Austin Chang . austin@parsons.edu . 6172309679

The communiGame

Paterson . Campbell

Design Document – 1st draft

0.  Abstract

The purpose of this project is to study the consciousness of a hive mind in order to explore how members of a collective interact and to investigate when and why individual perception transforms from self to whole as applied to a multi-user gaming environment.  An interactive collective gaming experience can enable the exploration of the hive mind and people as a collective through multiplayer interactivity where people can see, react, and build upon what others are doing while striving for a common goal.  A player’s reaction is based upon other people's actions and their perception of other people's actions.  The game is a vehicle to study how people interact with others while trying to reach a common goal.  Do people interact constructively or destructively when working toward a common goal?

1.  Introduction

1.1 Motivation

People are individuals who inherently have distinct thoughts and most of the time act as individuals.  But when there is a group (more than one person) of people, individuals interact with and start to influence each other with or without even knowing it.  When do people stop acting as individuals and start acting as a collective?  What happens when people try to accomplish a common task as a whole?  To what extent do individuals effect or are affected by other people?

A swarm of bees, a flock of birds, a mountain of ants; These are groups of individual insects and animals that seem to move as one collective organism.  This organism moves and swarms with purpose and resolution.  No single bird is leading the flock when flying across the sky.  No single bee is in control of the hive as it swarms around the nest.  No single ant tells another ant what to do or where to go.  The marvel of the hive mind is that no one is in control and yet something is governing the movement of the whole.  Flocks, hives, swarms, or a mob of people; no matter what a collective of individual organisms is called, they emerge from individual entities completely oblivious of their collective shape, size or alignment. A flocking bird or a swarming bee isn’t aware it is part of a larger dynamic collective.  A vivisystem is made up of multiplied member organisms that have the ability to communicate with each other.  Yet somewhere between an individual and increasingly complex social form, collective intelligence emerges (Kelly, 1995).

Where does a hive mind come from?  A collective organism is made up of many repeated individual forms that act as a whole.  A bee is the single, smallest entity in a swarm but what in the physical organism of the bee tells a bee to swarm with other bees?  Higher levels of complexities can’t be inferred from lower level existences.  Too much behavior of a complex colony is packed away to study it in any other way other than to let it form (Kelly, 1995).  The sum of the parts does not equal the whole.  

This is also true in collaborative collective systems made up of people instead of bees, ants or birds.  In a world full of increasingly complex design problems the individual human ability to grasp all aspects of a certain problem becomes impossible and the role of interaction and collaboration with other individuals is critical (Engelbart, 1995).  When trying to achieve simple tasks such as collectively forming the number “5” out of red and green pixels or playing a collective game of pong, the collective intelligence of a mob is able to perform these tasks with the relative ease of an individual.  The collective consciousness of the mob is instantly familiar with the number “5” and the game of pong.  But when faced with a more complicated collective task of flying a flight simulator, which brings uncertainty and unfamiliarity, the hive initially falters and a crisis seems imminent.  However at the last second the plane is resurrected from failure and is turned around on the right course.  How did the collective pilot of the plane suddenly avoid disaster and turn?  How did the plane know to turn right or left or to turn at all?  The plane avoided disaster because the people did what bird, bees and ants do: act as a collective.  But they acted self-consciously toward their goal of steering the plane or playing pong.  A bird has no concept of the shape of its flock (Kelly, 1995).    So what makes a human individual who is completely self-conscious act and react like a bird?  At what point to individuals stop acting as individuals and start acting as a collective mob?

1.2 Intention
It is my intention to investigate and analyze the social interaction of people in the context of collective mobs as complex systems through simultaneous collaborative game play.  When an individual is playing a game and presented with a decision point, they sort out the problem by making a choice that either gives them an advantage or gives their opponent a disadvantage.  When playing for oneself this choice is always going to benefit the individual either directly or indirectly.  But what happens when the individual is part of a collective whole?  When playing the simple game of pong, the advantageous choice of moving up or down was apparent to everyone in the group and a decision could be made immediately.  What if the system was more complex than a game of pong and individuals had to start making decisions that directly affected their own consciousness?  In many decision points, consensus is not achievable and the best that can be hoped for is informed compromises that emerge from the symmetry of indecision.  Different aspects of knowledge are crucial to the resolution of a problem and are inherent in individuals as tacit knowledge.  These hidden gems of knowledge come out when making complex collective decisions (Rittel, 1994).  When does a system push individuals far enough that their decision making and thought process transcends the individual human mind and begins to collaborate with others toward a higher, collective goal?  

In a complex and robust collective game environment, players need to have ownership of the game play.  Unlike bird, bees, and ants who are unaware participants in a collective experience, player need to be aware of their environment, react to their experience and feel loyalty to their collective.  When presented with an individual decision point, a collective player will make the choice that gives the most advantage to the hive.  This system of distributed cognition emphasizes that the heart of intelligent human performance is not in the individual human mind in isolation but in the interaction of the mind with other artifacts as well as groups of minds in interaction with each other (Arias, E., et al. 2000).  However, the system needs to be open and adaptive to accommodate the every changing and evolving hive mind.  A game system must be robust enough to allow individual decisions to affect collective intelligence and create meaningful game play and evolving iterative decision processes.  Only through a system like this can human collective interaction be truly analyzed.  

2. Context
2.1 Precedents

Collaborative collective interaction has been around since the dawn of time.  There are collaborative systems everywhere whether conscious or unconscious in nature.  The ecosystems of nature all exist in harmonious balance, each influencing and playing a role in maintaining equilibrium.  Collaborative collective interaction between humans has been part of the creative process ever since cave men observed animals hunting in packs and decided to adopt similar collective processes.  The recent project by the late Chen Zhen, Jue Chang – Fifty Strokes to Each, used the primitive movement of beating a drum and applied it to a collective performance art piece where viewers were able to bang different sized and shaped drums simultaneously.  What always inevitably happened was one steady rhythmic beat would start forming and other simultaneous users would immediately try to match or harmonize with that beat.  No one was directing or controlling the individual drummers yet their collective mind told them to beat in unison.

Chen Zhen’s Jue Chang – Fifty Strokes to Each was a successful physical collective experience because it was centered around the idea of people influencing and interacting with others in a physical environment.  One person would hit a drum and the feedback of a “thump” would register in other people in the room.  This feedback was used to produce more “thumps” and a unified beat ensued.  If the drums were distributed in different rooms the experience would not have been the same.  Feedback and reaction is necessary for collective collaborative experiences.  Networked Virtual Environments (NetVEs) are a means of simulating real world activities that allow individuals to interact over long physical distances (Witmer, et al., 1996).  A recent example of a collective mob experience over a NetVE is the net project called “Typofile: the smaller picture” by Kevan Davis.  This project used the internet to poll the collective consciousness of the internet to form letters of the alphabet.  Much the same way as Kelly (1995) described conference attendees collectively forming a number with individual color placards, Typofile users have the decision point of changing one pixel of a letter either black or white depending on what the users thought was right.  This individual decision is based on two things:  the past decisions of the internet that were already made for the other pixels and the individual interpretation of what the collective goal of the letter is.  Is the collective goal to make a black letter with a white background or vice versa?  Is the collective goal to make a serif or sans-serif letter?  Typofile is able to adapt to hese collective conflicts in decision because the system can handle fluctuations in collective opinion.  If the collective consciousness of the internet wanted a serif letter, with a white background they system is able to adapt and allows users to make those decisions.  

One of the most popular uses of Networked Virtual Environments is in the gaming industry.  Games such as Lineage, Everquest, and Ultima Online are massively multi player online role-playing games (MMORPG).  Users are connected to and play with each other in a networked virtual environment.  The most popular MMORPG in the world is Lineage with 3.2 million current users world wide.  Users can choose their character in this medieval like world and earn gold, build castles and slay dragons all in the same interactive world as the other 3.2 million users.  The game mimics the real world social hierarchy so much that sub communities and sub cultures have evolved within Lineage’s fantasy world.  Players can be part of clans and adapt their actions to benefit their clan’s position in the world.  Collective efforts to build castles or attack neighboring clans happen every day with or without all of the users present online.  The sheer robustness of Lineage’s game design and system as well as the fact that there is no central goal or no central premise in the game except to survive and create the best character possible (very similar to real life) allows for the rise of collective hive minds in the virtual world.  Players can follow along with foolish attacks without any real consequence in real life except more hours logged in front of a computer.  

2.2 Critical Theory

2.2.1 How and why do people collaborate?

Cooperation has been observed extensively in the animal kingdom.  Bees and ants cooperate to live in a symbiotic relationship and deer and horses run away from predators together.  But according to Peter Kropotkin, author of “Mutual aid: a factor of evolution”, animals doing something to benefit another assumes either that one is being manipulated by the other or that one is being subtly selfish in its actions (Rheingold, 39).  But if every organism seeks only to benefit itself against all, why would a bee sacrifice themselves for the hive?  Williams Hamilton, a social insect specialist states that “kin selection” is the reason.  Bees are genetically more similar to each other than human siblings are to each other.  Saving the life of several hive mates at the cost of one’s own is a net gain in the number of the same genes transmitted to future generations (Rheingold, 40).  Therefore, are people predisposed to helping one another because it furthers the evolutionary gene pool for humans as a species?  

A reason behind all cooperation can be boiled down to one simple van Neuman theory of interaction:  the prisoner’s dilemma.  If two prisoners are held separately and presented with the option of confessing guilt or with holding the truth, there are only three different scenarios and three different results.  If both prisoners mutually cooperate and don’t confess the punishment is moderate.  If both prisoners mutually defect and confess guilt the punishment is more severe.  But if one prisoner defects and confesses and the other stays loyal and remains silent, the tempted prisoner who confessed receives no punishment and the sucker who was loyal receives the most severe punishment.  What happens when asked to confess?  It is inevitable that both prisoners confess, neither wanting to be the sucker if the other confesses despite their previous negotiations to remain quiet.  The dilemma is that the decision allows each person to achieve mutual gains from cooperation but also allows for the possibility that one person will exploit the other or the possibility that neither will cooperate (Rheingold, 43).  Why do prisoners almost always mutually confess despite previous arrangements to stay loyal?  When should a person cooperate and when should a person be selfish?

The prisoner’s dilemma applied to the real world is an iterative process that applies to almost every cooperative situation. Because the prisoner’s dilemma is an iterative process outside a prison, cooperation is possible between groups of people. Robert Axelrod, a political scientist stated that “what makes it possible for cooperation to emerge is that fact that the players might meet again.  The choices made today not only determine the outcome of this decision but also influence the later choices of the players” (Rheingold, 44).  There are many different strategies of interactivity and collaboration between individuals, but the most successful strategy in the formation of groups is the “Tit for Tat” strategy. The “Tit for Tat” strategy states that when making a decision, start by cooperating with others and thereafter do what the others did on the previous move.  If initially, an individual cooperates but others don’t, the next time a decision comes around, the individual should remember what happened previously and not cooperate.  If in further rounds other individuals decide to cooperate, then in the next round the individual should cooperate.  This strategy of reciprocity proves to be the most successful because it enables self-interested individuals to cooperate and interact (Rheingold, 45).  
2.2.2 Collective consciousness

Distributed cognition emphasizes that the heart of intelligent human performance is not in the individual mind in isolation but in the interaction of the mind with the environment as well as groups of minds interacting with each other (Arias, et al, 200).  What emerges from this interaction is not a series of critical individual actions but a multitude of simultaneous actions whose collective pattern is far more important.  Each member reacts autonomously according to internal and environmental rules as opposed to obeying orders from a central authority.  These autonomous members are highly connected to each other but nothing central is connecting them all.  They form a peer to peer network with the heart of the system decentralized within the group (Kelly, 1995).

There are four distinct characteristics of distributed collective experiences that supply all vivisystems with their hive-mind consciousness:  The absence of imposed centralized control, the autonomous nature of subunits, the high connectivity between the subunits, and the webby non-linear causality of peers influencing peers.  The advantage of having a swarm system is that: Hives are infinitely adaptable since hive decision making is decentralized allowing collectives to adapt to new stimuli. Hives are resilient since there is a multitude of parallels and redundancies, if a few individuals in the group fails and strays off course, the collective is able to make up for a few individual failures.  Hives are constantly evolving because the loci of adaptation can shift from one part of the system to another depending on where change is needed.  Hives are boundless in size since order leads to more order and more life begets more life.  And hives are full of novelty because collectives are made up of countless individuals interacting with each other, which creates countless possibilities for interaction between individuals.  In swarm systems with heritability and individual variation, imperfection will lead to perpetual novelty which can also be called evolution (Kelly, 1995).  

There are also disadvantages to a swarm system.  They are not the most efficient since duplication of effort is rampant.  There is no control and no authority in charge to guide the hive at crucial decision points.  Since there is no authority, hives can not be controlled externally.  Control only comes in the form of small subtle changes from within the hive.  The sheer number of individuals in collective systems leads to unpredictability and unforeseen changes that could be detrimental to the system.  Hives are also non-explainable mysteries; since there is no predictable order in decision making, it is impossible to understand the non-linear web of interactions.  And hives are non-immediate in nature.  The more complex the system, the longer it takes to accomplish anything (Kelly, 1995).

Based on these advantages and disadvantages, hive systems are ideal in some cases and completely inappropriate in others.  If supreme control is needed then sequential ordered events need to occur like an assembly line of workers.  But if supreme adaptability is needed then out of control swarms are needed like a flock of birds reacting to approaching predators.  Most collaborative game systems and netVEs balance some control with some adaptability.  To what extent is the trade off between control and adaptability important in a gaming environment?  When do individuals stop being in control and start adapting to the system?

2.2.3 Game Structure as a system
A system is a group of interacting, interrelated, or interdependent elements forming a complex whole.  Games are intrinsically systemic; they are made up of individual elements such as a ball, a field, pieces, players, etc.  Once a game starts each of these individual elements gain a specific relationship with each other within the larger system of the game.  These relationships between the elements form a larger pattern that does not surface when examining each element individually.  This iterative pattern of interaction between the elements is central to the game as a system and can be looked at from three different viewpoints:  a formal set of rules interacting between each other, an interaction between players and the game elements, or a cultural interaction of players and their environment (Salen et al, 49-51).

According to Chris Crawford, “interactivity is a cyclical process in which two actors alternately listen, think, and speak.”  There are usually more than two actors in a game; the players, the pieces, and the environment all interacting with each other in an iterative process.  When breaking down interactivity within games, four different levels of engagement are apparent:  Level one is the cognitive interactivity or psychological, emotional, and intellectual participation between a person and a system (ex. a player thinking about the next move).  Level two is the functional interactivity or the functional and structural interactions with the material components of the system (ex. How the interface of the game effects game play).  Level three is the explicit interactivity or participation with designed choices and procedures (ex. Meaningful choice is dictated by limitations of the rules).  Level four is the interaction beyond the immediate environment or participation within the culture of the system (ex. The broader context of a game in terms of environment or culture).  The interactivity that defines a game system and what makes a game fun for players is the formal set of rules and the choices a player makes within these rules.  The interaction that comes from meaningful choices that are restricted by the rules of play cause an explicit action that other elements in the game react to and makes decisions from.  There are other levels of interactivity with a game such as the physical interaction between a player and the pieces or the interaction of a player playing a game with millions of fans watching, but these are not pertinent to the formal structure of a game as a system. (Salen et al, 57-67).

Interaction within a game has to broken down further to fully understand the fundamentals of what makes a game, a game.  Salen and Zimmerman ask the question “is dropping an apple on the ground and throwing the dice in a game of craps considered the same level of interaction?”  These two physical actions are essentially the same and both have an explicit reaction as a result.  The apple rolls on the ground and the dice roll on the table.  But what makes the dice roll part of a game is the designed interaction of the player and the dice in the specific context.  The specific context in this case is the set of rules such that rolling the dice and getting a “7” has a different meaning depending on what was rolled before.  Specific context for an action and reaction is what constitutes meaningful play and creates a game.  A game does not create play itself but rather creates the context and structure in which play can take place. 

2.2.4 Networked Virtual Environments



Virtural environments can be used to represent physical spaces that do not exist in the real world, are inaccessible in the real world, or to represent abstract or non-physical concepts.  A networked virtual environment (NetVE) is a software system in which multiple users interact with each other in real time, even though those users may be physically located around the world. All NetVEs share five common features:  a shared sense of space, a shared sense of presence, a shared sense of time, a way to communicate, a way to share information (Singhal and Zyda, 1999).  Because of these traits, NetVe’s tend to preserve the spatio-temporal aspects and natural modes of interaction characteristics of real world environments (Witmer et al., 1996).  The user is transformed from a mere observer of what is happening to an immersed participant in the virtual world of space and objects existing only in the memory of the computer and in the mind (Riva, 1999).  

In order to enhance the sense of presence within NetVE’s, it is important to increase the quality of the physical and social interaction of the participants with each other and with the environment.  According to Manninen’s Taxonomy of Interaction, there are nine different categories of interaction in NetVEs (fig 1):  Avatar Appearance, Body Language, Gestures, Autonomous, Object based, Language-based communication, Control and Coordination, Physical contact and World Modifications.  
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Figure 1 – Taxonomy of interaction types.

User interactions that span from low level motor skills to high level cognitive reasoning all fall under one or more of these categories of interaction.  These different categories of interaction types can be further organized by dividing and classifying them into a hierarchical interaction model (fig 2) starting from the simple motor skills all the way up to the level where cognitively generated goals and objects define the purpose of interaction itself (Manninen 9-11, 2001). 
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Figure 2 – Hierachical interaction model shown as an inverted pyramid

Counter strike, one of the most played NetVE action games on the internet, is a “light weight tactical virtual combat situation” where multiple players have to work in teams and think of what they are doing to achieve their goals (Manninen, 2002).  Within Counter strike, sample player interaction chains show that user actions fall within the hierarchical interaction model as shown by figure 3.
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Figure 3 – Hierachical interaction model with some sample interaction chains.

One problem that all distributed interactive environments encounter is the difficulty of getting members to participate and then maintain their engagement over time.  The key is to engage individuals in the process and maintaining their level of effort over time.  Different groups will require different incentives and have different vested interests (Nunamaker, 1997).  Such incentives in NetVEs are:  1. Team based incentives and rewards to stimulate peer pressure from within the group.  2. Cooperative incentive structures rewarding individual group members based on the performance of the group.  These structures can lead to cooperative behavior, participation and coordination of effort among two or more individuals.  This is particularly interesting within team games that require the contributions of each individual in order to accomplish the task assigned to their team (Nunamaker, 1997).  I hope to push the cooperative structure of netVEs a little further by creating a game environment that stimulates not only collaborative interaction but collective interaction of individuals similar to a hive mind consciousness.

What is the greater relevance of the hive system.  What problems in the world does it address?

Can pick any thing in the world apply the collective consciousness to it – what would happen?

Governmental systems

Beurocracy allowed the space program.

Al queida system

Rise of Nazis

Mobs and how they form

Tipping point

Smart Mobs

Formation of mobs?  When do they form, how do they form?

3.  Methodology

3.1 Game concept

The communiGame: protest! is a multi-user online game that is a satire/commentary on how protests and mob mentality form.  It is a study into the collective consciousness of the internet and how focus and intention of a hive mind can fluctuate over the course of a game. People are individuals and inherently have individual thoughts and opinions on any subject matter.  The communiGame: protest! allows individuals to voice their opinions in the form of a virtual protest on whatever topic they want in an environment where other individuals are able to comment and react to their actions in a playful reactionary ways.  Players start protests based on a topic they choose with other players roaming around listening and observing.  Players can agree or disagree with any other player’s protests regardless if they understand or care about the topics that are being discussed very much like in real life.  If a player doesn’t like a protest, they are able to react against it or start a new protest on a completely different topic or on a similar topic with a different opinion.  By simply agreeing or disagreeing to protests, players are participating in the collective consciousness of the game.  The more players who agree or disagree can increase or decrease the strength of the protest and sway its effectiveness one way or the other.  Multiple protests can occur simultaneously, but if the collective consciousness of the game is spread too thin among a wide variety of topics then no true opinion or voice will be heard and focus will constantly shift.  The idealist goal of the game is to create a collective consciousness that can universally agree or disagree on anything, regardless of topic.  However this is highly improbable due to the nature of every individual’s inability to agree on anything.  The realistic goal of the game is to comment on this fact and to observe how people form social groups  online and how the collective consciousness of these groups can sway other groups based on simple acts of approval/disapproval.  

3.2 Game design – game play
Players sign up and compete against other players to organize the largest protest.  Players start out with no protest points and need to pick a topic to protest.  The can pick from a list of top 10 topics or come up with any topic on their own.  These top 10 topics are drawn from the real world with a computer program (probably some sort of spider) combing the internet’s top news sites for popular topics.  Users can also create their own topics based on real issues or made up topics.  There will also be a list of top topics being protested at the moment in the game so players know what is popular at the moment.  

Game play is set in a fictitious city where players can explore different areas where they can protest like “speakers corner” or “protest lane”.  These areas are situated around the game world within a large city with streets and buildings and other elements native to the game.  Players have a few different options of what they can do while in the game such as:  start a protest, join a protest, agree or disagree with a protest, sabotage a protest, riot, call the police or chat with other protesters.  Players get protest points for doing certain activities.  Once a player has accumulated a certain amount of protest points, they gain a level and are able to protest in larger areas and have more influence over other players.

Any player can start a protest and any player can join a protest but each player can only be part of one protest at a time.  Players can also agree or disagree with a protest and not be tied to the protest so they can join another protest.  There are designated protest areas of varying size but protests can be held anywhere.  If a player starts a protest, they gain a certain amount of protest points if other players join in or agree with their protest.  A protest becomes stronger if more players join or agree with the topic.  If a protest becomes strong enough, the city government listens and recognizes the protest as an official protest.  If other players disagree or sabotage a player’s protest, players can lose points.  If enough players want to sabotage a protest, the protest will fail and disband.   But if the protest is strong enough (has enough members) it can over come a sabotage depending on the strength of the sabotage.

Riots are another way to gain points.  If a player starts a riot because of a certain topic and enough players join in to damage part of the city without enough police being called, then points are gained.  But if enough players call the police to stop the riot, then rioters lose points and the players who called the police gain points.

If the city officially recognizes a protest that a player starts or is part of, the protesters gain a certain amount of points depending on if they started it or were just a part of it.  Officially recognized protests are posted on a Top protest list and are ranked by certain statistics such as number of protesters, time it took to organize, number of sabotages with held, fluctuations in opinion, etc.  Protesters are also ranked in a top protester board with key statistics like protest started, level of protests, number of protests participated in, etc.

Game play is created by the players desire to be one of the top protesters or to participate in the biggest protests in the game.  Collaborative interaction and collective consciousness’ start to form when players have to decide to join a protest or go against the protest depending on what they think other people are doing or going to do.  What makes one protest more successful than another?  Does the topic of the protest have anything to do with people joining in?  When are riots successful?  

3.3 Game design – technical
3.3.1 Front-end design
For the alpha version of the game, players will play online in a browser window containing the flash front-end client.  The front-end will contain all the persistent game components such as the graphics, backgrounds, and interfaces available to all players. The specific Flash MX Communication Server objects that are going to be useed are:  The NetConnection object to open the rmtp connection with the Communication server for each player.  The SharedObject object to create persistant player avitars and protest situations so other users can view other simultaneous users in real-time.  Flash MX communication server allows for persistent game elements and simultaneous multi-users.  Front end game elements are:

Graphical game elements (bird’s eye view)
Player avitar

Streets

Street elements (garbage cans, traffic lights, mailboxes, benches)

Buildings (stores, banks, apartment buildings)

Areas to protest (parks, circles, street corners, squares)

Complete map of whole game world

Graphical user interface

Intro screen graphic

Sign up/login page

City page

menus and buttons

background graphics

screen transitions

top 10 topics list

top 10 protesters list

protester statistics list

chat window

3.3.2 Server-side design

The communiGame: protest! relies heavily on the interaction of multiple users in real time.  All the game rules and logic will be contained on the Flash MX communication server which handles the persistence of shared objects and game time manipulation of data.  Server components that need to be used are:  The Application object for the game, Client object for each player, SharedObject object for each players statistics, top10 protesters list, protester statistic list, as well as game logic for each action (Start protest, join protest, agree, disagree, riot, sabotage, call police and chat window).  A perl script will also be needed that queries all the top headlines once a day and posts them into a top 10 news headlines list from the following news websites:  cnn.com, bbc.co.uk, msnbc.com,  newyorktimes.com, espn.com, theonion.com, Slashdot.com, more tbd.

4.0 Timeline
Core game structure:
Game rules and logic 1st draft –November 1st
Game front end play screen user login 1st draft – November 1st
Multi player login and persistent interaction – November 15th
Game rules and logic 2nd draft – December 2rd
Multi player rules and logic interaction 1st draft – December 2nd
Secondary game structure:
All graphical game elements 1st draft – December 2nd
Sign up/login page 1st draft – December 2nd
top 10 topics list 1st draft – January 26th
top 10 protesters list 1st draft – January 26th
protester statistics list 1st draft – January 26th
Initial page layout for all screens 1st draft – January 26th
Chat interface/logic – tbd.
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��how do the precedents relate to my project…


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Difference between collaborative effort and collective effort? Game as a system…  what is a game?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��what is your inquiry?


How is this design and technology?


How am I solving the question?  


How does your game address the problem of formation of collective consciousness?


Show expertise in all the topics around the inquiry


What are the precedents? Critical theory of them?  How did they influence me?


Critical theory is what is said about these precedents?  How do these projects fit into your inquiry?








