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Conflict, War, and Enemies in First-Person Computer Games: A Multidisciplinary 
Approach to Textual Frames, Player Attitudes, and Game Design 

 
1. Relevance to call 
The present project conducts a multi-disciplinary analysis of first-person computer war 
games. Combing advances in the humanities and the empirical social sciences with 
critical approaches to game design, the project addresses potential impacts of computer 
war games on society and the individual, and investigates possible consequences for 
policy, education, and game design.  
 
2. Aspects relating to research project 
2.1 Background and status of knowledge 
The academic study of computer games is a still emergent field that includes various 
disciplinary vantage points, such as studies of game industries or player cultures (Taylor 
2006, Shaw 2010, Friess 2012), game histories (Wolf 2012, Latorre 2013), critical 
approaches to game content (Shut 2007, Allen 2011), a pedagogical focus on serious 
games for education or persuasion (Gee 2003, Thomas 2006, Bogost 2006, 2007, 
Egenfeldt-Nielsen 2007), studies of computer games and risk (Durkin&Barber 2002, 
Anderson 2004, 2009), and accounts of the nature of the game experience as story, play, 
or both (Aarseth 2001, Eskelinen 2001, Kücklich 2003, Frasca 2003, Juul 2005, Pötzsch 
under review b).  

Many academic communities have done research on computer games, their 
performative powers, economic, societal, and political impacts, or technological, 
procedural, and narrative characteristics. The “astounding growth” (Egenfeldt-Nielsen 
et.al. 2008:2) of the field is reflected in the establishment of scholarly journals such as 
Game Studies or Games & Culture, and a series of recent anthologies (Wolf & Perron 
2009, Fossheim et.al. 2012, Fromme & Unger 2012). This scholarly engagement with 
games also includes the interrelation between computer games, war, society, and politics 
(Huntemann & Payne 2010, Call et.al. 2012, Mantello 2012, Schulzke 2013). 

Possible relations between computer games, war, and politics are contested 
scholarly terrains. From mainstream media moral panics that almost by default transform 
an apparent co-variance between preferences for violent computer games and individual 
school shooters into a causal relationship, via serious attempts to measure possible 
increases in violent thoughts and behavior in connection to gameplay (Durkin & Barber 
2002, Anderson 2004, Anderson et.al. 2009), to analysis of the ways through which 
actual player communities engage with, and negotiate, the depicted violence (Friess 
2012), many different studies and disciplines have addressed the issue. Why one more 
project that takes up possible interconnection between computer games, changes in 
attitudes, and ways of approaching conflicts and potential adversaries? 

In a critical overview of studies of the relationship between computer war games, 
politics, and society, Schulzke (2013) has recently remarked that most studies of war-
related computer games merely assume a specific impact and “fail to explain the 
mechanisms that may produce” this effect (60). Indeed, for instance Allen (2011) argues 
that the “unreal enemy” of America’s Army “precedes, and perhaps aids in the realization 
and creation of, the real enemy” (47), yet does not provide evidence as to how this 
alleged effect comes about. For similar useful, yet somewhat reductive, accounts see for 
instance Ottosen (2009), Nieborg (2010), King & Leonard (2010), or Miller (2012). 

Other studies have adopted a more reflective stance. Hartmann & Vorderer 
(2009), for instance, alert us to the role of moral disengagement in making violence in 
computer games attractive, and point to the importance of narrative frames for the in-
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game justification of acts of killing, while Mantello (2012) describes the interrelation 
between war games and US views on international politics and military engagement. The 
present project builds upon such approaches in that it interconnects their most salient 
methodological and theoretical features and develops them further into an integrated 
interdisciplinary framework.  

The present project analyses the ways through which first-person computer war 
games predispose player engagement, invite discursive positions, impact attitudes, and 
frame player cultures. This is achieved through 1) in-depth analysis of the narrative 
structures, procedural rhetoric, and specific design features through which this game 
genre invites particular dominant tendencies of engagement and meaning, 2) a 
contextualisation of these tendencies in relation to extra-diegetic political discourse and 
practice, and 3) empirical measurements of possible attitude changes in individual players 
connected to intensive game play. The findings will 4) be correlated to one another 
enabling interdisciplinary advances and developments of method and theory. Results will 
impact on 5) the practical game design component of the project that aims at creating a 
critical, politically and morally conscientious, open source first-person war game set in a 
post-apocalyptic London topography – Dead London. In contrast to most generic first-
person war games that exhibit a tendency of reducing war to an entertaining exchange of 
bullets, here a problematization of violence and inter-group relations, and a realistic 
representation of the complexity of conflicts and potential solutions will stand central. 

 The project stands out among competing advances in that it innovatively 
combines, and correlates the findings of, textually based approaches from the humanities 
and empirical research methods from the social sciences. This way, the project will 
produce sound empirical data as a basis for concrete policy recommendations concerning 
massively consumed computer games and their potential impacts, and further develop 
and improve research methodologies across disciplinary boundaries. In addition, the 
project will develop a non-commercial first-person war game that can be used as an 
educational tool for conflict management and mediation courses, as well as peace studies. 
 
2.2 Approaches, hypotheses, and choice of method 
The main hypotheses of the project are 1) that the narrative frames, procedural rhetoric, 
and specific design features of generic first-person computer games invite the adoption of 
dominant subject-positions that predispose attitudes toward friend, foe, and the nature of 
conflict as well as potential solutions, 2) that the effects of these subject-positions can be 
empirically observed and measured as attitude changes in groups of players compared to 
non-players, and 3) that critical game design can create games that have the potential to 
question, counter, and possibly reverse such dominant tendencies of meaning. 

Project phase 1 applies the methods of three different disciplines in the humanities 
and social sciences: 1) narratological and proceduralist analysis of the formal properties 
and design features of first-person games, as well as the discursive contextualization of 
the dominant tendencies of meaning cued through these rhetorical frames, 2) empirical 
approaches within social psychology that aim at measuring possible attitude changes 
connected to this rhetoric, and 3) critical advances in practical game design that flesh out 
and realize first-person games’ ethical and educational potentials.  

Project phase 1 consists of research carried out within each project work package 
(WP). In this phase the deployed approaches and methods vary with respect to each 
WP’s respective framework (see section 2.3 below). Throughout project phase 2 
Synthesis & Integration, theories and methods from the involved disciplines are 
combined to correlate and critically reassess the respective findings. Thus, the initial 
hypotheses are tested from three distinct disciplinary vantage points, and subsequently 
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integrated in an interdisciplinary framework. This enables the further development of 
theories and methods of game studies across disciplinary confines and establishes a sound 
empirical basis for specific policy recommendations regarding the impacts of massively 
consumed first-person war games and their potential benefits for education and training. 
 
2.3 Project plan, project management, organization, and cooperation 
The project is divided into four work packages (WPs): WP 1: Project Management 
(UiT,), WP 2: Narrative, Procedural, & Discursive Frames (UiT), WP 3: Measuring 
Attitude Change (UiT), and WP 4: Practical Game Design (LSBU). Please consult 
attached Gantt chart for further details. 

The main partners are the Dept. of Culture and Literature (WP1&2), the Dept. of 
Psychology (WP3), and the Centre for Peace Studies (WP1&2) at Tromsø University 
(UiT), as well as the Department of Arts and Media and the Centre for Media and 
Culture Research at London South Bank University (LSBU) (WP4). The International 
Game Developers Association (IGDA) facilitates industry contacts for WP4, while the 
research group War and Peace Dynamics (UiT) will support work carries out in WP2. 

Project leader Dr. Holger Pötzsch (UiT) has a scholarly background in film and 
media studies. His expertise lies in analysis of the relation between audio-visual media, 
political discourse, and war. He has published on such issues as the war film and 
discourses of othering (2010, 2011, 2012a), conflict, media, and memory (2012b, 2012c), 
war and new media (under review a), and recently on first-person shooters and open 
world games (under review b). Pötzsch has worked within the Border Aesthetics project 
financed by the Norwegian Research Council’s KULVER programme and has served as 
project leader at the Dept. of Culture and Literature (UiT) with responsibility for 
establishing a BA programme in Media- and Documentation studies. He has recently 
been found qualified for the position of Academic Head of the Centre for Peace Studies 
(UiT), and works presently within the FP7 project EUBORDERSCAPES (see CV for 
details and list of publications). Pötzsch is responsible for WPs 1&2 and will contribute 
to WP4 throughout the Integration & Synthesis phase of the project.  

Primary investigators are Prof. Philip Hammond (LSBU), and Siobhan Thomas 
(LSBU). Philip Hammond is Professor of Media and Communications and leader of the 
Centre for Media and Culture Research (CMCR) at LSBU. He has published extensively 
on the interrelations between war, media, and politics (Hammond 2000, 2007a, 2007b, 
2011). Hammond will contribute to WP4 and to WP2’s phase 3 Discursive 
Contextualisation. Siobhan Thomas is responsible for the BA programme Game 
Cultures at LSBU. She has extensive contacts in the games industry and serves among 
other things as the London Coordinator of the International Game Development 
Association (IGDA). Thomas is co-founder of the London Game Research Group and 
serves on the editorial board of the journal Game Studies. She has published on game 
design and e-learning (2006, 2008). Thomas will work in WP4 and contribute to WP2 
during the Synthesis & Integration phase. Academic director Dr. Christine Smith-
Simonsen at the Centre for Peace Studies (CPS) will contribute to WP2’s phase 3 
Discursive Contextualisation. CPS will also support the coordination of project symposia 
and final conference at UiT (WP1). Game developer Andy Lemon at IGDA’s London 
office will facilitate industry contacts and support the arranging of game development 
workshops for WP4. WP3&WP4 will be carried out by 2 PostDocs (positions filled 
during project phase 1). Please consult attached CVs for further details on project leader 
and primary investigators. 
 
WP 1: Project Management (months 1-36, UiT, 15%) 
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This WP is responsible for overall project management; budget control and potential 
revisions, filling of positions, writing of interim and final reports (R1-4), applications for 
additional funding for conferences (AP1), maintenance and updating of project website 
(PWS), communication with end users, stake holders, and policy-makers, organization of 
project symposia (PS1-3) and final conference (FC), contracts with publishers (CO), and 
formal issues regarding the BA course in Integrated Game Analysis at UiT. Toward the 
end of the project period, WP 1 will develop a follow-up funding application (AP2) on 
the basis of lists of open questions (LOQ1-3) delivered by WP2-4 (see Gantt-chart). 

Project management is conducted by project leader at UiT. Some tasks in 
connection with project symposia (PS2&3) and game design workshops (SDW, 
GDW1&2) in London, as well as with the BA course in Critical Game Design will be 
delegated to LSBU and IGDA. The Centre for Peace Studies (UiT) will support project 
symposium (PS1) and final conference (FC) at UiT. 
 
WP 2: Narrative, Procedural, and Discursive Frames (months 1-36, UiT, 85%) 
Taking a combination of procedural (Bogost 2006, 2007), affective (Ash 2012, 2013), 
narratological (Juul 2005, Jørgensen 2010, Lankoski 2011), and discourse-theoretical 
(Mantello 2012, Pötzsch 2011, 2012a) approaches as point of departure, WP 2: Narrative, 
Procedural, and Discursive Frames investigates how war games’ formal properties 
predispose player engagement and enable particular discursive positions. This way, 
potential individual and collective impacts are connected to concrete, empirically 
observable textual structures and frames. WP 2 further develops and elaborates a 
framework that is based on film theoretical approaches to character engagement (Smith 
1995, Plantinga 2009) and that combines analysis of games’ narratives with a focus on 
their procedural rhetoric (Pötzsch under review b). 

WP 2 applies an integrative theoretical and methodological framework to show 
how rules, design features, and narrative frames influence and predispose the player 
experience, and how this experience relates to political discourse(s). Comparable to the 
multi-dimensional framework of Calleja (2007), but more explicitly focused on war 
games and their narratives, design, and mechanics, WP 2 assesses textually deployed 
potentials for meaning and affect that can subsequently be correlated against empirical 
findings from WP 3 and that can improve practical design choices made in WP 4. 

The work package is divided into four phases (see Gantt chart): During phase 1, 
Preparation (months 1-4), the game corpus is redefined (CRD) and data collection in the 
form of active game play is conducted (DC). Phase 2, Narratological & Procedural 
Analysis conducts close readings of game narratives (Jørgensen 2010, Lankoski 2011) 
and thorough analysis of their procedural rhetoric (Bogost 2006, 2007) and amplification 
of affect (Ash 2012, 2013). Determinate formal properties of the first-person war game 
genre are thus identified and systematized (A1), and correlated to structural features of 
critical games that challenge or break with generic conventions (A2). Particular focus 
will be directed to potential tensions and contradictions between procedural rhetoric and 
narrative figures and tropes. Hypothesis 1 regarding dominant tendencies of meaning 
invited in and through generic first-person war games is thus supported or challenged. In 
phase 3, Discursive Contextualisation, the dominant tendencies of meaning are mapped 
onto political discourses regarding conflict, war, the enemy, and peace to assess potential 
overlaps or mutual interferences (A3). In phase 4, Synthesis & Integration, findings, 
theory, and method of phase 2&3 will be critically reassessed with reference to empirical 
results of WP3 (C1), while phase 4, Finalisation, will finalize publications, present a list 
of open questions (LOQ1), and present end results at the final project conference.  
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WP2 adopts a wide definition of war games. The preliminary corpus contains the 
following titles: 1) first-person shooters: America’s Army 3 (US Army 2009), Call of 
Duty: Black Ops II (Treyarch/Activision 2012), Kuma/War 2 (Kuma Reality Games 
2006), 2) open world role playing games: Elder Scrolls V: Skyrim (Bethesda 2011), 
Fallout: New Vegas (Bethesda 2010), and 3) alternative first person games such as the 
map-based non-violent game Portal 2 (Valve Corp. 2011) or the narratively innovative 
Haze (Free Radical Design/Ubisoft 2008).  

 
WP 3: Measuring Attitude Change (months 3-26, UiT, PostDoc 100%) 
From the vantage point of empirical social psychology, WP 3: Assessing Attitude Change 
will measure possible attitude changes in relation to weapons, uniforms, war, and the 
enemy among players in connection with extensive play of first-person war games. WP3 
uses an implicit association test (IAT; Greenwald et.al. 1998) to assess subconscious 
changes, and a survey scale to extrapolate possible findings to an explicit register of 
attitude change (SU; building on Dunlap et.al. 2000, see also Bohner & Dickel 2011). 
WP3 aims at measuring possible changes in implicit as well as explicit attitudes towards 
weapons, uniforms, war, and the enemy thereby either supporting or challenging 
hypothesis 2 and the findings from WP2. 

During WP3’s phase 1, Preparation, sample and control groups will be selected 
among volunteering Norwegian graduate students at UiT (TG1-3). Participants are pre-
screened for previous game experience. A mixed model design allows for manipulation 
of internal variables (gender, age, etc), and external variables (different type of games). 
Group composition is randomized to even out possible other factors. Material for IAT is 
specified (ITM) and a survey scale for testing of explicit attitudes is developed (SS). 
Methodological advances are summed up in methodological guidelines and a report on 
methods (R5) and made available to academic communities (CP6). Phase 2, 
Implementation, carries out the developed tests on 3 test groups (T1-3). After pre-testing 
for existing attitudes and scales, TG 1-3 play one specific game each for a period of 8 
weeks at a total of 8 hours per week, before IAT and SU are run. Selected games are Call 
of Duty: Black Ops II, Fallout: New Vegas, and the non-violent Portal 2. Using ANOVA 
(repeated measurement) we will be able to assess possible effects of first person 
computer war games on implicit and explicit attitudes (internal group effects), and 
highlight possible differences between story driven and procedural impacts (external 
group effects). In phase 3, Result Assessment, empirical results and advances in method 
(CP8, A4), as well as a list of open questions are presented (LOQ2). WP3 results will 
feed into WP2’s Integration & Synthesis phase and inform design choice made by WP4. 
 
WP 4: Practical Game Design (months 1-36, LSBU, PostDoc 100%) 
In cooperation with the games industry and a group of selected game design students at 
LSBU, WP 4: Practical Game Design will plan and develop the open source game Dead 
London - an engaging first-person war game that invites serious contemplation regarding 
the multi-dimensional nature and complex consequences of war, resource deprivation, 
and post-war reorganization and reconstruction. Taking Flanagan’s (2009) approach to 
“radical game design” as a point of departure, WP4 aims at developing a game that 
enables morally difficult player decisions in complex and ambivalent terrain entailing 
long-term in-game consequences for the player character. As such, WP4 further develops 
advances made by developers of games such as Darfur is Dying (Take Action Games 
2006), and actualizes ethical and educational potentials of computer games identified by 
for instance Bogost (2006), Thomas (2006), Egenfeldt-Nielsen (2007), Sicart (2009), 
Zagal (2009), Schulzke (2009), and Flanagan (2009).  
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During phase 1, Preparation (months 1-6), WP4 consolidates contacts with game 
industry professionals and selects a group of volunteering students enrolled in LSBU’s 
BA programme in game design to form a game development team. Planning meetings 
with game industry specialists and students will be held to determine game requirements 
(PM1-4), a game design document/game brief (GB) will be presented and a prototype 
project plan (PPP) specified. Project phase 2, Implementation (months 7-32), carries out 
theoretically reflective game design that incorporates findings from WP2&3 as these 
emerge in conference papers, drafts, and articles (CP1-8&A1-4). This phase aims at 
designing a game prototype (PT), playable first and second test versions (TV1&2), and 
versions for alpha and beta testing (AT & BT), before the release version (RV) is 
presented. A game website (GWS), start-up design workshop (SDW), and game design 
workshops in connection to conference symposia at LSBU (GDW1&2) will improve the 
flow of information and expertise between researchers, designers, students, player 
communities, and game industry professionals, thus enabling feedback loops between 
testers, developers, and theorists. An open access game wiki (GW) will serve as a 
knowledge hub for new ideas and innovations. Theoretical reflections will be made 
accessible in the form of two articles dealing with 1) the ethics of game design (A5), 2) 
with design consequences of findings in WP2&3 (A6), and 3) with development of 
theory and method in critical game design (C2). Project phase 3, Finalization, will round 
up WP work and present a list of open questions (LOQ3). 
 
Contingency plans 
Possible problems when implementing the project can arise from delays in research 
activities and lack of resources needed for game design. Delays in project work are often 
due to unclear organisational structures and/or sub-objectives. The attached Gantt-chart 
visualises the organisation of the project as a whole and the interconnections between the 
different project phases and WPs. Concrete deliverables (D) and milestones (MS), such 
as conference papers (CP), articles (A), workshops (GDW) and regular reports (R) 
provide clear indications of progress and serve as early warning mechanisms regarding 
possible problems. This, together with a separate WP for Project Management (WP1), 
ensures efficient project steering and enables pre-emptive trouble-shooting. Regular 
project symposia (PS1-3) will facilitate close coordination of research and development 
activities between the partners. Regarding resources for game development, the 
involvement of IGDA and LSBU’s BA programme Game Cultures enables flexible 
access to the expertise of industry professionals and game design students. These partners 
provide crucial resources for WP4. 
 
2.4 Budget 
The budget covers three full time positions; project leader responsible for WP1&2 (UiT), 
1 PostDoc for WP3 (UiT), and 1 PostDoc for WP4 (LSBU). In addition, the project 
covers financial support for the arrangement of project symposia and game design 
workshops at UiT and LSBU, and entails an initial contribution to the funding of the final 
project conference at UiT (WP1 will apply for additional funding). Some travel costs for 
project positions and primary investigators are also included to enable participation in 
national and international network meetings and conferences. Industry cooperation does 
not involve financial obligations and is based on free mutual exchange of expertise. The 
game development project will not generate direct financial profits (open source). 
 
3. Key perspectives and compliance with strategic documents 
3.1 Compliance with strategic documents 
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The project is composed of partners in two European countries and aims at continuous 
scholarly exchange between game research and development environments in countries 
such as Norway, Great Britain, Denmark, and Finland. This way it complies with the 
strategic objective of increasing internationalization of research in Norway. The project 
also corresponds to the HSL faculty’s strategic objective of establishing a robust 
internationally connected research environment in media studies at UiT. 
 
3.2 Relevance and benefit to society 
The growing scholarly and public interest in computer game research that is for instance 
reflected in the publication of several recent books (Wolf & Perron 2009, Flanagan 2009, 
Huntemann & Payne 2010, Call et.al. 2012, Fossheim et.al. 2012, Fromme & Unger 
2012, Sylvester 2013) and the establishment of various game studies journals (Game 
Studies, Games & Culture, Eludamos) is not without reason. Statistics show that the 
average amount of time spent playing computer games has undergone constant growth 
since the popularisation of this technology during the 1970s and continues to rise today 
(Siwek 2010, Shaw 2010, SSB 2012). The design and marketing of high-end ‘AAA’ war 
games today requires a budget comparable to a major Hollywood film and the product 
reaches a similar global audience and generates similar revenues (Siwek 2010). One 
major difference, however, is the fact that to enjoy an average Hollywood film the 
spectator spends between 1,5 and 3 hours of leisure time, while playing a game such as 
Call of Duty: Black Ops or Elder Scrolls V: Skyrim offers an immersive experience 
requiring full concentration for dozens if not hundreds of hours. Far from postulating that 
this in itself is a problem (the reading of Joyce’s Ulysses or Proust’s In Search of Lost 
Time might require comparable amounts of time and concentration), the increased 
saliency of computer games in contemporary society and culture demands continued 
scholarly engagement with the ways these games operate and might exert influence at an 
individual and collective level. In responding to demands posed by this increasing 
ubiquity of computer games, the interdisciplinary research envisioned in the present 
project produces empirical data that is crucial for policy-makers’ and societies’ ability to 
come to terms with quickly evolving new entertainment technologies. This way the 
conducted research entails clear benefits for society.  
 
3.3 Environmental impact 
No significant environmental impact is to be expected.  
 
3.4 Ethical perspectives 
Important ethical questions arise in connection to research carried out in WPs 3&4. WP3 
conducts research on human subjects, while WP4 includes BA students in design 
activities and cooperates with a profit-oriented game industry.  

WP3 will follow established procedures regarding the selection of test-subjects 
and the anonymization of research result. All participants will be adults who have 
voluntarily consented to testing. No study will involve patients, clients, minors, or 
otherwise vulnerable segments of the population. No personal data, health-related 
information, or biological materials will be collected. Permissions from the ethical review 
board will be acquired if necessary. 

The computer game designed by WP4 will not generate profit. The game will be 
made available for free download at the game website (GWS) and the source code will be 
freely accessible. Industry involvement via IGDA is not profit-oriented, but based on a 
free exchange of expertise and organizational resources. The BA students involved in 
development activities will be selected on the basis of previous achievements among a 
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group of adult volunteers. Their activities will be included as degree-relevant components 
at LSBU to avoid possible delays in study progression.  
 
3.5 Gender issues 
Gender issues are relevant for the present project in several respects; 1) composition of 
project team, 2) representation of female characters in first-person games, 3) possible 
gendered patterns regarding attitude changes in connection to game play, and 4) possible 
consequences gender issues might have on game design choices. 

1) The project team will consist of 6 researchers (see 2.3). To maintain an 
acceptable gender balance, the project leadership will actively work for that at least one 
of the two announced positions will be filled by a woman. This is achieved by for 
instance actively approaching qualified female candidates and by prioritizing female 
applicants provided they have qualifications equaling those of their male competitors. 

2-4) WPs2-4 will direct particular attention to gender as a relevant factor in 
research design and as an important variable in research results. In the project’s analytical 
phase, WP2 will also direct critical attention to the narrative and procedural framing of 
female characters in first-person games. During the Integration & Synthesis phase, these 
findings will be critically reassessed and transformed into concrete recommendations for 
critical game design to be carried out in WP4. WP3 will pay particular attention to gender 
as a potentially salient variable in the measuring of potential attitude changes among 
groups of players compared to non-players. Also here possible findings will be translated 
into concrete recommendations for game design to be implemented by WP4.  
 
4 Dissemination and communication of results 
4.1 Dissemination plan 
Scholarly dissemination and communication of results happens through:  
- At least 6 articles in international journals such as Games & Culture, Game Studies, and 

Media, War & Conflict (WP2), Journal of Applied Social Psychology (WP3), as well as 
Simulation & Gaming, and Eludamos (WP4) (A1-6) 

- Drafts will be discussed at 3 project symposia with invited participants from Nordic 
research hubs in game studies such as Centre for Computer Game Culture at IT 
University Copenhagen or Games Research Lab at University of Tampere (PS1-3) 

- Finalized papers will be presented at international conferences, notably the yearly 
conference of the Digital Game Research Association (DIGRA), the conferences of the 
Gamephilosophy Network, and the annual Game Developers Conference (CP1-12) 

- Results of Synthesis & Integration phase will be presented at final project conference 
(FC) and published as chapters in the project anthology (C1-2 & network contributions) 

- Regular guest lectures at UiT, LSBU, and the above mentioned research hubs 
- Research-based seminars for BA, MA, and PhD-students at UiT & LSBU 
- 2 web based 10 credit BA courses at UiT and LSBU (‘MDV-1xxx: Integrated Game 

Analysis’ and ‘1xxx: Critical Game Design’) 
- Access to open source game code via game website (GWS) 
To maintain and further develop a scholarly network to other national and international 
game research environments, some travel costs have been included in the budget.  
 
Dissemination to a non-academic audience will take place in the following way. 
- Media contributions such as television and radio interviews, newspaper essays, blogs, 

and a project Facebook page 
- Public lectures and seminars in cooperation with local organizers 
- Public opening events of project symposia and final conference 
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- Regular guest lectures and seminars at Breivika Upper Secondary School (SV1-4) 
- A project website (PWS) 
- A game Wiki and comparable participatory platforms (GW) 
- A launch event in connection to the release of the final game version (RV) 
Public dissemination will be carried out in close concert with UiT’s and LSBU’s public 
relations departments and will make use of channels such as forskning.no or the UiT 
magazine Labyrint. Public dissemination is perceived as a crucial component of the 
project as it increases the impact of achieved results and improves knowledge of research 
carried out with public funding. Also, public feedback and the process of translating 
highly complicated issues into an accessible language improve the research process. 
 
4.2 Communication with users (research communities, industry, stakeholders) 
National and international game research environments, public stakeholders, as well as 
the games industry will be updated through the publication of regular progress reports 
(R1-5) on the project website (PWS) and a Facebook page. Academic environments will 
gain access to findings through symposia and network meetings (PS1-3), conference 
papers (CP1-12), journal articles (A1-6), a project anthology (C1-2), and seminars. The 
university sector and students will benefit from project activities through 2 BA courses. 

IGDA will facilitate regular game development workshops with representatives 
from the industry, research communities, player communities, and students. These will 
ensure a constant flow of information and expertise between involved stakeholders and 
groups (SDW, GDW1-2). The source code of the developed game will be made available 
on the game website (GWS) and will remain accessible for further development after the 
project is over. Continuous player and designer activities will be enabled on a game wiki 
and similar participatory platforms (GW). 

 
References 
Aarseth, E. 2001. “Computer Game Studies, Year One”, Game Studies Vol. 1(1). 
Allen, R. 2011. “The Unreal Enemy of ‘America’s Army’” Games and Culture Vol. 6(1), 38-60. 
Anderson,C. 2004. “An Update on the Effects of Playing Violent Video Games”, Journal of Adolescence Vol.27, 113-

122. 
Anderson, C., C. Barlett & E. Swing. 2009. “Video Game Effects Confirmed, Suspected, and Speculative: A Review of 

the Evidence”, Simulation & Gaming, Vol. 40(3), 377-403. 
Ash, J. 2012. “Attention, Videogames and the Retentional Economies of Affective Amplification”, Theory, Culture & 

Society Vol. 29(6), 3-26. 
Ash,J. 2013. “Technologies of Captivation: Videogames and the Attunement of Affect”, Body & Society Vol. 19(1), 

27-51. 
Bogost, I. 2006. Unit Operations. An Approach to Video Game Criticism. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Bogost, I. 2007. Persuasive Games. The Expressive Power of Videogames. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Bohner, G., & Dickel, N. 2011. “Attitudes and Attitude Change”, Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 62, 391-417. 
Calleja, G. 2007. “Digital Game Involvement: A Conceptual Model”, Games & Culture Vol. 2(3), 236-260.  
Call, J., G.Voorhees, & K.Whitlock. eds. 2012. Guns, Grenades, and Grunts: First-Person Shooter Games. London: 

Continuum. 
Dunlap,E., et.al. 2000. “Measuring Endorsement of the New Ecological Paradigm: A Revised NEP Scale”, Journal of 

Social Issues, Vol. 56(3), 425-442. 
Durkin, K. and B. Barber. 2002. “Not so Doomed: Computer Game Play and Positive Adolescent Development”, 

Applied Development Psychology, Vol. 23(4), 373-392. 
Egenfeldt-Nielsen, S. 2007. Educational Potentials of Video Games. London: Continuum. 
Egenfeldt-Nielsen, S., J. Heide Smith & S. Pajares Tosca. 2008. Understanding Video Games. London: Routledge. 
Eskelinen, M. 2001. “The Gaming Situation”, Game Studies Vol. 1(1). 
Flanagan, M. 2009. Critical Play: Radical Game Design. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Fossheim,H., J.Sageng, & T.M. Larsen. eds. 2012. The Philosophy of Computer Games, London, Heidelberg: Springer. 
Frasca, G. 2003. “Simulation versus Narrative: Introduction to Ludology”, M.P. Wolf & B. Perron (eds.): The Video 

Game Theory Reader, London: Routledge, 221-236. 
Friess, R. 2012. “Symbolic Interaction in Digital Games: Theoretical Reflections on Dimensions of Meaning 

Construction in Digital Gameplay”, in: J.Fromme &A.Unger (eds). Computer Games and New Media Cultures. 
London, Heidelberg, New York: Springer, 249-263. 

Fromme, J. & A. Unger. eds. 2012. Computer Games and New Media Cultures. London, Heidelberg: Springer.  
Gee, J.K. 2003. What Video Games Have to Teach Us about Learning and Literacy. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 



	   10	  

Greenwald, A.G., McGhee, D.E., & Schwartz, J.L.K. 1998. “Measuring Individual Differences in Implicit Cognition: 
The Implicit Association Test”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 74, 1464-1480 

Günzel, S. 2012. Egoshooter. Das Raumbild des Computerspiels. Frankfurt: Campus Verlag. 
Hammond, P. (ed.) 2011. Screens of Terror. Representations of War and Terrorism in Film and Television Since 9/11. 

Bury St. Edmunds: Abramis Academic. 
Hammond, P. 2007a. War and Post-Modernity. London: Routledge. 
Hammond, P. 2007b. Framing Post-Cold War Conflicts. The Media and International Intervention. Manchester: 

Manchester UP. 
Hammond, P. 2000. Degraded Capability: The Media and the Kosovo Conflict. London: Pluto. 
Hartmann, T. & P. Vorderer. 2009. “’It’s Ok to Shoot a Character’: Moral Disengagement in Violent Video Games”, 

Journal of Communication, Vol. 59, 865-890. 
Huntemann, N. & M. Payne. eds. 2010. Joystick Soldiers: The Politics of Play in Military Video Games. London: 

Routledge 
Jørgensen, K. 2010. “Game Characters as Narrative Devices: A Comparative Analysis of ‘Dragon Age: Origins’ and 

‘Mass Effect 2’”, Eludamos: Journal for Computer Game Culture Vol. 4(2), 315-331. 
Juul, J. 2005. Half-Real: Video Games Between Real Rules and Fictional Worlds. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
King, R. & D.J. Leonard. 2010. “Wargames as a New Fontier: Securing American Empire in Virtual Space”, in: Nina 

B. Huntemann and Matthew Thomas Payne. Eds. Joystick Soldiers: The Politics of Play in Military Video Games. 
London: Routledge, 91-105. 

Kücklich, J. 2003. “Perspectives on Computer Game Philology”, Game Studies Vol. 3(1). 
Lankoski, P. 2011. “Player Character Engagement in Computer Games”, Games & Culture Vol. 6(4), 291-311. 
Latorre, P.Ó. 2013. “The European Videogame: An Introduction to its History and Creative Traits”, European Journal 

of Communication, Vol.28(2), 136-151. 
Mantello, P. 2012. “Playing Discreet War in the US: Negotiating Subjecthood and Sovereignty through Special Forces 

Video Games”, Media, War & Conflict, Vol. 5(3), 269-283.  
Miller, T. 2012. “The Shameful Trinity: Game Studies, Empire, and the Cognitariat”, in: G. Voorhees, J. Call and K. 

Whitlock. Eds. Guns, Grenades, and Grunts. First-Person Shooter Games. London: Polity Press, 113-130. 
Nieborg, D.B. 2010. “Training Recruits and Conditioning Youth: The Soft Power of Military Games”, N. Huntemann 

and M. Payne. Eds. Joystick Soldiers: The Politics of Play in Military Video Games. London: Routledge, 53-66. 
Ottosen, R. 2009. “Targeting the Player: Computer Games as Propaganda for the Military-Industrial Complex”, 

Nordicom Review Vol. 30(2), 35-51. 
Plantinga,C. 2009. Moving Viewers: American Film and the Spectator’s Experience. Berkeley: Univ. of California Pr. 
Pötzsch,H. 2010. “Challenging the Border as Barrier: Liminality in Terrence Malick’s ‘The Thin Red Line’”, Journal 

for Borderlands Studies, 25(1), 67-80 
Pötzsch,H. 2011. “Borders, Barriers, and Grievable Lives: The Discursive Production of Self and Other in Film and 

Other Audio-Visual Media”, Nordicom Review 32(2), 75-94. 
Pötzsch,H. 2012a. “Framing Narratives: Opening Sequences in Contemporary American and British War Films”, 

Media, War, and Conflict Vol. 5(2), 155-173. 
Pötzsch,H. 2012b. “Renegotiating Difficult Pasts: Two Documentary Dramas on Bloody Sunday, Derry 1972”, 

Memory Studies, 5(2), 206-222. 
Pötzsch,H. 2012c. “Rearticulating the Experience of War in ‘Anonyma: Eine Frau in Berlin”, Nordlit 30, 15-33. 
Pötzsch,H. under review a. "The Emergence of iWar: Changing Practices and Perceptions of Military Engagement in a 

Post-Broadcast Era”, New Media & Society. 
Pötzsch,H. under review b. “Framing Player Engagement: The Rhetoric of First-Person Computer Games", Games & 

Culture 
SSB. 2012. Norsk Mediebarometer 2012. http://ssb.no/kultur-og-fritid/statistikker/medie  
Salen, K. and E. Zimmerman. 2004. Rules of Play: Game Design Fundamentals. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Schulzke, M. 2009. “Moral Decision Making in ‘Fallout’”, Game Studies Vol. 9(2). 
Schulzke,M. 2013. “Rethinking Military Gaming: America’s Army and Its Critics”, Games & Culture Vol. 8(2), 59-76. 
Schut, K. 2007. “Strategic Simulation and our Past: The Bias of Computer Games in the Presentation of History” 

Games & Culture 2(3), 213-235. 
Shaw,A.2010. “What is Video Game Culture? Cultural Studies & Game Studies”, Games&Culture, Vol.5(4), 403-424. 
Sicart, M. 2009. The Ethics of Computer Games. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Siwek, S.E. 2010. Video Games in the 21st Century. The 2010 Report. Report by the Entertainment Software Assoc. 
Smith M. 1995. Engaging Characters. Fiction, Emotion, and the Cinema. Oxford: Oxford UP. 
Sylvester, T. 2013. Designing Games. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reilly Media Inc. 
Taylor, T.L. 2006. Play Between Worlds. Exploring Online Game Culture. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
Thomas, S. 2006. “Pervasive Learning Games: Explorations of Hybrid Educational Gamescapes”, Simulation & 

Gaming, Vol. 37(1), 41–55. 
Thomas, S. & G. Schott. 2008. “The Impact of Nintendo's ‘For Men’ Advertising Campaign on a Potential Female 

Market”, Eludamos: Journal for Computer Game Culture, Vol. 2(1), 41-52. 
Wolf, MJP & B.Perron (eds). 2009. The Video Game Theory Reader 2. London: Routledge. 
Wolf, MJP. 2012. “’Battle Zone’ and the Origins of First-Person Shooting Games”, in: Voorhees, G.A., J. Call and K. 

Whitlock. Eds. Guns, Grenades, and Grunts. First-Person Shooter Games. London: Polity, 25-40. 
Zagal, J. P. 2009. “Ethically notable video games: Moral dilemmas and gameplay”, in: B. Atkins, H. Kennedy, & T. 

Krzywinska (eds.) Breaking New Ground: Innovation in Games, Play, Practice and Theory (Proceedings of DiGRA 
2009). London: Brunel University/DiGRA.  


