Planning a Story:
Tracking Player Choices to Determine Player
Preference

A thesis submitted for the degree
of Honours in Software Engineering of
the Australian National University

David Cowley

October 21, 2015

2

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for the award of
any other degree or diploma in any university. To the best of the author’s
knowledge and belief, it contains no material previously published or written
by another person, except where due reference is made in the text.

David Cowley
October 21, 2015

Contents
Summary of Thesis

iii

Acknowledgements

v

1 Introduction

1

2 Background Material and Related Work
2.1 Narrative Design . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2.1.1 Bruner’s Features of Narrative . .
2.1.2 Interactive Narratives . . . . . . .
2.2 Narrative Generation . . . . . . . . . . .
2.2.1 Simulation . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2.2.2 Structured . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Suspense . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2.2.3 Reader Modelling . . . . . . . . .
Reader-Based Model . . . . . . .
Other Elements . . . . . . . . . .
Player Modelling . . . . . . . . .
Plan Recognition . . . . . . . . .
2.3 Motivational Psychology . . . . . . . . .
2.3.1 Maslow’s Basic Needs . . . . . . .
2.3.2 E.R.G Theory . . . . . . . . . . .
2.3.3 Reiss’ Sixteen Motivators . . . . .

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

3
5
6
8
11
11
13
14
15
16
17
19
19
21
22
24
26

3 Project Overview
29
3.1 Prototype Design . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
3.1.1 Fabula . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
3.1.2 Motivators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
i

ii

CONTENTS
3.1.3
3.1.4
3.1.5
3.2

3.3

Narrative Implementation
Narrative Generation . . .
Variation Selection . . . .
Variation Retrieval . . . .
Preliminary Analysis . . . . . . .
3.2.1 Correlation . . . . . . . .
3.2.2 Distribution . . . . . . . .
Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
3.3.1 Participants . . . . . . . .
3.3.2 Variation Alternatatives .
3.3.3 Assign Motivators . . . . .
3.3.4 Repeated Participation . .

4 Results
4.1 Matches . . . . . . . .
4.2 Repeat Participants . .
4.3 Variation Events . . .
4.4 Motivator Assignment

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

40
47
50
54
55
55
59
66
68
69
72
75

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.

77
78
79
81
84

5 Conclusion

87

Appendices

89

A References

91

B Interactive Game Passages

95

C Player Choices

105

D Variation Events

109

E Participant Information Sheet

111

F Results

115

Summary of Thesis
This paper aims to prove and quantify a link between the actions of a
player in an interactive narrative and their preferences for narrative content.
It uses existing theories in narrative design, narrative generation and behavioural psychology to design, build and evaluate a system of interactive
fiction that generates varying narrative content based on a player’s actions.
The proposed system uses a modified version of Bailey’s Reader-Based Model
that implements interactive elements and Reiss’ Theory of Sixteen Motivators to select different content based on predicted player preferences. A webbased implementation of the prototype was created, and the results from a
preliminary study using the prototype show positive but inconclusive results.
Further development of the prototype and additional studies are required to
successfully prove or refute this hypothesis.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Narrative as a form of entertainment or instruction has always been a part
of human culture, and the most important character in every narrative is the
storyteller themselves. An important part of oral narrative discourse is the
way that the storyteller can react to the audience responses, and tailor the
content accordingly. However, with the mass production of narratives, via
books, film, and more recently, video games, the potential for this immediate
interaction has been reduced. The static nature of these media means that
the opportunity for an author to change the content of their narrative while
the reader is consuming it has been removed entirely. Improvements in software capabilities have, however, allowed for interactive narrative media to
become more advanced. Systems that use software as a storyteller to create
dynamic and personal narratives have become successful as both technology
and design concepts improve.
Narrative generation (the creation of narrative without the direct input of a
human author) uses software to great effect in creating a significant number
of different variations around a central narrative. The process of determining
the quality of a generated narrative variation is difficult, however, as the various elements that define what makes a narrative ‘good’ are often personal
and always complex. The variations generated may make logical sense, but
as they lack typical narrative elements like conflict and focussed character
development they are more akin to lists of sequential events, rather than a
coherent narrative.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

A process that incorporates these narrative elements in its generation improves the overall quality of the variations produced. Furthermore, interactive fiction can build on this concept by integrating player actions. By
interpreting a player’s actions, it may be possible to tailor the narrative generation process to create content specifically for that player. This would
result in more interesting, relevant and dynamic narrative content for each
player.

This paper hypothesises that a player’s actions can be used to understand
their preferences for different types of narrative content. The prototype of
an interactive fiction game is outlined, as well as an overview of the study of
volunteer participants. The results of this study are then used to test both
the core hypotheses and the validity of the game prototype more generally.
Section 2 of this paper outlines a variety of background concepts and related
works, including narrative theory, a classification of the types of interactive
fiction, narrative generation concepts and psychological theories.
Section 3 covers the interactive fiction prototype and subsequent testing
of the hypothesis that a player’s actions can be used to determine the narrative content they would prefer.
Section 4 contains analysis of the results with conclusions about the main
hypothesis, the quality of the prototype and the merit of the study.

Chapter 2
Background Material and
Related Work
This section will provide a discussion and analysis of various relevant background materials.
Section 2.1 will cover both the features of traditional narrative design, and
the way that these theories are applied to interactive fiction specifically. An
examination of Bruner’s theory of narrative features, as well as the distinction between Syuzhet (medium) and Fabula (content), are vital in further
discussions in the paper. Szilas’ categorisation of the styles of interactive
fiction provides an understanding of the field as it currently exists, the issues
of the styles and how these styles can evolve.
Section 2.2 discusses the ways that narrative generation is used to create the Fabula of a narrative. Building on Szilas’ styles of interactive fiction,
a discussion of the way that simulated and structured generation aligns with
Bruner’s narrative features provides insight into how structured narrative
generation can be improved upon. The core concept of Bailey’s ReaderBased Modelling is also introduced.

3
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Section 2.3 compares and contrasts the different motivational theories of
Maslow, Alderfer and Reiss in relation to their usefulness for this prototype.
Maslow attempts to generalise motivations to only seven unique tiered components, leading to and leaning on each other. Alderfer, building on Maslow’s
theories, reduces the number of motivations to only three, in an attempt to
minimise overlap even further. Reiss, on the other hand, presents sixteen
unique motivators that can be used both to define an action, and also a
person. The functionality that Reiss’ theory allows for in the prototype’s
implementation makes it the best theory for this project.

2.1. NARRATIVE DESIGN

2.1

5

Narrative Design

The study of narratives has long been a focus of those who wish to build
better and more successful stories. Since a major component of a narrative is the medium in which it is presented, generalising the core of what a
narrative is has been difficult to disentangle from the medium in which it
occurs. A group of literary theorists known as the Russion Formalists split
narrative into two distinct areas: Syuzhet, the way that the narrative is told,
and Fabula, the events of the narrative (Behler, 2001). This theory remains
influential to literary study to this day.

6
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2.1.1

Bruner’s Features of Narrative

Narratives in interactive fiction have so far been relatively confined. When
considering the application of narrative design into what is, in many ways,
an entirely new medium, it is important to return to narrative as a more
basic concept. Therefore, instead of examining specific cases of narrative
implementation in particular media, we need to define a more abstract narrative construct. This paper will use the theories of Bruner (1991). Bruner’s
theories, outlined in his 1991 paper The Narrative Construction of Reality,
rationalise narrative into ten distinct features, each of which is integral to
the creation of narrative. These ten features are:
1. Narrative Diachronicity: a narrative occurs over time.
2. Particularity: a narrative is made up of events.
3. Intentional State Entailment: a narrative includes characters that
make intentional actions.
4. Hermeneutic Composability: a narrative is created to be interpreted
by the reader.
5. Canonicity and Breach: a narrative includes irregular components.
6. Referentiality: a narrative includes points of reference for the reader.
7. Genericness: a narrative’s genre defines both the content and the
reader’s approach.
8. Normativeness: a narrative remains within expected boundaries.
9. Context Sensitivity and Negotiability: a narrative may have a variety
of perspectives.
10. Narrative Accrual : narratives group together to become tradition.
While all of these features are an exhaustive explanation of a narrative, some
are particularly relevant to this paper and prototype.
Intentional State Entailment is a fundamental concept in narratives. The
idea that the characters in the story all behave in a way that is reasonably
motivated is what helps us to understand the progression of a narrative in
a more personal way. These actions are what ultimately drive the narrative
forward, and their logical and individual behaviour not only allow the reader
to believe in the character’s motivations, but also to invest emotionally with
the events of the story.
Canonicity and Breach makes an interesting point about the purpose of

2.1. NARRATIVE DESIGN
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narratives in general. This feature echoes linguistic theories of what makes a
narrative worth telling, by establishing an understood setting for the reader,
and then breaching that with a twist on events. Bruner simplifies this feature, using literary theorist Roman Jakobson’s words, “to make the ordinary
strange” (Todorov, 1977). Identifying the purpose of the narrative in general
is vital to the successful creation of good story.
Genericness is another interesting expansion upon a fundamental concept of narrative. The genre that a narrative fits into is the driving force
behind its content, but Bruner also explains that the genre of a narrative
guides the reader’s approach to it. For example, a murder mystery novel will
always keep the reader looking for evidence and motives, simply because of
the reader’s mindset whilst reading. This idea also plays into the previous
feature of Canonicity and Breach, as the breach in what is expected in the
narrative can be based not only on content, but also genre itself.
Normativeness too focusses on the expected norms of the audience, but
instead of breaking them, conforms in order to maintain relatability. This
balances the features of Referentiality and Canonicity and Breach, so that
while the narrative remains unexpected, it doesn’t become ridiculous. Bruner
explains that this feature is the most inconsistent, fluctuating as culture and
audiences change. Truly timeless narratives are rare because of this dependence on the time and circumstances of their creation.
These features in particular are relevant to the other discussions in this section, as well as the development and evaluation of my prototype.
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2.1.2

Interactive Narratives

The analysis of the existing styles of narrative in interactive medium, particularly video games, is important for the design process of this prototype.
The development of interactive narratives has developed into several distinct
branches. A 1999 article by Szilas outlining a new design for interactive
drama first overviews these different categories very succinctly. He defines
them as:
Branching
Branching narratives involve the player making choices that result in
the narrative taking different paths. The number of possible paths, however,
is very limited, as the author must handcraft each path individually. This
results in far fewer variations, but each being more developed and better
produced. An example of this style is in Telltale’s episodic adventure The
Walking Dead (2012). Early in the narrative, the player is forced to choose
between rescuing two different characters. The choice that the player makes
results in different characters joining the player further into the game. Essentially this creates two distinct narratives, one with each character that
survived. However, maintaining these two narratives for the whole game requires more significant resources than would be needed for only one. This
results in ‘narrative bloat’; the idea that more branches considerably increases the scale of the narrative overall. In the example of The Walking
Dead, the two deviating narratives quickly converge with the death of the
character who survived. This practice of convergence is common practice for
this type of narrative to control the scale of the branching narrative.
Superposed
Superposed narratives take a far less interactive approach to narrative. This usually involves a clear distinction between player actions and the
narrative of the game, usually forcing the player to perform in a particular
way. This type of interactivity is prevalent in puzzle games, where the narrative will not continue until the puzzle has been completed. In reality, this is
barely an interactive narrative at all. The puzzles in these games instead act
as obstacles that the player must overcome in order to continue the story.
Therefore, the player’s actions only effect the pacing of the story, not the
content.

2.1. NARRATIVE DESIGN
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Simulation
Simulation narratives involve far less direction than the other categories. This variety of drama is mechanically driven, with narrative either
superposed above or non-existent entirely. The best example of this is the
immensely popular adventure game Minecraft (2011). There is absolutely no
story whatsoever, so the player is simply left to interact with the mechanics
of the world as they see fit. The outcome from this lack of actual narrative
is that the players themselves build their own narrative around their actions
within the world. This concept is called an Emergent Narrative (Janalta Interactive, 2015). The player’s personal story results in a far more emotional
response to the game than one would expect a mechanics-focussed game to
produce. While the player forms a strong attachment to their creations in
these simulations, there is very little opportunity for the creator of such a
game to direct the narrative into more interesting story developments. Leaving the progression and direction of the narrative entirely up to the user
leaves the author no control over the narrative content, essentially removing
the need for authorship entirely.
Some games also mix these styles based on their own style of narrative and
gameplay. Typically, real-time strategy games rely on a superposed narrative
that links the individual levels together, which in themselves are more similar
to simulation narratives. While the player is given opportunity to advance
their progress and narrative in an individual level, any deviation from the
main narrative, like an important character death or a mission failure, forces
the player to try again. While the player is allowed freedom to approach the
problem any way they choose, the end result must still conform to the overall
narrative.
In addition to Szilas’ categories, there is an additional narrative style that is
relevant to the design of any new interactive fiction when compared to other
narrative medium. Cinematic games are a type of branching narrative where
much of the player control in the game is removed in favour of a more film-like
style and narrative direction. This style is notable for its use of many film
techniques like cinematography and lighting. This style is a great example of
how treating interactive media as if it were static limits the potential of the
interactivity. In these games, the player still gets to make choices or actions
for a character or characters, but their occurrence and scope is very limited
due to the handcrafted nature of the film-like elements. Essentially, this style

10 CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND MATERIAL AND RELATED WORK
encounters an even more pronounced version of the ‘narrative bloat’ problem that occurs in the branching narrative style. The resources required for
the extra cinematic elements mean that more than a few short divergences
in narrative becomes extremely costly. These cinematic games, while often
containing engaging narratives, are effectively limited in their potential to
harness interactive elements.

When considering the interactive elements of Szilias’ categories of narratives,
it is important to return to a fundamental understanding of narrative, in this
case Bruner’s features. In particular Bruner’s narrative feature of Genericness is very important when considering the way that the player interacts
with any game. For example, the way that a player approaches a classic
first-person shooter game is incredibly different to their approach in a horror game, despite any similarities in presentation. The fact that the player
expects jump-scares around every corner makes them much more hesitant,
while the empowerment so integral to shooter games inspires a much more
reckless approach. In interactive narratives, the expectations of the player
drives their actions, which in turn drives the story’s progression, making this
expectation of the content based on the genre even more important in interactive medium. An excellent example of this is the narrative adventure game
Gone Home (2013). While the game was marketed as a supernatural horror
game and contained the atmospheric elements commonly seen in the genre,
the game contained none of the other horror elements. As players came to
the experience with an expectation for horror, the way they interacted with
the story was drastically different than other similar games (TotalBiscuit,
The Cynical Brit, 2015). This is a great example of how trying to keep the
genre unexpected interfered with the Genericness of the game, and resulted
in vastly different player interactions with the game.

2.2. NARRATIVE GENERATION

2.2

11

Narrative Generation

Narrative generation is the process of using software, instead of a human
author, to create different narratives. In the same way that the Russian Formalists split narrative into Syuzhet (medium) and Fabula (content), narrative
generation too is split into the presentation of the narrative, and the events
of the narrative itself. As the creation of Fabula that the player would prefer
is the focus of project, this discussion of narrative generation will therefore
focus on the different styles of generating story content only.
In general, the different styles of narrative generation cohere with Szilas’
categorisation of the different types of interactive narratives. Superposed
narratives, which contain no narrative variation at all, are built on a static
narrative, so therefore have no room to incorporate narrative generation.
Simulation and Branching narrative, on the other hand, provide much scope
for the inclusion of narrative generation techniques. Simulation narratives,
which focus more on mechanical interaction than authored content, are perfect for software constructions. Creating the rules for action and letting the
simulated world act according to these rules results in complex calculations
that can be easily performed. Branching narratives, on the other hand, can
impose a narrative structure onto the simulated world created by narrative
generation to create a more tangible and focussed story. However, this inherently trades the scope and freedom of the simulation for the structure of
a more authored narrative. These different systems provide the groundwork
for any further development in the field of narrative generation.

2.2.1

Simulation

The most fundamental form of narrative generation is the creation of a simulated world. While the content and initial setup for each world may vary,
all contain a strict set of rules about the world and a number of characters
that can interact with the world and each other in a number of ways. The
simulation is usually focussed on these characters, with the decision processes
behind each character’s actions being defined by some number of stimuli and
some internal logical algorithm. This internal logic, or number of Character
Goals, is what provides each character with the agency to act, and the narrative is then built by the changes in the world and these actions.

12 CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND MATERIAL AND RELATED WORK
This is the essence of Bruner’s narrative feature of Intentional State Entailment. Creating a cast of characters that exist and perform actions based
on their own personalities and Character Goals creates a simulated world
that progresses and advances as each of these characters act. In this sense,
this simulated world is comparable to a narrative. Indeed, this kind of simulation exhibits this feature far more than any conventional narrative. The
actions of the characters are the major driving force behind the progression
of the world, while other narratives have an overall structure that controls
the events.
In effect, this simulation model is generating an individual narrative for each
of the characters, providing a reasoned progression based on personal motives and the actions of others. However, the reasoning behind a character’s
actions, while easily calculated by the generation process, is often incomprehensible from only the actions themselves. Sengers (1999) discusses the
use of various techniques in a character’s behavioural processing to make
the actions of that character more directly relatable to their motivations and
therefore more understandable. This serves to change the actions of a character from a progression that is logically sound for the system but unclear to
the reader, to a narrative of reasoned and related actions that is easy to understand. This makes the behaviour of each character a story in its own right.
However, any simulation that has multiple characters existing in a single
world quickly becomes unfocussed and chaotic. A lack of overall narrative
structure to the world makes it impossible for the reader to fashion these
events as a whole into a cohesive story. In fact, following the definition of
Bruner’s narrative feature of Canonicity and Breach, this type of generation
only produces the ordinary world, without the strange or interesting occurring at all. Due to this, the distinctly disparate actions of each character
cannot be interpreted as a narrative at all. However, the generation of the
character actions within a simulated world is the bedrock on which more
cohesive narrative generation models are built.

2.2. NARRATIVE GENERATION
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Structured

In order to turn the chaos of a simulated world into a cohesive story, the
narrative generation process must include some form of target world states,
or Author Goals (Riedl, 2009), that advance the story in a meaningful way.
In the simulated world, the success or failure of a given Character’s Goals
is completely arbitrary, based so much on other character’s actions that it
seems random. In the structured narrative generation model however, the
success or failure of each Character’s Goals contributes to the progression
of the world towards one of the Author Goals. This means that instead of
the world developing in an indiscriminate way, there is always a structured
progression towards some narrative purpose.
The process of adding this structural layer upon the simulation is performed
with a planning system, as well as some form of control module to provide additional or more specific control. The planning system acts as an additional
character agency algorithm, so that a character’s actions are decided by their
own internal algorithms as well as the larger planner. The additional control
modules are usually focussed with creating tangential Author Goals or other
narrative features. However, a 2010 paper by Porteus et al. argues that the
inclusion of these additional control modules is often employed despite the
fact that the same could be achieved with a better implementation of the
planning system. Including all of the structured control algorithms within a
single planner not only reduces complexity of the system as a whole, but also
allows for better integration of these otherwise disparate elements. Either
way, the planning system is the main method used to implement the Author
Goals onto the existing simulation generation for better narrative control.
While using these Author Goals improves the quality of the story produced,
any attempts to reach these new goals risk forcing characters to perform
actions that seem incoherent. Riedl Young (2010), in their discussion of
character intentionality, outline a narrative planner that fulfils the Author
Goals of the narrative without jeopardising a character’s credibility. That is
to say, an individual will not do anything out of character simply to satisfy
the Author Goals of the narrative. This is crucial in maintaining the reader’s
engagement in the story by reinforcing a character’s believability through
coherent and understandable actions. This builds on the concept of understandable character narrative from Sengers, and ensures that the inclusion
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of the Author Goals does not reintroduce incomprehensible actions. It is important to note, however, that while balancing character and Author Goals
to maintain character intentionality is important, there can still be conflict
between goals.
For example, any Author Goal that includes the death of a character is likely
to be in conflict with that character’s own goal to remain alive. To keep
a character’s intentionality intact, that character should not kill themselves
simply to fulfil that Author Goal. On the other hand, any actions taken by
the character to avoid their death must be unsuccessful, so that that Author
Goal is achieved. By balancing the Character Goals in the simulation-based
model with the new Author Goals in the structured model, the quality of the
generated narrative can be improved without sacrificing character intentionality and believability.
Suspense
In addition to creating more cohesive narratives, the addition of Author Goals
allows for the inclusion of other narrative techniques to improve the quality
and engagement of the story. Cheong Young (2008) discuss a system that
incorporates the addition of suspense in a generated narrative. By measuring potential suspense of any selected action by its effect on the protagonist’s
goals, the system can attempt to maximise the engagement of the story with
varying degrees of suspense. For example, any event that endangers the protagonist of the narrative heightens the sense of suspense for the reader. By
including similar events at intervals throughout the narrative, this system
can maintain the suspense, and therefore engagement of the narrative.
This system builds on the structure of Author Goals by also considering the
reader’s reaction to certain events in the story. While the Character and Author Goals are still used to generate the narrative, the inclusion of suspense
serves to improve the quality of the story by introducing classic narrative
techniques to the generation process. The preliminary results from Cheong
Young’s evaluation of their system show that their design was successful in
improving the suspense and engagement of the generated narratives. It is
likely that the suspense proven by Cheong and Young‘s testing will only be
amplified by merging the player and protagonist.

2.2. NARRATIVE GENERATION
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Reader Modelling

The concept of including elements of interactive fiction into the narrative
generation process remains mostly unexplored, however. Usually, the inclusion of interactivity into a medium still usually follows the trend of Branching
narratives. For example, the 2010 paper by Porteus et al. includes the incorporation of narrative planning systems in interactive storytelling only by
allowing the planner to re-plan in real time. There is no attempt to incorporate the response of the user into the planning process itself.
This leads to the concept of reader modelling; that is, attempting to understand the player based on their actions, and using that understanding to
generate quality content for them. Essentially, this replaces the concept of
Author Goals with the idea of Reader Goals.
Bailey (1999), in his discussion about creating quality stories from the perspective of the reader, outlines a model for narrative generation that focusses
on the user’s experience. This model is related to but distinct from the structured story model, because the narrative that is generated is not constrained
by a pre-defined plot, as in structured narratives, but advances the story
based on providing the best narrative for the reader. This focus on the
reader makes this model more attractive when considering applications into
interactive fiction.
Bailey begins his paper by outlining his primary assumption that “the appropriate reaction of the reader to a story is presented as an essential determinant
of the story’s success”. This builds on the concept of Reader-Response Criticism, where the reader has a considerable impact on both the nature and
quality of the work (see the various works of Holland, Fish, and others). This
primary assumption is core to his development in his narrative generation
model, but is even more crucial when considering adding this generation to
interactive storytelling. The player’s role in driving the story in interactive
fiction, as well as the narrative freedom that narrative generation provides,
makes the reader’s reaction even more decisive in the quality of the story.
Bailey’s assumption that drives his model’s design is highly important when
considering the addition of interactive elements to narrative generation.
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When discussing the existing model archetypes for narrative generation,
Bailey notes that he is omitting interactive story-generation, as the different
methods and aims involved make it distinct from non-interactive designs.
However, many of the design concepts remain the same (as discussed in
Section 2.1.2), and a variety of the same problems that confront interactive
narrative generation are also relevant in non-interactive designs. Rather than
being distinct, interactive fiction simply adds a number of additional elements
to the narrative generation process, which create a number of benefits and
potential problems. Therefore, the model that Bailey proposes and the ideas
that he discusses provide a vital foundation to which the interactive elements
can be added.
Reader-Based Model
Bailey’s paper continues by describing a reader-based model, where the content of the story is selected from a large pool of alternatives to provide the
best overall narrative for the reader. The focus on selecting what is best for
the reader is the most crucial element of this model. A major problem with
narrative generation is its failure to consider the quality of the story from
the reader’s perspective. This can often lead to narratives that are illogical or incoherent. This problem is partially solved by the inclusion of the
structured style of narrative generation as outlined in Section 2.2.2. The
structure of the narrative becomes more focused and far less disjointed. This
style, however, has a major downside of limiting narrative interactivity by
the player. The amount of freedom of player choice is severely reduced, as the
narrative is forced to remain consistent with the planned structure. Bailey’s
reader-based model, alternatively, focusses the structure of the narrative not
on some predefined author goals, but on goals specific to the reader. This
allows the reader the freedom to make disparate choices, while still creating
the narrative in a structured and coherent way. By focussing the generation
of the story on the reader, rather than on the simulated world or defined story
grammar, the story can better include more consistent and personal elements.
This reader-based model, however, is hindered by its dependency on the
construction of an ‘imagined reader’. This is a fabricated representation of
the reader, including knowledge, questions and expectations, which are used
to select the best story content based on those components. This reliance on
the quality of the generated representation can cause a number of potential
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risks, the most notable of which is the potential of incorrect assumptions
on the author’s behalf. For example, Bailey’s reader-based model measures
the strength of an expectation with a complex relation of premises and inferences, but which is ultimately based on assumptions made by the author.
This inherently risks creating a story that makes sense for the author, but
which is uninteresting for the reader.
Interactive fiction, on the other hand, can reduce the scale of these risks
by instead inferring many of the elements in the reader representation directly from player’s actions. In the same example, the way that the system
could manage expectations changes significantly. Instead of calculating the
strength of a given expectation in isolation, it is instead possible to incorporate the previous actions of the player into this calculation. By including
information that is specific to the user rather than designed by the author,
the risk of incorrect assumptions by the author is reduced. Generalising
this idea, the inclusion of feedback from player’s actions into all elements
of Bailey’s reader-based model improves the accuracy and individuality of
the ‘imagined reader’, which will improved the reader’s experience and the
‘storiness’ of the narrative.
Other Elements
Other aspects of reader modelling also translate well into interactive fiction.
Bailey’s discussions of questions that emerge from assertions and expectations in the story are vitally important in story-driven games. Having direct
player involvement in the story means that these questions drive the action
of the player, as they attempt to answer them. The scale of these questions is
also highly important to the development of the story in Interactive fiction.
Like in conventional narratives, the large mysteries of the story are what
bring the player back. Smaller, more immediate questions, however, are far
more important in driving the narrative in Interactive fiction than in other
narratives. While other conventional narratives can rely on a more passive
engagement, interactive fiction is reliant on the player’s actions to progress
the story. This makes these small questions far more important in advancing
the story. As Bailey puts it, “such questions are a significant aspect of [the
readers] response to a story”. In interactive fiction, this response not only
informs the player’s perception of the story, but also, through their actions,
the path the story takes.
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As mentioned previously, player preferences also have good integration into
interactive fiction elements. By using the previous actions of the player, it is
possible to weigh the strength of the preferences differently, and more personally, for each player. This creates a better representation of what the
player truly prefers, which improves the selection process for story content.
On the other hand, the knowledge structure in the reader-based model is
more difficult. In Bailey’s model, this knowledge base is what defines the
importance of questions and expectations, but with the focus shifted to the
player’s actions, the knowledge base is far less important. This is most
evident when considering the questions. While the knowledge base in the
player’s representation may produce a number of different questions, the
player may only choose to attempt to find an answer to some of them. This
means that the importance of a question is not only affected by the knowledge base that informs it, but also by the actions of the player in the story.
In fact, the actions of the player carry greater weight than the knowledge
base itself. This element of the reader-based model needs significant work
when incorporating elements of interactive fiction.
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Player Modelling
There have been a few examples of the implementation of such a reader modelling system to interactive fiction. Most notably, a 2007 paper by Thue et
al., outlines a system whereby the player of a game is presented with narrative content based on their previous actions. Many of the design elements
of this system rely on similar theories and concepts as provided in this paper.
The system presented in this paper uses the player’s actions to determine
which of five distinct ‘player types’ the player is most likely to belong to.
This is then used to create content that caters for that player’s style of play.
This example uses Robin’s Laws that defines the five player types as Fighters
(who prefer combat), Power Gamers (who prefer gaining special items and
riches), Tacticians (who prefer thinking creatively), Storytellers (who prefer
complex plots) and Method Actors (who prefer to take dramatic actions).
The content that is then provided for the player is based on whether it is
applicable to that player’s measured playstyle. This allows for the generation
of game content that is relevant to each type of player. Such a system could
easily be implemented alongside a system that focusses on the generation of
appropriate narrative content for the player.
Plan Recognition
Reader-based modelling, while closely related to plan recognition, is distinct
in both form and goal. While plan recognition is focussed on attempting to
infer larger long-term goals from different actions, Reader -based modelling is
instead focussed in using these actions in an attempt to predict how the player
will react in a certain situation. Plan recognition could be used to interpret
the goals of the player, and increase suspense by interfering with them, but
cannot be used to understand the player in a more general sense. Reader
modelling relies on the creation of an image of expectations and preferences,
which are not always directly related to goals specifically. While the methods
used to measure user actions remain similar, the way that those actions are
interpreted and used is very different. While dissimilar, plan recognition
could be used in conjunction with a reader-based modelling system, as both
could be used to understand the reader better and create better content for
them.
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Motivational Psychology

The next component needed to design a system that uses player interaction to generate varied content is some way to model the player themselves.
The interactive medium allows a system to track the choices that the player
makes, but in order to create tailored content, we need to understand why
the player made that choice. To do this, we need to first answer the question:
“How do we measure motivation?”.
There are a large number of theories that propose to answer this question.
By dividing up the larger cause of an action into a variety of smaller, unique
categories, it is possible to trace an action to one or more of these ‘motivators’
that trigger it. There is no consensus, however, upon which theory of categorisation is most accurate. This paper will examine the theories proposed
by Maslow, Alderfer and Reiss to determine which is best for this design and
implementation.

The criteria that determine the best theory to be used are threefold. Firstly,
the categories proposed must be sufficiently distinct. There needs to be as
little overlap as possible between the categories, so that they can be measured and implemented individually by the system. Secondly, the categories
need to unambiguous. As they are going to be tied to actions directly, each
category must be able to reflect a specific motivation in its entirety. Finally,
the categories must be able to be used both to define an action, but also to
define the player. The motivations behind each action need to be able to
contribute to building a picture of the player that can be used to generate
content for them. The theory that sufficiently fills these criteria is the best
for this system.
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2.3.1

Maslow’s Basic Needs

An early psychological theory of motivation was put forward by Maslow in
his 1943 paper A Theory of Human Motivation. This theory splits the motivations of people into eight (originally five) distinct categories: Physiological,
Safety, Love, Esteem, Cognitive, Aesthetic, Self-Actualisation and Transcendence. Each category is less urgent than the last, so that the earlier categories
effect action in a more immediate way. The latter categories, on the other
hand, affect long term goals and aspirations, and are more individual than
the former needs. Maslow’s categories provide a broad but unfocussed depiction of the motivations of an individual.
Maslow’s categories can be generally described as:
1. Physiological : The needs of the body, like hunger, thirst and
maintaining body temperature.
2. Safety: A need to preserve physiological needs and avoid illness or
injury.
3. Love (or more accurately, Belonging): A need for social affection and
acceptance with a person or group.
4. Esteem: A need for self-respect and, therefore, respect of others.
5. Cognitive: A need to gain knowledge.
6. Aesthetic: A need to appreciate beauty and form.
7. Self-Actualisation: A need to achieve potential.
8. Transcendence: A need to help other achieve Self-Actualisation.
These categories are focussed on the distinction between the deeper goals
of actions, so the categories are naturally very distinct. There is no overlap between the categories at all, and they cannot be used in conjunction
with each other. Any action can be attributed to a single basic need, and
never more than that. This focus on distinction would make it very easy to
implement into a software system.
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Some of the categories, like Safety, Cognitive and Aesthetic are simple and
relatively easy to generalise into specific actions. On the other hand, Esteem
and Self-Actualisation can result in vast spectrum of action depending on a
personal understanding of these needs. For example, the way that an individual gains respect from another depends vastly both parties involved. One
attempt to gain Esteem might involve an act of vengeance for a perceived injustice, while another could involve a completely selfless action. This makes
it extremely difficult to ascertain the true motivation behind an action. This
will result in a number of discrepancies if this theory is used in the design
for the proposed system.
This theory approaches motivation as in tiers of action, whereby an action
performed by an individual belongs to a single motivation. This means that
the criterion of defining the player is not applicable. While a single action
can be accurately attributed to a motivator, any choice made only defines
the individual at that moment, rather than more generally. This means this
theory cannot be used to generate an understanding of the player in a general
context.
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2.3.2

E.R.G Theory

Another psychological theorist, C. Alderfer, re-examined Maslow’s categorisation of motivation in his 1969 paper, An Empirical Test of a New Theory
of Human Needs. He criticises the fact that Maslow’s categories are based on
incorrect assumptions about the relations between them. Alderfer continues
by proposing a new classification, E.R.G theory, with only three core needs
that are the root of all action. These needs are Existence, Relatedness and
Growth. As Alderfer’s theory is an amendment to Maslow’s theory, these
needs are generalisations of Maslow’s proposed categories given above. The
first category, Existence, covers the basic needs for material and physiological
survival, like hunger and thirst, while the second, Relatedness, encompasses
the myriad of needs surrounding social relationships. Finally, Growth includes all of the more intrinsic motivations surrounding self-improvement,
productivity and achieving a sense of purpose.
A core concept of this theory is that the increase or reduction in fulfilment
of one core need affects the level that others effect action. A basic example of this is that as an Existence need (like hunger) becomes less satisfied,
the desire to satisfy it increases. Another example is that Growth needs
feed upon their success, causing an increased desire to achieve even more.
This method of a mathematical approach of linear relationships lends itself
well to a technological application of this theory. These relationships can be
measured individually, so the criterion of distinctness is well aligned to this
theory.
However, Alderfer’s attempt to reduce overlap between categories has resulted in a much broader classification of motivations. This makes it far
more difficult to accurately and precisely deduce the underlying motivation
behind a given action, and these needs are far more ambiguous. As this
theory is based on the Maslow’s tiers of action, this theory also defines an
individual at an instant, rather than over time. This makes a system that
uses the motivations behind actions to define an individual incompatible with
this theory as well.
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2.3.3

Reiss’ Sixteen Motivators

More recently, the American Psychologist Steven Reiss (2004) conducted
some research into the intrinsic motivations that affect an individual’s actions. Using prior motivational theories, he initially compiled a list of all
previously proposed motivations, and after removing redundancies, provided
this list to a pool of participants over several studies. This original list contained nearly 500 different motivators. The objective of his following studies
was to ask the participants to answer how important each motivator was in
effecting their behaviour. These results were then analysed and grouped, effectively turning this large list of all possible motivators into a much smaller
number of root motivators. This process was balanced to be as encompassing
of the original motivators as possible, while also producing a smaller, but still
reasonable and justifiable, list.
This process resulted in the following sixteen motivators:
Power – The desire to influence others
Independence – The desire for self-reliance
Curiosity – The desire for knowledge
Acceptance – The desire for inclusion
Order – The desire for organisation
Saving – The desire to collect things
Honour – The desire to be loyal to one’s parents and heritage
Idealism – The desire for social justice
Social Contact – The desire for social companionship
Family – The desire to raise one’s own children
Status – The desire for social standing
Vengeance – The desire to get even
Romance - The desire for sex and beauty
Eating – The desire to consume food
Physical Activity – The desire to exercise muscles
Tranquility - The desire for emotional calm
(As summarised by Bizpart, 2013)
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Each of these motivators can be used to justify an individual action. For
example, eating a meal is directly linked to the Eating motivator. Unlike the
previous theories examined however, an action can be effected by more than
one motivator. For example, while eating a meal is motivated by Eating,
a meal shared with friends and family becomes additionally motivated by
Honour, Social Contact, Family and/or Romance. The ability of this theory
to define an action based on multiple core motivators provides opportunity
both for more intricate understanding and the reduction in possible misunderstanding. This broadening of the definition of an action is integral in the
potential of this theory in the integration of this prototype.
More importantly, the method used by Reiss to gather these motivators is
critical to this theory’s implementation. By asking the study participants
how much each motivator affects them generally, this theory can be used to
build a profile of the individual. This is a vital component for this prototype,
as in order to truly create custom narrative content for the player, the system
must be able to build a profile of the player. Reiss’ system allows the use of
these motivators as a definition of an individual, based on how much each
motivator affects them.
For a software implementation of this system, there must also be very little overlap between the motivations. The distinction between correlation
between motivators and overlap of actions effected is crucial. It must be possible to have a single actions effected by several different motivators, while
ensuring that presence of one motivator does not require or exclude another.
Correlation analysis performed by Havercamp (1998) showed that the average correlation among Reiss’ motivators was approximately 0.15, while 81%
were less than the absolute value of 0.2. This proves that these motivators
are mostly distinct, allowing for an implementation that tracks each of them
independently.
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Additionally, the list of sixteen motivators is much more manageable and
usable than the original, uncondensed one of over 500. While the original
list might result in a more comprehensive understanding of the psychology of
player actions, its massive scale makes successfully measuring the motivators
impossible. An unreasonable amount of actions would need to be observed
to in order to gather enough data to properly understand the player’s tendencies towards each motivator. Measuring the player’s personality with this
list of only sixteen is much more feasible.

As well as the above features, the way that Reiss produced and validated
his theory makes it more attractive for this prototype than either Maslow’s
or Alderfer’s. The use of several studies with large and varying populations
makes this theory far more empirical. The inclusion of various methods of
validation, including application to different areas, comparisons with other
theories and other data analysis gives it a more grounded justification. Therefore, Reiss’ theory will be used in this project.

Chapter 3
Project Overview
The aim of this project is to prove a hypothesis related to interactive narratives and narrative generation.

Primary Hypothesis:
The player of interactive fiction will (through their actions) project a
particular personality onto the player-controlled character, and the player
will have a preference for narrative content that remains consistent with
that personality.
This personality can be measured adequately using Reiss’ theory of
motivators.
The testing of this hypothesis involved the creation of an interactive fiction game, which allows the player to make different choices for a player
controlled character, and through those choices express that character’s personality. The system records the choices made, then estimates the character’s
personality based on these choices and attempts to predict the narrative content the player would prefer.
The interactive story game and narrative preference prediction system are
then tested in a user study of player participants to confirm that the system
can consistently predict the narrative variation that the user will prefer.
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The participant of the study is presented with the choice-based, textbased interactive game that allows for choices to be made that express the
player character’s personality. At the half-way point of the narrative, the interactive part ends, and the player is presented with three conclusions to the
narrative. One of the conclusions is selected by the prediction system, while
the other two are random. The player is asked to select which of the three
variations they prefer as the conclusion for the narrative. The variation that
they choose is reflective of their preference towards each of the narratives
presented.
The main outcome from this study will be whether or not the player consistently chooses the variation that the prediction system selected, i.e. that the
system can consistently predict the player’s preference based on their choices.
Main Outcome:
At what frequency is the developed system able to predict which variation
the player will prefer?
As the implementation of the system involves a choice between three variations, the baseline frequency for this outcome will be approximately 33% (see
Section 3.3.2). Any result significantly higher than this indicates that the
system is more consistently predicting the choice that the player will make.

However, as the testing of this hypothesis involves the creation of and reliance on a software system, there are also a number of supporting hypotheses that also need to be tested. These are related to the correct and valid
implementation of the system.
Specific Supporting Hypotheses:
A player that repeats the game will behave in the same way as a player
who plays it for the first time.
Each component of a variation contributes to whether or not that variation
is chosen.
The weightings of motivators assigned to each player choice reflect most
players’ reasoning behind that choice.
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Information to test these hypotheses is gathered from the study via general information and a feedback process (see Section 3.3). If these hypotheses are proven by the additional results of the study, then the system
is correct and valid. However, if they are proven invalid, the system needs
to be improved before the system can be used to prove or refute the main
hypothesis.
The last of these hypotheses is directly related to a risk outlined in the
discussion of Bailey’s Reader-Based Model from Section 2.2.3. This is the
risk that the author may make incorrect assumptions about the way that
the system should interpret the reader. As this design is built upon the
same reader-based model, this risk remains in this prototype. The motivator
values attributed to each choice and each story element were determined individually and in isolation. It is possible that the motivators assigned might
not be aligned to the player’s actual motivation. This means that there is
a considerable risk that the system might misunderstand the motives of the
players, and fail to predict the narrative content they would prefer. This
potential failure of the system is tested specifically by this last supporting
hypothesis.
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There is one other major supporting hypothesis that, while still potentially relevant, is much harder to measure or control.
Other Supporting Hypothesis:
Each player makes their choices to reflect the personality of the
player-controlled character.
As this study focusses on using the player’s choices to understand their preferences, it is assumed that these choices do indeed reflect the player’s perception of their character. Otherwise, the information gathered about these
choices is entirely irrelevant. So, if the player makes choices randomly or
not to express a consistent character, then those choices cannot be properly
used to understand the player’s preferences. This is an inherent risk when
performing a self-selected study. A closely observed, laboratory study would
allow for better control of this hypothesis through better observation and
supervision of participants, but would result in far fewer participants for this
project. As many of the Specific Supporting Hypotheses require a high frequency of relevant results to prove, an anonymous online study with this risk
present is optimal to obtain a larger results set.

There are, therefore, three possible results from this project. Firstly, if any
of the supporting hypotheses are proven false, then more development of the
system and further studies need to occur. The improvement of the system
needs to take place before any meaningful examination of the primary hypothesis can occur. The areas that require improvement will be evident from
the analysis of the results obtained from these studies.
Once the system is proven correct and valid by the verification of each supporting hypothesis, then the main outcome of the study can be used to prove
or refute the primary hypothesis. If the main outcome indicates consistent
prediction by the system, then the primary hypothesis is proven. If not, then
the primary hypothesis is refuted.
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Prototype Design

As the main part of testing the primary hypothesis is a system that can
predict player preferences, the design of the prediction system was the first
course of action. The features of the system to be tested can be split into
three distinct components.
Firstly, there needs to be a section whereby the system can record the actions
of the player. In this prototype, this component is a text-based choice-driven
game. The player is provided with a relatively freeform social situation, allowing them to converse with other characters and exhibit their protagonist’s
personality.
Next, there needs to be a generator that creates a number of different
narrative variations that continue the narrative from the interactive game
component. This selects all possible combinations of a list of predefined
events, and compiles them into unique fabula, or list of narrative events.
Finally, there is a heuristic that selects which of the fabula of events that
were generated is most appropriate for the player, based on the character’s
personality that is estimated from the choices made in the game. This is
achieved by finding the generated variation that most closely matches this
measured personality. This is the most important component of this prototype, as its success proves the main hypothesis, i.e. that there exists a
correlation between player choices in the game and the player’s preference
towards different narrative variations.
With these core concepts in mind, several versions of a general narrative
were drafted. These had to cohere with the narrative theories already discussed (see Section 2.1), as well as contain scope for the application of
both the choice-based game and the narrative generator. The final setting
and general fabula was decided upon, and is outlined in Section 3.1.1.
A modified version of Reiss’ Theory of Sixteen Motivators (see Section
2.3.3) was created to fit the narrative. Some of the original motivators
were either not relevant or core to the plot, so they were not included in this
prototype. The motivators included are described by definitions specific to
the narrative of this prototype in Section 3.1.2.
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The interactive story game itself was developed using the Twine interactive fiction creation software, which includes a variety of important features
for the implementation of this prototype (see Section 3.1.3). The player’s
choices in the game contribute to their character’s personality as measured
by the system.
The generator, using a set of narrative events and a framework of how
they fit together, creates a list of possible alternative variations. As each
narrative event is associated with a number of Reiss’ motivators in greater or
lesser degrees, each variation can also be expressed by these motivators. The
definitions of these events, and the way they are joined to create a variation
is outlined in Section 3.1.3.
Finally, the selection heuristic matches each potential set of player choices
with the best variation for that player. This uses a normalisation process to
allow the easy comparison between the measured personality of the player
character and each of the potential narrative variations, and chooses the closest variation based on a weighted edit distance system (see Section 3.1.6).
This way, the personality that the player projects onto their character can
be used to find story content which that player prefers.
Section 3.3 describes the study in which the system was used.
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Fabula

The fabula (content) of the narrative puts the player in control of an ordinary individual on their way to a nearby café. When they enter the café,
however, they discover that it is deserted, and there is a large strange portal
in the centre of the room. They are magically pulled through it, and are
transported to another dimension.
It is important to establish that the protagonist as an individual that
the player can project onto. They are given no background or personality of
any kind. This provides the foundation for the player to influence the protagonist’s character in whatever way they see fit. The introduction grounded in
reality is important to establish Bruner’s concept to Canonicity and Breach.
By setting up the world as ordinary, the events can be more interesting, and
more relatable by an ordinary player.
Shortly after the protagonist arrives in the other dimension, they are joined
by a group who call themselves the Demonic First Responders (DFR). They
introduce themselves, and explain they are there to close the portal that
pulled you and many other people into this other dimension.
This section includes limited interaction, mostly to introduce the concept of player choices to those players who may not be familiar with this
style of interactive fiction. These choices are not used to define the protagonist’s personality.
While the other members of the DFR busy themselves, the protagonist is
provided the opportunity to ask a variety of questions of their leader. These
questions cover a variety of topics.
This is the main content of the interactive narrative. As the protagonist
discusses these topics, the player is making choices about their character’s
responses. These choices are what allow the player to express their character’s personality. What the player chooses their character to say defines
their character. The implementation of these questions and choices and some
specific examples are provided in Section 3.1.3.
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After all of the questions have been asked, the player is given one final choice,
whether to stick with the DFR, or whether to progress through this dimension alone.
This creates two distinct initial states for the next stage of the narrative; one where the protagonist is alone, and one when they are with the
DFR. This is important for the narrative generation process, as it initiates
the concept of two states for the content. Section 3.1.4 elaborates on how
this is implemented in the narrative generation process.
The narrative now changes to a non-interactive list of events. These narratives contain varied elements but follow the same structure. The protagonist
travels deeper into the other dimension to retrieve a keystone needed to escape, and returns to the entrance. They then encounter the demonic owner
of this dimension, and interact with her in one of a limited set of potential
ways. The narrative ends with the protagonist escaping the dimension and
closing the portal. The variation on potential events in this section is further
detailed in Section 3.1.4.
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3.1.2

Motivators

The most crucial concept to this prototype is the ability to accurately measure the motivations behind a player’s actions, as this is an important part
of using those actions to predict player preferences. To do this, this system
uses Reiss’ Theory of Sixteen Motivators as outlined in Section 2.3.3. However, some of these motivators are not entirely relevant to the narrative that
was created for this prototype. For example, as the game is focussed on the
social interactions with a number of strangers, the socially focussed concepts
of Honour, Social Contact and Family, are not applicable. In addition, the
concept of Tranquillity is the central goal of the narrative, so all characters
need to exhibit it. Of the sixteen motivators, only seven are applied in this
prototype1 . They are:

Power – The desire to influence others
Independence – The desire for self-reliance
Curiosity – The desire for knowledge
Order – The desire for organisation
Saving – The desire to collect things
Idealism – The desire for social justice
Vengeance – The desire to get even
(As summarised by Bizpart, 2013)

1

In more developed examples of this system, the greater scale of narrative will allow
more of the motivators to be relevant.

3.1. PROTOTYPE DESIGN

39

The application of these motivators within the fabula of the prototype results
in more limited manifestations of each 2 .

Power – Demonstrating strength or the use of objects found
Independence – Working alone and questioning the DFR’s methods
Curiosity – Understanding events and taking objects
Order – Agreeing with the DFR and looking at the big picture
Saving – Taking objects for use later
Idealism – Trying to save the other people
Vengeance – Fighting or killing Kalvash or other demons
There are two important areas of distinction within these motivators. Firstly,
the way that the player interacts with the DFR (Demonic First Responders)
reflects either Order by supporting them or Independence by questioning
them. Idealism also plays a role, by focussing on rescuing people with or
without their help.
The other factor is the motivation behind the collection of powerful objects.
The Power motivator wants to use powerful objects immediately, to save
people with Idealism or kill demons with Vengeance. Curiosity, on the other
hand, often conflicts with Vengeance, as it wishes to collect to learn and understand before destructive action. Saving is focussed on a more long term
collection of objects, and their application back in the real world. While this
is a very narrow application of this motivator, the story of this prototype
doesn’t allow for expansion of this idea any further.
The domain-specific definitions of these motivators are crucial for their later
implementation in the interactive game and narrative generation processes.
This allows for a more consistent application of each of the motivators to relevant actions or events. Therefore, these motivators provide the foundation
for the system’s ability to predict the preferences of the player. The correct
definition and application of these motivators is therefore core to the success
of this system as a whole.

2

Again, future implementations of the system will cause the motivator’s definitions to
be more similar to their core meanings.
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Narrative Implementation

With the general narrative defined and the relevant motivators characterised,
the actual implementation of the narrative can be outlined. This component
can occur in a variety of media, as long as a one core element remains the
same. Actions taken by the player must be observed and attributed to one
or more of the motivators (see Section 3.1.2).
For this prototype, an interactive text- and choice-based narrative was used.
This reduces the resource cost of the development of the game section, which
is ideal for such a hypothetical testing design.
The first component of the project was the creation of the text and choicebased narrative. To achieve this, a number of potential development options
were examined. Apart from the basic functionality needed to create such a
game, like text display and choice creation, the criteria for use in this project
were threefold. Firstly, the software needed to contain functionality to allow
for values to be attributed to choices made. This is very important, as it
allows for motivators to be assigned for each choice. Secondly, the system
needed to export into HTML, so that the game can be accessed online by
any number of participants. Finally, it needed to be possible to incorporate
data gathering elements for the collection of participant information as part
of the study (see Section 3.3). To fill the above criteria, the software system
Twine was selected. Below are some examples of the Twine creation interface
and HTML output.

3.1. PROTOTYPE DESIGN

Figure 3.1: An example of the Twine user interface.

Figure 3.2: An example of the HTML output from Twine.
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The main function of this software is the creation of different pages, or
Passages, that are self-contained blocks of text with Links between these
pages. Figure 3.1 illustrates the Passages as the blue and white boxes, with
the Links as arrows between them. This leads to some important functionality that is vital to the implementation of this system. The links between the
passages can alter values as the user progresses. This allows for two crucial
functions. Firstly, it allows the system to record which option the user selects
when there are multiple options. Tracking the choices that the user made is
vital when conducting the study, so that all relevant information about these
can be collected. The narrative content of each of these Passages and related
Links is included in Appendix B.
In addition to this, the ability to modify values depending on the user’s
choices allows for a simple implementation of the motivators described in
Section 3.1.2. For this prototype, the user begins the story with values of
zero for each of the seven motivators. When the user makes a decision that
reflects one or more of the motivators, the value that corresponds to that
motivator is modified by a given amount. An example of a few decisions is
given below in Figure 3.3.

3.1. PROTOTYPE DESIGN
Figure 3.3: A selection of player choices and their associated motivator values. For a full list of choices and
their associated motivator values see Appendix C.
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Figure 3.4: An example of a set of player choices, each choice’s associated
motivator values and the Player Motivation Vector for that set of choices.

As described in the Table 1 above, each link is defined by the passage it
appears in, an identifier for within that passage, its destination, and the dialogue for that link. The passages in the narrative are grouped into sections,
each of which is focussed on a particular topic. In the selection above, the
DemonHelp passage involves the discussion of using the power of the demonic antagonist. Each option represents a different weighting of motivators,
as defined by the seven values in the table. In this example, option 7.2 reflects
the characters desire to use the described power for good. This is reflected
by the motivators of Power (for demonstrating strength), Independence (for
arguing against the DFR) and Idealism (for trying to help others). Each of
the dialogue options is similarly weighted.
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Each of the dialogue options that are weighted are part of a unique choice.
After the player chooses one of them, they are taken to another passage.
This means that each decision made cannot be reversed, and only one option can be chosen. Allowing the player to choose more than one option
not only increases complexity, but could also cause problems with the logic
of the narrative. In addition, these options are given unique identifiers, so
that the important choices that the player made can be easily captured. The
numbering of option 7.2 means that in the seventh mutually exclusive choice,
the player chose the second option.
Not all of the dialogue options are mutually exclusive, however. In order
for the user to access the different sections of content, there are a number
of what are defined as Hub passages and links. These links allow the user
to access all of the mutually exclusive passages only once. In the example
above, the DemonHub passage contains three links to different passages.
Once the player has accessed one of these passages, they will be returned to
this hub, with that option no longer available. This prevents the player from
becoming stuck within a particular conversation area, or being able to repeat previously completed areas. As the player can visit all of these areas in
any order, it is not as important to record exactly which option was chosen.
Instead, the simple letters were used as option identifiers.

At the end of the interactive part of the narrative, the user’s choices can
be summarised by a list of the options they chose. Many of the options have
no motivators assigned to them, so they are not as important when defining
the player character’s personality. The motivator values attributed to each
choice that the player made are added together to create the total values
for that player’s path through the narrative. These values are the Player
Motivation Vector. An example of the choices that a player made and the
resulting Player Motivation Vector can be seen in Figure 3.4. This Vector is
the definition of that player character’s personality, and is vitally important
in the prediction of the player’s preference of narrative.
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It is important to note that if two Player Motivation Vectors contain the
same values, then they are treated the same, despite whether the associated
events for each are different or not. That means that if two players make
different choices, but end the game with the same Player Motivation Vector,
they are treated identically. This reflects the fact that the choices made may
vary, but the underlying motivation tendencies are what define the character.
This prototype does not distinguish between two different story paths that
result in the same Player Motivation Vector. Therefore, only unique Vectors
are used.
As mentioned in Section 3.1.1, the final choice of the narrative splits the
narrative into two distinct sets, either where the player chooses to remain
with the group, or set out alone. This final state determines the start of the
next section of the narrative, and splits that section into two distinct sets as
well.
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Narrative Generation

The next stage of the narrative is generated by the system. This involved the
creation of a number of narrative events and a framework for these events to
fit together to create a variation. This prototype then used a Java program
to create all possible variations within the defined framework.
The narrative generation process consists of nine stages . At each stage, one
of the possible events for that stage is chosen, and the process moves onto the
next stage. Once all the stages have an event, the variation is complete. The
generation process then repeats until all possible combinations of the events
has been created into variations. In total, there are 33069 possible variations.
The variations are comprised of events as arranged per the framework defined
in Figure 3.5, and a full list of events and their details are in Appendix
D.

Figure 3.5: The framework of events.

As mentioned in Section 3.1.3, the result of the final choice determines
the initial state of this section of the narrative (either Group or Solo).
There are also events that change the state from Group to Solo and vice
versa during the filler stages (events GA7 and SA7 respectively). The potential events for each event number are different depending on the state.
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Some examples of variation events and their associated motivator values are
given in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6: A selection of variation events and their associated motivator
values. For a full list of events and their associated motivator values see
Appendix D.
The narrative content of these events defines each event’s motivator values. For example, the event GA1 has been assigned Power and Vengeance
scores, because that event demonstrates the protagonist’s strength and action
in taking revenge. Event GA2, which adds looting the creature in addition
to defeating it, subsequently contains a number of other motivator values.
Additional Power, Curiosity and Saving values express the character’s desire
to use what they find, while Independence is present as this is an action
that defies the DFR, who represent Order. The core reasoning behind these
tendencies is outlined in Section 3.1.2.
The following table is an example of a complete variation as created by
the Java program, along with the motivator values for each event and the
Variation Motivation Vector. This Vector is made by summing the motivator values for all of the events into a single list of seven values.
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Figure 3.7: An example of a variation, the events associated motivators, and
the Variation Motivation Vector for that variation.
The motivator values assigned to each event in a variation are summed
to create a list of seven values (the Variation Motivation Vector) that
can be used to define overall narrative content of that variation. This works
in the same way that the choices made by a player in the interactive game
results in a similar list of seven motivators values (the Player Motivation
Vector). The similarity of these two Vectors is vital for the comparison
process outlined in Section 3.1.6.
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3.1.5

Variation Selection

The final step of this system is to choose a narrative variation to match the
choices that the player made. As both the player’s choices and the variation
can be defined by a list of the values for each of the seven motivators, finding
the best variation is simply a matter of finding the best match. Firstly, both
the Player Motivation Vector and the Variation Motivation Vector
are to be normalised. The amount of normalisation that occurs directly controls the complexity of the selection process. For this prototype, a scale of
six values (0-5) for normalisation provides both reasonable complexity and
manageable calculation times3 .
The normalisation process is performed on four different Motivation Vectors
Sets. As the final choice of the interactive story (Solo or Group) results in a
change in the potential initial variation event, the original Sets for the Player
Motivation Vectors and Variation Motivation Vectors are also separated in
this manner. As mentioned previously, each Set contains only unique Vectors. The major Sets of Vectors are therefore:

Figure 3.8: The distribution of Vectors into Sets, the size of each Set and the
quantile size of each Set.

3

Manageable calculation times proved to be a major restriction in the complexity of
the normalisation process. Attempts to use a normalisation scale of 0-10 proved far too
intensive, especially for the matching algorithm. The additional five values resulted in an
increase of possible moves from twenty to seventy. While the better granularity of values
that the larger normalisation scale provides better definition of values, which in turn
improves the accuracy of finding the best match, the calculation times involved became
unreasonably long. Therefore, the normalisation scale was reduced to 0-5 in order to
maintain reasonable deployment times.
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While the Player Motivation Vectors are split evenly into their two associated Sets, the difference in the number of initial potential events increases
the number of total variations if the player’s final choice was Solo.

The normalisation process itself is relatively simple. In order to normalise
each value, each value in the Vector is treated individually. As each Vector is
made up of seven values, each value in a given position is normalised in relation to the value in the same position in other Vectors in the Set. The value
is then changed to the number of the quantile it is part of, with the remainder going into the last quantile. In this implementation, the first quantile is
numbered 0.
For example, the Vector 4776140, which is part of the Solo Player Motivation Vector Set, is normalised to 2245210. This means that the first value,
4, is located within the third quantile, so is changed to 2. Alternatively, the
sixth value, also 4, instead lies within the second quantile for that value, and
is therefore labelled 1. Interestingly, the second value, 7, is located in the
third quantile. This is because there are a number of high scores for this
value within this Set, so the value of 7 is comparatively low.
This process converts the initial Vector, which may contain values between
negative four and fifteen, to one that only contains the values from zero to
five, allowing easy comparison.
Even though Vectors from story choices and generated variations can now
be easily compared, there are only a fraction of story paths that result in
Vectors that exactly match a variation’s Vector (385 out of 25920). It is
possible, therefore, for the selection system to judge how ‘close’ two Vectors
are. This is completed with the use of a weighted edit distance system. Alternatively, using an unweighted system or (as the values are all numbers) a
more mathematical comparison process would treat each difference equally.
However, the implementation of these motivator values as indicators of the
player’s tendency towards or against a certain preference makes this equal
treatment undesirable. The reasoning for different weights for different distances is important in highlighting tendencies towards these preferences.
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If there is no exact match, there are a number of changes that can be made.
Each change has a weight associated with it (see Figure 3.9) and the selection algorithm will attempt to find a match using any number of changes
with the least total value. The particular weights of each move have also
been justified.

Figure 3.9: The list of values for each move.

In general, the value of each move is based on how likely a move is to find
a match and whether it changes scaling direction. Moves that represent a
scaling of the score, like 1 ->2, are far more preferable to those that represent
a change of tendency, like 2 ->3. Also, the values at the extreme ends of the
scale are more unlikely to find matches, and any moves to minimise these
extreme cases are also preferable.
As there can be multiple moves on the same integer, the above table results in the following values:
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Figure 3.10: The table of all total values.
For example, as the difference between the values of 5 and 4 is only 2, the
distance between the Vector 0125443 and the Vector 0124443, which only
requires a change from 5 to 4, is therefore 2. Other cases result in much
higher distance values. The distance between the Vector 0000000 and the
Vector 5555555 is 161.
These values can be used to determine how close two Vectors are, and can
therefore be used to find the closest Variation Motivation Vector for a given
Player Motivation Vector. This is achieved by a simple algorithm that calculates the difference between the Player Motivation Vector and each Variation
Motivation Vector in the relevant Vector Set. For example, if the Player Motivation Vector is within the Solo Player Motivation Vector Set, then only the
22483 Vectors within the Solo Variation Motivation Vector Set are checked.
The algorithm returns the Variation Motivation Vector that is the closest to
the Player Motivation Vector. In the case of several equally close Variation
Motivation Vectors, the last one checked is chosen.
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Variation Retrieval
As the calculation of the best match requires comparing the choices that
the player made with either 22483 or 10586 variation alternatives (see Figure 3.8), it is not feasible to generate and compare all of these variations
at runtime. In fact, as this prototype is to be used in a voluntary study,
it is important to not force the participant to wait for the system to perform time-consuming calculations. Instead, both the narrative generation
and matching processes are pre-calculated. As the potential results from the
player are limited, it is possible to simply calculate every unique combination
of player choices and the best variation for each of them. This means that
when the player finishes the interactive story, they only need to wait for a
quick database call to retrieve the best variation for them.
To achieve this, two PostGreSQL databases are used to store the values
for every unique Player Motivation Vector and the contents of the variation
that is closest matched, one for each state (Solo or Group). The column
types of both databases are described by Figure 3.114 .

Figure 3.11: The pre-calculation database.

4

A Varchar is a string of text, in this case with a maximum of 100 characters
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Preliminary Analysis

Before the prototype could be deployed for this project, it was important to
perform some analysis on the data trends that exist within the story’s design.
As the data values for story actions are relatively arbitrary, it is vital to ensure that no unexpected or undesirable tendencies occur within the data as
a whole. This analysis focusses on examining both the correlation between
motivators and the balance of distribution in the story actions. This analysis led to minor adjustment of the motivator values until a more balanced
outcome was achieved.

3.2.1

Correlation

The first process of the data analysis was to remove or justify any correlation
within the story actions of the first half of the narrative. The design focus of
this was to allow the player to exhibit any motivator independently, which
means the player should be able to exhibit any motivator, without being
forced to exhibit any other. Conversely, the player should also be able to
exhibit any two motivators without them necessarily conflicting.
However, within the story of the design, some correlation was inherent. As
part of the design of the story, the player is often given the choice between
agreeing or disagreeing with the authority figures. This is reflected in the
motivator values by a distinction between the Order and Independence motivators. The nature of the story, therefore, causes a negative correlation
between these two motivators. This correlation is rationalised by the story,
and can therefore be justified and kept intact.
In order to measure the correlation of the story components, a complete
list of all possible choice paths was created. This resulted in just over 33,000
unique motivator values. A simple correlation analysis of these values resulted in the Figure 3.12 below.

56

CHAPTER 3. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Figure 3.12: The correlation analysis from Version 1.
As seen by the values highlighted, there were a number of high correlation (greater than positive or negative 25%) values within this first version.
Specifically, the motivators with strong correlation were:
Independence and Power
Order and –Power 5
Order and –Independence
Saving and –Order
Idealism and –Order
Vengeance and –Curiosity
Vengeance and – Idealism
These correlations could be grouped into the following:
(Order ) vs. (Power and Independence), (Saving) and (Idealism)
(Vengeance) vs. (Curiosity) and (Idealism)

5

The ‘–‘ sign before the motivator indicates that a positive value for the first motivator
correlates to a negative one for the second.
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These conflicts between motivators became the primary focus of this analysis. The previous example of Order vs. Independence exhibits a particularly
strong negative correlation in Figure 3.10. Other examples, like Vengeance
vs. Curiosity, make logical sense within the story. A character focussed on
enacting swift revenge on the villain is unlikely to be too interested in gaining a scholarly understanding in the short term. In addition, the authority
figures in the narrative discourage actions that relate to Power and Saving,
so these motivators are also logically against the Order exhibited by working
with them.
However, the correlations of Order vs. Idealism, and Vengeance vs. Idealism were unjustified. In order to reduce this correlation several iterations
of modified values were implemented, with the focus of distinguishing Idealism from Order and Vengeance, as well as reducing the strength of the other
major correlations.
This reduction of unwarranted correlation was achieved through a process
of iterative adjustment. By adding or removing a motivator from a choice,
high correlation can be reduced. For example, by including a value for the
Idealism motivator in a choice that already includes the Order motivation,
the negative correlation between the two is reduced. Conversely, removing
a motivator value for the Power motivator from a choice that contains the
Independence motivator reduces their positive correlation. Each change was
chosen as an attempt to remove one of the unjustified correlations, or reduce
the severity of one of the necessary ones. Adding or removing motivators
required reanalysis of the existing values prescribed to each choice as well
as the dialogue for that choice. This is to determine whether a change in
motivators present in a choice fitted within the dialogue for that choice, or
whether the dialogue choice needed to be modified to exhibit the additional
motivator. An iterative process of adjustments and reanalysis removed the
unjustified correlations and reduced the necessary ones.
An example of this was the inclusion of the Independence motivator in choice
5.2 (see Appendix C). This choice already reflected in the action made by
the player of that choice, by the player acting directly against the DFR, so
the inclusion of this new motivator was within the scope of the choice already.
The end result of these iterations are the correlations in Figure 3.13.
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Figure 3.13: The correlation analysis from Version 8.
The correlation exhibited in this version of the story is strictly in line
with the justification provided above. The only strong correlations that remain are those which are inherent in the story. This means that the goal of
allowing for a player to exhibit one motivator independent of others has been
achieved within the bounds of the narrative. Within larger implementations
of this prototype, the expanded narrative available will allow for even these
remaining correlations to be minimised.
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Distribution

The other major piece of data analysis that was performed before the start
of the study was the distribution of motivators. This was to ensure that the
story actions provided equal opportunity for the player to exhibit any level
of intensity towards each motivation. This analysis used the same base data
that was created for the correlation analysis, but instead used it to produce
distribution graphs for number of the occurrences of each motivator. The
aim of this analysis was to understand the distributions and then produce
a more rounded version. Ideally, a perfectly bell-shaped distribution graph
would reflect that there is ample opportunity to exhibit a motivator in a
moderate amount, while the more extreme values require more consistent
actions. Therefore, a bell-shape is the ideal distribution graph, so the iterative changes to the motivation values are designed to achieve this outcome
for all of the motivators.
Initially, several of the distribution graphs already exhibited bell-like shapes,
but others were much less well defined. To rectify this, an iterative process similar to that which was used to reduce correlation in Section 3.2.1
was performed. This was achieved in by performing one of two changes.
Firstly, the value for a motivator score could be reduced, but not removed.
These new smaller occurrences of a motivator score improved the shape of the
distribution graph by allowing for a more gradually sloped bell-shape. Secondly, the inclusion of new motivator values to a particular choice increased
the overall potential maximum for that motivator, and again improved the
conformity towards the ideal bell-shaped graph by increasing the number of
smaller occurrences of a motivator. Like in Section 3.2.1, this additional
motivator also needed to fit the dialogue associated with that choice, or the
choice needed to be adjusted to exhibit that motivator as well. Each change
made to the existing motivator values of each choice contributed to one or
more motivator’s distribution among the choices improving as exhibited by
the corresponding motivator distribution graph.6

6

It is important to note that while these adjustments to the story actions were being
made with distribution from Section 3.2.2 in mind, these changes also had an effect on
the correlation analysis from Section 3.2.1, and vice versa. However, as the analysis was
mostly done in parallel, the data could be monitored for unforeseen side effects from each
change. Therefore no major problems occurred as a result of these adjustments.
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By performing several iterations of modifications, the overall conformity of
the distribution graphs to the ideal bell-shape improved drastically. The final
analysis (Version 8) resulted in the following distribution7 .

Figure 3.14: The distribution graphs for the Power motivator in version 8.

7

Each of these graphs has an x axis of the total motivator value of that story path, and
a y axis of the number of unique occurrences of that value.
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Figure 3.15: The distribution graphs for the Independence motivator in version 8.

Figure 3.16: The distribution graphs for the Curiosity motivator in version
8.

62

CHAPTER 3. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Figure 3.17: The distribution graphs for the Order motivator in version 8.

Figure 3.18: The distribution graphs for the Saving motivator in version 8.
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Figure 3.19: The distribution graphs for the Idealism motivator in version 8.

Figure 3.20: The distribution graphs for the Vengeance motivator in version
8.
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The distribution graphs from data analysis of Version 8 demonstrate a distinct improvement towards the ideal bell-shape mentioned previously. There
are only two distribution graphs that do not exhibit the ideal shape. Saving,
which contains a few choices that exhibit either very strong positive or regular negative, remains quite unbalanced. It’s very limited application to the
story resulted in extreme motivators being assigned. Significant modifications of the overall narrative would be required to allow for a more nuanced
application of this narrative. Independence’s distribution graph also remains
unbalanced, clearly exhibiting two peaks. This is due to the fact that the final
choice very heavily exhibits this motivator. The player choosing to continue
alone is a very clear demonstration of that player’s desire to be independent,
while the choice to remain with the group exhibits the opposite tendency.
This results in two distinct bell-shapes within the distribution graph, with
that final choice affecting the potential range of that each. Therefore, this
distribution graph does reflect the opportunity for the player to exhibit their
Independence in different ways.
The overall improvements seen in the distribution of the other motivators
leads to more equal opportunity to achieve any level of intensity for each
motivator. This, along with the reduction in unjustified correlation, improves the balance of the values attributed to the story actions, and allows
for the player to exhibit any combination of motivators more freely.
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Study

This study’s primary goal is to test the primary hypothesis, but also to gather
information that will allow for the additional testing of the supporting hypotheses as proposed in Section 3. While the main result of the player’s
preferred variation is used to test the main hypothesis, information about
the alternative choices provided, the motivators of the player when making
a choice in the game and whether the player has participated in the study
before all allow for the proper testing of the supporting hypotheses, and the
correctness of the system in general.
This study consists of each participant completing the interactive story as
described in Section 3.1.3, answering a short set of feedback questions.
The foremost of these is the player’s choice of best narrative variation, which
presents the player with three potential continuations of the narrative, and
asks them to choose the one they prefer. The player is also asked to assign
the motivators that impacted their choice at two random points in the game,
and whether or not they have participated in this study previously. Data
based on the player’s choices in the narrative and their feedback responses
are then recorded for analysis.
The data collected in the study is outlined in the following table.
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Figure 3.21: The data collected in the study.89

In each case, the final score for each of the motivators (Scores) and the
choices that the participant made (Path), along with a unique identifier for
that entry (ID), are recorded. These are vital for analysis, as they provide a
foundation from which the player’s choice of variation can be better understood.
This data is collected using cookies and SQL. As the player progresses through
the interactive game, their choices are being recorded to a cookie local to their
web browser. The other player response sections record the player’s feedback
into a local cookie as well. At the end of the player’s participation in this
study, the website uses SQL to record the contents of those cookies to the
study’s storage database. Once this recording process is completed, the cookies are removed from the participant’s browser.
No personal information is gathered. This is a crucial decision to reduce
any potential deterrents for participants. While additional information may
allow for more detailed results, the voluntary nature of this study increases
the risk that a participant may terminate their participation for perceived
privacy reasons. Therefore, the information gathered will be limited to only
what is required to fully test the main and supporting hypotheses.
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Participants

Before discussing the nature of the other feedback gathered in this study, it
is important to understand the participants involved, who fall into two distinct categories. The first group are those involved in the online interactive
fiction communities. The creators of the Twine software host forum designed
for writers to advertise their creations to potential readers. The forum post
created for this prototype is located here . Additionally, many Twine10 interactive narratives are also advertised on the Interactive Fiction Database.
This is another online community of stories and forum that allows creators to
advertise to interested readers. This prototype has a listing on this website
here11 .
Both of these sites allow the prototype to attract participants who are interested in the field of interactive fiction, and have experience with the medium.
These participants are likely to already understand the methods and concepts
of the game that was created. In fact, many of the listings on the Interactive
Fiction Database are written in Twine, so this prototype will be very familiar
to these participants. Due to their experience in this area and their interest
in narrative fiction in general, the feedback from these participants will likely
exhibit more cohesive character motivations.
The second group of participants are those that were recruited personally
by the investigator of this project. While these participants are not necessarily familiar with this type of implementation of interactive narrative, or
even interactive narratives in general, the operation of this system is simple
enough that even novices in this area will be able to participate easily. The
more general experiences from these participants will cover the more broad
case of an average user.
While the differences between the two groups may yield different results,
this study is designed to test the system in a generic manner. Therefore, collecting information about which group a participant belongs is not necessary.
Each participant is provided with an information sheet that outlines the
10

http://twinery.org/forum/discussion/4678/narrative-generation-and-interactivestories-research
11
http://ifdb.tads.org/viewgame?id=pgyqu7kvpfphn1j4
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project and their involvement in it. This information sheet is provided as
Appendix E.

3.3.2

Variation Alternatatives

The most vital component of the study is checking whether the variation
selected by the system was preferred by that player. This is the information that will be used to calculate the main outcome of the study, which
can be used to test the main hypothesis. In order to do this, the user is
provided with a choice between the variation that the system chose, and two
completely random other variations. Put simply, if the player consistently
selects the variation that the system chose, then the variation selection process is a success.
The expected baseline for this variation selection is 33%. If the system also
chose a completely random variation, then statistically the likelihood that
the player would select that variation would simply be one in three, or 33%.
Any result higher than this shows that the system has some success at predicting the player’s choice. For this study, a binomial test that demonstrates
that the system improves upon the base line with 95% confidence will be
used to confirm the this result is statistically sound.
Each of the choices provided, as well as the choice that both the system
and the user chose, are recorded as Var1, Var2 and Var3 for the three variations presented, the position of the system’s choice as Best, and the players
choice as Choice (see Figure 3.21).
The events of each variation is presented in a simple list, so that the player
can see all of the variation in its entirety and compare directly. The user
then reads each list of events and chooses which list of events they think is
best. An example of the variations provided is below as Figure 3.22.
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Figure 3.22: The presentation of the variation choice.
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Note: As the variations can be either eight or nine events long, there is
often a blank space in the list of events.

In order to remove positioning bias, the order that the three variation options
are presented is randomised.
As the alternatives are chosen randomly, there is the chance that they might
be incredibly similar to the system’s selected variation. In fact, it is possible
that the three variations might be exactly the same, though this is statistically improbable. In cases that contain similar variations, while the user
might not have made the same choice as the system, they may have chosen an
alternative that was essentially the same. It is therefore important to record
the alternative variations that are provided for the user to choose between
in every case. The examination of these cases might prove that they are in
alignment with the system, despite a different choice being made.
Recording the alternatives also allows for better analysis of other cases as
well. If the user agrees with the system, the alternatives provided in that
case are as much responsible for that choice as the recommended variation.
For example, if alternatives that are not selected consistently contain a particular event, that event may be a specific deterrent. This kind of connection
will be investigated in Section 4.3.
In the case that the user does not agree, that information will be vital in
the improvement of the selection process. In general, these cases will indicate areas of difficulty which may be able to be traced back to mistaken
assumptions or incorrect calculations. By analysing commonality and correlation between these cases, it will be possible to test the supporting hypotheses, determine where the issues in the system lie and provide focus for the
further improvement of the system.
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Assign Motivators

As mentioned in Section 2.2.3, a potential problem with player-based modelling is the assumption that users will agree with the weightings of motivators that were assigned in development. This risk is addressed by the
testing of the third supporting hypothesis that “The weightings of motivators assigned to each player choice reflect most players’ reasoning behind that
choice”. As this scope of this study is limited, this problem is compounded
with greater risk of errors resulting from an incorrect assumption. Unfortunately, this problem can only truly be mitigated in the development process.
By testing this hypothesis in this feedback section, the correctness of the
assumptions made can also be tested.
After the main variation choice section, the user is prompted with two random choices that they made in the game. They are then asked which of the
seven motivators are responsible for each decision. This allows the user to
provide their own reasoning behind the decisions that they made. This will
allow for a comparison between the motivators that the user selected and
the ones that were included in development. This data is recorded as Question1 and Question2 for each of the choices the user is prompted with, and
Response1 and Response2 for the motivators that they responded with
(see Figure 3.21).
As the user answers by selecting one or more of the seven motivators, their
response can be easily compared to the motivators attributed to that choice
in development. Asking for a plain English answer is not practical, as the
psychological concepts of motivation are difficult to explain in a consistent
manner, and would require a sizable amount of interpretation, reducing the
value of the responses. However, it is possible that the brief description
for each may not be sufficient to explain the concepts behind them. This
may result in some users giving flawed responses due to misunderstanding.
However, unless there is consistent misunderstanding across the participants,
these flawed responses will only appear as outliers in the data. The risk of
this is far outweighed by the benefits that this data will provide. The definition of the seven motivators within the context of the question is below in
Figure 3.23.
The results from these questions, in addition to testing the third supporting hypothesis, will also be vital in the further development of the system.
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Figure 3.23: The presentation of one of the motivator assignment questions.
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They provide direct feedback on any assumptions that were erroneous in the
development of this prototype. These assumptions can be corrected in future versions of this narrative, but may also represent a trend in mistaken
assumptions in the development process more generally. If these trends can
be understood, they can assist in future implementations of the system by
correcting the incorrect assumptions of the development process.
In the future, it would be best to couple such a feedback system in the
testing stage of development with a more collaborative writing process. The
greater number of backgrounds and opinions that are involved would reduce
the magnitude of any incorrect assumptions, and lessen the risk of these
assumptions interfering with the generation of quality narratives. Alternatively, this kind of assumption test could be more subtly integrated in the
narrative of the system.
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Repeated Participation

The final question in the feedback asks if the participant has partaken in
this study previously (Previous in Figure 3.21). This data allows for the
testing of the supporting hypothesis that “A player that repeats the game will
behave in the same way as a player who plays it for the first time”. It may
transpire that individuals on their successive attempts at the story become
more likely to agree or disagree with the system’s decision. This kind of
trend may demonstrate that the players are adapting to the system in either
a positive or negative way. It is possible that players may become more used
to the medium or be able to understand the system after repeated attempts.
Either way, the collection of this data will allow for such analysis to occur.
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Chapter 4
Results
The study for this project ran for six weeks, from the 26th of August to the
7th of October. During that time, there were 39 different run throughs of
the game and feedback sections. While this was not as many participants as
was hoped for, it still provides enough information to perform useful analysis
on major trends and specific areas. Using these results to test the main and
supporting hypotheses is vital to prove the validity of this prototype and the
concepts involved. There is much more potential analysis that can be performed on the results of this study, and many improvements to the system
that can be made as a result.
A full list of results can be found in Appendix F.
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Matches

The most crucial result from the study performed is linked to the main outcome of this project: “Whether or not the developed system is able to consistently predict which variation the player will prefer ”.
This result is gathered by the comparison between the variation that the
system selected and the variation that the player chose in the feedback section (see Section 3.3.2). If these two values are the same, then the system
was able to correct predict which of the variations that the player would
prefer.
The main result for this study was that in 15 of 39 entries, the variation
that the user chose was the same as the system selected. This means the
system was only able to predict the variation that the player would prefer
38% of the time. This marks a small improvement over the expect 33
By using a binomial distribution test, it can be said with 80% confidence
that the system provides an improvement over the random case. This is far
less than the 95% confidence required to confirm that the system does improve the likelihood of presenting a preferred variation. There is therefore
not enough certainty to prove that the outcome of the system is consistently
successful. It remains possible that the result is only an improvement over
the base case due to normal statistical variation rather than the correctness
of the system.
However, the result is not low enough to demonstrate that the system is
unlikely to have caused the improvement. The confidence level of 80% indicates that while it is likely that the system did result in an improvement
over the base case, it is also somewhat possible that it did not. This main
outcome is therefore inadequate when suggesting whether the prediction is
correct or not.

As this main outcome remains inconclusive, it cannot be used to prove or
refute the hypothesis. It is therefore important to test the supporting hypotheses to test the validity of the system as a whole.
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Repeat Participants

As part of the feedback section, participants were asked whether they had
participated in this study before. This was an attempt to identify outliers
in the data, as it was expected that participants who had played the game
before would become more familiar with it, and be easier for the system to
predict which variation they prefer. However this was not the case.
In fact, the opposite was true. The results showed that of the 7 entries
of data from repeat participants, only 1 chose the variation that the system
predicted. This result, 14%, is far lower than the 38% result from the data
as a whole. This indicates that those participants who repeat the game are
far less likely to choose the variation that the system predicts, than those
who did not repeat.
The expected result from this data was that repeat participants would be
more likely to choose the variation predicted. It was expected that on subsequent attempts, players would learn about how the system operates, and
perhaps guess how the structure of motivators works. This better knowledge
of the system and how it works would allow the player to act in ways that
better match the system’s design, which would in turn allow the system to
be more accurate with its predictions.
The fact that the repeat players were less likely to choose the predicted
variation shows that this assumption was incorrect. A potential explanation
for this result is that on repeated play throughs of the game, the player tried
new things. As they had already completed the game previously, these new
attempts allowed the participants to explore the mechanics of the system,
rather than project a personality onto their character in a consistent manner. This resulted in inconsistent and unpredictable actions by the player,
reducing the ability of the system to accurately predict the player’s preferences.
In fact, repeating participants are not ideal for this kind of player-based
modelling system. The main focus of the game process is to build an image
of the player’s actions that can be used to select quality content for them.
The longer the game continues, and the more actions the player makes, the
better this image of them will be. By having a player repeat the game from
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the start, the system loses this image entirely. It has no way of knowing
that this new player has already completed the game, and that the system
already has information about their preferences. The player, on the other
hand, already knows a lot about the narrative and the game. This existing
knowledge base affects their choices in ways that the system cannot predict.
An ideal case of player-based modelling would never involve such a restart.
Actions would constantly and consistently build towards the same visage of
the player, allowing for a better and more accurate understanding of that
player’s preferences. It is illogical to discard all of this important information.

So, if these cases are treated as outliers, the main outcome becomes considerably more positive. Of the 32 non-repeat participants, 14 chose the
same variation as the system predicted they would prefer. This means that
this outcome occurred 44% of the time, a significant improvement over the
38% if these outliers are included. This further demonstrates that those repeat participants chose the predicted variation far less often.
However, the binomial distribution test results in only 92% confidence that
the system is the cause of this improvement. As this is still less than the
prerequisite 95% confidence that would demonstrate sufficient certainty, the
main outcome of this study remains inconclusive. It therefore cannot be used
to prove or refute the main hypothesis.
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Variation Events

The second supporting hypothesis aims to test the variation events to confirm
that none have more or less impact on the player’s choice of variation. Specifically, the hypothesis is that “Each component of a variation contributes to
whether or not that variation is chosen”. The results, however, provide a
number of cases that refute this hypothesis. Additionally, other results highlight events that demonstrate or contradict the system’s accurate prediction
of which variation the player will prefer.
The first step of analysing the variation events is to look for cases where
an event is chosen more than expected. For example, the event GE2 (see
Appendix D) appeared as part of a potential variation 7 times amongst all
of the participants, and it was chosen 6 of those times. This means that when
this event appeared as part of an option, 86% of players chose the variation
it was in1 . This reflects very badly on the variation generation, as it means
that this particular event alone plays a large role in the player’s opinion of
the variations. The extreme likelihood that the player will choose a variation
that contains this event essentially reduces the need for the creation of the
player-model at all. This reflects that all of the information that the system
is using barely affects the player’s preference when this particular event is
involved.
In order to rectify this problem, analysis of this particular event is needed.
The most likely explanation for the large number of players who preferred
this event relates specifically to lack of viable alternatives. The narrative
content of this event is that the player escapes the other dimension with the
other rescuers and a group of people they saved. This is the most heroic of
the potential endings, which makes it highly appealing to most players. The
other alternatives for this event include escaping either with only the other
rescuers, with only some rescued people, or without both. As the event where
you save everyone is clearly better than these alternatives, it is obvious why
most players who were presented with this option chose it.

1

This does not include cases where this event appeared in more than one variation
presented to the same participant. Each time this variation appeared, it was not part of
any other option.
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This problem can be fixed with some changes to the contents of GE2 and
the alternative events. By reducing the heroic quality of GE2, or improving
the appeal of the alternatives, the other events become viable alternatives to
GE2, making them more likely to be chosen instead. This way, the playermodel will again become important when predicting the player’s choice between these particular events.
Another point of analysis when comparing the selection of variations based
on the events they contain is how well the system can predict the player’s
choice of specific events, as opposed to the variation as a whole. This works
well when considering a variation point that has a few distinct options. For
example, one point in the variation (Event number 6) can contain one of five
different events; SD1, SD2, SD3, SD4 and GD1 (see Appendix D). The
comparison between which of these events the player chose and the event the
system predicted is shown in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1: The comparison between the choice of the player and the selection
of the system.
This comparison provides some interesting insight into the accuracy of
the system in predicting which of these events in particular the player will
choose. For example, when the player chooses a variation that contains
the event SD1, the system can accurately predict that choice 71% of the
time. The rest of the time, however, the system incorrectly predicts that the
player would prefer GD1. Once again, the analysis of the narrative content
of these two events is important in understanding why the results are split in
this way. In this case, both SD1 and GD1 involved the player confronting
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and defeating the demonic antagonist of the narrative. Therefore, the system can always accurate deduce from the player’s actions that they prefer
to defeat the antagonist. The only point of conjecture is whether or not the
player wishes to defeat the antagonist alone, as in SD1, or with the other
rescuers, as in GD1. This analysis not only validates the accuracy of part
of the prediction process, but also provides focus for potential improvements.
The next event SD2 also provides insight into the successes and failures
of the prediction system. When the user prefers this option, the system will
predict that the player will choose from one of the Solo event options (SD1,
SD2, SD3 or SD4). This demonstrates that the motivator of Independence
plays a large role in the system’s prediction, but the player relies on other
factors as well. The other data in this comparison table, as well as the rest of
the results more generally, provide suitable testing of the relevant supporting
hypothesis and direction for improvement of the system.
This analysis in general has proven that the supporting hypothesis related
to specific events is incorrect for this system. The result of the analysis has
shown several areas that refute the idea that all events are equally important.
This analysis, however, also provides potential changes that could be made
to improve the correctness and validity of the system. More analysis of these
results and the results of further studies will provide more areas that require
improvement to verify this supporting hypothesis.
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Motivator Assignment

An important part of the feedback section was asking the player to justify
their choices by using the seven of Reiss’ motivators that were relevant to
this narrative (see Section 3.1.2). This was aimed at testing the supporting
hypothesis that ’The weightings of motivators assigned to each player choice
reflect most players’ reasoning behind that choice”. Testing this hypothesis
and the assumptions made during the creation of the interactive game is an
important part of testing the validity of the prototype.
Quantifying the feedback from this section was done by comparing what
the player assigned as motivators behind their choice, and the motivators
that were designed for each choice in the narrative. The two values used
represent the amount of agreement and the amount of disagreement between
the two. The amount of agreement is the percentage of values that were
present in the design of that choice that the player also assigned (higher is
better), while the amount of disagreement was the percentage of values that
the player assigned that were not present in the design of that choice (lower
is better).
For example, if the player responded by saying the motivators Curiosity
and Idealism were relevant to their choice, and the design of the choice also
had motivators Curiosity and Idealism, then the agreement is 100%, while
the disagreement is 0%. Other examples are; player assigned Curiosity vs.
designed Order = 0% agreement = and 100% disagreement; player assigned
Power, Independence and Curiosity vs. designed Independence, Curiosity,
Order and Saving = 50% agreement and 33% disagreement.
The overall agreement and disagreement across all motivator assignment
feedback was 50.43% agreement and 39.50% disagreement. This shows that
overall, players often allocated different motivators to choices than were designed for those choices in the game. This refutes the hypothesis that the
most players agreed with the system on the assignment of motivators.
More specific examples are required, however, to highlight the erroneous
choices. Some choices showed consistently high agreement with the player
base. For example, choice 8.2 (see Appendix C), with a designed motivator of 3, had agreement and disagreement scores of 100% and 14.29%. This
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means that every single player who was asked to assign motivators for this
choice also said motivator number 3 was relevant. Some players responded
with 3 and another motivator, which causes the disagreement to be nonzero, but 100% responded at least 3. This demonstrates that the motivator
assigned to this specific choice does indeed reflect most players’ reasoning
behind this choice.
A possible explanation for this choice’s success was that it was only designed
with one motivator, Curiosity. As most of the player’s feedback for this
section was only to select the single main motivator for that choice, disagreements between a few motivators are less extreme. However, this reasoning is
disproved by other examples. Choice 4.3 (see Appendix C), which is only
assigned one motivator as well, received agreement and disagreement scores
of 43% and 57%. This shows that just because a choice has only one motivator designed, does not mean that it will have high agreement. Additionally,
choice 5.2 has the motivators Independence, Curiosity and Saving assigned
to it, and achieves the good scores of 77% and 15%, while the choice 7.4
has motivators Order and Idealism, but only achieved 16% and 87%. These
2
demonstrate that the motivator scores designed for each choice, not the
number of motivators, determines whether most players will agree. By examining the responses of the participant, the motivator values of the choices
with poor agreement can be altered to be more in line with the general consensus of players.
One other case of motivator assignment is particularly relevant for the future design of the system. Of the 78 times that participants were asked to
assign motivators for a choice, only once did a player say that the Vengeance
motivator was important to their choice. This is most likely due to one of
two problems. Firstly, it is possible that the narrative of the game did not
provide enough incentive to act in revenge. This is also reflected by the
number of players that chose variations that included a peaceful conflict resolution with the primary antagonist. Making the conflict with the antagonist
more personal and providing additional reason to seek revenge would result
in more players exhibiting this motivator. The other possibility is related to
2

It is important to note that due to the small sample size of this study, a number of
the choices received feedback only twice, once or, in a few cases, never. The examples
above all received feedback either 6 or 7 times, so the information presented is far more
balanced than those cases with a smaller frequency.
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the negative connotations associated with revenge. Culturally, we are taught
that revenge is a bad thing, despite the fact that it is proven by Reiss’ theory
and many others to be an important motivator. Explaining Vengeance in
the feedback section more neutrally, or even renaming it to something less
stigmatised (like Justice), might make more players admit to exhibiting it in
their choices.
Overall, the analysis of the feedback regarding motivator assignments has
refuted the hypothesis that the system reflects the motivators correctly. It
has also provided particular choices and motivators that need adjustment to
allow for more accurate reflection of the player’s own motivations.

Chapter 5
Conclusion
As discussed in Section 4, the main result of the study is inconclusive. The
main hypothesis that a player’s actions can be used to estimate the narrative
content they prefer can therefore be neither proven nor refuted. The likelihood that the system can correctly predict which of the presented variations
that the player will prefer was an improvement over the expected base case,
but not to a sufficient degree that it confirms the theory. Conversely the fact
that the system led to an improvement at all means that the hypothesis has
potential.
However, the testing of this main hypothesis was not the sole outcome of
the study. The other feedback received tested the correctness and validity
of the system in a number of specific areas, and found that the system used
had several shortcomings. These flaws mean that the system itself was not
adequate to properly validate the main hypothesis.
These results indicate areas of the system that require improvement in order
to increase the consistency and accuracy of prediction. The feedback gathered can be used to highlight specific areas that contributed to the overall
inaccuracy of the system, as well as those areas that were consistently successful. Further analysis of the results gathered will identify other incorrect
assumptions and areas of erroneous design.
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The fact that the main result proves the potential of the core concepts behind
this system is a positive outcome. With further development of the prototype
and future studies involving a larger number of participants, this type of
approach should be able to conclusively prove or refute the hypothesis that
actions made by a player in an interactive game determine the narrative
content they prefer.
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This appendix is designed to be used with Appendix B, which outlines the
choices associated with each passage.
The If figure denotes content that only appears if a previous option was
chosen. This allows for back and forth dialogue to occur.
The After figure denotes content that only appears after a number of other
options in this passage have been chosen. This forces the player to complete
each of the sub-passages before continuing.
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Most rows consist of the passage where the choice is located, an identifier for the choice made, and the
destination passage for that choice. The term passage is used by the Twine software used to define a page
of text in the narrative. Each choice also has values for the seven motivators and the dialogue of that choice.

Grey rows have no motivator content, and do not lead to new choice options. They only serve to progress
the narrative.
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Blue rows are automatic progression. Usually, they are used once the player has completed all branches at
a particular hub, to take the player to the next hub or choice.

Appendix D
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Appendix E
Participant Information Sheet
Researcher:
My name is David Cowley, and I am an Undergraduate Honours student from
Australia. I am studying Software Engineering at the School of Computer
Science and Information Technology at the Australian National University.

Project Title: Planning a Story: Tracking Player Choices to Determine
Player Goals

General Outline of the Project:
• Description and Methodology: The goal of this project is to determine
whether player choices in interactive stories can be used to predict the level
of enjoyment for particular events in that story. This will involve users completing a short web-based interactive story and providing feedback based on
a personally generated conclusion to that story. This will test both the possibility of such a system and the validity of my chosen method.

• Participants: The number of participants is variable, with more participants resulting in better and more substantial conclusions. Participants will
be recruited by the investigator personally, and via the website Interactive
Fiction Database (ifdb.tads.org).
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• Use of Data and Feedback: The data will be used to analyse the trends
and therefore validate both my chosen narrative generation method and the
possibility of other such methods. The conclusion drawn from these results,
as well as the results themselves, will be available in thesis form on the study’s
website by December 2015. These conclusions will also be used to further
tailor the design of the method, in order to increase its effectiveness.

Participant Involvement:
• Voluntary Participation Withdrawal: The participation in this project is
entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time before
the conclusion of the story. If you choose not to answer a question simply
close the web browser to end your participation in the study. When you
begin the game, a record of the current time will be taken, but no other information will be gathered until the conclusion of the game. Any incomplete
records will be discarded upon the collection of the data at the end of the
project. Due to the anonymous nature of the data collected, it will not be
possible to remove specific information once the game is complete.

• What does participation in the research request of you? You will be
asked to complete a simple interactive story, and provide answers to a few
short questions. Your answer to each question will be recorded, as well as
your feedback at the conclusion of the story. In addition, a record of the
current time will be taken at the start and end of the game.
• No personal information will be gathered. All data collected will remain
completely anonymous.
• The data will be collected by using a cookie, which is integral to the
functionality of the project and will contain no information that can be used
to identify any participant. Please ensure that cookies are enabled by your
browser.

• Location and Duration: The participation in this project will take approximately 20-30 minutes, and can be completed any number of times. The
URL for the Project is https://routineescape.herokuapp.com.
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• Risks: This interactive story deals with elements of supernatural themes
and references to violence and death. This may cause distress to some participants. If you experience any distress from participating, don’t hesitate to
call Lifeline Australia on 13 11 14, the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline
USA on 1-800-273-8255, or your local crisis support service.
Using the ESRB standard for video game classification, I would rate this
game as Teen (13+) due to Supernatural Themes and Violent References.

• Benefits: This research will allow the validation and development of a
narrative system that can successfully predict the general motivations of the
player. This will allow for a more focussed and immersive narrative in interactive stories which will provide the player with specific goals and obstacles
based on their motivations. For example, if a player wishes their character
to be immensely wealthy, this system would provide them with opportunities
to accrue vast fortunes, rather than performing selfless tasks. The existing
ideology in open-world games is to provide the player with a plethora of these
opportunities, and force them to be selective with how they spend their time.
This is usually unsuccessful, devolving the player character into someone who
simply does everything because it is there. Creating a viable system that can
provide a focussed narrative for every type of player or player character will
ultimately encourage immersion and increase replayability. This research is
vital in developing the proposed system into one that can reliably predict
the player’s motivations, and therefore provide a tailored story.

Confidentiality:
• Confidentiality: The results of this study may be shared or published
in their entirety. However, due to the anonymous nature of the data collected, there will be no attribution of the data to the participants in any
form. Therefore, participants will not be individually identified and their
confidentiality will be protected as far as the law allows.

Data Storage:
• Where: The data will be stored on a cloud-hosted database provided
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by the cloud application platform Heroku. The data collected from the participants will remain the property of the ANU, and only be used by Heroku
for the sole purpose of enabling Heroku to provide you with the Heroku Services. For more information, see sections 6.2 and 8.1 of the Heroku Terms of
Service https://www.heroku.com/policy/tos.

• How long: The data will remain on the cloud-hosted database for
the duration of the study, after which it will be moved to a local digital copy in accordance with the ANU’s Code of Research Conduct Policy
https://policies.anu.edu.au/ppl/document/ANUP0 07403.Asthedatacollectedmaybeusedintheo
Queries and Concerns:
• Contact Details for More Information: Any concerns or requests for further information should be directed to me, David Cowley, or my supervisor
Patrik Haslum.

David Cowley
Email: u5012568@anu.edu.au
Phone: 0429649151 (international charges may apply)
Patrik Haslum
Email: patrik.haslum@anu.edu.au

Ethics Committee Clearance:
The ethical aspects of this research have been approved by the ANU Human
Research Ethics Committee. If you have any concerns or complaints about
how this research has been conducted, please contact:

Ethics Manager
The ANU Human Research Ethics Committee
The Australian National University
Telephone: +61 2 6125 3427
Email: Human.Ethics.Officer@anu.edu.au

115

116

Appendix F
Results

APPENDIX F. RESULTS

117

