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Abstract 
The aim of this study is to investigate whether some feedback systems are better at 

encouraging moral reflection than other in digital games. A small game was developed, 

which was then made into three versions, each with different feedback systems. A total of 35 

people participated in the study. The results indicate that color coding the game’s options 

decrease the moral reflection, while some feedback in form more ambiguous text is still 

positively perceived. 
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1 Introduction 

This study aims to look closer at moral choices in digital games and if and how different 
feedback systems affect the player’s decision making. By better understanding the effect 
different feedback systems have on the player, designers and developers can better adapt 
their games for their purposes.  

These purposes could be everything from creating a strong narrative for a commercial game 

to developing serious games for awareness. Being aware of how the different parts of a game 

affect the player would be of importance, especially if the aim is to encourage certain kinds 

of reflection. Choosing the right feedback system for a game could potentially convey a 

message or idea more effectively. 

Several authors have shown that games indeed can make the player reflect morally when 
making decisions; some have also presented design suggestions on how to encourage this. 
These design suggestions offer a very holistic perspective while this thesis aim for a narrower 
one by focusing on feedback system in text based games. 

The research questions for this study are as following: 

Can the way a game provides feedback affect how morally the player thinks? 

- Why? 

To conduct an experiment a small text based game was developed in Twine 2, containing 

very few pictures and sounds. The game’s narrative was developed to create a moral dilemma 

for the player. The narrative’s ending was based on two variables, honesty and loyalty, which 

the player accumulates by choosing certain options throughout the game.  

After the main story and basic mechanics had been implemented, the game was made into 

three different versions. These versions contained the same story, pictures and sounds, what 

differed between them was how they provided the player with feedback when they faced 

choices in the game. In one of the versions the options that would add to the Loyalty-score 

were colored green, while the options adding to the Honesty-score were colored red. In 

another version a small pop-up text showed up on the screen when the player had made 

certain decisions, and the third version was the basic game which the other two versions 

were based on. 

To collect data the participants’ playthroughs were logged. In the logged game data it is 

possible to see which version they played, how much time they spent on certain decisions, 

how many loyalty/honesty points they had accumulated and how long their game session in 

total was. After playing the game the participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire. In 

the questionnaire they filled out some demographic data and how they perceived their game 

experience.  

By analyzing the results indications were found that the color coded-version decreased the 

players’ moral reflection. Though getting some immediate feedback was still perceived 

positively as can be seen in the results gathered from the group who played the version with 

the pop-up text. 
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2 Background 

A quote one often stumbles upon when studying the definition of games is Sid Meier’s (1985) 

“A game is a series of interesting choices”. These choices correspond to a rule system that 

defines which actions are viable and what the goal of the game is.  

Using the game Tic-Tac-Toe as an example, these choices manifest themselves when the 

player has to decide where to put their piece. Without the player’s decision and input the 

game cannot continue. The same goes for games with a narrative. In The Walking Dead 

(2012) the player has to choose what to answer in different situations, these answers affect 

the outcome in the game.  

Whether the decision is about playing a certain card from your hand or choosing your 

companions, choices and decisions are an integral part of games.  

Though the choices the player makes in a game aren’t always just pure strategic calculations 

when a narrative is introduced.  This thesis aims to look closer at the factors that make the 

player look beyond numbers and statistics and let their morals influence their choices. 

This section will provide the background for this study by first discussing why choices are 

important in games and which definition of moral choices this study will use. Thereafter an 

overview of feedback and different kinds of feedback in games will be provided.  

 Moral choices in digital games 2.1

In order to discuss moral choices and avoid confusion it seems suitable to define what 

“morals” mean in this study. Often when one reads about or discusses morals, ethics is 

brought up. It’s not uncommon that these two words are used interchangeably as they both 

conduct right and wrong.  

According to diffen.com the difference between morals and ethics has to do with from where 

the sense of right and wrong comes from. Morals are internal; it comes from the individual’s 

beliefs while ethics is external, coming from social systems. Even if the sense of right and 

wrong comes from two different sources (internal/external) it doesn’t mean that morals and 

ethics are opposites. On the contrary, it is not unusual to find oneself agreeing with society’s 

idea of right and wrong. When reading other sources the meanings are reversed, stating 

morals come from external beliefs and ethics. The issue is that the definition of morals isn’t 

clear cut, many attempts have been made to define what morals entail, and still there is no 

universal consensus (plato.stanford.edu).  

For the sake of this study, when referring to the player’s morals, it will refer to the 

individual’s sense of right and wrong in relation to the game world. It has to be stressed that 

it is in relation to the game world as context is crucial in this sense. In many games, for 

example Mass Effect (2007), the game doesn’t argue that it is wrong to kill the characters the 

game has set up as enemies. Since it’s not wrong to kill these characters according to the 

game world, the context doesn’t require the player to think morally. If the game doesn’t 

provide a morally relevant context it is hard to see how their morals would be a factor.  

Because the definitions are so broad, ethics and morals might be used interchangeably in 

this thesis. Especially when describing other’s work in this field, since the author might’ve 
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used the word ethics when others would have written morals to describe the same concept. 

This is due to the broad the meaning of the words, though this thesis and the quoted works 

refer to the player’s sense of right and wrong when playing games. 

As this is a study on morals in digital games, the context once again comes into 

consideration. Hardly all players who kill enemies in a game would kill anyone in real life. 

How the players act and behave in a game doesn’t necessarily reflect their real life morals as 

games are fictional without any real life consequences. A deeper discussion will be provided 

in Section 2.5. 

But what is the point of having moral choices in digital games? 

Using moral dilemmas as a dramatic device is something that has been used to engage the 

audience and create philosophical discussions throughout history. Much like other 

storytelling mediums, such as books, plays and movies, digital games sometimes include 

moral dilemmas as well (Zagal, 2009). Kristen Pohl (2008) also makes a parallel between 

literature and digital games. In her article she asks if computer games have the potential to 

encourage our reflection about moral and ethical aspects. She uses a Nussbaum’s (1992) 

philosophical perspective used in literature, where the assumption is that narrative text can 

have a strong ethical influence. The argument is that narrative texts might engage the reader 

in moral issues by involving the reader emotionally, the same thing could be said about 

games with a narrative framing. She means the player doesn’t only care about winning the 

game but that the player also care about the main character and its concerns and goals. 

Therefor the sympathy for the main character can influence the player emotionally and 

morally.   

Similarly to Pohl (2008), Zagal (2009) asks: …can we use games to make moral demands of 

players encouraging them to reflect on ethical issues?  

In his article Ethically Notable Videogames: Moral Dilemmas and Gameplay he refers to 

games who provide an opportunity for the player to reflect upon ethics. As mentioned before, 

context is crucial. If the player is plays a game where the goal is to collect as many points as 

possible by building full lines across the playable area by stacking blocks, for example Tetris 

(1984), one can argue that there isn’t much to reflect upon in a moral and ethical sense. But 

by using very similar game mechanics, stacking blocks, but changing the blocks to African 

slaves, as in Playing History 2 – Slave Trade (2013), the context changes and one can argue 

that Playing History 2 (2013) brings up moral reflection considering the horrible history of 

slave trade and colonialism.    

In 2007 Ian Bogost released the book Persuasive Games: The Expressive Power of 

Videogames. As the book title suggest, Bogost (2007) argues that digital games have a 

unique persuasive power. Using the term procedural rhetoric, he defines it as “the art of 

persuasion through rule-based representation and interactions rather than the spoken word, 

writing, images or moving pictures”.  

Despite games being fictional and everyone playing them know that the in-game 

consequences won’t affect the real world, several authors have argued that there is such a 

thing as ethical gameplay. Miguel Sicart (2009a) defines ethical gameplay as a game 

experience where the player has to reflect on their moral values, and look beyond the game’s 

statistics in order to make a decision when playing. He presented a typology for classifying 
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games according to how they appeal to the player’s ethics. Sicart (2009a) then proposes two 

different categories in the typology though he points out that these categories aren’t mutually 

exclusive and can occur in the same game.  Sicart (2009a) also discusses the multiplayer 

aspect in his article, though that won’t be covered in this section as the study focuses on 

single player games. 

Open ethical design 

By open design Sicart (2009a) refers to games where the game system responds to the 

player’s values to a certain extent. He uses Fable (2004) as an example since the game has an 

alignment system which is a scale between “Good” and “Evil”. Depending on what the player 

does, they can receive points in either Good or Evil. How good or evil the player is according 

to this scale affects the game world in form of how other non-player characters react to the 

player character. The game also displays the player character’s moral alignment by changing 

their appearance.  

 

Figure 1 Left: Character with a lot of “Good”-points. Right: Character with a lot 
of “Bad”-points. 

This system of having a personality trait scale which affects the game world has been used in 

many different games, from tabletop roleplaying games like Dungeons & Dragons (1974) to 

more recent digital games like Catherine (2011). 

Another way that open ethical design can take form in games is by unveiling the 

consequences of the player’s decisions as the game’s story unfolds. An example of this is 

Heavy Rain (2010) which has several different endings depending on the decisions the 

player make throughout the game. The player plays as Ethan, whose son has been kidnapped 

by a serial killer called the Origami Killer. The Origami Killer sets up a series of challenges 

for him, and for each challenge Ethan completes the Origami Killer provides a clue to where 

Ethan’s son is. Throughout the game the player plays as different characters and faces a lot 

of different choices and decisions, these decisions will affect which characters survive and 

whether they find the Origami Killer.  

Closed ethical design 

Games in in this category aim to create an ethical game experience as the category above; the 

difference is that in these games the player can’t affect the moral values in the game. Closed 

ethical design assumes the player being a moral being, and therefore the game can create a 

disparity or tension between the player’s moral standing and the game which can be seen as 
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an ethical experience. Sicart (2009a) divides closed ethical design into two subcategories, 

substracting closed design and mirroring design.  

By substracting closed design, Sicart (2009a) refers to games where the “design require and 

appeal to a moral player to complete the ethical meaning of the game, beyond the basic 

gameplay requirements.” 

He uses Shadow of the Colossus (2006) as an example in his article. In this game the player 

has to defeat and kill sixteen colossi in order to bring back a loved one to life. The game 

provides no other way to bring back the loved one except killing the colossi. The colossi, even 

though being enormous, aren’t portrayed as evil or necessarily hostile. They don’t seem to 

pose a real threat to the world, but the player has to seek out the colossi and instigate fights 

with them in order to progress in the game. Sicart (2009a) writes in his article that the game 

doesn’t argue about whether if it’s right or wrong to kill the colossi, that everything moral is 

substracted  from the game, hence the name of the category. Despite this, he points out some 

elements in the game that can be interpreted as expressions that are meant to say something 

about the games ethics. 

As the game progresses and more colossi are being killed, the main character, Wander, 

changes in contradicting ways. From a game mechanic perspective, the change is positive as 

he gets more stamina, but from an aesthetic perspective his skin becomes paler and his hair 

darker, giving him a more sickly appearance. 

 

Figure 2 Left: Wander in the beginning of the game. Right: Wander after killing 
twelve colossi. 

Even though Wander is getting closer to his goal when killing a colossus, Sicart (2009a) 

means that the game still encourage the player to think ethically by changing Wander’s 

appearance.  

Opposite of substractive design, where the ethics isn’t in the center of the game experience, 

mirroring closed design has ethics as a central part in the game. Sicart (2009a) uses games 

like Manhunt (2003) as examples as these games require the player to execute horrible 

actions in order to not lose. These games are designed to convey the depravity of the acts the 

player has to commit by depicting them as shocking and vile. By provoking the player as an 

ethical being, games like Manhunt (2003) put ethics in the center of the game experience.  



 6 

 How to design moral choices in digital games  2.2

Several researchers and authors have proposed several ways to design games in order to 

make them morally and ethically engaging, some of these principles and suggestions will be 

presented in this section.  

Karen Schrier (2014) reviewed several case studies and frameworks regarding how to design 

games to encourage ethical thinking. She wanted to look at what the current research and see 

if there are any best practices to follow. In her article she emphasizes that the player must 

have time to develop a relationship and sympathy for the game’s characters. In order to 

make the player reflect more upon ethical decisions, they need time to identify with the main 

character as they might do so early on in the game.  

In the beginning of this chapter choices are briefly presented as an integral part of games, 

this is also true when games present moral choices. Schrier (2014) states that the 

participants need some agency when making decisions in her list of best practices. By 

providing choices the player has to consult and reflect upon what they want to do and what 

the consequences will.  

She also writes that these choices should be relatable and meaningful as the player it results 

in the player being more engaged in the game (Schrier, 2014).  

One of the first suggestions Sicart (2009b) presents is that the game world has to be ethically 

relevant, meaning that the play must know that ethics matters in the game. Would the player 

not be aware of this it’s hard to see why the player would bother to reflect morally. He also 

suggests that games should have ill-defined problems, as he argues that players think 

strategically and not morally. He defines ill-defined problems as choices that aren’t easily 

translatable to strategy. For example many moral choices presented in games are good 

versus evil. As these choices are so binary and obviously so, the outcome of the choices is 

predictable. Having these binary options gives the player the opportunity to strategically 

choose which benefits their character will receive since many games give different benefits 

depending on the moral choices.  

He also argues that the save/load function, which many games include, undermines ethical 

thinking as the player’s choices are reversible. Would the player for example face a dilemma 

in a game but also knowing that they could reload the game, they might reflect less before 

making a decision than if they knew that they couldn’t undo and redo the choice. 

 The importance of feedback 2.3

Feedback is a fundamental part of communication and can be seen in many different kinds 

of interaction. Feedback manifests itself in different ways, in human conversations for 

example. When talking to a friend, it would probably be strange if your friend didn’t provide 

any feedback while you’re talking. While you’re telling a story your friend probably confirms 

that they registered what you said by nodding or saying “mm”. If there facial expression were 

totally blank or they didn’t respond you might question whether they listened or not.   

In human computer interaction sufficient and correct feedback is fundamental to avoid 

frustration and let the user know which actions are viable in the current situation (Rogers, 

Sharp & Preece, 2011). For example, in Window’s Paint (Figure 3) the user can’t use the 

“Cut”, “Copy” or “Crop” function if the user haven’t mark an area on the picture with the 
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“Select”- tool. The software shows this with having the unavailable functions transparent, 

and the performable functions opaque. 

 

Figure 3 Unavailable functions are transparent. 

Had all the buttons been opaque, no matter if all the functions were performable or not, it 

might cause the user to become frustrated as they might not understand why the software 

isn’t responding as expected. If the user wants to use the “Crop”-function when the button is 

transparent, the software informs the user that it needs a selection to be able to perform the 

“Crop”-function. 

 

Figure 4 When hovering over the icon, a tooltip is displayed. 

Many of the feedback systems that are used in software are also used in digital games to a 

great extent as digital games are a form of software. Though there are many other aspects to 

take into consideration when building a feedback system for a digital game that in many 

cases isn’t relevant when designing feedback systems for traditional tool software. Especially 

when a narrative is introduced as the feedback in narrative games has to tell a story and 

sometimes emotions. When a dialogue is presented in digital games it is common that that 

the player is presented with several response options. Sometimes these dialogues are meant 

to appeal to the player’s morals. In the next section some examples of how different games 

present their response options will be provided.   

 Examples of moral feedback in digital games 2.4

Though several game examples have been presented in the previous sections, the section 

below will present existing games and how they deal with feedback in moral choices. This is 

to provide a good overview of feedback and their relation to moral choices, which is the focus 

of this study. 
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The focus will be on games with open design, where the player’s values will affect the game 

system. The examples below are merely a handful of the different systems that exist. These 

were chosen because they differ from each other in the sense that they provide the feedback 

in different manners.   

 Mass Effect 2.4.1

Mass Effect (2007) is a third person shooter, meaning that the main mechanic of the game is 

shooting enemies and that the camera is put behind the player character. The game takes 

place in space where the player plays the role of a commander of a spaceship. Beside the 

main shooting mechanic the player also interacts with other characters. These interactions 

can affect certain aspects of the game as some of these interactions affect the game’s morality 

system. 

The morality in Mass Effect (2007) is based on two variables, “Paragon” and “Renegade”. 

Depending on the answers and decisions that the player makes, they accumulate points in 

Paragon and Renegade. To collect Paragon-points the player has to perform compassionate 

actions or choose dialogue that are charming or friendly. While if the player chooses to play 

as a more ruthless person, by being more apathetic and rude they collect Renegade-points. 

The game tells the player which answers will give them Renegade- or Paragon points by 

highlighting these answers in either red or blue, red for Renegade answers and blue for 

Paragon answers, while the white colored dialogue options won’t give any morality points.  

 

Figure 5 Paragon and Renegade answers colored in either blue or red (Bioware, 
2007). 

Depending on how many points the player has in Paragon and Renegade, different options 

are presented to them in forms of dialogue options, skills and missions. Worth noting is that 

only certain actions and answers give the player the option to gain Paragon and Renegade 

points. Although one could argue that killing others should give the player more Renegade 

points, the game’s context doesn’t provide that moral choice as killing enemies is a 

requirement for the player to be able to proceed in the game.  

 The Walking Dead: Season 1 2.4.2

While most other games requires a certain kind of skill in order for the player to progress, 

such as killing all the enemies or finishing a puzzle, The Walking Dead (2012) focus on the 

player’s choices instead of beating a level. The Walking Dead (2012) is often described as an 

interactive story as the main mechanic is the choices the player makes through the dialogue 

system, the answers and actions that the player choose affects the outcome throughout the 

game to a certain extent. 
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The Walking Dead (2012) presents the different responses in a similar way as Mass Effect 

(2007) in the sense that the different answers are presented at the bottom of the screen. 

Another similarity between the two games is that the story will change to a certain degree 

depending on the choices that the player makes throughout the game. 

 

Figure 6 The dialogue system in The Walking Dead (2012). 

Of course there are many differences between these two games, such as genre, gameplay, 

story and much more. But from a dialogue system perspective one can see that the different 

answers in The Walking Dead (2012) aren’t color coded like in Mass Effect (2007). The 

Walking Dead (2012) doesn’t provide the player with a clear binary path, but reminds the 

player in with non-diegetic feedback that the other characters in the game will change their 

opinion about you based on the choices you make. 

 

Figure 7 Non-diegetic feedback reminding the player that their actions matter. 
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Here there are no color coded paths or visible points to receive, which makes it harder for 

the player to calculate the consequences about their choices than if the answers had been 

color coded as in Mass Effect (2007). 

 Heavy Rain 2.4.3

Unlike the previous games mentioned in this section Heavy Rain (2010) doesn’t give the 

player any non-diegetic feedback in form of text or numbers that pop up. The feedback the 

game provides is mostly through the other characters’ facial expressions and what they say. 

Therefore it might be hard for the player to know if and how the choices they make will affect 

the game, though the game informs the player that the game will change depending on the 

choices that the player makes. 

The game starts with Ethan, a loving husband and father of two who one day loses one of his 

sons, Jason, in an accident. Two years pass and Ethan suffers from the loss of Jason. His 

relationship with his wife and remaining son, Shaun, is suffering as well. One day at a park 

Shaun gets kidnapped by the Origami Killer. The killer gives Ethan a set of trials and for 

every trial Ethan performs, he gets a piece of the address where Shaun is located. 

Throughout the game the player gets to play four different characters who all are involved in 

the case in different ways.  

Examples of moral choices that the player has to face in the game can be seen in the trials 

that Ethan has to face. In one of the trials the player has to kill a man named Brad in order to 

get another piece of the address. Brad comes off as unsympathetic and the player finds out 

that he’s also a drug dealer. This gives Ethan a way to argue in his own mind that his son’s 

life is more worth than a drug dealer’s because the drug dealer probably causes other people 

to die. When the player pulls out they’re gun Brad pulls out a shot gun and tries to shoot the 

player character, Ethan. The player then has to evade all of Brad’s shots and gets cornered in 

a bedroom for children. When Brad realizes that he’s out of shells he begs the player not to 

kill him, showing a picture of his two young daughters. The player then has to decide if 

they’re going to kill Brad in order to have a better chance of rescuing their own son or if 

they’re going to spare Brad’s life so the girls still would have a father.  

 

Figure 8 Brad telling the player about his daughters.  

There are many interactions and choices that the player has to face throughout the game. 

These actions will affect the outcome of the game, though the consequences of the choices 

and interactions aren’t always as obvious as the example above.  



 11 

 Studies on player’s morals and digital games 2.5

One might argue that players would do immoral things for fun because they know it’s a game 

with no real life consequences. Even though the player is very well aware that it is a game 

and their choices don’t have any real life consequences, it doesn’t necessarily mean that their 

own morals don’t affect how they play a game.  

In the puzzle thriller game Catherine (2011) the player is presented with a question at the 

end of every level, questions like: “Does life begin or end at marriage?” or “What is more like 

"paradise?”. The player is then presented with two answers, depending on which answer they 

pick they gain points in either “Order” or “Chaos”. These points move the needle in the 

player’s karma meter more towards “Order” or “Chaos” and depending on the player’s karma 

score the game’s ending will be different.  

After answering the question the game displays what other players have answered, but only 

based on their first playthrough. Why the game developers only chose to display the statistics 

from the players’ first playthrough isn’t clear, though it might have to do with the 

assumption that players do play according to the own real life morals, at least in their first 

playthrough.  

Looking at a forum thread on giantbomb.com about the game where the thread starter asks: 

“How have you been answering the confessional questions?” (SmasheControllers, 

giantbomb.com, 2011) 

Though the discussion is very short (only 16 posts), about half of them answered that they 

answered honestly/as themselves.  

In Amanda Lange’s (2014) study she asked 1,067 players about how they dealt with moral 

choices in video games. She points out that the participants might not be very representative 

for the gaming community since the sample were self-selected, recruited through Twitter 

and other social media. Another issue she discusses is that she didn’t define what she viewed 

as moral choices in games, and hoped that the participants would understand which kind of 

games she was referring to, which led to some participants not understanding which games 

she meant.  

One of the questions she asked the participants was: “When playing a game with moral 

choices; I most often tend to: Play Good, Play Evil or Play with no particular intention”.  

Among the participants who only played the game once she found that the majority, 59%, 

choose to play good and only 5% played as evil, the rest answered that they played with no 

particular intention. When asking the participants who played the game a second time she 

found that 59% said that they most often played as evil on their second playthrough, while 

35% played as neutral.  

When the participants were asked: “Do you feel that you try to do in the game what you 

would do in reality?” she found that 10% of the participants who played the game only once 

answered “Always” and 55% answered “Usually”. The answers Lange (2014) collected shows 

that the majority of players, no matter if they play the game once or twice, tend to play as 

good characters and act in the game as they would have in reality on their first playthrough.  
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When analyzing why players tend to play as evil in their second playthrough Lange (2014) 

quotes one of the participants’ responses: “So I can play the evil or neutral storylines”. I 

always play through first following the good storyline.” Maybe indicating that the reason why 

people play twice is to access the content that they didn’t experience in their first 

playthrough, where they were most likely to play as good or as they think they would do in 

real life.   

Another study by Andy Boyan, Matthew Grizzard and Nicholas David Bowman (2015) found 

that people tend to play closely to their own morals in certain aspects. They used the Mass 

Effect-series (2007-2012) and recruited 268 participants for the study from a Mass Effect fan 

community on Reddit.com. Though only 138 participants completed the survey, which 

meant 130 participants were left out from the study due to incomplete answers. They 

collected the data by letting the participants fill out two questionnaires. In the first one the 

participants had to answer questions about their first playthrough. The authors wanted to 

look at whether the participants tended to play more as a Paragon, being more heroic and 

compassionate, or as a Renegade, being more ruthless.  

The second questionnaire the participants filled out was the Moral Foundation 

Questionnaire (MFQ). The MFQ is based on five moral foundations; harm, fairness, loyalty, 

authority and purity. It measures how much each of these foundations weighs in when a 

person is consulting their morals. When analyzing the participants’ result they found a 

correlation between the participants’ moral foundation and how they played the game. The 

participants who reported importance of harm/fairness on the MFQ tended to play more as 

Paragon than Renegade. These correlations indicates that a person’s moral foundation does 

affect how they play. 
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3 Research question 

As several researchers and authors have shown, digital games have the potential of making 

the player reflect upon their morals (see Section 2.1). Many of them have presented aspects 

and guidelines for how to invoke moral reflection in the player (see Section 2.3). These 

guidelines offer very holistic principles for designing games to make them morally engaging. 

This study will use a more atomic perspective by only analyzing a very specific part of the 

gaming experience; the feedback. The aim is to get a better understanding of feedback in 

relation to moral reflection, since feedback is an important part of the gaming experience 

(see Section 2.3). 

Of course there are many different kinds of feedback systems, though this study refers to 

feedback regarding morality in games rather than the practical feedback tool tip as 

demonstrated in Section 2.3. 

As mentioned in Section 2.4 dialogue systems throughout many different games are very 

similar to each other but can still differ in how they provide feedback. The hope is to gain a 

better understanding of which feedback systems are suitable when designing morally 

engaging games. To do so one must first understand how players perceive different feedback 

systems.  

With this background, the main question in this thesis is:  

Can the way a game provides feedback affect how morally the player thinks? 

- Why? 

Affect in this question does not only refer to a positive effect, but also negative. Meaning that 

there might be feedback systems that undermine the moral reflection as there might be 

systems that encourage it.  

The point of the main research question is to first sort out whether different feedback 

systems can make the player reflect more morally. To investigate this smaller game will be 

developed in Twine 2. The game will feature moral dilemmas where the players will have to 

make choices. In order to look at whether there are feedback systems that are more suitable 

to encourage moral reflection, the game will be made in three different versions. Each 

version will have the same storyline and choices. The part that will differ between these 

versions is how the game provides feedback to the player. These differences will be discussed 

more thoroughly in Section 4.4. 

The sub-question “Why?” aims to investigate the reasons to behind why the players perceive 

or don’t perceive the feedback systems differently. By analyzing the reasons, new principles 

and perspective can be revealed, assuming there is a perceivable reason for why the players 

think the way they do. 

Worth noting is that this thesis only will cover dialogue systems and text since the game used 

in the study doesn’t contain any animations and the game mechanics only require the player 

to choose between a certain amount of options in order to progress in the game. This is 

important to point out as there are many digital games that provide feedback in more ways 

than just text, though these aspects won’t be taken into consideration for this study. 
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4 Making the game 

This chapter will present the creation process of the game that was used for this study. First 

the story used in the game is explained. Thereafter the implementation of the story is 

presented, involving text, graphics and sound. In the third section of this chapter the 

difference between the three different feedback systems will be described and why these 

differences were used.  

 Story 4.1

As several authors have pointed out, the context is crucial (see Section 2.1). Therefore it is 

suitable to have a story that incorporates more serious subjects that aim to speak to the 

player emotionally, as it’s hard to create moral conflicts when the story is light hearted or 

very obviously meant to be taken non-seriously.  

The scenario created for this study has been inspired by the dilemma from Heavy Rain 

(2010), which was mentioned in Section 2.4.3. The aim with the game is to create a moral 

conflict within the player where they have to choose between honesty or loyalty.  

The player plays as a parent which has to prepare for their son’s birthday. While the main 

character (The Parent) is grocery shopping, someone gets stabbed and the only thing that the 

player knows is that the perpetrator was wearing a blue jacket. The Parent is then brought to 

the police station to testify. While at the police station the player witness two events. The 

first is a father of a small child that has been arrested, claiming he hasn’t done anything and 

the second event is the main character’s son. The son has also been arrested but for what is 

not clear. The Parent is then brought to give their statement. During the questioning the 

police receive the son’s criminal record. The son has been arrested before for petty crimes, 

but has straightened up lately. The police then explain that the other man that the player saw 

getting arrested has committed crimes before and also done time in prison. The police are 

sure that it is this man who committed stabbing but that it doesn’t fit with the description of 

any of the earlier statements. They insinuate that if the player helps them to imprison the 

other man, the son will walk free.  The player is then faced with a choice of whether they 

should stay loyal to their own son and imprison a potentially innocent man or if they should 

be honest and let the son be imprisoned. Depending on the player’s previous statements 

either the son, the other man or both of them get sent to jail.  

After the arrest The Parent heads home. If the son didn’t get arrested he will explain that he 

was arrested because he was with the person that committed the stabbing as back up. The 

son pleads to The Parent to not send him to jail. If the son got sent to jail the player can 

receive the same explanation if the player decides to visit the son in prison.  

When The Parent arrives home from the police station they can talk to a legal counselor. She 

explains that the son, if convicted, faces five years in prison. If the other man is convicted he 

faces ten years in prison as he already has a criminal past and the police seem to have an 

agenda towards him. After talking to the legal counselor the trial begins. The Parent is asked 

to witness, even if there is a conflict of interest, since the statement from the other witnesses 

are too inconsistent. The player is then asked a series of questions where they have to decide 

to lie, and let the son go free but put the other man in prison, or to tell the truth and let the 

son potentially get hurt in prison. 
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 Implementation 4.2

After the initial draft for the story was written it was implemented. To implement it the 

software Twine 2 was used. Twine is an open-source tool for creating interactive stories 

which was originally created by Chris Klimas. Twine uses so called story formats which have 

different looks and behaviors. The story format used for the game is called SugarCube 2, 

developed by Thomas Michael Edwards. This software was chosen as it is very easy to learn, 

allows for quick iterations and thanks to the Twine community there are many different 

functions available. Being able to make quick iterations makes it possible to focus on the 

execution of the game, rather than learning how to create it. 

The outcome of the game is based on two variables, honesty and loyalty. These points are 

accumulated throughout the game when the player performs certain actions concerning 

choosing between being honest and tell the story as it happened or lying in order to get the 

son out.  

The controllers are very simple, as it is a visual story. Unlike most digital games were the 

story is represented by graphics and audible dialogues, Twine games utilize written text to a 

large extent. To understand what is happening in the game the player has to read through a 

passage of text and then navigate in the story by clicking on one of the provided options.  

Some pictures where created, most of them of different characters. By having character 

pictures next to the dialogues made it easier to follow the story and avoid confusion 

regarding which character said what. 

Sound and music was found on the Internet. Most of them are under Creative Commons 0  

(CC0), which means that these sounds can be used without monetary compensation or credit 

to the creator). The music and other sounds that weren’t under CC0 were using Creative 

Commons 4.0, meaning that these materials could be used without monetary compensation 

but appropriate credit has to be given.   

 

Figure 9 Screenshot from the game. 

Sicart (2009b) argues in his paper that being able to save and replay certain parts of the 

game might cause the player to think less morally since they can always redo their choice by 

going back to the previous saving point. To avoid this all saving functionality was removed, 

also since Twine is played in a web browser, the option to use backspace was removed.   

https://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
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 Pilot testing 4.3

Before the study could be executed, the game and questions were tested extensively. Several 

technical tests were conducted throughout the implementation to make sure that the game 

didn’t crash. The subsections below are going to describe the different iterations and the 

changes, focusing mostly on the aesthetical aspects. The aim with these descriptions is to 

provide an insight to the thought process behind designing the study.  

 Engagement test 4.3.1

As this study aims to investigate whether some feedback systems invoke moral thinking 

more than others, it’s crucial that the game in question actually contains a scenario where 

the player has to apply their morals. After the first version of the game was done, it was sent 

to several acquaintances for evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation was to see whether the 

players felt that there were any moral dilemmas and if it was hard to make the decisions. To 

collect the feedback a Google Form was used to investigate: 

 Whether they understood the story.  

 Whether it was hard to make the decisions.  

 Whether they felt that their answers mattered.  

 Whether anything was unclear.  

 What could be improved. 

 Which aspects were good.  

After they filled out the form, some more questions were asked via live chat. Many of the 

questions that were asked during the live chat were added to the questionnaire, since these 

questions were an indication that the questionnaire didn’t collect sufficient data. The 

question “Did you understand that if you pointed out the other man your son would go free?” 

was added as it turned out through the live chat that all of the participants didn’t understand 

this.  

The majority of the Yes/No questions were changed to a Likert scale of 1-5 where 1 

represents “Strongly disagree” and 5 “Strongly agree”. This change was made because the 

options Yes/No don’t allow a lot of room for analysis. By using a Likert scale the participants 

can better demonstrate their experience, as it might not be as simple as “No, I did not feel 

that my answers mattered” but rather, “I felt that my answers mattered sometimes”. 

The question “Why” was added after the three first questions. This question seemed 

necessary to see why the participants experienced the game the way they did. Also, if 

someone filled out 1 to the questions “Did you feel that your answers mattered?” or “Was it 

hard to make a decision?” it is important to look at what the flaws are in the current version 

of the game, and how they could be fixed to make the participants care more.  

 Clarification 4.3.2

In the second version of the game small pictures were added in order to make it easier for the 

player to see which character said what, as it reduces the chance of misunderstanding the 

story. Seven people tested the two first versions of the game and answered the questions. Out 

of the seven participants, four of them understood that if they pointed out the other man as 

the perpetrator they could get the son out. As it seemed that the conflict between honesty 

and loyalty wasn’t clear enough, the trial part was added to the game. The purpose of the 
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added part was to convey to the player more explicitly that if they pointed out the other man 

as the one who committed the stabbing, the son could go free. This part of the game also 

gave an opportunity to invoke more sympathy for both the son and the other man, as the 

player discovers more backstory to why and what has happened. 

After the trial part was added all of the participants got the same ending, where the son gets 

convicted. Before the trial part was added it was closer to 50/50 whether the boy or the other 

man got convicted. This might be because not all of the participants understood the moral 

conflict in the first version, as the questionnaire showed. An attempt was made to make 

more players free the son by making the son more sympathetic and the other man less so. 

Despite this, the majority of the players still let the son go to prison. But looking at the 

questionnaire answers it seemed like the players still thought that the decision was hard to 

make. Therefore the decision was made to not change the story any further as the focus of 

the study is not to make the players choose a specific outcome, but to investigate the effect of 

different feedback systems. Also by looking at commercial digital games with moral 

dilemmas, one can see that it is very rare that the distribution of the players’ decision is 

50/50 (The Walking Dead, 2012; Catherine, 2011; Mass Effect, 2007). All of the versions 

will feature the same storyline and choices, this is to make sure that the feedback system is 

the only aspect that is being studied. Having different storylines and choices in each version 

might skew the results if one of the storylines is perceived as more engaging than the others 

for example.  

 Feedback versions 4.4

In order to see whether the feedback systems can affect how morally the player thinks, three 

different feedback systems were used in this study. After the aforementioned changes were 

made and the game was deemed to be usable for the study, the different feedback systems 

were implemented. 

Version A – Clean 

Version A was the basis for the other two versions. It contains the basic story with pictures 

and sound. The only feedback that is provided for the player about the consequences of their 

actions is through the events in the game. 

Version B – Color Coded 

This version uses color coding when the player is presented with options that will affect the 

outcome of the game. Much like in Mass Effect (2007) the different colors will demonstrate 

which answer will give honesty points or loyalty points.  

The answers that would lead to the son’s release were colored green and the answers that 

would lead to the other man’s release were colored red. By coloring the answers leading to 

the son’s release the participants might perceive this path as the more the more correct or 

good one, as green is often used to signal “Good” or “Correct” and red “Bad” or “Danger”. 

Some examples of this use of red and green can be seen in traffic lights, warning signs, icons 

for yes or no, etc. 

The reason why the green path leads to saving the son is because the participants in the pilot 

studies, playing the clean version, never saved the son. The idea is that the green path will be 

perceived as the correct path and lead the players to free him. If the participants playing 
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version B tend to save the son to a greater extent than the participants playing the other 

versions, it might be an indication that using certain colors can affect the player’s actions. 

 

Figure 10 Green answers give loyalty points, red honesty. 

Something that is important to note with this feedback system is the explicit intent to lead 

the player towards a certain path and the choice of colors. Had two other colors been chosen 

who aren’t associated with “good” or “bad”, the effect could be different.      

Version C – Descriptive text 

The feedback in this version won’t be as obvious when the player receives honesty or loyalty 

points. Instead it will use descriptive text like in The Walking Dead (2012) (see 

Section2.4.2). Small text sometimes pops up on the screen reminding the player that the 

other characters in the game will remember the player’s actions. This system was chosen as it 

could make the player understand that their actions do have consequences, but it isn’t as 

leading as in version B. Another aspect that this version will differ from version B is that the 

feedback doesn’t only show up when the player is making decisions that will affect the 

outcome, but also in other situations where the answer doesn’t matter. By doing so the 

player might reflect more upon their choices before making them, even in situations where 

the answer has no impact on the outcome. 

 

Figure 11 The text in bold is used to emphasize that there are consequences. 
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5 Method 

Below is a description of how the data was collected in main study and why this information 

is relevant for the research question. The described method below only covers how the data 

was collected in the main study, though the execution has been changed and developed 

throughout the pilot studies, described in Section 4. 

 Participant selection 5.1

The criteria for the participants were that they didn’t know what the study was about; this 

was to avoid having their knowledge about the subject skew the results. The participants that 

did know about the subject were used in the pilot study.  

Convenience selection was used in this study as it was a fast way to recruit participants that 

fulfilled all the criteria. The majority of the participants were recruited by asking friends and 

family with gaming experience. The rest of the participants were recruited via friends.  

Using the Multi User Dungeon genre as a starting point, Richard Bartle (1996) identified 

four categories of player preferences, each with their own motivations to play a game. Based 

on Bartle’s (1996) work, Nick Yee (2005) did an empirical study on players’ motivation in 

multi massive online roleplaying games (MMORPGs).  

He found that people who play the same game might play for different reasons. He divided 

the different player motivations into four categories; Mechanics, Competition, Discovery and 

Roleplay. These four categories were used when distributing the participants between the 

different versions. 

Before the participants were given one of the three versions they were asked about their 

motivations when playing. By doing so a more equal distribution of different player types 

between the three game versions is possible. By having an equal distribution of different 

kinds of players across all versions the risk of getting the same type of players skewing the 

result is reduced. For example if all the participants who are playing version A are strongly 

motivated by looking at the mechanics while most of the participants playing version B are 

mostly motivated by the immersion  aspect,  if this becomes  the case the results might get 

skewed and reflect more upon the participants’ motivations rather than the three different 

feedback systems. Also by having equal distribution of different types of players between the 

different versions it is possible to compare the results between the same types of players 

playing different versions. For example, if there is a significant difference between the 

immersion players in version A and the immersion players from version B and C, it might 

say something about this particular feedback system, as there is a difference despite the 

players having similar motivations and playing the same scenario.  

 Saving game data 5.2

During the gameplay, several variables are being registered: 

 Version 

 Player motivation 

 Loyalty points 

 Honesty points 
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 Choices made in certain dilemmas 

 Time spent on certain dilemmas 

 If they retracted their statement or not 

 Total playtime 

At the end of the playthrough the participants are asked to copy a code which will be the 

output from the variables above and thereafter they are asked to click on a link which will 

take them to a questionnaire. In the questionnaire they will have to paste in the code which 

was previously provided by the game. By collecting gameplay data it is possible to see if there 

is any difference between the different feedback systems. If the participants in version B for 

example tend to have more loyalty points or spend more time playing the game than the 

other versions it could be an indication that version B makes the players think longer before 

making a decision. By looking at these indications, further questions can be asked to find the 

reasons behind it.  

 Questionnaires 5.3

Two different questionnaires were used for this study. They are presented below along with 

why these questions were asked and how they were created. 

 Pre-questionnaire: Player motivation 5.3.1

To evaluate the participants’ player motivations questions from Yee’s (2005) questionnaire 

were used. Though only four of them were chosen for this study as Yee’s (2005) questions 

were meant to evaluate player motivations when playing MMORPG’s, not visual novels. The 

questions below were used for this study: 

 How interested are you in underlying mechanics? 

 How often do you purposely annoy other characters or players? 

 How often do you explore the game world for the sake of exploring it? 

 How often do you try out new personalities when playing?  

 
The first question, “How interested are you in underlying mechanics?” was chosen because 

games with moral dilemmas, despite not focusing on statistics, base their outcomes on 

certain variables. If the player would report that this aspect of playing games is important for 

them, there might be a possibility that they would try to figure out the variables and 

underlying mechanics of the game more than reflecting on what they think is the right thing 

to do. 

The second question is asked to see whether the player tend to provoke other characters 

when playing since it might translate to them doing things in games just to see what 

happens. If the main intent of the player is to upset as many characters as possible it could 

affect the way they make choices. Though it doesn’t necessarily mean that they don’t reflect 

morally before making decisions, maybe the opposite. Their choices could be based on what 

they think is right and do the opposite in the game with the hopes that other characters will 

become upset.  

Asking whether the player tends to explore the game world just for the sake of exploring it 

could be an interesting aspect to take into consideration as these players might base their 
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choices on which part of the story the think would be the most interesting, rather than what 

they think is right.  

The final question is about the roleplaying motivation. Some players tend to create new 

personalities when playing and also act as they think their character would do, rather than 

reflecting upon what they themselves would have done. Would the focus shift to acting out 

their character instead of putting themselves in the situation, the choices the player faces 

might be perceived as less hard since they have their character as the framework on how to 

act and speak. The thought process could pivot around the question “What would my 

character do?” rather than “What would I do?”.    

Most of the questions in Yee’s (2005) questionnaire were deemed irrelevant for this study as 

they don’t evaluate aspects regarding visual novels. Also an even amount of questions 

between the different motivation categories was desirable as it would make the motivation 

assessment more apparent.  

Before the participants played one of the versions they had to score the questions above on a 

scale of 1-5, were 1 represented “Never” and 5 represented “Very Often”.  

Table 1 was made to keep track of which participant was given which version. The table was 

divided into three columns, each for every version. The rows represented the participants’ 

main player motivation. This table was used as a tool to ensure that the player motivation 

distribution between the different versions were somewhat even.  

 

Player Motivation Ver. A - Clean Ver. B – Color 
coded 

Ver. C - Descriptive 

Mechanics    

Competition    

Discovery    

Roleplay    

Total:    

Table 1 For dividing the participants more evenly based on their player motivations. 

 Post-questionnaire: The experience 5.3.2

After the participants have played the game they are given a code to copy. The code contains 

information about their playthrough (see Section 5.2). They are then asked to go to an online 

questionnaire, created with Google Forms, where they have to paste in the code, and then 

answer a few questions (see Appendix A). The questionnaire is divided in to four sections. 

The first section is the aforementioned, asking the participant to paste in the code the game 

provided for them and also, if they are willing to, provide their e-mail address for further 

questions. The second section collects demographic data, such as age, nationality, gender 
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and whether they have children of their own or not. The last question was added to see if 

players who are parents themselves plays differently, as their might be a correlation between 

the player’s own real life experiences and how they project it on their actions in the game. 

To operationalize the perceived experience the participants are asked to score several 

statements on a Likert-scale ranging from 1-5, where 1 represents “Strongly disagree” and 5 

“Strongly agree”.   

A Likert-scale was used as it is a common tool to measure people’s attitudes and for this 

study using this scale would provide a measurable way to compare the three different 

versions and how they are perceived (Peer, Zyngier, & Hakemulder, 2012). After each 

statement they are asked “Why?” this question was added as it could give an indication to 

why certain feedback systems were perceived differently from others. 

The statements the participants had to score were: 

 I cared about my answers 

 I felt my answers mattered. 

 It was hard to make decisions. 

By letting the participants score these statements a comparison could be made to see if 

participants who played version A for example, cared more than participants who played 

version B. 

In order to have some form of moral dilemma the player has to care about their answers, as 

morals speaks to a person’s idea of right and wrong. Would the player not care about their 

answers in the game it would be hard to argue that they had to consult their morals when 

making decisions. The second question is asked because if the player doesn’t think that their 

answers matter, it can be hard to argue for the player to consult their morals as their actions 

have no controllable outcome. The point of making choices becomes pointless if the players 

think that what they do has no effect on the game. For the game to present a dilemma, per 

definition, there has to be a difficult choice. If the player feels that it isn’t hard to make a 

decision, the inner conflict of morality won’t arise. As this study looks at whether certain 

feedback systems can make the players think more morally, it is relevant to compare how the 

different versions were perceived with the help of these statement.  

To make sure that the players did understand the game and the moral dilemma the question 

“Did you understand that if you pointed out the other man, your son would go free?” was 

added because if they didn’t understand this part of the game, no moral dilemma would be 

apparent for the player.  

To gain further insight into how the players argued about making choices the two questions 

were added.  

 If you saved your son, why did you save him?  

 What was your aim? 

If the player saved their son it could be of interest to look at why they did it. If it was because 

of the mere fact that it is their own flesh and blood or if they believe that the son shouldn’t 

get incarcerated. The result might be the same, but the reasons behind could vary. To 

understand the reasons behind why they saved their son, insights in how players think about 
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morality in the game could be provided. The reason to ask what the player’s aim was to see if 

the outcome of the game matches their intentions. If the outcome is the same as their aim it 

could be an indication that the player consciously planned ahead, or if it they didn’t have a 

specific outcome in mind it would be of interest to see what other intentions they had.  

In the last section of the questionnaire the participants can leave comments about what they 

think could improve and which aspects they liked. By looking at the answers a comparison 

can be made to see if there is any consensus regarding the strongpoints and flaws within the 

different versions.  
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6 The study 

This chapter will focus on how the results from the study. It will also include the test 

protocol, potential issues and the ethical aspects that were taken into consideration. Charts 

and tables will be provided with information about the participant demographic, their 

playthroughs and how they perceived the game.  

 Test protocol 6.1

The participants are informed that the study takes about 20 minutes to complete and that it 

involves some questions and playing a small game. First they answer the player motivation 

questions. If they have questions regarding how to interpret the questions they will be given 

an explanation. When they have filled out the questionnaire they are given a code that 

represents their result from the questionnaire and thereafter handed one of the three 

versions of the game.  

When they have finished the whole game they are given another code, containing their player 

motivation result and their play session data. They are then instructed to visit a 

questionnaire where they have to paste in the code the game provided them. They are also 

asked if they want to leave their e-mail in order to answer more questions for the study. 

 Potential Issues 6.2

Using a game where the story matters presents several potential issues. If the participants for 

example don’t like the story or find the game not engaging it would be hard to look at moral 

reflection as it requires the player to care. In order to minimize this risk, an engagement test 

was made as mentioned in Section 4.3.1. Though would there be a difference between the 

different versions despite that the participants find the game boring, it could still say 

something about the different feedback systems as it is the only aspect that differs. 

Another aspect to take into consideration when collecting data is that people read at 

different speed, which would affect the playtime. But by having many participants per 

version could counter that issue, the aim is to have enough participants that one individual’s 

reading speed wouldn’t affect the data to a great extent. The hope is that the study will have 

enough participants so that the main reason for difference in playtime between the versions 

is because of how they reflect upon their choices, rather than just reading speed.  

The questionnaires are made to be as short as possible and still collect the data that is 

needed to answer the research question. The questionnaire could be much more detailed 

with more questions in order to provide more detailed information about the participants’ 

reasoning, though the risk of causing boredom would increase. Would the participants fill 

out a great amount of questions there would be a risk of them getting bored and just wanting 

to finish them as fast as possible instead of them taking the time they need to reflect before 

answering. 

 Ethical aspects 6.3

As the story contains moral dilemmas, it can cause the participants to become 

uncomfortable.  To inform the participants that there might be situations in the game they 



 25 

might not find themselves comfortable in, the screen in Figure 12 is the first thing they see 

when they start the game. 

 

Figure 12 First screen when starting the game. 

Through the first screen the participants are also informed that the game logs their decisions 

and that they can quit the study at any time they want. To make sure that the participants are 

consenting to have their answers used in the study they have to actively fill out a 

questionnaire. In Figure 13 the first text from the questionnaire is displayed. 

 

Figure 13 First text in the post-questionnaire. 

 Participants 6.4

A total of 35 people participated in the study, excluding the pilot studies, though one of the 

participants was removed due to incomplete questionnaire. The participant who had been 

removed from the dataset hadn’t filled out their player motivation score. Another participant 

reported some technical issues when playing, though it didn’t interfere with the gameplay so 

his results were kept in the final analysis.  

The majority of them were males between 20-30 years old. None of the participants had any 

children. An overview can be seen below in Figure 14, a more exact list of the participants’ 

age, country and gender is available in Appendix B. Most of the participants were Swedish; 

the other participants were French, Taiwanese, Filipina, American and Norwegian. As 

mentioned in Section 5.1 all of the participants were acquaintances or recruited through 

acquaintances. A more detailed list of the participants is available in Appendix B. 
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Figure 14 An overview of the demographics of the participants. 

To make sure that one group didn’t include people of the same player motivation Table 1 was 

used. Though some participants had more than one dominant player motivation according to 

how they rated the statements in Section 5.3.1. As participants turned out to have more than 

one dominant motivation, new rows were added to the table. For example, if a participant 

scored Mechanics and Competition the highest, a row for Mechanics combined with 

Competition was added in the table as they couldn’t just be put into one of the categories. 

How the table looked in the end can be seen below in Table 2. 

Type Clean Descriptive Color coded 

Mechanics 
   Competition 
   Discovery 
   Roleplay 
   M + C + R 
   M + C + D 
   M + D 
   R + D 
   M + R 
   Total 12 12(+1) 11 

Table 2 The final player motivation table. 

Another table was also created to see how many of each player types had been sorted into 

one each group. In Table 3 below the table has been divided into two main parts, dominant 

and combined. The dominant section displays how many of the participants in a group had 

rated a motivation as the most important one for them, while the combined section displays 

the groups’ total motivation score, no matter which motivation was dominant. 
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 Clean Desc Color 

Dominant 6 Mech 6 Mech 6 Mech 

 
2 Comp 1 Comp 2 Comp 

 
6 Disc 6 Disc 5 Disc 

 
1 Role 3 Role 3 Role 

    
Combined 

   
Mech 34 36 43 

Comp 23 23 27 

Disc 39 43 41 

Role 26 27 35 

Table 3 An overview of the groups’ motivation scores. 

 Game data 6.5

In Table 2 below the logged information from the participants’ play sessions is presented. In 

the bottom of the table the average is displayed.  

Clean    Color coded   Descriptive 

Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) 

0 3 12,17 3 0 13,58 1 2 13,03 

0 3 15,25 1 2 8,31 1 3 11,08 

2 2 12,57 1 3 14,22 0 3 9,04 

1 3 12,21 0 3 10,58 0 1 7,56 

1 3 8 1 3 10,02 1 2 11,06 

1 2 19,57 3 0 8,18 0 2 13,04 

1 3 12,16 1 3 8,04 2 2 7,31 

0 3 8,33 0 4 9,06 1 2 13,26 

0 3 14,19 1 3 10,02 1 3 12,17 

1 3 16,07 1 2 7,04 1 3 17,32 

1 3 9,11 0 3 13,48 0 3 9,26 

1 3 8,01 - - - 1 3 12,27 

0,75 2,83 12,3 1,09 2,36 10,23 0,7 2,4 11,36 

Table 4 Loyalty-, honesty points and playtime. 

 

 Questionnaire 6.6

In the post-questionnaire the participants had to state how much they agreed with three 

statements concerning their game experience, these statements were; “I cared about my 
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answers”, “I felt my answers mattered” and “It was hard to make a decision”. 5 represented 

“Strongly agree” and 1 “Strongly disagree”.  

Clean version 5 4 3 2 1 

I cared about my answers. 33,33% 41,67% 25,00% 0,00% 0,00% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 16,67% 41,67% 25,00% 16,67% 0,00% 

It was hard to make decisions. 16,67% 41,67% 25,00% 8,33% 8,33% 

Color coded version 5 4 3 2 1 

I cared about my answers. 27,27% 36,36% 9,09% 27,27% 0,00% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 45,45% 18,18% 18,18% 18,18% 0,00% 

It was hard to make decisions. 9,09% 27,27% 18,18% 36,36% 9,09% 

Descriptive version 5 4 3 2 1 

I cared about my answers. 25,00% 41,67% 25,00% 8,33% 0,00% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 33,33% 33,33% 25,00% 8,33% 0,00% 

It was hard to make decisions. 16,67% 41,67% 8,33% 25,00% 8,33% 

Table 5  

To give a more comprehensible view of the differences between the groups, column charts of 

Table 3 is provided below. 
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Table 6 Column charts of Table 3. 

 Comments 6.7

In the final part of the questionnaire the participants could leave comments about what they 

liked about the game and what they thought could improve.  These comments are presented 

in the sub-sections below and have been sorted by which version of the game they played. 

Some editorial changes have been made, such as grammar and spelling. 

 Good aspects 6.7.1

Clean 

I liked the situation at the police station, since it offered a challenge! 

The sound was great! Made the game more real and made the experience more genuine. 

I liked the struggle of being just/honest or do the best for your son.  

The dialogue/plot was concise and accurate so the game stayed believable, and the pacing was done well.  

The inclusion of the letters in the mail was nice, made the game more than just a load of text and helped the 
immersion a bit. 

I liked that it wasn’t too much text between choices and that the player can still change the outcome even at 
the end of the story. 

Interesting question about ethics and justice etc. 

Nice sounds, immersion in the game. 
 

Color coded 

I liked the ambience and although the choices sometimes felt as obvious as "personality quizzes" regarding 
consequences, I still felt immersed and intrigued by the story 

At the moment, it did not have a "Be honest and the culprit was the other man and your son goes free"-type of 
ending which makes it more moral-panicking. This is quite a good thing since we see a lot of good-vs-evil stuff 
lately and we could use more of these grey-story games where you do your thing to survive. You may not like it 
but you do it to survive. These types of games make a person think more about themselves. However, more 
unique answers might show up and if the game cannot support it, then it may break the immersion. 
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The atmosphere was great, I think the ambience and music did a great job. The narrative was well written and 
fit the relentless pace and the hard questions you're being asked. Being such a short story, it didn't become 
melodramatic with all the events, which may have been helped from the neutral graphics and straightforward 
language, it felt a bit subdued which was nice. 

The game tried to tackle hard subject matter, it's no easy task to answer if justice or personal family bonds is 
most important. 

The choices and storyline was well thought out. 

I enjoyed the background noise/music. 

I think the sounds and music helped set me in the mood. 

Good amount of text and information to make it interesting but not tiresome to read. Interesting plot. 

I really liked how the game took a turn, and being inside a dialogue. The music seemed to be very fitting as 
well. It reminded me of playing some segments of older roleplaying games. 

It was very clean- not too much text, the background music was always fitting and at a good volume where it 
never became too loud, and the story has a clear beginning, middle and end. 

 

Descriptive 

It was good at building the characters and revealed most of the information about them well. Like how you don't 
know as a player that your son is a criminal at first but your character knows, which eases you into the role. I 
liked how the game highlighted the impact your choices directly made, like the officer taking notes for example. 
I would like more of that, just the immediate reaction you notice from your action. The story felt very engaging 
as well and the focus of the story felt right on point. 

I liked the way the game told me when a character noted/noticed my answers as if they mattered.  

The situation did feel like it could really happen. 

Yes, music and background noise gave the game life. 

The music was nice. The game has potential. 

It was a captivating story. You got enough background information (about your sons past for example) that you 
cared about what happened. 

I enjoyed the points you highlighted after i made key choices. It gave me an idea of what actually happened in 
the story. The music also added to the experience. 

Like I said above I think the usage of especially sound and music were pretty solid, giving emotional theme and a 
locational context. I also liked that I was given a small chance to explore the regular life of this father, but 
would've liked more to get more of a connection to everything. I also mostly felt like the choices I was given in 
response to many of the given situations were pretty good, those by themselves felt like they covered most of 
the possible answers I would've liked to give. 

Intriguing conflicts and well-coordinated mood using effective music and text. 

It was well written.  

Music and sounds added a lot to the atmosphere 

Good choices. 
 

 Improvement 6.7.2

Clean 

More pictures 

More varied answers and a more realistic approach to the court case. Also, the line-up part was kind of awkward, 
since I recognized my son and the other guy, but only because I saw them. No relevance to what I saw in the 
store. 

More background about the relationship between father and son 
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My biggest problem was that he got 5 years in prison based on that he had a blue jacket. If I was a key witness 
and could fell a man for the crime if I said it was him, shouldn't my response that I didn't know prolong the trial 
or something until they had more evidence or something?  

The color of the son's jacket didn't look blue to me, so I was confused for a question or two until I realized where 
the story was going. 

Give me more reason to care about my son, just telling him he's my son doesn't build a relationship if you don't 
have/want kids. 

More pictures, everything else was alright 

Taking it just a bit slower by adding some more interactions and places/scenes before the ending to get the 
player more immersed in the story. 

Felt that some choices were irrelevant, hard to remember everything you picked before 

I know implementing more leads would take a while but having more options than son in jail / innocent man 
accused 

 

Color coded 

The game felt a little binary, at least considering the ending. I would've liked to see an (slightly) interactive 
epilogue, nothing extreme just something to deal with consequences of your choices. For example helping the 
son gets through jail time, or showing the son's reaction to walking free when another man sits his time. 

A little more backstory between you and your son, maybe even relations between the rest of the family? 

More buildup, so you're not just dumped into the drama with little connection to the characters or story. It also 
felt a bit like you was being forced to the choice of blame son/blame probably innocent guy too soon, I think it 
would have felt more of a nuanced choice if you would have more options/paths leading up to the choice. 

Personally I generally find games about ethics that have binary choices less poignant and believable. It feels like 
I'm picking ice cream flavour rather than navigating complex human morals. I generally connect more strongly 
with stories that have a procedural or highly modular component; maybe it's just a matter of taste since I rarely 
enjoy interactive fiction. 

More visuals would've been nice, and the color differences between the options should be taken out. The 
green might give psychological approval to pick that option compared to the red options. It sways people's 
decisions without thinking.   

As a basic/ simple game, it was fine the way it was. There was enough music, sound, and images to immerse 
me into the story.  

The "problem" I had was that if I told about the blue jacket the son was convicted, but all the man really saw 
was someone running in a blue jacket. It felt like me telling the truth about the person I saw running (which is 
easy to assume to be a perpetrator) my son would end up in jail. It would be better if the statement was that all 
the man saw was someone running with a blue jacket. But I guess it could be the point of feeling a little 
helpless is a part of the point behind the game.  

More pictures. More dramatic music 

More pictures of the scene of the crime. Maybe having the part from where you look or duck and hide in the 
store to be mainly pictures and having them on a timer to better portray how fast it all happens? 

Having problems reading, I would say words per line and formatting the text. Games now a days seem to have 
fewer words per line, as it gets easier to read and not skip between lines, as does websites as well. Color-coding 
the answers might work as an advantage and disadvantage, as you may be showing the player what would be 
considered to be morally right. 

It's way too easy to predict. It's a bit ham-fisted with references to the son's past, and once it mentions a blue 
jacket it's very obvious what kind of outcomes one can expect from the game. More grey areas, actually play 
around the whole aspect of the son not doing anything (Was there no weapon with fingerprints etc?) to add 
more ambiguity to the plot. Perhaps let the player explore more or talk to his son more. Maybe even let the 
player talk to the other suspect and build the mystery from there. 
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Descriptive 

I think you can build sympathy for the other suspect over time rather than go for broke when you first meet 
him and show his whole family. It could be a way to make the player make regrettable decisions and build 
engagement and emotion from it. At the same point that I wanted to ask the lawyer a bit more I think she said 
that they had to arrest someone, but that doesn't really make sense as they have already arrested several 
people and the police doesn't convict either, which made it feel a little strange. Instead you can probably tell 
that the police wants to see someone behind bars (which is very much hinted at in the former scene) and that 
it's either going to be him or your son. The court scene felt a bit too short as well, and it felt like the scene 
could use your lack of information against you, like have one of the officers or someone else testify and say 
that hey actually saw his face (even though your son might claim otherwise) and since you only have a jacket 
color to go on you would probably feel very powerless in the face of doing the right thing and telling the truth, 
which might make the choice to lie even more tempting. 

It's fine as is. 

More detailed pictures. 

It's a game targeting middle-agers? The majority of gamer might be young and don't have kids. 'Heavy Rain' is 
also father saving son yet it has a more relatable plot the young gamers. 

More elaborate illustrations would enhance the emotional aspects. Maybe illustrations of the spaces and 
rooms that you are in would be more important than detailed faces. When you get the overall context your 
mind can fill in some of the details. 

The pictures were helpful. However maybe a bit more difficult to make a choice if I was considered a "single 
parent." Some of the text was a bit confusing when making a choice as I wanted to know more of the story but 
I had limited decisions. 

I felt like I could've been given more contextual information about a lot, without it feeling like info-dumping. I 
never really felt like I had a connection with my son either, which made it easier for me to go with the "stick to 
the truth" route. If I had gotten some anecdotes about him and maybe some more hints about him being a 
trouble maker he might've seemed like more of a person that I was invested in. Some aspects of it also felt 
unrealistic to me (the way the police procedures and the court procedures), which made it more difficult to 
take it seriously. Some more adherences to how things actually work would have helped the story for me. So in 
a way, I feel like more text would have helped out. The usage of pictures, sound and music were pretty solid 
for what the game was. 

Bigger and a little more detailed pictures that are more noticeable. More visual connection between pictures 
and dialogue. Cooler option buttons. 

If you could ask more questions that would be nice. It felt like it was all very hasty. During the lineup I had no 
idea who it could be since I didn't know what kind of jackets they had on when arrested.  

I think it was good for its purpose 

I think I would have cared more for the boy if there had been more interactions between me and the boy 
before the crime. 
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7 Analysis 

The main research question for this thesis was: 

“Can the way a game provides feedback affect how morally the player thinks?” 

To try and answer this question two main datasets are going to be analyzed, the participants’ 

post-questionnaire and their playthroughs.  

To answer the sub-question “Why?” the comments the participants left will be analyzed to 

see if there is any consensus or indications for the reasons behind their perceived 

experiences. In order to refer to each participant, each of them has been assigned a number 

which will be used to refer to them in this study. 

 Reported experience 7.1

By analyzing the data in Table 3, presented in Section 6.6, it’s hard to see any patterns except 

for very few participants reported 1 on the statements it is hard to see any concrete patterns. 

If the interpretation is done that by selecting 4 or 5 the participant agree with the statement 

and selecting 1 or 2 means that the participant do not agree with the statement some 

indications can be uncovered. The argument behind grouping these numbers together is that 

if the participants chose 5, 4, 2 or 1 they chose to agree/disagree with the statement in 

varying degrees. Had they not had an opinion they could have chosen 3 as it is placed in the 

middle and not forcing the participants to lean toward either agree/disagree. 

In the Table 5 a comparison between the different game versions is presented, though the 

numbers have been grouped. In the table 5/4 are in the same column and 2/1 in another.  

Clean version 5 & 4 3 2 & 1 

I cared about my answers. 75,00% 25,00% 0,00% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 58,34% 25,00% 16,67% 

It was hard to make decisions. 58,34% 25,00% 16,66% 

Color coded version 5 & 4 3 2 & 1 

I cared about my answers. 63,63% 9,09% 27,27% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 63,63% 18,18% 18,18% 

It was hard to make decisions. 36,36% 18,18% 45,45% 

Descriptive version 5 & 4 3 2 & 1 

I cared about my answers. 66,67% 25,00% 8,33% 

I felt that my answers mattered. 66,66% 25,00% 8,33% 

It was hard to make decisions. 58,34% 8,33% 33,33% 

Table 7 After grouping grades together. 

The perceived experience between the versions seems to differ. The group that played the 

color coded version is the group who had the biggest portion of participants disagreeing with 

all three statements. In the first statement, “I cared about my answers”, 27, 27% of the group 

who played the color coded version gave this statement a 2. When asked about the why they 

felt this way one of the participants commented: “It was too obvious in which direction the 

story was going and what impact my answers would have. Therefor I never really had to 
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weigh the possible outcomes as they were just too easy to predict “. This participant wasn’t 

the only one reporting that the paths seemed obvious. Three other participants who played 

the same version commented that the choice was binary or that the consequences of their 

actions were too easy to predict. Though it wasn’t only participants from the color coded 

group who reported this, a few participants in the other groups had reported the same thing. 

What differs between the groups is how they rated these statements, despite feeling that the 

choice was binary.  

In the tables below the participants who commented that the choices were binary or that the 

consequences were easy to predict are presented. Each table contains the statement, the 

grade given and the participants’ argumentation for why. The comments where they point 

out that the choices were binary or too predictable have been highlighted in blue.  

# Version Cared Why? 

32 
Color 2 

I didn't find the narrative compelling, as in, I thought it wasn't written 
good enough to suck me into a make-believe world.  

12 Color 2 Because it's a test/game. 

39 Color  4 I wanted to be good role-model for my son. 

7 

Color  2 

It was too obvious in which direction the story was going and what 
impact my answers would have. Therefor I never really had to weigh the 
possible outcomes as they were just too easy to predict 

16 Desc. 5 out of respect to the survey 

10 Desc. 4 I tried to empathise with my character. 

31 

Clean 4 

Because I use my own personality and values as reference most of the 
time instead of making up a character during the first play through of a 
game. 

Table 8 “I cared about my answers.”  

# Version Matter Why? 

32 
Color 2 

The binary choices felt very transparent almost at the get go, which 
reduced my involvement. 

12 Color 5 It was easy to see what consequences my answers would have. 

39 

Color  3 

I felt that the game offered very little other than somewhat obvious 
paths. However, that might just be a representation of how little choices 
and power you have in today's society. 

7 

Color  4 
Perhaps not every single answer mattered, but they clearly impact the 
way the story progresses. 

16 Desc. 5 I was aware of what my actions would lead to 

10 
Desc. 3 

It felt as if I had more than two options but there was only one or two 
outcomes. 

31 
Clean 3 

There are only two major choices, and that makes the other things in the 
story feel less important. 

Table 9 “I felt that my answers mattered.” 
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# Version Hard Why? 

32 
Color 2 

Since I couldn't strongly empathise with the characters I didn't feel 
strong remorse. 

12 Color 3 Because i knew what hypothetical consequences they would have. 

39 

Color  4 
The meaning behind the colors of the texts was not obvious and it made 
it a little confusing.  

7 

Color  2 
Again, same answer as number 1. It was too easy to know what was 
going to happen. 

16 Desc. 4 Moral choice of son or what is right 

10 Desc. 2 I could assume my own values and apply them moderately easily. 

31 
Clean 4 

I had to decide both what I wanted to happen and what felt like the right 
choice/thing to do. 

Table 10 “It was hard to make decisions.” 

Despite feeling that the choices were binary or predictable, how they perceived the game 

differed between the groups. In general the color coded-group gave low scores to a greater 

extent than the others. The only statement the color coded-group had similar results as the 

other groups were about whether they felt that their answers mattered.  

This might be an indication of that the different feedback systems can indeed affect how 

much the player reflects morally, at least concerning dilemmas in games, as the color coded-

group didn’t think the choices were as hard as the other groups thought. The reason behind 

this seems to correlate directly with the color coding, which can be seen in the improvement-

comments.  

Reading the comments about what could be improved, the majority of the participants 

wanted to have more pictures/be able to build a closer relationship with the son. Almost all 

of the comments were about the narrative or graphics, nothing regarding the feedback 

system per se, except from the color coded-group. Two participants suggested to remove the 

color coding as an improvement on the game. One participant wrote: “The green might give 

psychological approval to pick that option compared to the red options. It sways people's 

decisions without thinking” and another commented: “Color-coding the answers might work 

as an advantage and disadvantage, as you may be showing the player what would be 

considered to be morally right”.   

While in the descriptive-group some reported the feedback system as a good aspect. One 

participant commented: “I liked the way the game told me when a character noted/noticed 

my answers as if they mattered“. Worth noting is that feedback in the descriptive-version 

doesn’t only correspond to when the player is making a key choice, but also in some other 

meaningless choices (see Section 4.4).  

By taking the comments and the statements into account it seems like the descriptive version 

is the best choice of the three if the aim is to create a game that encourage moral reflection. 

The descriptive group reported to experience the decisions as hard as the clean-group and 

the perceived impact as much as the color coded-group. The next question is whether the 

same pattern appears in their playthroughs.  
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 Playthroughs 7.2

33 of 35 participants did not save the son, which means that only two participants did. Both 

of these two participants played the color coded version. In Section 4 the design process of 

the color coded version is explained, that the idea behind using green and red was too see 

whether the positive/negative connotation with these colors would affect how the 

participants played.  

Since the only two people who did save the son played the color coded version it might 

indicate that the colors indeed had an effect. Other aspects could have influenced their 

decisions, such as gender, age, culture. Though there was nothing indicating that this would 

be the case since both participants were very representative of the overall demographic of 

this study, males between the ages 20-30 and coming from Sweden and U.S. Despite being 

the only group who had participants saving the son doesn’t necessarily mean that the 

reflected more morally.  

Clean    Color coded   Descriptive 

Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) Loyalty Honesty Playtime (min) 

0 3 12,17 3 0 13,58 1 2 13,03 

0 3 15,25 1 2 8,31 1 3 11,08 

2 2 12,57 1 3 14,22 0 3 9,04 

1 3 12,21 0 3 10,58 0 1 7,56 

1 3 8 1 3 10,02 1 2 11,06 

1 2 19,57 3 0 8,18 0 2 13,04 

1 3 12,16 1 3 8,04 2 2 7,31 

0 3 8,33 0 4 9,06 1 2 13,26 

0 3 14,19 1 3 10,02 1 3 12,17 

1 3 16,07 1 2 7,04 1 3 17,32 

1 3 9,11 0 3 13,48 0 3 9,26 

1 3 8,01 - - - 1 3 12,27 

0,75 2,83 12,3 1,09 2,36 10,23 0,7 2,4 11,36 

Table 11 Loyalty-, honesty points and total time. 

Another indication that the color coded group reflect didn’t reflect as much as the other 

groups can be seen in their playthrough. On average the color coded-group took 10.23 

minutes to finish the game while the descriptive-group took 11.36 minutes and the clean-

group 12.3 minutes. The difference in playtime might be due to different reading speeds, but 

as mentioned in Section 6.2, the idea is that the amount of participants would reduce the 

chance of having one participant’s reading speed affecting the average too much. 

Something that makes the color coded-group to stand out more from the other two versions 

is that they had the biggest portion of players who didn’t understand that if they chose to 

point out the other man, the son would go free. Out of 35 participants, four reported that 

they didn’t understand this. Out of these four, three had played the color coded-version and 
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out of these three was one who had saved the son. The case might be that this player relied 

on the color coding more than others and therefor took the green path and saved the son. 

Despite this this participant still felt it was hard to make a decision.  

 Indications 7.3

Comparing the color coded-group with the others, there are indications that different 

feedback systems can affect how morally a player reflects before making a decision in a 

game. These indications can be seen in both their reported experience and in their 

playthroughs. The color coded-group were the ones who had the most participants rating the 

statements: “I cared about my answers” and “It was hard to make decisions” with low scores. 

The reason behind this might be found in their comments. Several participants in the color 

coded group commented that they felt that the choices were too binary/predictable.  

If the aim is to make the player choose a certain moral path the color coded feedback seems 

to be better suited than the other versions. In Section 4.4 it’s explained that the purpose of 

the color choice for this version was to see whether the connotation the player has with the 

colors could sway them to make certain decisions. Considering that the color coded-group 

was the only group who had players who chose to save the son it seems that the colors can 

increase the chance of the player choosing a certain path. Also if the priority is to make the 

player feel like their answers matter, not reflect morally, the color coded version seems to be 

the most appropriate. Though as briefly mentioned in Section 4.4, only color coding per se 

wouldn’t necessarily affect the player in this manner, but the color choice probably would. 

The association people have with different colors is the probable reason for why the color 

coded-group differed from the Clean-group, since the games were identical except for the 

choice of colors.   

The sub-question “Why?” was also asked. By looking at the comments the participants 

appreciated the feedback they got in the descriptive version. Feeling that one’s input has an 

effect when playing seems to contribute positively to the game experience. When dealing 

with moral choices, it’s hard to see why someone would care about their choices if they don’t 

have an effect. Though that doesn’t mean that the participants in the clean-group felt that 

their choices didn’t matter. They reported to the same degree as the descriptive-group that 

they felt their choices mattered; the difference lies in the comments. The descriptive-group 

pointed to the feedback as something positive, while the clean-group didn’t mention the 

feedback or lack of at all.  
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8 Conclusions 

 Summary 8.1

The purpose of this study was to get a better understanding of how to encourage moral 

reflection in digital games. A feedback perspective was used to investigate this topic and as 

mentioned in Section 2, choices are a fundamental part of the game experience. With these 

starting points the main research question became:  

“Can the way a game provides feedback affect how morally the player thinks?” 

- “Why?” 

Data was collected by using three different feedback systems. The aim was to see whether the 

difference in the feedback systems could affect the player to think more morally when 

making decisions. The results showed that there are indications of feedback systems having 

an impact on how morally the player reflects. Having color coded choices seemed to decrease 

the moral reflection within the player as the colors were leading. Though giving the player 

confirmation that their input mattered was still important. This can be seen by comparing 

the descriptive version with the color coded- and clean-version (see Section 7.1).  

This combination of confirmation and keeping the paths ambiguous seems the best way of 

encouraging moral reflection.     

When asked about the aim, 26 participants said that they tried to be honest, which can be 

seen in Lange’s (2014) study as well, that players tend to play according to what they think is 

a “good” character. 

 Improvement 8.2

The player motivation turned out to not be as relevant for the studies as first thought, the 

participants moral foundation (see Section 2.5) could have been a better baseline for dividing 

them into different groups. 

Since the player motivation wasn’t very important for the study, the use on the internet could 

have been better utilized but uploading the game on forums. As discussed in Section 4 one of 

the advantages with using a Twine game is that it is relatively easy to distribute. By utilizing 

the internet and forums a bigger sample size could’ve been possible. 

This would have been an advantage since the results weren’t able to say anything definite 

due to the sample size. A bigger sample size might have shown more conclusive results or 

uncovered more reasons to why the players perceive the feedback systems as they do.  

 Validity and reliability 8.3

Would the study to be repeated there are reasons to believe that a similar result would occur. 

The results, both reported and logged during play sessions, show that the participants’ 

arguments are fairly alike. The color coded-group being more critical about the use of color 

coding, while almost all of the participants reported trying to play as “honestly” they could. 

These similar answers indicate that the study is reliable, as there are patterns to be found 



 39 

and the participants weren’t much divided in their opinions despite being 35 different 

people.  

Validity and if the instruments used measure the relevant factors is discussed in Section 

5.3.2. The aim was to measure moral reflection, and to do so a morally relevant game was 

created containing dilemmas. The questions in the post-questionnaire was used to measure 

whether the participants cared and felt that the decisions were hard. These questions were of 

relevance since dilemmas are defined as hard decisions. Comparing the groups’ results it was 

possible to see whether some groups reflected more morally than others. The sub-question 

for this study was “Why?”, referring to why people perceive the feedback systems the way 

they do. The open ended questions such as “Why?” and “What was your aim?” provided 

insights to the reasons the perceived experience differed from the groups, as can be seen in 

Section 7.1.    

Also by collecting data about their playthroughs a comparison could be made between the 

groups. While the reported experience could answer the research question, having their 

playthrough data could support their statements from the questionnaires. Had the 

playthrougs been contradictive to their answers in the questionnaires, it would’ve been an 

indication of a discrepancy between how they play and what they think. From this 

perspective the playthrough data also served as a control measurement.  

Considering that indications and conclusions could be made based on the data that was 

collected, it seems that the method used in this study is valid.  

 Future Work 8.4

This study covers a very specific and relatively small genre. In future studies it would be of 

interest to apply the same research question to games with 3D graphics and animation since 

these factors affect the players’ experience. The research question could be applied to other 

kinds of feedback than text based ones, such as animation, icons, etc.  

One of the main critics the game received was that the players didn’t feel that got enough 

time to develop a relationship with the characters. In future studies it could be of interest to 

use a longer game with more developed characters as sympathy and empathy probably 

changes the whole game experience. The effects of the color coding system might diminish as 

the player cares more and more for the characters, or it could go the other way, making them 

more and more frustrated that the game influences their decisions with the colors.  
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Appendix A -  Questionnaire 

Thank you for taking the time to help me out! This questionnaire should only take 5 minutes 

to fill out. 

If you have any questions please contact me at a15sopva@student.his.se. All data collected here 

will be anonymous and only I, Sophie Van, will see your e-mail. 

By submitting the questionnaire you agree to let the submitted data to be used in the study.  

* Required 

Part I 

Please paste your code here: * 

 

If you're happy to get contacted for further questions, please submit your e-mail. 

 

Part II 

Some demographic data about you as a participant. This information won't be traceable or 

connected to your e-mail (if you provided it) in the published result. 

Gender * 

Male/Female/Other 

Age * 

 

 

Country of origin (cultural) * 

 

 

Do you have children? * 

Yes 

 
No 

 

 

 

  

mailto:a15sopva@student.his.se


 43 

Part III – About your playthrough 

I cared about my answers. * 

Strongly disagree - Strongly agree 

1   2  3  4  5  

 
- Why? * 

 
I felt that my answers mattered. * 

Strongly disagree - Strongly agree 

1   2  3  4  5  

 
- Why * 

 
It was hard to make decisions. * 

Strongly disagree - Strongly agree 

1   2  3  4  5  

 
Why? * 

 
What was your aim? * 

 
Did you understand that if you pointed out the other man, your son would go free? * 

Yes/No  

If you saved your son, why did you save him? 
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Appendix B -  Participant list 

 

# Version Player Motivation Gender Age Country 

3 Clean M5;C5;D3;R5 Male 23 France 

4 Clean M5;C2;D4;R2 Male 24 France 

6 Color M4;C2;D5;R4 Male 26 Sweden 

7 Color M5;C2;D3;R4 Male 25 Sweden 

8 Descriptive M4;C3;D4;R3 Male 23 Sweden 

9 Descriptive M3;C1;D5;R3 Male 24 Sweden 

10 Descriptive M4;C2;D3;R2 Male 21 Sweden 

11 Clean M3;C1;D4;R3 Male 29 Sweden 

12 Color M4;C2;D1;R1 Male 25 Sweden 

14 Color M3;C2;D4;R4 Male 31 Sweden 

15 Clean M4;C1;D3;R3 Male 24 Swedish 

16 Descriptive M5;C5;D5;R1 Male 23 Sweden 

17 Color M3;C1;D4;R1 Male 23 United States 

18 Clean M1;C2;D4;R2 Female 24 Philippines 

19 Color M1;C3;D2;R2 Male 23 United States 

20 Descriptive M2;C4;D4;R5 Male 21 Taiwan 

21 Clean M2;C2;D4;R3 Male 21 Norway 

22 Descriptive M2;C1;D4;R4 Male 24 United States 

23 Descriptive M3;C1;D4;R2 Female 24 United States 

24 Descriptive M5;C2;D4;R2 Male 28 Sweden 

25 Clean M3;C1;D2;R3 Male 24 Sweden 

26 Clean M2;C3;D2;R1 Male 24 Sweden 

27 Clean M5;C2;D3;R2 Male 22 Sweden 

28 Descriptive M1;C1;D4;R1 Male 24 Sweden 

29 Descriptive M3;C1;D2;R3 Male 28 Sweden 

30 Descriptive M3;C2;D4;R2 Male 26 Sweden 

31 Clean M4;C2;D3;R2 Male 24 Sweden 

32 Color M5;C3;D5;R4 Male 27 Sweden 

33 Color M4;C1;D3;R4 Male 24 Sweden 

34 Clean M3;C2;D4;R1 Female 21 America 

35 Color M3;C2;D4;R1 Male 24 United States 

36 Color M5;C1;D5;R5 Male 28 Sweden 

37 Clean M4;C1;D5;R2 Male 23 America 

38 Descriptive M5;C3;D4;R2 Male 25 Sweden 

39 Color M3;C2;D5;R4 Male 26 Sweden 
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Appendix C -  Questionnaire 

 

“I cared about my answers.” 5 = I strongly agree. 1 = I strongly disagree. 

# Version Grade Why? 

3 Clean 5 Because I wanted to try the game in a serious way 

4 Clean 4 i felt there was no way back 

6 Color 4 I usually get into roles when playing games, as I am very used to play roleplaying games. 

7 Color 2 

It was too obvious in which direction the story was going and what impact my answers would 
have. Therefor I never really had to weigh the possible outcomes as they were just too easy 
to predict 

8 Descriptive 3 I wasn't able to ask the questions to fully make up my mind. 

9 Descriptive 3 
It was an emotional story but, of course, I cannot know if I would have lied to protect my son 
if this happened to me irl. 

10 Descriptive 4 I tried to empathise with my character. 

11 Clean 4 I imagined my self as the father, wanting to care for my son. 

12 Color 2 Because it's a test/game. 

14 Color 4 
The story should reflect how I think I would answer in real life. It is hard to know for sure, but 
this is how I think I would answer them. 

15 Clean 3 I didn't form any bond with my child, as he was just introduced 

16 Descriptive 5 out of respect to the survey 

17 Color 5 I like to answer as I would if the situation was real life.  

18 Clean 5 Because I wanted to do the right thing 

19 Color 5 Because it was important to me 

20 Descriptive 2 The font was too small and there were a lot of texts 

21 Clean 5 I imagined myself in the mentioned position and answered as truthfully as possible. 

22 Descriptive 5 Because a game's story line is at its fullest potential with honest answers. 

23 Descriptive 4 

I was trying to uncover the story by picking the choices that would tell me more. When I got 
to the end of the story, I didn't choose what I had wanted as the end result, but I will accept 
the decision I made. 

24 Descriptive 4 I got sorta engaged in the story after a while and tried to put myself into the situation 

25 Clean 4 Becasue I tried to act as if it was really happening.  

26 Clean 3 The situation was maybe a bit too extreme 

27 Clean 4 They represent how I think about ethics 

28 Descriptive 4 It's hard to relate to a parent, not being one in real life.  

29 Descriptive 5 They felt important to the story and focused on building the characters and the world. 

30 Descriptive 3 

Most of the time I felt like I was just thrust into things without being given specific context, 
making it hard to fully care about the some of the choices. I still sort of resonated with the 
thought of being a father which made me still sort of care about some of it. These two things 
combined is why I would say that I "cared at about a 3". 

31 Clean 4 
Because i use my own personality and values as reference most of the time instead of 
making up a character during the first play through of a game. 

32 Color 2 
I didn't find the narrative compelling, as in, I thought it wasn't written good enough to suck 
me into a make-believe world.  

33 Color 5 I want to spice things up by giving different views that are not of my own. 

34 Clean 5 My answer decides who gets convicted. 

35 Color 3 I followed what facts were given to me regardless if it would save the son or not.  
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36 Color 4 
Well I wanted to play as the character in the story, but some of the questions I was unsure 
of. 

37 Clean 3 Just followed a mindset going in. 

38 Descriptive 4 The story adapted to my answers, so I cared about what I answered 

39 Color 4 I wanted to be good role-model for my son. 
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“I cared about my answers.” 5 = I strongly agree. 1 = I strongly disagree. 

# Version Grade Why? 

3 Clean 4 My answers changed the way the story continued 

4 Clean 4 I think that I could have saved my son if i wanted to. 

6 Color 5 

The choices in the beginning didn't feel as they mattered that much, comapred to the answers 
later in the story in the policestation, and the court. It felt like the policestation and court 
segment mattered more. 

7 Color 4 
Perhaps not every single answer mattered, but they clearly impact the way the story 
progresses. 

8 Descriptive 5 Only during certain parts, such as the conviction of either boy or man.  

9 Descriptive 3 
It's a bit hard to know since the information was very limited. I assumed that what I said 
mattered, but then again you were put in a situation that made you feel a bit powerless. 

10 Descriptive 3 It felt as if I had more than two options but there was only one or two outcomes. 

11 Clean 3 The police seemed set on closing the case as soon as possible.  

12 Color 5 It was easy to see what consequences my answers would have. 

14 Color 5 
In the end my answers is a part of the process that decided what would happen to my own 
flesh and blood. So the answers should not be taken lightly. 

15 Clean 4 
Because I never backed down from my story, so I guess I condemned my own child to death. 
And the weekend's not over yet. 

16 Descriptive 5 I was aware of what my actions would lead to 

17 Color 5 Because it seems like there were many possible outcomes depending on my answer.  

18 Clean 5 It could put the wrong person in jail 

19 Color 5 Because it had to do with my son 

20 Descriptive 2 The options did not match the results 

21 Clean 2 I felt like my answers were ignored and that they didn't matter to the outcome. 

22 Descriptive 4 I believed that the game would have had alternate endings. 

23 Descriptive 3 

I felt there was two parts where I was able to save my son from conviction. I chose to take 
him home the first part, which is where I felt my answered mattered to keep him from jail at 
that moment. However in the jury trial I didn't pick as I had hoped as I was trying to gauge an 
outcome with the questions asked. I didn't pick as wisely during this section. 

24 Descriptive 5 
They had quite obvious consequences. The story followed a logical chain. I liked the small 
pop-ins that portrayed reactions.  

25 Clean 2 
It felt that you didn't get a good reason why your son was being charged for that crime. It felt 
like it didn't have any middleground to choose. 

26 Clean 4 You could tell that your answers would affect the story line 

27 Clean 3 some seemed linear 

28 Descriptive 5 The game seemed to respond well to my answers. 

29 Descriptive 4 
Most of the time. There was one point where I felt like I couldn't ask what I wanted when the 
lawyer told me the police had to make an arrest. I wanted to ask why. 

30 Descriptive 4 
It felt like there were almost immediately pretty clear consequences to many of the choices I 
made, which made it feel like my answers had an impact. 

31 Clean 3 
There are only two major choices, and that makes the other things in the story feel less 
important. 

32 Color 2 The binary choices felt very transparent almost at the get go, which reduced my involvement. 

33 Color 4 
The actors in the story seems to act accordingly to my responses. The officer seems to be kind 
of a jerk. 
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34 Clean 4 My answer decides who gets convicted. 

35 Color 2 I felt that it was mainly just a game.   

36 Color 3 I only played it once so I am not sure whether or not the outcome was set from the beginning. 

37 Clean 5 It was most likely out of 2 routes so things did matter. 

38 Descriptive 4 If I had completely lied in the game I could've saved my son.  

39 Color 3 
I felt that the game offered very little other than somewhat obvious paths. However, that 
might just be a representation of how little choices and power you have in today's society. 
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“It was hard to make a decision.” 5 = I strongly agree. 1 = I strongly disagree. 

# Version Grade Why? 

3 Clean 2 I just acted natural 

4 Clean 5 The dilemma between family and honesty was hard  

6 Color 4 Would it really be right to blame someone else for what the son did? 

7 Color 2 Again, same answer as number 1. It was too easy to know what was going to happen. 

8 Descriptive 1 
I was just honest. I had no connection to the son besides what was happening during and 
after the grocery store ordeal.  

9 Descriptive 2 
Not terribly. I tried to remember and tell the "true" answers and accepted that this might 
get my son in jail.  

10 Descriptive 2 I could assume my own values and apply them moderately easily. 

11 Clean 4 The answers and the scenario had strong moral ties, making decision making very difficult. 

12 Color 3 Because i knew what hypothetical consequences they would have. 

14 Color 4 
The answers would change a life no matter what, even if the other person isn't someone I 
know, my answers would have changed his life depending on what I said. 

15 Clean 3 
Well, mostly because I insisted that it was a blue jacket, and EVERYONE seemed intent on 
questioning that xD 

16 Descriptive 4 Moral choice of son or what is right 

17 Color 2 

It was not hard because I answered as if I would in real life, which is to be as honest as 
possible. I was not putting too much strategic thought about which decision would lead to a 
specific outcome (e.g. whether or not accusing the other man will absolutely save my son, or 
whether or not continuously feigning ignorance will reveal other possibilities). I just went 
with the flow. However, I regret not choosing certain answers in order to draw more 
information on the truth. 

18 Clean 5 Because my family was on the line 

19 Color 5 It affected my morals between the right thing and to follow my heart 

20 Descriptive 3 It was alright 

21 Clean 4 Yes, but I thought it would be possible to find a way out of it. 

22 Descriptive 4 I was conflicted in real world situations versus in game examples. 

23 Descriptive 4 

A family would have to be split apart regardless of the path I chose. It was either my son, or 
another family's father. It was difficult because even though I may love my son, I chose my 
answers from what I felt was ethical. My end result brought my son to jail for 5 years. 
Something that is hard to think about, but many families have managed to make it work out. 
Also, mama didn't raise no fool! 

24 Descriptive 5 
As I wrote, I tried putting myself into the position of the character you played. Wouldn't 
wanna be in that position IRL 

25 Clean 3 
As I have a hard time lying I prefer being honest, but the setting made it so that being 
honest was kind of the bad choice.  

26 Clean 4 Extreme circumstances 

27 Clean 3 I know where I stand ethically 

28 Descriptive 4 Every decision was hard. 

29 Descriptive 4 

The game set up the world well for you to care about the people. It might have been a bit 
too much building sympathy for the other suspect early on, which on one hand made the 
decisions more difficult but also made it easier to actually do right by the system of justice. 

30 Descriptive 2 
I felt like I, if I at least stuck to what I thought of as the truth, had an easier time seeing the 
most likely outcomes of everything, which made it easier for me to choose the anwers I did. 
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31 Clean 4 I had to decide both what i wanted to happen and what felt like the right choice/thing to do. 

32 Color 2 Since I couldn't strongly empathise with the characters I didn't feel strong remorse. 

33 Color 2 
These types of games tend to be short. With many answers and choices, the outcome may 
differ alot. 

34 Clean 4 
Based off the reading, I wasn't sure if the person in the blue jacket was really the attacker, 
or if he just fled the scene out of fear, so I ended up retracting my original answer. 

35 Color 1 I made decisions based off the facts and what I read. 

36 Color 3 
I kinda went with my gut feeling. It's a bit hard to feel all too emotionally attached to 
characters in a very short game, but I tried to get into the role. 

37 Clean 1 I followed a mindset going in, so I stuck with it. 

38 Descriptive 5 
Getting put in a position where you have to basically send your kid to prison or someone 
else was not pleasant at all.  

39 Color 4 The meaning behind the colors of the texts was not obvious and it made it a little confusing.  
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Appendix D -  Playthrough 

Below is the logged data from the participants’ playthroughs. By opening the game with 

Twine 2, it is possible to see which passages each variable in the top row corresponds to. 

# V. Br: 4.5 sec Br:5 sec Threat sec Retract Jacket1 sec Jacket2  sec 

3 Cl H 22 X0 32 T4 61 0 - - X 12 

4 Cl H 27 X0 31 T5 32 0 - - X 10 

6 Co L 35 L 41 - - 0 - - L 19 

7 Co H 50 X1 33 - - 0 - - L 17 

8 D H 49 X0 33 T5 70 0 - - L 17 

9 D H 35 X1 30 - - 0 - - L 19 

10 D H 23 X0 35 T5 40 0 - - X 12 

11 Cl H 33 X0 47 T5 73 0 - - L 16 

12 Co L 67 X0 31 T5 39 0 - - H 17 

14 Co H 25 L 25 - - 1 - - H 9 

15 Cl H 24 X0 27 T5 20 0 - - L 10 

16 D X 27 X1 27 - - 0 - - X 12 

17 Co H 19 X1 34 - - 0 - - L 10 

18 Cl L 30 X0 21 T5 10 0 - - H 5 

19 Co L 51 L 17 - - 0 - - L 14 

20 D H 17 L 37 - - 0 - - H 23 

21 Cl H 27 X0 29 T4 23 0 - - L 7 

22 D H 33 X0 70 T4 24 0 - - X 13 

23 D L 22 X0 17 T5 10 1 - - L 13 

24 D H 50 X0 38 T5 32 0 - - L 18 

25 Cl H 40 X0 38 T5 28 0 - - L 10 

26 Cl H 15 X0 16 T5 34 0 - - X 10 

27 Cl H 15 X1 72 - - 0 - - X 8 

28 D H 29 X0 37 T4 15 0 - - L 19 

29 D H 28 X1 91 - - 0 - - L 13 

30 D H 14 X0 17 T4 14 0 - - X 14 

31 Cl H 66 X0 37 T5 76 0 - - L 15 

32 Co H 24 X0 28 T4 17 0 - - L 9 

33 Co H 37 X0 37 T5 19 0 - - H 11 

34 Cl L 27 X0 14 T5 21 0 - - H 10 

35 Co H 27 X1 28 - - 0 - - L 19 

36 Co L 31 X1 18 - - 1 - - X 6 

37 Cl H 16 X0 18 T4 9 0 - - L 8 

38 D H 43 X0 44 T1 19 0 - - L 13 

39 Co H 36 X0 52 T4 16 0 - - X 32 
 



 52 

 

 

# V. Position sec Retract1 sec Verdict sec Loyalty Honesty Total, min Explain Lawyer 

3 Cl H 16 - - H 6 0 3 12.17 TRUE TRUE 

4 Cl H 7 - - H 5 0 3 15.25 TRUE TRUE 

6 Co X 10 - - L 6 3 0 13.58 TRUE TRUE 

7 Co X 12 - - H 6 1 2 08.31 TRUE TRUE 

8 D X 24 - - H 7 1 2 13.03 TRUE TRUE 

9 D H 6 - - H 6 1 3 11.08 TRUE TRUE 

10 D H 6 - - H 4 0 3 09.04 FALSE FALSE 

11 Cl H 8 - - L 7 2 2 12.57 TRUE TRUE 

12 Co H 19 - - H 9 1 3 14.22 TRUE TRUE 

14 Co X 13 A 8 H 3 0 3 10.58 TRUE TRUE 

15 Cl H 10 - - H 6 1 3 12.21 TRUE TRUE 

16 D X 4 - - H 5 0 1 07.56 TRUE FALSE 

17 Co H 7 - - H 4 1 3 10.02 TRUE TRUE 

18 Cl H 8 - - H 3 1 3 8 TRUE FALSE 

19 Co X 11 - - L 3 3 0 08.18 TRUE TRUE 

20 D X 11 - - L 13 1 2 11.06 TRUE TRUE 

21 Cl X 5 - - H 4 1 2 19.57 TRUE TRUE 

22 D X 18 - - H 8 0 2 13.04 TRUE TRUE 

23 D H 4 - - H 4 2 2 07.31 TRUE TRUE 

24 D X 15 - - H 7 1 2 13.26 TRUE TRUE 

25 Cl H 4 - - H 4 1 3 12.16 TRUE TRUE 

26 Cl H 5 - - H 4 0 3 08.33 TRUE TRUE 

27 Cl H 4 - - H 4 0 3 14.19 TRUE TRUE 

28 D H 16 - - H 27 1 3 12.17 TRUE TRUE 

29 D H 14 - - H 4 1 3 17.32 TRUE TRUE 

30 D H 5 - - H 3 0 3 09.26 TRUE TRUE 

31 Cl H 13 - - H 27 1 3 16.07 TRUE TRUE 

32 Co H 6 - - H 6 1 3 08.04 TRUE TRUE 

33 Co H 5 - - H 4 0 4 09.06 TRUE TRUE 

34 Cl H 7 C 5 H 3 1 3 09.11 TRUE TRUE 

35 Co H 5 - - H 5 1 3 10.02 TRUE TRUE 

36 Co H 4 - - H 3 1 2 07.04 TRUE FALSE 

37 Cl H 4 - - H 5 1 3 08.01 TRUE TRUE 

38 D H 9 - - H 3 1 3 12.27 TRUE TRUE 

39 Co H 12 - - H 6 0 3 13.48 TRUE FALSE 
 


