and relevant interview, the primary researcher performed
preparatory work for each of the games. In the case of free games,
the primary researcher played through a few hours of each game;
for paid games, the primary researcher watched a few hours of
each game through Let’s Plays on Youtube. The primary researcher
also read through other online resources for the games, includ-
ing possible online communities, user reviews, and crowdsourced
wiki pages. In each case, the researcher took notes regarding game-
specific information, including the genre of the game, gameplay
mechanics, and instances of player choice. The researcher also
noted any critical qualitative information found online, which was
subjectively defined as instances in which online posters expressed
strong emotions towards the game.

3.1.2 Interview Protocol. Semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with each of the participants through remote video calls.
Participants were first asked to read and sign a consent form, and
audio recording of the interview was recorded with their permis-
sion. To establish rapport and to gain insight into what questions
would be pertinent to participant experience, participants were first
asked to describe their games at a general high-level. Questions
then shifted into more detailed queries about specific design de-
cisions, specifically around the development of choices and their
predicted effect on player experience and behaviour. Ultimately,
the primary purpose of the interview was to understand the space
of choices in video games and the factors that influence the design
of choices in video games. Each interview was approximately 60
minutes long, and interviewees were compensated with 10 dollars
for their participation.

3.1.3 Data Analysis. Qualitative data analysis in the form of the-
matic analysis was performed on transcribed interviews [17]. In
particular, we took a highly inductive approach to analysis, building
primarily on the collected data and minimizing prior assumptions
or frameworks. The exploratory nature of the evaluation lent itself
better to this approach; we aimed to create an initial framework
of findings that we could expand upon in later, more deductive
methods. In order to conduct this analysis, we first performed an
initial round of line-by-line open-coding to summarize the data. A
secondary, more focussed coding round then followed, grouping the
initial coded data into code categories. As part of this step, similar
codes were clustered to generate an affinity diagram representing a
hierarchical system of categorical findings across all interviewees.
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The code categories that we formed at this point were “Effect on
Game”, “Effect on Characters”, “Moral Significance”, "Effect on End-
ings", "Tangible Rewards" and "Abstract Benefits". These categories
formed the initial framing for emerging themes, which 1) helped
motivate the development of a choice classification system and 2)
formed the deductive framing for our later findings on the effects
of choice on player experience. This entire qualitative data analysis
process was completed by the primary researcher, but discussed
with other authors to reflect on the data.

3.2 Video Analysis
A video analysis [71] of choices within existing games was done
in order to verify the generalizability of the initial findings from
the interviews across a broader variety of games, and to augment
these findings based on possible observable factors in choices that
may have been missed.

3.2.1 Game Selection and Observation Protocol. As our study fo-
cuses on all types of choices in video games, we aimed to investigate
a wide variety of choices. An informed assumption from prior anec-
dotal knowledgewasmade - a wide variety of different gameswould
correspond to a wide variety of choices. In order to find games that
would suit our evaluation goals, we used Steam as a database for
games, and filtered by “Story Rich” to obtain the narrative-rich
games. In selecting a representative set of games, we focussed on
several criteria.

• Game Type: We made a distinction between Pure Visual
Novels and non-Visual Novel games. From our prior study,
we found that game developers made a distinct separation
between games that were primarily story-based (visual nov-
els - text-based games with minimal other gameplay) and
games that had a mix of story and gameplay elements. For
example, one developer discussing the design for optional
dialogue may differ - “It doesn’t work for visual novels, but
for non-visual novels, that’s acceptable.” We extend upon our
pre-existing knowledge of visual novels with the more en-
compassing definition presented by Camingue et al. [20].

• Rating: Our study aims to reflect on the effect of games on
player experience, and one metric that we hypothesized may
be a good representation of player rating is the rating of the
game. We make an anecdotally-informed assumption that
games with positive player experience tend towards higher
ratings, and vice versa. Thus, to understand how choices
factor into both positive player experience, we primarily
focus on both highly-rated (>90% on Steam rating) games,
however, we consider low- to average-rated (<85% on Steam
ratings) games in the exception when the game is popular.

• Popularity: Popularity was selected as a more tangential
metric of player experience. We make an anecdotal assump-
tion that games that are more popular tend toward a more
controversial, impactful or novel player experience. Thus, we
focus on both games that are highly popular (>500 reviews
on Steam) and games that are less popular (<100 reviews on
Steam).

We recognize that for all these games, the rating and popularity
of the game may be largely due to other gameplay aspects outside
of choices and that these metrics are constantly subject to change;

nonetheless, we use these criteria as the basis to select a represen-
tative set of games. Thus, the combinations of our 3-dimensional
criteria formed a matrix of 8 possible types of games (Visual Novel
/ Non-Visual Novel, Highly-Rated / Lowly-Rated, Highly-Popular
/ Less-Popular). From this matrix of 8 possible types, we exclude
lowly-rated, less-popular games since they hypothetically offer less
to our exploration of positive or impactful experience, leading to 6
investigated types of games. To prevent possible one-of outliers, we
selected 2 games from each of these possible combinations, motivat-
ing the selection of 12 different games. In selecting the games, we
also favoured games that were more closely tied to the personal ex-
perience of the researchers, in order to extend upon already existing
personal knowledge about the games and their choices. For the few
games that were inaccessible due to price, the researchers instead
looked through online playthroughs (Let’s Plays) on Youtube. The
validity of this approach is motivated by the fact that our observa-
tion is done purely on the game media itself, rather than focussing
on any aspect of external player response. The summary of games
selected is shown in Table 2.

For each of the games, we extracted videos from just before to just
after a choice in that game, up to five choices in a playthrough. Five
was an arbitrary number chosen that would allow the researchers
to grasp the types of choices within the game without necessarily
needing to spend the time to play through the entire game. Some of
these games had fewer than five choices; causing the total number
of choices investigated to be 56. Observational notes were taken on
the actions and dialogue proceeding, during, and following a choice,
following a visual transcriptionmethod outlined by Ramey et al.[98].
This method would only allow us to capture the short-term effects
of a choice; thus, to augment the details of the choice, we turned
to additional details found on the crowdsourced walkthroughs and
wiki pages, which have been shown to be reliable from past research
[1, 33]. The combination of these sources allows us to capture a
textual qualitative representation of each choice.

3.2.2 Data Analysis. With our textual representation of 56 choices,
we conduct thematic analysis to understand the “dimensions” of
choice - what criteria differentiates choices from one another. We
perform two rounds of thematic analysis on this set of qualitative
data. First, we start with a deductive approach, starting with a basic
framework of categories and themes motivated from our prior con-
cepts from the analysis of interviews with game developers. Follow-
ing that, we conduct an inductive approach to analysis, aiming to
remove any precognitive biases or assumptions. These approaches
complement each other; the deductive approach allows for the
framing of the findings within known findings, and the inductive
approach allows us to capture the concepts or categories that may
have been missed. To conduct this thematic analysis, we followed
a similar methodology as before, starting with an initial round of
line-by-line coding before a second round of focussed coding to
generate categorical concepts. The union of code categories that we
find from our two analyses are “Temporal Consequence”, “Moral
Consequence”, “Humour and Flavour”, “Optionality of Choice”, “Re-
ward and Benefit”, “Constraints on Choice”, and “Probabilistic vs
Deterministic Outcome”. The choices were coded based on these
categories, and a second round of refinement was performed to
remove redundant categories - ones that were too narrow or too
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Table 2: Summary of Games Analyzed

Game Game Name Is Visual Novel? Rating? Popularity
G1 The House in Fata Morgana Yes High HighG2 Senren Banka
G3 Embraced by Autumn Yes High LowG4 Kinkoi: Golden Loveriche
G5 Sakura Beach Yes Low HighG6 Batman: The Telltale Series
G7 Disco Elysium No High HighG8 Life is Strange
G9 Stardander Revenant No High LowG10 Corpse Party (2021)
G11 Maplestory No Low HighG12 Pathfinder: Kingmaker

applicable to only an esoteric subset of choices (e.g. "Constraints
on Choice” and “Probabilistic vs Deterministic Outcome”). These
final set of categories formed the basis for the development of a
classification system for choices based on their theorized effect on
player experience (serving as the dimensions of choice). This step
in the data analysis process was mainly completed by the primary
researcher, but discussed with other authors to reflect on the data.

4 CHOICE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
From our prior methods, we ultimately find that all choices can
mainly be classified by three important criteria.

• Temporal Consequence: A spectrum that describes how
long the impact of the choice carries over in the story. In
general, the developers indicated that there is a spectrum
of how long the consequences of a choice carries over in
a game. For example, D2 differentiates between two types
of choices in their game: "personality choices" that affect
the behaviour of the main character and have short-term
consequences, and "important choices" which have long-
term consequences down the road. D3 specifically mentions
that for certain choices in one of their games “[it] doesn’t
impact anything [within the story] . . . you can approach it the
way you want to approach it”.

• Perceived Significance: A spectrum that describes how
significant the choice is on the world and the characters. This
is a subjective measure based on the game, for example, in
more serious games, this often implies a moral dilemma; but
in some more lighthearted games, a significant choice may
be choosing which character to romance. D3 differentiates
between dialogue choices that are “more fun ones” that “allow
characters to learn more about other characters, discuss their
hobbies, maybe sometimes discuss something plot related but
not so important” (oftentimes optional dialogues) and the
more serious ones that “discuss strategy”, since “it is amilitary
story at the end of the day”.

• Reward and Benefit: A description of the rewards or ben-
efits that the decisions of choice could incur. Rewards and

benefits could involve factors that affect gameplay, such as
stat boosts or items. However, they may also refer to addi-
tional features or scenes, such as cutscenes or “computer
graphics” (CGs). As an example reward system, D2 pointed
towards the resource management systemwithin their game;
stating that choices may affect the resources that a player
can gain and use which in turn affects future choices - “You
have limited resources you have to deal with when you make
your decision”.

These criteria are not necessarily fully independent, as we found
a few strong correlations between them. For example, from D2’s
description of choices within their game, choices with high tempo-
ral consequences (important choices - for example, affecting your
nation’s resources or the affection of your subjects) that influence
the entire ending of the story are perceived as more significant
than choices with low temporal consequences (personality choices
- for example, affecting how you word your answers or whom you
spend free time with). Ultimately, this classification forms an initial
basis for which we explore the effects of different types of classes
of choice on player perception of experience.

5 METHODOLOGY II
5.1 Interviews with Video Game Players
With a refined understanding of the types of choices in video games
and a few initial findings on the effect of choices on player experi-
ence, we continued on by performing semi-structured interviews
with video game players.

5.1.1 Participant Recruitment. For this study, we targeted players
who had familiarity with playing narrative-rich games with choice.
Potential participants were identified through personal connec-
tions, posting on online listing boards, and messaging in dedicated
video game-focussed Discord servers. All potential participants
that responded were screened to be players who had completed
narrative-rich games with some aspect of choice in the past. Due
to the large number of respondents, we asked each player to send
us a list of narrative-rich games they would be willing to discuss.
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Table 3: Summary of Video Game Player Interviewees

ID Age Sex
P1 24 M
P2 34 F
P3 40 M
P4 22 M
P5 22 M
P6 23 M
P7 29 F
P8 24 F
P9 28 F
P10 31 M
P11 36 M
P12 19 F
P13 27 M
P14 23 M

We used this information to further narrow down the recruitment
to players who have played a wider variety of narrative-rich games
and expressed a deeper passion for such games within their re-
sponses, as we assumed these people would be more willing to
speak in depth about their personal experiences with these games.
Finally, we reached out to this final set of participants through email.
We completed recruitment after conducting sufficient interviews
to such a point in which we deemed that we were not learning
any new information from additional interviews. Ultimately, this
resulted in a total of 14 participants, as seen in Table 3 (5 females/9
males; mean age: 27.29, ranging from 19 to 40 years).

Many of the games mentioned by the participants were initially
unfamiliar to the researchers. This was not a major issue, as we
expected participants to introduce and discuss the games during the
interview; however, in order to ask more informed questions, the
primary researcher performed initial preparatory work by perform-
ing initial research into each of these games. This included reading
the synopsis of the games, briefly watching online playthroughs,
and reading game-specific forums and wiki-pages. Particular at-
tention was paid to any instance of choice that came up when
browsing these resources. The researcher took unstructured notes
regarding important information from these resources to motivate
the structure of the interview.

5.1.2 Interview Protocol. Semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted through remote video calls. Prior to each interview, par-
ticipants read and signed a consent form. Audio recordings of the
interviews were recorded with permission, otherwise the interview
was transcribed directly during the interview. The interview was
conducted in two main parts. During the first half of the interview,
participants were asked about the narrative-rich games they had
played in the past. To establish context, players were asked to first
describe the game, before discussing how choices played a role in
the game. Questions primarily focussed on how players perceived
choices, how these choices affected their overall experience, and
what kind of decision-making process players went through in
order to make a decision when faced with choice.

In the second half of the interview, participants were shown
videos of specific curated choices, as well as provided the context
for these choices within the game and the synopsis of the game
(up to that point) as a whole. This was done to have a standard
comparison point across responses for all the participants, since
each participant had a different set of narrative-rich games they had
personally played prior. Thus, to investigate the effect of all types
of choices as dictated by our classification system, we showed them
a set of choices that covered all possible differences in the 3 criteria
discussed prior. For each specific criteria, a representative choice
for each extreme was randomly chosen (random sampling with
replacement) among the ones investigated to avoid any personal
bias, and the videos used were the same ones used during the prior
video analysis. One choice was drawn twice, leaving a set of 5
choices as shown in Table 4.

After showing the participants each of the videos, we asked
questions regarding their perception of the choice, the perceived
consequences and significance of the choice, andwhat factors would
play into their decision-making. Overall, each interview was ap-
proximately 60 minutes long, and interviewees were compensated
with 10 dollars for their participation.

5.1.3 Data Analysis. Similar to prior methods, thematic analysis
was used as an analysis technique to better understand the effect
of choice on player experience, and to grasp an understanding of
player decision-making. We performed a round each of both de-
ductive and inductive analysis. Deductive analysis explored how
the data fit within our current structure and knowledge of the
types of choices that exist, as well as initial findings regarding hy-
pothetical player experiences which we obtained from the game
developer interviews. Inductive analysis was done to gain a deeper
understanding from the player’s perspective on how choices are
perceived, how choices affect the overall experience, and how play-
ers make decisions when faced with choice. An initial round of
line-by-line coding was followed by a subsequent round of coding
to group the codes into categories through affinity diagramming.
The combination of both analyses revealed the code categories of
“Player Emotions”, “Gameplay Effects”, “Player Understanding of
Consequence”, “Player Persona”, "Reinforcement of Persona", “En-
gagement with Friends”, “Online Communities”, and “Differences
from Reality”. These categories would then form the framing for
the themes and findings, discussed in the next section. The data
analysis was completed by the primary researcher, but discussed
with other authors to triangulate perspectives.

6 FINDINGS
6.1 Choices and Player Experience
6.1.1 Choices and the Player-Character Relationship. Perhaps most
notably and most obviously, choices within the game impact the
relationship between the player and the characters and story of the
game. During the interview, almost all of the choices described by
participants outlined a decision that would alter the actions and
behaviour of a character, thus, we specifically focus on the effect of
choice on the relationship between the player and the player char-
acters (PCs) and the player and the non-player characters (NPCs).
It is important to differentiate the PC from the player themselves,



DIS ’22, June 13–17, 2022, Virtual Event, Australia Yin and Xiao

Table 4: Summary of Sampled Choices Presented to Interviewees. Italicized text refers to the speaker name.

Choice ID Game Prompt/Previous Line(s) Choices

C1 Kinkoi:
Golden Loveriche

Music, fashion, and fencing.
Maybe I should do one of the same?

(a) Sylvie, take me with you.
(b) Reina, what is it you actually do?

(c) Swordplay sounds manly
and adventurous.

C2 Embraced
by Autumn

I have to pick somebody, though.
I can’t keep Madame Dubois waiting.

Who should I choose?

(a) Claudine
(b) Luce

(c) Mirabel
(d) Celine

C3 Maplestory You can call one friend
for the last time.

(a) Cygnus
(b) Neinheart
(c) Mihile
(d) Eckhart

etc...

C4 The House in
Fata Morgana ??? : Good morning, Master (a) ...Good morning. . .

(b) .........

C5 Disco Elysium Klassje: “I couldn’t say.
In truth, so far, mostly drinking.”

(a) “Why don’t I remember being
a cop, or anything else?”

(b) “Who in their right mind would
let *me* be an officer of the law?”
(c) Try “The Expression” on her -

let her know you want her. Physically.
(d) “I should get going now.” [Leave]

in many cases, participants described the PCs as separate agents
with separate goals and motivations from themselves. For example,
several participants detailed ways in which the PC would be dif-
ferent from them, for example, one participant described the PC
of Indiana Jones and the Fate of Atlantis as “he’s a really great guy
that thinks on his feet, I may not be as good as is” (P2). Sometimes
players even came into conflict with the PC, for example, one partic-
ipant mentioned that “I’ve definitely had games where I completely
disagree with the protagonist.” (P10), citing Red Dead Redemption 2
as an example in which the PC’s constant self-deprecation was a
source of tedium for the player.

Although the degree of player autonomy varies by game, players
are typically unable to fully control the motivations, personality,
or overarching storyline around a PC. For instance, one partici-
pant mentioned that “in Skyrim, [the PC] can’t suddenly align with
the malevolent beings. . . I think that if it conflicts too much with
pre-established lore, it should not be a thing” (P4), demonstrating
the limitations of the game in terms of providing the player with
complete freedom in pursuing the narrative. However, instances of
choice do provide the user with full control over the PC’s actions,
breaking the usual mold. During the exact moment of choice, the
player’s selection and PC’s actions are, at a meta-level, synonymous
- whatever choice the player selects to occur is whatever must occur
within the game, whether that is an action the PC should take or
a line of dialogue that the PC must say. Within the instance of
singular choice, the PC’s actions and the player’s selection are one
and the same. Thus, in this instance, the player inevitably imbues

some personalized aspect of themselves into the narrative story,
and in doing so, generates a relationship with the PC.

The interactivity of choice entails an action-reaction loop, thus
the player’s choice will have subsequent effects on the story world
and the NPCs that inhabit it - the player’s choice forms an inevitable
connection between the player and the NPCs as well. These effects
can be as major as completely changing the fate of the world (e.g. “in
Dark Souls 3 . . . you basically single-handedly decide the outcome of
the world at the end of the game” (P4)) or asminor as simply changing
a few lines of dialogue. The outcomes or consequences of the effects
are thus forged by the player, for example, when choices cause
the PC to develop friendship with NPCs, these are friends forged
by proxy due to the player. Thus, the game directly frames the
player as an agent within the game that determines the outcomes
and consequences; choices inevitably cause the interweaving of
the player, the PC, the NPCs, and the overarching game world as
they are all fundamentally affected in dependent manners by the
decisions the player makes.

When players make choices, they inevitably make them with
some personal purpose, imparting some "aspect" of themselves
into the game. This “aspect” is personalized to the player and can
differ across players, and can be something like playing their own
perceived self (“I try to make good choices as a nice person” (P7), “I
tried to do the right thing that I would do in real life” (P11) ), playing
their idealized self (“I would like to be a character I want to be, or
someone I really admire” (P2)), playing their anti-self (“I think I
would play the person who’s not like me in real life.” (P8)), playing as
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a chaotic overseer (I mostly like the pure chaos route (P14)), etc. Thus,
the PC represents not the player themselves, but what we deem
the “player persona”, an intermediate link between player and
PC representing the abstract concept of how they want to play the
game. This idea of “player persona” extends upon past research in
player identification. Van Looy et al. proposed perceived similarity
(playing as their perceived self) and wishful identification (playing
an idealized self) as influencing factors towards self-identification
[121]. However, we notice that in narrative-rich games, a player
can still engage in methods of relation to a player they may not
self-identify closely with [19], through the possible player personas.
The relationship between player and PC, as well as its subsequent
impact on the world and characters, can impact external factors
such as player enjoyment and immersion [15, 61, 76].

While the player persona affects how players make choices,
the effects of choices also reinforce the player persona, forming a
positive feedback loop. For example, if the player makes a character
for their PC to perform an action that is morally good, this will
cause the NPCs and the world to react accordingly to reinforce
or assert that the PC is “good”. For example, P1 mentioned that
choosing to save a group of enslaved NPCs in the Witcher 3 - a
moral action - will cause the game to prop up the PC as a “savior”
and “hero” by these same NPCs, reinforcing this concept of morality.
In a similar vein, playing as an immoral, evil persona will lead to
the opposite outcome. Thus, the action and feedback loop from
choice in these narrative-rich games concretizes the player persona
and responds to it in a feedback loop.

6.1.2 Choices, Autonomy, and Immersion. There was a shared sen-
timent among all interviewees that choices promote autonomy, as
each player has full control over their decision when presented
with choice. Autonomy has been shown in prior studies to be a
key motivator for the desire for playing games, but what are the
particular outcomes of autonomy that make it a desirable motiva-
tor? Participants described the outcomes of autonomy - the ability
for players to select their own choice - as creating various feelings
of meaningfulness (“But it just feels more meaningful - the control
you have over how the story progresses, where you’re going to go
when or how you’re going to do something” (P3)), fulfillment (“I find
that the more choices that those kinds of games have for a player’s
experiences, the more fulfilling the experience could be. . . you really
do get to create your own experience” (P4)), and immersion (“helps
people immerse themselves into the role playing character” (P11) ).
Meaningfulness and fulfillment have been discussed in depth in
prior literature regarding choice, thus, we centre the present find-
ing around immersion, self-identification, and its relation to player
persona.

Immersion is tied to feelings of self-identification [15, 61], which
was found to occurwhen players use a persona that is representative
of themselves (e.g. as a perceived self). The use of choice within
games is a way to reinforce the persona and to develop immersion.
Our interviews showed that, when users are more immersed within
the game, they tend to feel a stronger connection with the PC. For
example P6 mentions that “choices make you be able to pull yourself
into like the view of whoever you’re playing. You feel like you control
the character, have a stronger connection to the character, and might
feel like you are able to self-insert yourself as well”. When this occurs,

players stated that their choices in the game are more representative
of the choices they would actually make in real life, and that they
would tend to think more earnestly about the in-game choice, e.g.
P7 mentioned that they would think more deeply about making
a serious choice “if I’m really invested in it like The Witcher and I
really feel for the characters . . . as I felt a very personal connection
to them” (P7). On the other hand, when immersion is less present,
players feel a sense of detachment from the PC, causing them to
feel more indifferent towards their choices, and thus the characters
and story of the game. For example, P1 mentions that when they
are unable to self-identify with the PC in the game, they feels more
detached from the game in general, e.g. “I tried to play the opposite
of me and I can’t - I don’t find the same enjoyment from the game
. . . I make completely different choices, I feel more detached from the
character and the choices I’m making” (P1). Overall, choice can be
used as a tool to generate self-identification and immersion, which
can consequently affect the relationship between player, player
persona, and PC.

6.1.3 Choices, Personalized Playthroughs, and Social Effects. Each
choice in a game shapes the story in unique and different ways.
Players noted that this feature of choice makes playthroughs of
such games feel unique and personalized, e.g. “You’re able to be
the story-maker instead of just a listener. You’re really controlling
the story” (P8) and “You really do get to create your own experience”
(P4). Past research has shown that personalized stories contribute
to higher enjoyment [73], a sentiment echoed in our interviews.
One game developer stated that in developing their game, they had
aimed to create personalized experiences, hoping that "each player
gets something out of [their game], and that something is unique
to them" (D3). From our interviews, we found that personalized
narratives for each player also promote social effects - players are
eager to see the experiences of others and to compare and contrast
the decisions made. For example, one player mentioned that the
choices promote discussion with their local community of friends,
in that “each player can have their own definitive experience that
they can talk to friends that have also played the game, and they can
compare and contrast their experiences and understand why someone
would choose something different.” (P4). Similar effects were found
for several other players and developers as well, for example “Like
reading a book or watching television, . . . I talk about the plot with my
friends online.” (P6). In addition, one game developer mentioned this
social aspect as a key factor within their own gaming experience
and thusly something they wanted to incorporate within their own
published game as well - “I love to talk with my friends who played
[Dragon Age] and just watch what their epilogues were. It was funny
that we never picked the same people as the Divine in Dragon Age
... It was just individually, considering the playthrough we did, we
considered that this character was best in each case, and that’s what I
wanted to add with choice [in my game]” (D2).

Social effects were not restricted to the local friend community
either; some players also discussed the social effects at a broader
community scale. For example, several participants cited watching
gameplay of Let’s Plays on Youtube, whereas a few also brought up
other community platforms such as Reddit and Steam. The general
motivation for reaching these social platforms was to view how
other players experienced the game, e.g. “What happens if this choice
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was made, what about other people’s experiences? See what they felt,
how they thought of it” (P5) and "I would look at other people’s
opinions as well and what they would think of the situation" (P14).
Certain games have systems which illustrate the choices of others
sewn directly into the game itself, for example in Life is Strange,
players can see the global percentages for choices selected at the
end of every chapter (Figure 2). However, online conversation is
still important at understanding not just the decision made, but the
reasoning and thought that goes into each choice, and the reaction
to unique outcomes.

Players expressed feelings of validation when others picked the
same choices as them, corroborating prior studies on personaliza-
tion theory which found that a personalized experience allows for
not just the reflection of personal identity, but also the membership
of oneself within a group [11]. On the other hand, when others
selected different choices from the player, it nonetheless allowed
for the understanding of the rationale and decision-making of why
other players preferred these certain other choices, allowing the
player to empathize with their decision, regardless of whether or
not they agreed. Social factors can play a key role in decision-
making [10, 118], and the provision of additional social information
can allow for an attenuation of defense motives, allowing players
to view their selected choice as not always necessarily the “right”
choice when hearing alternative motives and rationales [21].

Figure 2: In Life is Strange (image © Square Enix), players can
view the global percentages of decisions (accumulated over
all past players) for each choice in the game.

6.1.4 Choices and Perceived (Virtual) Consequences. As established,
choices lead to consequences in the virtual world. Players stated
that they generally have a sense of consequences within games
when presented with choice - as they generally map to similar sit-
uations in real life (e.g. “Usually the choices are sort of obvious . . .
Like in a real dating situation.” (P12)), can draw upon other positive
transfer effects from past experience (e.g. “it’s relatively easy to tell
what each of the choices may lead to .. it’s more from intuition and
past experience” (P6)), and are set out in rather explicit fashions
(e.g. “Usually it’s set out in a very explicit way.” (P10). Thus, even
prior to making the choice, players typically already establish a
mental model of the outcome. The mental model of consequence
may not actually match the outcome that actually occurs, which

can be a point of frustration for the players, for example, P7 men-
tions that “that’s honestly a frustration at times with some games
because if you choose a dialogue option and it doesn’t always align
with what happens" and P11 mentions that “either I misinterpret or
the game misleads or tries to surprise me. And I don’t like that”. This
is a common understanding within human-computer interaction
as a whole [89]. However, sometimes players recognize that this
disconnection between user intention and game response is some-
times done intentionally, with the goal of inciting a sort of literary
motif, i.e. “the illusion of choice” [70]. For example, one participant
mentioned, when discussing the choices in Bioshock Infinite, that
"You can pick either one; it doesn’t actually make any difference. I
think the gimmick of that game was that things were always set in
stone.“ (P10).

Thus, participants generally noted that they have a mental model
of outcomes when faced with choices, and in general, players in-
dicated that they select the choices that meet the consequence of
whatever player persona they aim to imbue in the world. However,
there exists one additional factor in consequence that impacts how
players perceive and make choices - the permanence of the choice
for a playthrough. Consequences in many games are impermanent
per playthrough - users can often choose to save-and-reload at any
point during the playthrough to select a different choice. Players
often do this to view the outcomes that may have occurred when
breaking persona. For example, P5 mentioned that “it got me cu-
rious, what would happen? How does the story progress if I choose
the other action instead? There are lots of save chapters, which I had
in the back, which I came back to see what it’s like”, even though
they mentioned that they always play games from a “paragon-like”
persona. P7 mentioned that “I’ll save right before it if I know it’s
coming and replay if I don’t like the outcome.”. P10 casts a nega-
tive light on such behaviour, using the negatively-connotated term
“save-scummed” to describe these actions, despite admitting that
they also engage in this activity. The only types of game which
avoid this effect are real-time multiplayer games - from our game
observations, we noticed that the MMORPGs Maplestory and New
World do not offer a save-and-reload feature for choices, meaning
that any choice made is permanent for the rest of the game, unless
a user wants to completely start over.

The ability to save-and-reload to get a preferable outcome creates
a dichotomy between real-life and virtual choice - players are able
to see what may have happened had they picked a different choice,
and then select the most suitable one. In such a manner, there
may exist a divergence in intention when selecting choices - is
the player making a choice out of curiosity, in order to see the
outcome or is the player making a choice because it fits within
the player persona and there is a concrete intention to continue
with those consequences? In the former case, the choices players
make are less significant in terms of representing their persona
persona; thus, save-and-reload offers another dimension to choice
and user perception of consequence within video games. Within
game development, this offers a trade-off. Past research has showed
that save-and-reload encourages exploration and instrumental play,
but attenuates the significance of consequences and discourages
choice as a pure representation of player intention [113, 114]. If, as
in many cases, the player is playing as a perceived self or idealized
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persona, this causes the immersion that arises from strong self-
identification to be broken as well, and users may subsequently not
be as invested in making a serious decision.

6.2 Player-Decision Making
The cumulative summation from all our studies and prior find-
ings reveal 4 main factors that work in conjunction to impact how
players make decisions.

• Player Persona: The conceptualization of the player repre-
sented onto the PC (e.g. “I go more along kind of the Paragon
path and I try and do things that are generally good” (P7))

• Perceived Player-Game Relationship: The existing rela-
tionships between the PC and virtual agents (story, world,
and NPCs) (e.g. “this group of people that may have been en-
slaved unfairly and they’re looking for a hero, and you’re like
I can be that guy, I can be a savior for them” (P1))

• Individual Mental Model of Consequences: The player’s
model of temporal and significance consequences for each
possible decision when faced with an instance of choice.
Aspects of reward, benefit, and significance fall under this
category. (e.g. “I know what the consequences might be for a
character. I know that, for instance, this is a good choice and
this is the bad choice” (P10))

• Permanence of Consequences: Whether the choice is
permanent per playthrough or not. Another way of wording
this is whether or not the player can save-and-reload the
choice within the same playthrough. (e.g. “I think I explicitly
went back and save-scummed it basically after I realized you
get the special item.” (P10)).

These 4 factors often have relationships and correlations in prac-
tice. For example, as discussed before, the impermanence of conse-
quences can weaken the impact of the player persona when select-
ing a choice. In addition, empathetic NPCs can enforce immersion,
which strengthens the connection between the player and their
player persona [81]. Ultimately, it is the personalized combination
of these 4 factors working in balance that affect the way people
make choices.

6.3 Revisiting the Classification System for
Choice

6.3.1 Morality and Decision-Making: “The Correct Way to Play” .
From our findings, we discover that one factor that plays into a
player’s mental model of the consequences of choice is the player’s
past experience. A player’s prior experience of similar choices
within different games and an understanding of those consequences
can influence them to make educated assumptions of choices they
may be seeing for the first time. This experience is not even solely
limited to playing previous games, for example, P10 mentions that
“I don’t think I’ve ever played one of these games, but I’m aware of
the idea of it ... it is poking to say, ‘this is just your fantasy of dating
someone’” when discussing a presented choice in a dating simulator,
showing that educated assumptions can be made even just through
awareness of the genre.

One possible outcome that may arise as a result of this relation-
ship between prior and present choices is an overdependence of
prior assumptions when faced with choice. This was particularly

apparent in one common assumption among several players - that
moral decision-making leads to rewards. For example, one partici-
pant notes that “It seems to be that good moral choices are rewarded
better in games. If you play the bad character, it’s kind of limiting in
your experience” (P1). Within our classification of choice, we drew
a distinction between the perceived significance and the reward of
a choice. However, due to the way ethical choices are presented,
players form mental associations between choices with perceived
morally-significant dichotomies and choices with rewards. P1 indi-
cates that they feel compelled to constantly make moral choices,
becausemaking the immoral choices would have negative gameplay
effects. This transforms the interactivity of choice into an illusion;
although the player can still make the immoral choice, they feel as
though they are compelled to make the moral choice. P7 reinforces
this idea, stating that, before making any singular choice, “I’ll even
look up the endings because I don’t want to make the wrong choice.”.
One developer noticed that there would be people asking for the
specific "answers" to the choices to get certain endings for their
game, e.g. "a lot of people played it and they asked about how do we
get the [specific] endings" (D3), resulting in the formation of guides.
In these cases, although choices are present, their engagement and
interactivity effects are attenuated, since players feel that there is a
correct way to play. Thus, the positives effects of interactivity are
likely to be limited as well, such as user engagement and immersion.
In addition, as players feel a loss of autonomy and freedom, which
are key motivators for the enjoyment of the game [97, 125]. One
game developer indicated that this would defy the spirit of choice
for them, "It’s not a real choice for me if one choice will lead you
to the good thing and one choice will lead you to the bad thing, I
think a good choice is that a choice that leads you to path A or path
B but both are equally valid in terms of what you feel" (D2).

Another participant noted that, when faced with choices with
moral dichotomies, “I tried to do the right thing that I would do in
real life, make and try to make the NPCs happy. Because I find that
if you do that, then you get the most rewards out of it.” (P12). This
shows an interesting outcome, because although the first sentence
shows that this player’s decision making leans towards the player
persona as their perceived self, the second sentence shows that
this player’s decision making is dependent on their perception of
consequence and reward for the choices. This shows that the choices
made by players with vastly different decision-making methods
can become indistinguishable from each other. As these decision-
making factors are tied to player experience, it becomes difficult
to draw distinctions in player experience as well. For example, a
player who makes choices tending towards a persona feels more
engaged and immersed within the story than a player who makes
decisions for rewards. However, if both these players constantly
make the morally good choice, it ultimately makes experiential
factors for these types of players difficult to distinguish as well.

These outcomes arise due to a common assumption that links
two characteristics of choice that would otherwise be distinct. To
alleviate these negative outcomes, game developers must make
choices that counteract this assumption. However, this opens up a
complex argument involving not only ludological studies, but ethics
as well - Should immorality be rewarded? If a person wants to make
a decision to torture or kill, should they be rewarded within the
context of the game, or must they be punished for doing so? It is not
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unheard of to be rewarded for immorality in games, for example, “So
Deus Ex, . . . if you wanted to kill everybody in the game, it also rewards
you that way” (P11). One game developer discussed this dilemma in
depth during their interview “we all can agree that killing people is
bad, and it was a really difficult question to setup because I didn’t want
my game to become some sort of moral punishment where every time
you make a bad choice you have bad consequences, and everytime you
do a nice thing, you have nice outcome” (D2), citing that it may cause
the game to feel more “boring” in that case. However, prior research
in ethics almost always argues against rewarding immorality and for
rewarding morality. Cox argues that active reward for immorality
within games leads to the teaching of a moral standard “almost
universally considered deplorable” [29]. From a non-ludological
perspective, philosophers such as Plato have explored the value of
morality and virtue as being aspects of self-reward and harmony
[12, 43]. Overall, the decision to universally reward morality and
punish immorality can be viewed as an ethically necessary outcome
that sacrifices some aspect of player-experiential factors.

6.3.2 Temporal Consequence and Reward: The Ending as a Reward.
Within our classification of choice, we presented temporal con-
sequences and reward of the choice as distinct factors, however,
findings from our interviews allow for the argument that tempo-
ral consequences of a decision are inevitably tied to reward. To
motivate this discussion, we must better define the concept of re-
ward. During the interviews, there was a strong implication among
participants that the term “reward” within the context of choice
would be some aspect that would help them within the gameplay,
e.g. “a better reward from completing a quest.“ (P4). When discussing
questions about rewards in games, many participants brought up
items: “I’m fairly sure the leader of the Brotherhood congratulates you
and he keeps you a special chest piece or something like that” (P10) or
unlock mechanics and stats: “I’ll have to reroll my stats at the very
end just to start over and have an effective character” (P11). Prior
research into rewards within games has looked at what classifies as
a reward and the various types of reward forms [38, 39, 84, 94]. For
example, the concepts of “virtual item granting” and “unlocking
of game mechanics” (as described by Wang and Sun [56]) largely
covers the prior descriptions of rewards that were often brought up
in the interviews. Phillips et al. broadened the definition of video
game rewards as “positive returns that would reinforce player be-
havior within a video game” [94]. Within this wider definition, we
can view consequences and outcomes within games as a possible
reward for choice.

We found that participants would describe endings and outcomes
(the "positive return") with similar terms as item or game mechanic
rewards - as things they would make choices (player behaviour) in
order to attain. This was most evident in “dating simulator” type
games, where each ending typically involves the PC entering a
romantic relationship with one of the NPCs. Participants stated
that “there are narrative reasons to go into a certain order of routes.”
(P6), “you choose to get a positive response from them” (P10), and
“you want to pick the choice that gives you the highest chance to get
the best ending” (P12). Furthermore, by making a choice that pushes
them towards a specific outcome, the game would provide feedback
to the player to reiterate the potential of this outcome. For example,
making a choice with the intention of aiming to enter a relationship

with a specific NPC would cause the game to respond by engaging
in scenes en route towards a relationship, ultimately reinforcing
the initial intention and behaviour.

In these cases, the selection of choice is motivated by conse-
quence - users are making choices in aiming to obtain a future
intrinsic reward (in this case, the outcome or ending they desire)
instead of purely focussing on local present factors such as the
player persona or the player-character relationships. In such a
way, choices that have consequences that affect an outcome can be
viewed from the similar perspective of a choice with more tangible,
traditional gameplay rewards, such as an item or stat boost. As a
result of interactivity, essentially every choice has some aspect of
feedback and consequence, even if it is extremely minor, thus it is
impossible for any choice to not offer an intrinsic reward. However,
it is evident to see there is a considerable difference in the perceived
reward of a choice that changes the entire direction of the ending
versus a choice that changes a few lines of dialogue. Similar to
prior arguments, leaning into consequential considerations within
decision-making weakens the impact of player persona, and its
associated effects such as immersion and engagement.

7 DISCUSSION
7.1 Prosocial Effects
7.1.1 Empathy for Virtual Agents. Recent studies have investigated
the use of games, and at a more broader level, virtual experiences,
as mediums for generating empathy [28, 41, 44, 58]. Arguments
have been made for the impact of virtual perspective-taking to
create similar empathetic outcomes within real life [41, 42, 77],
for example, Paiva et al. showed that emphatic virtual agents can
afford users the capacity to respond empathetically as if they were
in the same situation [93]. Overall, it is theorized that considering
the perspective of others through virtual environments allows for
the increase in empathetic capacity [122]. However, the degree of
empathy generation hinges on several factors. Sierra et al. show that
congruence in the appearance and expressions of a virtual agent
could lead to higher levels of player empathy [99] and Morrison
and Ziemke show that the perspective of control that the player
has over the PC influences the degree of empathy [85]. At a meta-
review level, Santos et al. investigate past approaches and factors
for generating empathy across virtual interactions, showing the
importance of empathic virtual agents and collaborative learning
environments [106].

From our interviews, many participants discussed feelings of
empathy or consideration for the virtual agents within the narrative-
rich games, e.g. “I think I can still care about them and empathize
with them realizing they’re video game characters” (P7). Within these
games, many participants indicated that they spent time deliber-
ating over their personal decisions and how they may affect the
virtual characters. For example, when discussing the game Detroit
Become Human, a game in which the protagonist (a police robot)
must confront other deviant androids who have developed auton-
omy and emotions, P5 mentioned that “whatever choices I made as
that robot, I tried to understand the defective robots, I understand, they
are showing human emotion, even though I’m really working against
these robots . . . these robots actually have human emotions. They’re
not just blind robots who follow instructions: they have emotion, they
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feel love, hatred, hurt”. In a separate example of empathetic play, a
player cited a difficult decision in which they had to select between
one of two NPCs to save in The Telltale Series: Walking Dead - “you
can choose to save either like Carly or Doug. And they both have
their own personality, they are both different and they have different
traits” (P13). Game developers cite this as a goal when developing
the NPC dialogue as well, e.g. “You can like [the characters] without
liking them as if they were a real person” (D3), and that by engaging
throughout the narrative, you find that certain characters may act
in ways that “Not that they’re necessarily evil, but that they may
have been naive in a way that may have been hurtful to others” (D3),
which may violate initial assumptions prior to engagement with
choice. Ultimately, choices played a role in encouraging players to
consider the consequences of their actions on virtual agents - ulti-
mately realizing that their decisions have outward-reaching effects
towards others and consequentially generating empathy towards
these virtual agents. We have previously argued that players view
the PC as an extension of themselves through a player persona.
When faced with choice, players dig into this player persona as
a factor of decision-making, encouraging immersive and engag-
ing play and developing empathetic effects. Thus, we propose that
choice can be a useful tool in developing empathetic effects for
virtual agents in games and experiences.

7.1.2 Community; or Empathy for Other Players. In our findings,
we discussed how choices can promote social discussion within a
community. In doing so, players can hear the perspectives of others
about their rationale and decision-making processes when making
choices, creating feelings of empathy and understanding. Social
discussion, and the generation of empathy that arises through it,
can have potential serious implications and applications. Within
the interviews, players mentioned that many games today have
potential moral and political tendencies, for example “games deal
with concepts like colonialism, independence, freedom, and rebellion
and stuff like that . . . I’ve disliked the idea of just when people say that
games can’t or shouldn’t be political” (P10). As a specific example,
Fallout New Vegas was described as a game that allows the player to
align with a governance faction based loosely on different political
systems. One player mentioned that “In Fallout New Vegas, I believe
that everyone should be able to be function in a society but they
shouldn’t have to fight over which one is better, so that’s why I chose
the NCR, which kind of offers that, compared to the Legion, where it’s
like everyone has to work towards the state and the betterment of it,
where its at what point does an individual’s individuality get stripped
away, like that’s just eliminating the idea of a person at that point.
But I don’t quite agree with the Wild Card where everyone just gets to
do their own thing and all hell can break loose at any point, so I find
that the NCR strikes the middle ground.“ (P4). This demonstrates
that the choice of this user strongly resonates with their personal
perception, their player persona in this choice revolves around their
own perceived beliefs. However, this user also stated that “Like, in
Fallout New Vegas, I play NCR almost every time, but a couple of my
friends play with the Legion, so it’s kind of interesting to hear why
they would do that and vice versa” (P4), representing the communal
sharing of beliefs and rationale that was discussed prior.

Research has shown similar findings - that games, and the choices
within them, can potentially underpin political and moral bases

[53, 69, 87, 110]. Nardone states that realism-based games entice
players to engage in pedagogic reflection on the ethical and po-
litical statements within them [87]. Johnson and Craig argue that
the popularity of dystopian settings within narrative-rich games
reflect the “political unconscious” of contemporary settings [69].
In addition, from our background research, we additionally find a
wealth of studies that have looked into games as potential vehicles
for ethics and morality [107, 113]. As some interviewees stated,
sometimes it was difficult to understand why people would make
such serious decisions opposite from their own - “I’m not too sure
[why people would make those choices]. I don’t know, maybe it’s
just interesting for people to choose the other dialogue” (P5). From
our findings, we develop the hypothesis that the social discussion
arising from the use of choices in games, especially ones dealing
with difficult questions regarding moral or political leanings, can
help bridge the gap in developing a system of shared empathy for
players who may not share the same perspectives and viewpoints.

7.2 Giving Meaning to Non-Meaningful Choice
We revisit the concepts of moral and meaningful choice, and how
our initial classification of choice and our subsequent findings fit
within the framework of “morality” and “meaningfulness”. We re-
call that much of the present discussion on choice is within the
context of choices that are either “moral” or “meaningful”. Moral
choice imparts some sort of moral dilemma; meaningful choice
extends on moral choice by adding the additional characteristics
of “consequence” and “sociality”. Meaningful choice is important
in player experience, as it has been shown to generate added ap-
preciation and enjoyment for the game. However, not all choices
which exist fit within this framework onmeaningfulness. Therefore,
what is the purpose of including such choices in games? To begin
considering the question, we consider what makes a choice more
meaningful within our classification system, and thus conversely,
what makes a choice less meaningful.

To reiterate, our classification system of choices consists of 3
variables - temporal consequence, perceived significance, and re-
ward and benefit. We visit each of these variables in order. Firstly,
one key aspect of meaningful choice is the existence of long-term
consequences and long-term control over the narratives. Thus, this
means that for meaningful choice, temporal consequence is a sig-
nificant factor. Meaningful choice also has a social effect, impacting
not just the PC, but also the NPCs that the PC has bonded with
throughout the story. It also encompasses the concept of moral-
ity and moral dilemmas - where the choices balance between the
fate of the NPCs or the PCs. Within our classification system, this
would fall under perceived significance - the perceived impact of
the choice on the world and its characters. Thus, for meaningful
choice, perceived significance is also a significant factor. Return-
ing to our prior discussion on the relationship between temporal
choice and outcome as a reward, we recognize that by virtue of
temporal consequence being a significant factor, rewards in the
form of consequences are present as well in meaningful choice.

Thus, as we have quantified meaningful choice as a choice with
high temporal consequence, high perceived significance, and con-
siderable intrinsic rewards, we consider "non-meaningful choice"
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Figure 3: The dialogue flowchart for the first choice in the game The House in Fata Morgana. Players can make the decision
highlighted in red (choosing between "...Good morning..." and "........". After two additional scenes of dialogue, the choices
converge back to the same path. Ultimately, this incurs a inconsequential effect in a game with a player-reported average
playtime of over 33 hours [123]

as the opposite - choices with low perceived significance, low tem-
poral consequence, and (thus) low intrinsic rewards. Such choices
definitely exist in present games, in particular, we can select an
example from a common choice that was shown to all participants -
the first choice in the game The House In Fata Morgana, in which the
player can choose to respond to “Goodmorning, master” with either
saying nothing or reciprocating with a greeting. A diagrammatic
view of the dialogue flowchart is seen in Figure 3.

Almost every participant perceived this choice as largely in-
consequential, for example, “I feel like it’s gonna be a very minor
difference in terms of the dialogue” (P13), “My first impression is
that my choice doesn’t matter. It doesn’t really matter if I pick the
morning or nothing.” (P11), “I just don’t see how it would relate to
more, or other gameplay aspects” (P7), “I think it would be a couple
lines of dialogue are different” (P4), “[the decision between] the two
choices are not really impactful” (P5). However, almost every user
also stated that they would make the decision as they would in
real-life - “if someone was to talk to me, I would feel like I would
typically respond in that type of situation.” (P13), “I guess I would

say good morning, just because it’s like such a habit to say back to
someone” (P12), “I guess. reflexively, if they said good morning to me.
I would say good morning back.” (P7), “Good morning, because that’s
what I’m used to saying, if someone would say that to me” (P3), “I’d
probably say good morning because that’s what I’d actually do.” (P4)

From this, we form a hypothesis on the benefit of non-meaningful
choice, considering how it fits within the context of our decision-
making framework. With a minimal concept of perceived reward
and consequences, users are forced to lean on local factors like
their player persona and player-character relationships in order to
make the decision. As shown, many players rely on the persona
as their perceived self for this choice, indicating that they would
respond as they would in a similar situation in real life. This causes
many of the players to view themselves as the PC, reinforcing their
persona of perceived self, and reinforcing this persona for later
choices as well. Non-meaningful choice essentially equates to a
ludological analogue of small talk, which has been shown to be able
to build rapport and to bridge divides across agents [36]. Perhaps
in a similar manner, non-meaningful choice forces the closure of
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the gap between the player persona and the player themselves,
which ultimately allows for the highest feelings of immersion and
participatory engagement.

7.3 Learning from Games - General Extensions
Overall, we find that choices afford game developers a level of
control over the player experience within narrative-rich games.
Game developers can use choices for purposes such as encouraging
self-identification of the player with the PC and increasing player
empathy with virtual agents. The specific mechanisms of the choice
can play a part in affecting player interactions as well, for example,
increasing the permanence of a specific choice (through removing
save-and-reload) features may force users to think more deeply
about the consequences of their choice and its impact on the NPCs
and the virtual world. Providing users with the global statistics of a
particular choice can increase their feelings of identification within
a group while also encouraging thoughtful introspection of other
choices. We find that choices, along with the minute details that
go into building the choice, can serve as powerful tools for game
developers to adjust the experience in the way that they desire.

Although many of the findings may be esoteric to game design
specifically, we understand that choices are fundamental to interac-
tive technology in general. Thus, we hypothesize that several of the
findings may be more applicable to general interactive systems. For
example, virtual prosocial applications, such as the United Nations
VR initiative [48], may benefit from choice in order to establish
deeper self-identification and empathy with the agents in the expe-
rience. The Moral Machine is an example of an application aimed at
capturing an ethical snapshot through moral choice [3]. A possible
extension of their project may have involved asking users why
they made specific choices, and then presenting these rationales to
users that have made the opposite choice. This would help users
understand and better empathize with users that make dissenting
ethical decisions from themselves.

One novel finding of our study regards non-meaningful choice
- choices that do not fall within the past frameworks of meaning-
fulness and morality. We find that these choices can decrease the
gap between player and PC within games, and thus, we believe that
these can similarly be applied in other interactive systems, such as
assistive tools, UI/UX design, and chatbot design. Similar to games,
methods of self-representation in other virtual mediums, e.g. the
Internet, may arise in the form of virtual personas [83, 105]. The
use of non-meaningful choices on such systems can build a level of
closeness between the user’s virtual persona and their real person.
For instance, an assistive software tool asking a user how their day
has been (regardless of the tool’s intended purpose) may help create
intimacy between software and user. Nonetheless, similar to games,
a balance is required such that the real purpose of the software is
not forgotten [16].

8 LIMITATIONS
We identify that there still exist several limitations within the scope
of our study. Firstly, difficulties in recruiting game developers re-
sulted in a limited number of participants as well as the ages of
the participants skewing young. To address the first point, we at-
tempted to counterbalance the limited number of participants by

conducting comprehensive and thorough interviews with the de-
velopers that did choose to participate. However, the age skew may
be a more significant limitation, as many of the game developers
mentioned that they were newer to game design, with many hav-
ing only recently completed their games. Video game industries,
design philosophies, and intended outcomes change rapidly over
time [27, 31, 128], a sentiment echoed by players as well: “for an
older game, I probably have to go through a walkthrough to know
what I’m doing because those tend to have really convoluted routes
. . . for most modern games, it’s relatively easy to tell what each of
the choices may lead to” (P6). A similar problem appears when we
consider the selection of games we selected for video analysis -
many of the games leaned towards recency. Thus, it may be more
appropriate to frame the context of our findings and discussion as
a trend encapsulated towards more modern ludological philosophy
towards the use and perception of choice in games.

We also outline improvements in our methodology that could
have been done to better meet the requirements of our evalua-
tion goals. In particular, during our interview study with players,
choices were presented and introduced with short video clips. How-
ever, the full context of the choice within the game, as well as
its consequences, were lacking. In an attempt to provide context,
the researcher gave the user a brief overview of the events of the
game leading up to the choice. Nonetheless, alternative methodolo-
gies such as having the participants actually play through the full
game would have likely been better at helping them grasp the full
context, but at the cost of time and accessibility. We additionally un-
derstand that many of our findings and discussion points are solely
grounded in qualitative findings from our interviews and video
analysis study. With more time, potential extensions could be con-
ducted by performing quantitative experiments to triangulate our
findings. For example, to test the effect of non-meaningful choice,
we could provide the user games with and without these choices
and quantitatively compare their experience using a post-game
questionnaire with Likert scale-type questions.

9 CONCLUSION
In this study, we performed a comprehensive overview of choices
in narrative-rich video games. We first conducted exploratory semi-
structured interviews with game developers to grasp a sense of
the dimensions of choice. Coupled with a video analysis study
of existing choices in video games, we were able to extract three
key dimensions of choice that affect experience - temporal con-
sequence, perceived significance, and rewards and benefits. We
then conducted interviews with players to understand how choices
affect player experience and what factors affect how players make
choices. From our findings, we discover that choices reinforce the
relationship between players and the characters of the game, in
which the player forms a relationship with the PC through a con-
cept called player persona. We find that autonomy, player persona,
and self-identification are related, and altogether leads to increased
feelings of immersion and engagement. However, these feelings of
immersion are attenuated by a weakening of consequences brought
upon by save-and-reload implementations, which allow players to
undo any choice until it fits their preference. With our findings, we
outline four key factors that affect player decision-making - player
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persona, player-game relationship, mental model of consequences,
and permanence of consequences. Overall, we argue that choices
in narrative-rich games can take advantage of their immersive and
empathetic nature to have the potential within serious games in
developing prosocial effects, as they encourage feelings of empathy
towards both virtual characters and towards other players. Lastly,
we discuss one effective method of developing these immersive ef-
fects - the use of simple, inconsequential, “non-meaningful” choice,
ultimately showing that it can sometimes be important for games
to simply ask players how they would like to respond to “Good
Morning”.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported in part by the Natural Science and En-
gineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC) under Discovery
Grant RGPIN-2019-05624.

REFERENCES
[1] Denise Anthony, Sean Smith, and Timothy Williamson. 2009. Reputation

and Reliability in Collective Goods The Case of the Online Encyclopedia
Wikipedia. Rationality and Society 21 (07 2009), 283–306. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1043463109336804

[2] Karina Arrambide. 2019. Interactive Narratives in Games: Understanding Player
Agency and Experience. In Extended Abstracts of the Annual Symposium on
Computer-Human Interaction in Play Companion Extended Abstracts (Barcelona,
Spain) (CHI PLAY ’19 Extended Abstracts). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1145/3341215.3356334

[3] Edmond Awad, Sohan Dsouza, Richard Kim, Jonathan Schulz, Joseph Henrich,
Azim Shariff, Jean-François Bonnefon, and Iyad Rahwan. 2018. The Moral
Machine Experiment. Nature 563, 7729 (2018), 59–64. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41586-018-0637-6

[4] Rachel Bailey, Kevin Wise, and Paul Bolls. 2009. How Avatar Customizability
Affects Children’s Arousal and Subjective Presence During Junk Food-Sponsored
Online Video Games. Cyberpsychology & Behavior : The Impact of the Internet,
Multimedia and Virtual Reality on Behavior and Society 12 (06 2009), 277–83.
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0292

[5] Marguerite Barry and Gavin Doherty. 2017. How We Talk About Interactivity:
Modes and Meanings in HCI Research. Interacting with Computers 29, 5 (04
2017), 697–714. https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwx004

[6] Richard Bartle. 1996. Hearts, clubs, diamonds, spades: Players who suit MUDs.
Journal of MUD research 1, 1 (1996), 27 pages.

[7] Richard A. Bartle. 2004. Designing Virtual Worlds. New Riders, San Francisco,
CA, USA.

[8] Max V. Birk, Cheralyn Atkins, Jason T. Bowey, and Regan L. Mandryk. 2016.
Fostering Intrinsic Motivation through Avatar Identification in Digital Games. In
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(San Jose, California, USA) (CHI ’16). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 2982–2995. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858062

[9] Jim Bizzochi. 2007. Games and Narrative: An Analytical Framework. Loading...
1, 1 (2007), 10 pages.

[10] Jim Blascovich. 2002. Social Influence within Immersive Virtual Environments.
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 127–145.

[11] Jan O. Blom and Andrew F. Monk. 2003. Theory of Personalization of Appear-
ance: Why Users Personalize Their Pcs and Mobile Phones. Hum.-Comput.
Interact. 18, 3 (sep 2003), 193–228. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1803_1

[12] Allan Bloom, Adam Kirsch, et al. 1968. The Republic of Plato. Vol. 2. Basic Books,
New York, NY, USA.

[13] Julia Ayumi Bopp, Elisa D. Mekler, and Klaus Opwis. 2015. "It Was Sad But Still
Good": Gratifications of Emotionally Moving Game Experiences. In Proceedings
of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (Seoul, Republic of Korea) (CHI EA ’15). Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1193–1198. https://doi.org/10.
1145/2702613.2732852

[14] Julia Ayumi Bopp, Elisa D. Mekler, and Klaus Opwis. 2016. Negative Emotion,
Positive Experience? Emotionally Moving Moments in Digital Games. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(San Jose, California, USA) (CHI ’16). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 2996–3006. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858227

[15] Julia Ayumi Bopp, Livia J. Müller, Lena Fanya Aeschbach, Klaus Opwis, and
Elisa D. Mekler. 2019. Exploring Emotional Attachment to Game Characters. In
Proceedings of the Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play

(Barcelona, Spain) (CHI PLAY ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 313–324. https://doi.org/10.1145/3311350.3347169

[16] Petter Bae Brandtzaeg and Asbjørn Følstad. 2018. Chatbots: Changing User
Needs and Motivations. Interactions 25, 5 (aug 2018), 38–43. https://doi.org/10.
1145/3236669

[17] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2012. Thematic Analysis. American Psycho-
logical Association, Washington, D.C., USA, 57–71.

[18] Philip Sheridan Buffum. 2015. Examining the Impact Narrative Interactivity
Has on Fostering Identity Formation in an Educational Game. In Proceedings of
the 2015 Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play (London,
United Kingdom) (CHI PLAY ’15). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 395–398. https://doi.org/10.1145/2793107.2810278

[19] Jacqueline Burgess and Christian Jones. 2020. The Female Video Game Player-
character Persona and Emotional Attachment. Persona Studies 6, 2 (2020), 7–21.
https://doi.org/10.21153/psj2020vol6no2art963

[20] Janelynn Camingue, Elin Carstensdottir, and Edward F. Melcer. 2021. What is a
Visual Novel? Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 5, CHI PLAY, Article 285 (oct
2021), 18 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3474712

[21] Shelly Chaiken, Roger Giner-Sorolla, and Serena Chen. 1996. Beyond accuracy:
Defense and ImpressionMotives in Heuristic and Systematic Information Processing.
The Guilford Press, New York, NY, USA, 553–578.

[22] David Checa and Andrés Bustillo. 2020. A Review of Immersive Virtual Real-
ity Serious Games to enhance Learning and Training. Multimedia Tools and
Applications 79 (03 2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11042-019-08348-9

[23] Evelyn Chew and Alex Mitchell. 2019. Multimodality and Interactivity in
“Natively” Digital Life Stories. Poetics Today 40, 2 (06 2019), 319–353. https:
//doi.org/10.1215/03335372-7298578

[24] Hongmei Chi, EdwardAgama, and Zornitza Genova Prodanoff. 2017. Developing
Serious Games to Promote Cognitive Abilities for the Elderly. In 2017 IEEE 5th
International Conference on Serious Games and Applications for Health (SeGAH).
IEEE, IEEE, New York, NY, USA, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1109/SeGAH.2017.
7939279

[25] Bateman Chris, Lowenhaupt Rebecca, and Nacke Lennart. 2011. Player Ty-
pology in Theory and Practice. In DiGRA ’11 - Proceedings of the 2011 Di-
GRA International Conference: Think Design Play. DiGRA/Utrecht School of
the Arts, Finland, 24 pages. http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-
library/11307.50587.pdf

[26] Andy Clarke and Grethe Mitchell. 2001. Film and the Development of Inter-
active Narrative. In Virtual Storytelling Using Virtual Reality Technologies for
Storytelling, Olivier Balet, Gérard Subsol, and Patrice Torguet (Eds.). Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 81–89. https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-
45420-9_10

[27] Michelle Colder Carras, Antonius J Van Rooij, Donna Spruijt-Metz, Joseph
Kvedar, Mark D Griffiths, Yorghos Carabas, and Alain Labrique. 2018. Com-
mercial Video Games As Therapy: A New Research Agenda to Unlock the
Potential of a Global Pastime. Frontiers in Psychiatry 8 (2018), 300. https:
//doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2017.00300

[28] Rebekah F. Cole. 2021. Experiencing the Reality of Empathy. Counselor Education
and Supervision n/a, n/a (2021). https://doi.org/10.1002/ceas.12223

[29] Katelynne Cox. 2014. Video Game Effects on Children. Artifacts Journal: A
Journal of Undergraduate Writing 9 (2014), 9 pages.

[30] Patrick Crogan. 2002. Blade Runners: Speculations onNarrative and Interactivity.
The South Atlantic Quarterly 101, 3 (2002), 639–657. https://doi.org/10.1215/
00382876-101-3-639

[31] Gillian Dale and C. Green. 2017. The Changing Face of Video Games and
Video Gamers: Future Directions in the Scientific Study of Video Game Play
and Cognitive Performance. Journal of Cognitive Enhancement 1 (09 2017).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-017-0015-6

[32] Wagner O De Morais and Nicholas Wickström. 2011. A Serious Computer
Game to Assist Tai Chi Training for the Elderly. In 2011 IEEE 1st International
Conference on Serious Games and Applications for Health (SeGAH). IEEE, IEEE,
New York, NY, USA, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1109/SeGAH.2011.6165450

[33] Bram De Wever, Hilde Van Keer, Tammy Schellens, and Martin Valcke. 2011.
Assessing collaboration in a wiki: The reliability of university students’ peer
assessment. The Internet and Higher Education 14, 4 (2011), 201–206. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2011.07.003

[34] Ignacio X. Domínguez, Rogelio E. Cardona-Rivera, James K. Vance, and David L.
Roberts. 2016. The Mimesis Effect: The Effect of Roles on Player Choice in
Interactive Narrative Role-Playing Games. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Con-
ference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (San Jose, California, USA) (CHI
’16). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 3438–3449.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858141

[35] Ralf Dörner, Stefan Göbel, Wolfgang Effelsberg, and Josef Wiemeyer. 2016.
Serious Games. Springer, Berlin, Germany.

[36] Henk Driessen and Willy Jansen. 2013. The Hard Work of Small Talk in Ethno-
graphic Fieldwork. Journal of Anthropological Research 69, 2 (2013), 249–263.

[37] Magy Seif El-Nasr. 2007. Interaction, narrative, and drama: Creating an adaptive
interactive narrative using performance arts theories. Interaction Studies 8, 2

https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463109336804
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463109336804
https://doi.org/10.1145/3341215.3356334
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0637-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0637-6
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0292
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwx004
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858062
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327051HCI1803_1
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702613.2732852
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702613.2732852
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858227
https://doi.org/10.1145/3311350.3347169
https://doi.org/10.1145/3236669
https://doi.org/10.1145/3236669
https://doi.org/10.1145/2793107.2810278
https://doi.org/10.21153/psj2020vol6no2art963
https://doi.org/10.1145/3474712
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11042-019-08348-9
https://doi.org/10.1215/03335372-7298578
https://doi.org/10.1215/03335372-7298578
https://doi.org/10.1109/SeGAH.2017.7939279
https://doi.org/10.1109/SeGAH.2017.7939279
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/11307.50587.pdf
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/11307.50587.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-45420-9_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-45420-9_10
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2017.00300
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2017.00300
https://doi.org/10.1002/ceas.12223
https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-101-3-639
https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-101-3-639
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-017-0015-6
https://doi.org/10.1109/SeGAH.2011.6165450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2011.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2011.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858141


How Should I Respond to “Good Morning?” DIS ’22, June 13–17, 2022, Virtual Event, Australia

(2007), 209–240. https://doi.org/10.1075/is.8.2.03eln
[38] Wenqi Fan. 2019. Motivational Factors on Purchase Intention of In-game Hero

Skins in MOBA Games. Ph. D. Dissertation. Northeastern University.
[39] John Jack Joseph Fennimore. 2020. Are They Really Just Cosmetic? the Impact

of Cosmetic Items on Fortnite’s Gameplay and Game Design. Ph. D. Dissertation.
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.

[40] Daniel Fernández Galeote and Juho Hamari. 2021. Game-Based Climate Change
Engagement: Analyzing the Potential of Entertainment and Serious Games.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 5, CHI PLAY, Article 226 (oct 2021), 21 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3474653

[41] Paula Ferreira, Ana Simão, Ana Paiva, Carlos Martinho, Rui Prada, Aristides
Ferreira, and Francisco Santos. 2021. Exploring Empathy in Cyberbullying
with Serious Games. Computers & Education 166 (02 2021), 104155. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104155

[42] Maxwell Foxman, David M Markowitz, and Donna Z Davis. 2021. Defining em-
pathy: Interconnected discourses of virtual reality’s prosocial impact. NewMedia
& Society 23, 8 (2021), 2167–2188. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821993120

[43] Dorothea Frede. 2017. Plato’s Ethics: An Overview. In The Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy (Winter 2017 ed.), Edward N. Zalta (Ed.). Metaphysics Research
Lab, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA.

[44] Xun Ge, Jack Lee, and Kelly A Yamashiro. 2003. Role-playing a Legend in Virtual
Reality. Academic Exchange Quarterly 7, 2 (2003), 257–261.

[45] James Paul Gee. 2008. The Ecology of Games: Connecting Youth, Games, and
Learning. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA.

[46] Matteo Genovesi. 2017. Choices and Consequences: The Role of Players in
The Walking Dead: A Telltale Game Series. Open Cultural Studies 1, 1 (2017),
350–358. https://doi.org/10.1515/culture-2017-0032

[47] Douglas A. Gentile, Craig A. Anderson, Shintaro Yukawa, Nobuko Ihori, Muniba
Saleem, Lim Kam Ming, Akiko Shibuya, Albert K. Liau, Angeline Khoo, Brad J.
Bushman, L. Rowell Huesmann, and Akira Sakamoto. 2009. The Effects of Proso-
cial Video Games on Prosocial Behaviors: International Evidence From Correla-
tional, Longitudinal, and Experimental Studies. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin 35, 6 (2009), 752–763. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209333045 PMID:
19321812.

[48] Nitzan Gindi. 2018. Simulating Refugees: The United Nations’ Virtual Reality
Program.

[49] Eric Gordon and Steven Schirra. 2011. Playing with Empathy: Digital Role-
Playing Games in Public Meetings. In Proceedings of the 5th International Con-
ference on Communities and Technologies (Brisbane, Australia) (C&T ’11). As-
sociation for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 179–185. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2103354.2103378

[50] Tobias Greitemeyer and Silvia Osswald. 2009. Prosocial video games reduce
aggressive cognitions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 45 (07 2009),
896–900. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.04.005

[51] Tobias Greitemeyer and Silvia Osswald. 2011. Playing Prosocial Video Games
Increases the Accessibility of Prosocial Thoughts. The Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy 151, 2 (2011), 121–128. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540903365588 PMID:
21476457.

[52] Torben Grodal et al. 2000. Video games and the Pleasures of Control. Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates Publishers, Mahwah, NJ, USA, 197–213.

[53] Sun ha Hong. 2015. When Life Mattered: The Politics of the Real in Video
Games’ Reappropriation of History, Myth, and Ritual. Games and Culture 10, 1
(2015), 35–56. https://doi.org/10.1177/1555412014557542

[54] Juho Hamari and Janne Tuunanen. 2014. Player Types: A Meta-synthesis.
Transactions of the Digital Games Research Association 1 (03 2014), 29–53. https:
//doi.org/10.26503/todigra.v1i2.13

[55] Karla R. Hamlen. 2013. Understanding Children’s Choices and Cognition in
Video Game Play: A Synthesis of Three Studies. Zeitschrift für Psychologie 221,
2 (2013), 107. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000136

[56] Wang Hao and Sun Chuen-Tsai. 2011. Game Reward Systems: Gaming Ex-
periences and Social Meanings. In DiGRA ’11 - Proceedings of the 2011 Di-
GRA International Conference: Think Design Play. DiGRA/Utrecht School of
the Arts, Finland, 15 pages. http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-
library/11310.20247.pdf

[57] Christian Happ, André Melzer, and Georges Steffgen. 2013. Superman vs. BAD
Man? The Effects of Empathy and Game Character in Violent Video Games.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 16 (11 2013), 774–778. https:
//doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0695

[58] Jonathan Harth. 2017. Empathy with Non-Player Characters? An Empirical
Approach to the Foundations of Human/Non-Human Relationships. Journal
For Virtual Worlds Research 10, 2 (2017), 27 pages. https://doi.org/10.4101/jvwr.
v10i2.7272

[59] Tilo Hartmann and Peter Vorderer. 2010. It’s Okay to Shoot a Character: Moral
Disengagement in Violent Video Games. Journal of Communication 60, 1 (2010),
94–119. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2009.01459.x

[60] Carrie Heeter, Yu-Hao Lee, BenMedler, and Brian Magerko. 2011. Beyond Player
Types: Gaming Achievement Goal. In Proceedings of the 2011 ACM SIGGRAPH
Symposium on Video Games (Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada) (Sandbox

’11). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 43–48. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2018556.2018565

[61] Dorothée Hefner, Christoph Klimmt, and Peter Vorderer. 2007. Identification
with the Player Character as Determinant of Video Game Enjoyment. In En-
tertainment Computing – ICEC 2007, Lizhuang Ma, Matthias Rauterberg, and
Ryohei Nakatsu (Eds.). Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 39–48.

[62] Elisabeth Holl, Steve Bernard, and André Melzer. 2020. Moral Decision-Making
in Video Games: A Focus Group Study on Player Perceptions. Human Behavior
and Emerging Technologies 2, 3 (2020), 278–287. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.189

[63] Ioanna Iacovides and Anna L. Cox. 2015. Moving Beyond Fun: Evaluating
Serious Experience in Digital Games. In Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Seoul, Republic of Korea)
(CHI ’15). Association for ComputingMachinery, New York, NY, USA, 2245–2254.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702204

[64] Barry Ip. 2011. Narrative Structures in Computer and Video Games: Part 1:
Context, Definitions, and Initial Findings. Games and Culture 6, 2 (2011), 103–134.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555412010364982

[65] Glena H. Iten, Sharon T. Steinemann, and Klaus Opwis. 2018. Choosing to Help
Monsters: A Mixed-Method Examination of Meaningful Choices in Narrative-Rich
Games and Interactive Narratives. Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173915

[66] Julie A. Jacko. 2009. Human-Computer Interaction: Designing for Diverse Users
and Domains. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, USA.

[67] Lars-Erik Janlert and Erik Stolterman. 2017. The Meaning of Interactiv-
ity—Some Proposals for Definitions and Measures. Human–Computer Inter-
action 32, 3 (2017), 103–138. https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2016.1226139
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2016.1226139

[68] Sven Joeckel, Nicholas David Bowman, and Leyla Dogruel. 2012. Gut or Game?
The Influence of Moral Intuitions on Decisions in Video Games. Media Psychol-
ogy 15, 4 (2012), 460–485. https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2012.727218

[69] Craig Johnson and Rowan Tulloch. 2017. Video Games and Dystopia: Total
Cities, Post-Cities and the Political Unconscious. Journal of Gaming & Virtual
Worlds 9, 3 (2017), 243–256. https://doi.org/10.1386/jgvw.9.3.243_1

[70] Verna Kiander. 2019. Choice and the Illusion of It in Narrative-Driven Video
Games.

[71] Hubert Knoblauch, René Tuma, and Bernt Schnettler. 2013. Video Analysis and
Videography. SAGE Publications Ltd, Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 435–449.

[72] Hartmut Koenitz. 2019. Narrative in Video Games. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-08234-9_154-1

[73] Natalia Kucirkova, David Messer, and Denise Whitelock. 2013. Parents reading
with their toddlers: The role of personalization in book engagement. Journal
of Early Childhood Literacy 13, 4 (2013), 445–470. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1468798412438068

[74] Fedwa Laamarti, Mohamad Eid, and Abdulmotaleb El Saddik. 2014. An Overview
of Serious Games. International Journal of Computer Games Technology 2014
(10 2014). https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/358152

[75] Kwan Min Lee, Namkee Park, and Seung-A Jin. 2006. Narrative and Interactivity
in Computer Games. Routledge, Abingdon-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, England,
259–274.

[76] Melissa Lewis, Rene Weber, and Nicholas Bowman. 2008. “They May Be Pixels,
But They’re MY Pixels:” Developing a Metric of Character Attachment in Role-
Playing Video Games. Cyberpsychology & Behavior : The Impact of the Internet,
Multimedia and Virtual Reality on Behavior and Society 11 (09 2008), 515–518.
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.0137

[77] Marijn Mado, Fernanda Herrera, Kristine Nowak, and Jeremy Bailenson. 2021.
Effect of Virtual Reality Perspective-Taking on Related and Unrelated Contexts.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 24, 12 (2021), 839–845. https:
//doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2020.0802 PMID: 34129372.

[78] Michael Mateas and Andrew Stern. 2007. Interaction and Narrative – Mateas
and Stern.

[79] Yoshie Matsumoto, Toshio Yamagishi, Yang Li, and Toko Kiyonari. 2016. Proso-
cial Behavior Increases with Age across Five Economic Games. PloS one 11, 7
(2016). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158671

[80] Garite Matt. 2003. The Ideology of Interactivity (or Video Games and Tayloriza-
tion of Leisure). In DiGRA ’03 - Proceedings of the 2003 DiGRA International
Conference: Level Up. DiGRA, Finland, 14 pages. http://www.digra.org/wp-
content/uploads/digital-library/05150.15436.pdf

[81] Scott W. McQuiggan, Jonathan P. Rowe, and James C. Lester. 2008. The Effects
of Empathetic Virtual Characters on Presence in Narrative-Centered Learning
Environments. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting Systems (Florence, Italy) (CHI ’08). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 1511–1520. https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357291

[82] Elisa D. Mekler, Ioanna Iacovides, and Julia Ayumi Bopp. 2018. "A Game That
Makes You Question...": Exploring the Role of Reflection for the Player Ex-
perience. In Proceedings of the 2018 Annual Symposium on Computer-Human
Interaction in Play (Melbourne, VIC, Australia) (CHI PLAY ’18). Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 315–327. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3242671.3242691

https://doi.org/10.1075/is.8.2.03eln
https://doi.org/10.1145/3474653
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104155
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821993120
https://doi.org/10.1515/culture-2017-0032
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209333045
https://doi.org/10.1145/2103354.2103378
https://doi.org/10.1145/2103354.2103378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540903365588
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555412014557542
https://doi.org/10.26503/todigra.v1i2.13
https://doi.org/10.26503/todigra.v1i2.13
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000136
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/11310.20247.pdf
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/11310.20247.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0695
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0695
https://doi.org/10.4101/jvwr.v10i2.7272
https://doi.org/10.4101/jvwr.v10i2.7272
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2009.01459.x
https://doi.org/10.1145/2018556.2018565
https://doi.org/10.1145/2018556.2018565
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.189
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702204
https://doi.org/10.1177/1555412010364982
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173915
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2016.1226139
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2016.1226139
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2012.727218
https://doi.org/10.1386/jgvw.9.3.243_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-08234-9_154-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-08234-9_154-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798412438068
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798412438068
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/358152
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.0137
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2020.0802
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2020.0802
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158671
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/05150.15436.pdf
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/05150.15436.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357291
https://doi.org/10.1145/3242671.3242691
https://doi.org/10.1145/3242671.3242691


DIS ’22, June 13–17, 2022, Virtual Event, Australia Yin and Xiao

[83] Gustavo S Mesch. 2009. The Internet and Youth Culture. The Hedgehog Review
11, 1 (2009), 50–60.

[84] Kevin Miklasz. 2020. Intrinsic Rewards in Games and Learning. Carnegie Mellon
University, Pittsburgh, PA, USA.

[85] India Morrison and Tom Ziemke. 2005. Empathy with Computer Game Charac-
ters : A Cognitive Neuroscience Perspective. Convention Social Intelligence and
Interaction in Animals, Robots and Agents 31 (2005), 7 pages.

[86] Marija Nakevska, Anika van der Sanden, Mathias Funk, Jun Hu, and Matthias
Rauterberg. 2014. Interactive Storytelling in a Mixed Reality Environment:
The Effects of Interactivity on User Experiences. In Entertainment Computing
– ICEC 2014, Yusuf Pisan, Nikitas M. Sgouros, and Tim Marsh (Eds.). Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 52–59. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
662-45212-7_7

[87] Rosy Nardone. 2017. Videogames between Ethics and Politics. Ricerche di
Pedagogia e Didattica. Journal of Theories and Research in Education 12, 2 (2017),
41–55.

[88] Jeff L. Nay and José P. Zagal. 2017. Meaning without Consequence: Virtue Ethics
and Inconsequential Choices in Games. In Proceedings of the 12th International
Conference on the Foundations of Digital Games (Hyannis, Massachusetts) (FDG
’17). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 14,
8 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3102071.3102073

[89] Don Norman. 2013. The Design of Everyday Things: Revised and Expanded Edition.
Basic Books, New York, NY, USA.

[90] Mary Beth Oliver and Anne Bartsch. 2010. Appreciation as Audience Re-
sponse: Exploring Entertainment Gratifications Beyond Hedonism. Human
Communication Research 36, 1 (2010), 53–81. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2958.2009.01368.x

[91] Mary Beth Oliver, Nicholas Bowman, Julia Woolley, Ryan Rogers, Brett Sherrick,
and Mun-Young Chung. 2015. Video Games as Meaningful Entertainment
Experiences. Psychology of Popular Media Culture 5 (01 2015). https://doi.org/
10.1037/ppm0000066

[92] Randy J. Pagulayan, Kevin Keeker, Dennis Wixon, Ramon L. Romero, and
Thomas Fuller. 2002. User-Centered Design in Games. L. Erlbaum Associates
Inc., USA, 883–906.

[93] Ana Paiva, Iolanda Leite, Hana Boukricha, and Ipke Wachsmuth. 2017. Empathy
in Virtual Agents and Robots: A Survey. ACM Trans. Interact. Intell. Syst. 7, 3,
Article 11 (sep 2017), 40 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/2912150

[94] Cody Phillips, Daniel Johnson, and Peta Wyeth. 2013. Videogame Reward Types.
In Proceedings of the First International Conference on Gameful Design, Research,
and Applications (Toronto, Ontario, Canada) (Gamification ’13). Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 103–106. https://doi.org/10.1145/
2583008.2583025

[95] Lydia Plowman. 1996. Narrative, linearity and interactivity: making sense of
interactive multimedia. British Journal of Educational Technology 27, 2 (1996),
92–105. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.1996.tb00716.x

[96] Marc Prensky. 2003. Digital Game-Based Learning. Comput. Entertain. 1, 1 (oct
2003), 21. https://doi.org/10.1145/950566.950596

[97] AndrewK. Przybylski, C. Scott Rigby, and RichardM. Ryan. 2010. AMotivational
Model of Video Game Engagement. Review of General Psychology 14, 2 (2010),
154–166. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019440

[98] Kay Ramey, Jaakko Hilppö, Elizabeth Dyer, Christina Krist, Danielle Keifert,
Peter Meyerhoff, Dionne Champion, and Krystal Villanosa. 2016. Qualitative
Analysis of Video Data: Standards and Heuristics. In ICLS 2016 Proceedings.
International Society of the Learning Sciences (ISLS).

[99] Alexandra Sierra Rativa, Marie Postma, and Menno Van Zaanen. 2020. The
Influence of Game Character Appearance on Empathy and Immersion: Virtual
Non-Robotic Versus Robotic Animals. Simulation & Gaming 51, 5 (2020), 685–
711. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878120926694

[100] Ryan Rogers, Julia Woolley, Brett Sherrick, Nicholas Bowman, and Mary Beth
Oliver. 2017. Fun Versus Meaningful Video Game Experiences: A Qualitative
Analysis of User Responses. The Computer Games Journal 6 (06 2017), 63–79.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40869-016-0029-9

[101] Christian Roth, Peter Vorderer, Christoph Klimmt, and Ivar Vermeulen. 2010.
Measuring the User Experience in Narrative-Rich Games: Towards a Concept-
Based Assessment for Interactive Stories. CEURWorkshop Proceedings 634 (2010),
5 pages.

[102] Marie-Laure Ryan. 2008. Interactive Narrative, Plot Types, and Interpersonal
Relations. In Interactive Storytelling, Ulrike Spierling and Nicolas Szilas (Eds.).
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 6–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-540-89454-4_2

[103] Marie-Laure Ryan. 2009. From Narrative Games to Playable Stories: Toward a
Poetics of Interactive Narrative. Storyworlds: A Journal of Narrative Studies 1
(2009), 43–59. http://www.jstor.org/stable/25663007

[104] Muniba Saleem, Craig Anderson, and Douglas Gentile. 2012. Effects of Prosocial,
Neutral, and Violent Video Games on College Students’ Affect. Aggressive
Behavior 38 (07 2012). https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21427

[105] Ana Carolina Espírito Santo Lima and Leandro Nunes de Castro. 2022. The
Virtual Persona Triad: From Self-Presentation to Social Media Mining. IGI Global,

149–187. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-8553-5.ch007
[106] Breno Santana Santos, Methanias Colaço Júnior, and Maria Augusta S. N. Nunes.

2018. Approaches for Generating Empathy: A Systematic Mapping. In Informa-
tion Technology - New Generations, Shahram Latifi (Ed.). Springer International
Publishing, Cham, 715–722. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54978-1_89

[107] Karen Schrier. 2016. Designing role-playing video games for ethical thinking.
Educational Technology Research and Development 65, 4 (2016), 831–868. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/s11423-016-9489-7

[108] Karen Schrier and David Gibson. 2010. Designing Games for Ethics: Models,
Techniques and Frameworks: Models, Techniques and Frameworks. IGI Global, PA,
USA.

[109] Marcus Schulzke. 2009. Moral Decision Making in Fallout. Game Studies 9, 2
(2009), 1.

[110] Gerold Sedlmayr and Nicole Waller. 2014. Politics in Fantasy Media: Essays on
Ideology and Gender in Fiction, Film, Television and Games. McFarland & Co.,
Jefferson, NC, USA.

[111] John Sherry, Bradley Greenberg, Kristen Lucas, and Kenneth Lachlan. 2006.
Video Game Uses and Gratifications as Predictors of Use and Game Preference.
Routledge, Abingdon-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, England, 213–224.

[112] Mei Si and Stacy C Marsella. 2010. Modeling Rich Characters in Interactive
Narrative Games. In Proceedings of the GAMEON-ASIA. EUROSIS, Belgium,
12–20.

[113] Miguel Sicart. 2013. Beyond Choices: The Design of Ethical Gameplay. MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA, USA.

[114] Miguel Sicart. 2013. Moral Dilemmas in Computer Games. Design Issues 29, 3
(2013), 28–37.

[115] Tarja Susi, Mikael Johannesson, and Per Backlund. 2015. Serious Games - An
Overview. Technical Report. University of Skövde.

[116] Ron Tamborini, Nicholas David Bowman, Sujay Prabhu, Lindsay Hahn, Brian
Klebig, Clare Grall, and Eric Novotny. 2018. The effect of moral intuitions on
decisions in video game play: The impact of chronic and temporary intuition
accessibility. New Media & Society 20, 2 (2018), 564–580. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1461444816664356

[117] Nicoletta Tancred, Nicole Vickery, Peta Wyeth, and Selen Turkay. 2018. Player
Choices, Game Endings and the Design of Moral Dilemmas in Games. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2018 Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play
Companion Extended Abstracts (Melbourne, VIC, Australia) (CHI PLAY ’18 Ex-
tended Abstracts). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
627–636. https://doi.org/10.1145/3270316.3271525

[118] Sarah Tanford and Rhonda Montgomery. 2015. The Effects of Social Influence
and Cognitive Dissonance on Travel Purchase Decisions. Journal of Travel
Research 54, 5 (2015), 596–610. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287514528287

[119] Adam J. Thompson. 2008. Morality play - Creating Ethics in Video Games.
[120] Jukka Vahlo, Johanna K Kaakinen, Suvi K. Holm, and Aki Koponen. 2017. Digital

Game Dynamics Preferences and Player Types. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication 22, 2 (2017), 88–103. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12181

[121] Jan Van Looy, Cédric Courtois, and Melanie De Vocht. 2010. Player Identifi-
cation in Online Games: Validation of a Scale for Measuring Identification in
MMORPGs. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Fun and Games
(Leuven, Belgium) (Fun and Games ’10). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 126–134. https://doi.org/10.1145/1823818.1823832

[122] Éder Villalba and Fausto Jacques-García. 2021. Immersive Virtual Reality and
Its Use in Developing Empathy in Undergraduate Students. Springer, Berlin,
Germany, 361–365. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-70416-2_46

[123] vndb. [n. d.]. Fata Morgana no Yakata. vndb. Retrieved Dec 15, 2021 from
https://vndb.org/v12402

[124] Peter Vorderer, Silvia Knobloch, and Holger Schramm. 2001. Does Entertainment
Suffer From Interactivity? The Impact of Watching an Interactive TV Movie on
Viewers’ Experience of Entertainment. Media Psychology 3, 4 (2001), 343–363.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532785XMEP0304_03

[125] Hua Wang, Cuihua Shen, and Ute Ritterfeld. 2009. Enjoyment of Digital Games
What Makes Them "Seriously" Fun? Enjoyment: At the Heart of Digital Gaming.
Routledge, Abingdon-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, England, 25–47.

[126] Andrew J Weaver and Nicky Lewis. 2012. Mirrored morality: An exploration of
moral choice in video games. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking
15, 11 (2012), 610–614. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0235

[127] René Weber, Katharina-Maria Behr, and Cynthia DeMartino. 2014. Mea-
suring Interactivity in Video Games. Communication Methods and Mea-
sures 8, 2 (2014), 79–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2013.873778
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2013.873778

[128] Dmitri Williams. 2002. Structure and Competition in the US Home Video
Game Industry. International Journal on Media Management 4, 1 (2002), 41–54.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14241270209389979

[129] Ryan Patrick Yates. 2014. Can a Video Game Make You Cry? Case Studies
Analysing the Emotion of Sadness in Video Games.

[130] Nick Yee. 2005. Motivations of Play in MMORPGs. In DiGRA ’05 - Proceedings
of the 2005 DiGRA International Conference: Changing Views: Worlds in Play.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-45212-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-45212-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1145/3102071.3102073
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2009.01368.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2009.01368.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000066
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000066
https://doi.org/10.1145/2912150
https://doi.org/10.1145/2583008.2583025
https://doi.org/10.1145/2583008.2583025
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.1996.tb00716.x
https://doi.org/10.1145/950566.950596
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019440
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046878120926694
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40869-016-0029-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-89454-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-89454-4_2
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25663007
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21427
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-8553-5.ch007
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54978-1_89
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-016-9489-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-016-9489-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816664356
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816664356
https://doi.org/10.1145/3270316.3271525
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287514528287
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12181
https://doi.org/10.1145/1823818.1823832
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-70416-2_46
https://vndb.org/v12402
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532785XMEP0304_03
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0235
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2013.873778
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2013.873778
https://doi.org/10.1080/14241270209389979


How Should I Respond to “Good Morning?” DIS ’22, June 13–17, 2022, Virtual Event, Australia

DiGRA, Finland, 8 pages. http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-
library/06276.26370.pdf

[131] Jeffrey Yim and T. C. Nicholas Graham. 2007. Using Games to Increase Exer-
cise Motivation. In Proceedings of the 2007 Conference on Future Play (Toronto,
Canada) (Future Play ’07). Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA, 166–173. https://doi.org/10.1145/1328202.1328232

[132] Seung-Chul Yoo and Jorge Peña. 2011. Do Violent Video Games Impair The
Effectiveness of In-Game Advertisements? The Impact of Gaming Environment
on Brand Recall, Brand Attitude, and Purchase Intention. Cyberpsychology,
Behavior, and Social Networking 14, 7-8 (2011), 439–446. https://doi.org/10.1089/
cyber.2010.0031 PMID: 21117975.

http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/06276.26370.pdf
http://www.digra.org/wp-content/uploads/digital-library/06276.26370.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1145/1328202.1328232
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2010.0031
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2010.0031

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Interactive Narrative in Games
	2.2 Choice, Meaningfulness, and Morality
	2.3 Player Motivation and Decision-Making in Games
	2.4 Prosocial Outcomes of Video Games

	3 Methodology I
	3.1 Interviews with Game Developers
	3.2 Video Analysis

	4 Choice Classification System
	5 Methodology II
	5.1 Interviews with Video Game Players

	6 Findings
	6.1 Choices and Player Experience
	6.2 Player-Decision Making
	6.3 Revisiting the Classification System for Choice

	7 Discussion
	7.1 Prosocial Effects
	7.2 Giving Meaning to Non-Meaningful Choice
	7.3 Learning from Games - General Extensions

	8 Limitations
	9 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

