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Game Design:

Where DoWe Go
Hom HE ré?

by James. F. Dunnigan

Curing 1972 5P publisk
games Tenof these games wire, design wise,
derivind from previous game systems. BEghitl ot
1972 games were substantially new
stema, The followang list shows where the
game designs came trom and what
features were contamed w the new
garme syslems

DERIVED GAME DESIGNS

Baroawa - from Mapoleon at Waterloo \basicl
La Grande Armee - from Leipzig

Marne - F8 lwilh substantial revision)
Safdiers - trom Grund and Grenadier

Krrsk

Trom Kurss

from Franco Prussian

d sighteen different

HLIE

L

from 19
Mascow Campaign - Trom
Breakout and Purswuir
Wiiderness Campaign
War

Armageddon - lrom Renaissance ol infantry
181 from Lewozig

Bartle of Sralingrad - from Kursk

MEW GAME SYSTEMS

Combar Command — although similigr to
FPanzerBinz, Combat Command created what
W ~ally a new system for modern tactcal

- e wersian -

gamas A difterent scaie and different combal
rutes tnot oo manton a new CRT were some
of the maor changes from Panser8iiz

thes e

Flying Circus
nenw sysiem. O system for

15 very obwvicusly a
simulating plane-1o-

plane ar comb
Winrer War a game system  specfically
talor to deal with the pecubar conditions

and events of the Busso-Finmish war. A system
nol lkely o be used anywhere else

WErEIOr] a pragmatic approach
gns in penods where planming and
operalions were nol guile as grecise as they
are loday. Well suited to Ihn—; 1812 campargr.
Uae of the matris CRT aption. The basic idea
ol wse large mo bt areas angd more
sophusticated movement rules.

Franco Prussan War — the pnime imnovation
here was hidden movement and limited
inteligence. The rules for these two elements

e game are quite exlensiva, Therefore, the
vl the game is guite simple few units,
arilyl

Red Srar/White Srar - another game similar
tn PanzerBitz in appearance, but guite
diftarent in ns consiruction. A new syslam was
wl for compuling combat values and, once
agamn las i Cembar Command) the entireg
combal procedure was revamped,

werican Revolution — another area move-
menl game, bul substantaly different from
the 812 lareal game., A different combat

syslem and viciory point system. Special rules
tor some of the stranges thir that went on
during evolution.

Year of the Rat — couwld be descrnibed as the
hastard o ndant of Kuesk, Franco-Prussian
War and numerous other games. However, 11

stand by itselt and works guite well 1o
modern warfare, arpower and air-
mehile operations,

That was the year that was. That was whal we
r'iu'l N\‘uw the 1,]uf.}‘5[l‘t'}l'| 15, wehry dlidd wes do i that
armnes wee did n 1972 marly
they were the ones we cowld do.
b ihe Llles were chosen because |here
was an indicated inlerest mo that particular

subject. Bulitwasn'tuntl the end ot 1972 that
WE Wi ! = of taking on sl about any
subyecl we 1o lake on At that point
tstarting with S&7T 38) we turned the

decimin-making fon what game subjecls 1o
dal over 1o the people who play the games.

Thus el us, promarnly, with the job of doing the

best we can with the “name’ itseli, To handle

this assignment properly we first had 1o define
21 8 Ugood” game was,

whal &

That's whal the rest of this article i1s all about.

Early in 1872 we developed a more thorough
mathod ot having plavers evaluate games. This
method has become known as “'Playback.”
Durimg 1872 we “playbacked” 23 different
garmes. On each game we obtamed a 1-8 raung
on lan aspects of 8 game’s quality. The besl
way 10 show you where we are going in game
design s 1o show you WMF.I we Tound. The
following 15 a surmmary of the 23 playbacks we
dich in 1972, They are hsled n order of how high
therr overall rating was. The first number is the
ouginal Mplayback” [|r"|q ard the number i
parentheses 15 that game's rating i the latest
"1-9" ratings as pubbshed regularly in S&T.

We use a 198 scale on all these ratings
I = poor, 9 = excellent, with the usual grada-
in between. We have found that anything
asbove s “good” (zhove averagel
i below G Ipoor) iz below average
|\<Jw il krowe whal we meaan whvn we refer
o somelhing as Cgood” poor.” Consider
yihing else 2 8, avcwaqn

L=

1 Hyr:ﬂg Corous-7.47 (581 oid very good on
wnters as well as sase of play,

ess, balance, length, sel-up and
compl me,; The rest was average.

:nfomm v-7 47 17 021 good on map, ease of
L.-Ic_ﬁy, halance, set-up and complexity. Poor on
length and realsm,

3-PanzerBlirz-7 41 {7 43} good on map, rules,
counters, compleieness, length and complex
iy, The rest was average.
A-Berocng-7 23 1708) good on map, rules,
counters, ease ol play, completeness and
lergin The rest average.
B-Frange 1940-7 17 17 158) good aon map, rules,
counters, sase of play, complgteness and
lengiie The rest average.

B-Kursk-7 15 16471 good on counters, ease of
play, bpalance, length and realism. The rest
average.

T-Napolean at Waterloo (base)-7 10 (588!
good on counters, ease of play, completenass
lerigih
S
8-Baitle of Sralingrsc-710 B.64) good on
rules, counters, completeness, length, com-
plexily and realism. The rest average.

and set up. Foor on complesity and

real

9-Grenagdier-7.03 (6.681) good on counters,
batance, length, complexity and realism. Poor
an the map

10-Barbarossa 701 16.50) good on rules,
counters, ease of play, completenass, le2ngth
and set up. Poor on map.

&

-Combat Command-692 16.38) good on
couriers, complelenesss, length and set-up
4}

Foor an map
12-Phalans-890 1645 good on counters,
balance, length and complexity. The rest

avergye
13-Battle of Moscow-6.79 [5.88]
lesmigylhi, poor onomap, counters

14-Barle of the Bulge-672 16.53)

unters and ease of play.

good  on

good on
Poor on

IS5

15 7918670 (B84 good on counters, com-
55 [he res! average

pleteneg
16-Dunkirk-8.66 (no rating! good on balance,
poar on map, counters, length and set-up

17-USN-BST

realism.
sl L[,

COUMTErS,
length and

15 901 good on map,

Foor on ease of play,

18 Dark Ages-6.50 {585 good an counters,
lenglh The rest average

19-{ osr Barvhes-6.46 (B.53) good on counlers,
The rest average,

20-Lutnwaffe-6.30 (600 good on map, coun-
. Poor an balance, lengih and realism

lesy s
21 Ongins of World War 11616 1B.86] good on
gase of play, completenass, length and set-up.
Poor on map, complexily and realism,

22-Grumi-5.83 (5.54) poor on map, completa-
ness, Dalance and complexily

23-75914-5 81 15540 good on map, counters and
realism. Poor on ease of play, length, set-up
and complesily

That's one way of laoking at the resulis. We
can look at 1 ancther way, on the basis of
which games come out best and worst in each
category, Games with numbers 1, 2, or 3 next
o therm indicate he three best or worst ineach

25, Games in pareniheses ] 5 thal,
rated second or third Dwors!, actually

recorved a "8 lor Caverage”) ratng.
PHYSICAL QUALITY AND

LAYOUT OF MAPSHEET

Ahove ge 1-France "40, 2-PanzerBhiz,
3-Batle of the Bulge, Diplomacy, LUSN, 1914,
Luftewaffe, Boroding,

Below average 1-Dunkik, 2-Barbarossa, 3-
Grunt, Battle of Moscow, Combat Command,
Cnigins ol World War Il, Grenadier
PHYSICAL QUALITY

AND LAYOUT OF THE ARULES FOLDER
1-Flying Circus, 2 Borodine,
. France 40, Barbarossa, Battle of

Abowve average
3-PanzerBhiz
Stahngrad
Below Average:
Dark Ages),

PHYSICAL QUALITY
AMND LAYOUT OF THE UNIT COUNTERS
Above Average: 1-PanzerBlitz, 2-France "40,
3-Batle of the Bulge, Kursk, Losi Battles,
Flying Circus, Combat Command, LS, 1914,
Barbarossa, Lutiwatte, 1918, Battle of Stalin-
grad, Napoleon at Waterloo, Borodino, Gren-
adigr, Phalanx, Dark Ages,
Average:  1-Battle of
Dumkirk, (3-Diplomacy).
EASE OF PLAY

Above Average: 1-Napoleon al Waterloo
Z-Flying Circus, 3-Diplomacy, Kursk, Origins of
Woarid War ||, France ‘40, Barbarossa, Boro-
dirg, Batile of the Bulge
Balow Average: 1-1914, 2-USN,

1-Gruntl, 12-Dunkirk], 13-

Below Moscow, 2-

13-Grunt!



COMPLETENESS OF THE GAME'S RULES
Abave Average: 1-Flying Circus, 2-France '40,
3-Borodino, Barbarossa, 1918, Battle of Stal-
ingrad, Napolean at Waterloo, PanzerBlitz,
Kursk, Combat Command, Origins of World
War |l

Below Average: 1-Grunt, {2-1814}), (3-Diplo-
macyl.

GAME BALANCE

Abowve Mverage: 1-Flying Circus, 2-Diplomacy,
3-Kursk, Dunkirk, Grenadier, Phalanx,

Below Average. 1-Luftwatfe, 2-Grunt, (3-Lost
Battles).

GAME LENGTH

Above Average: 1-Napoleon at Waterloo,
2-Flying Circus, 3-PanzerBlitz, Kursk, Battle of
Moscow, Combat Command, Origins of World
War |l, France ‘40, Barbarossa, Battle of
Stalingrad, Borodina, Grenadier, Phalanx,
Dark Ages.

SET-UP TIME

Above Average: 1-Diplomacy, 2-Napoleon at
Waterloo, 3-Flying Circus, Combat Command,
Ongins of World War I, Barbarossa.

Below Average: 1-1914, 2-USN, 3-Dunkirk.

GAME COMPLEXITY

Above Average. 1-PanzerBlitz, 2-Diplomacy,
3-Flying Circus, Battle of Stalingrad, Grena-
dier, Phalanx.

Below Average: 1-Origins of World War |,
2-Napoleon at Waterloo, 3-Grunt, 1914,

REALISM

Above Average: 1-USN, 2-Grenadier, 3-1914,
Kursk, Battle of Stalingrad.

Below Average: 1-Origins of Waorld War I,
2-Diplomacy, 3-Luftwaffe, Battle of the Bulge.

Well, that's all the data. Now, the question is,
what to do with it? This data can be interpreted
any number of ways. For what it’s worth, the
following 1s my interpretation. The only thing
that gives this particular interpretation any
significance is that it will be used to determine
what will happen in game design at SPI during
1973

Our basic problem in interpreting this material
is that we are simultaneously dealing with two
separate "'correct solutions.”” These two
solutions often contradict each other. Put
more bluntly, we may either take those games
which, overall, carme oul on top or we may
take as “‘correct’” those aspects of various
games which came out on top. PanzerBlitz is
the most popular game around at the moment.
Yet a detailed analysis of the game will show
that 11 1s very much the sum of its parts.

Let us begin with the topic itself. Tactical level
warfare in Russia durnng 1943-45. Rather
untraveled terntory and certainly an area which
excites considerable interest. Taking the same
game {in all respects), but using another
historical setting would probably have hurt
PanzerBlitz's ratings. Next, consider the
physical finish of the game. The components
were designed by Redmond Simonsen, wha is
clearly recognized as the best game compon-
enls designer in the business. The map, rules
and counters all receive very high ratings. And
then there is also the game box {unrated)
which also contributes to a wvery attractive
package. The completeness of the rules, the
length of the games and the complexity level
were all rated above average, the remaining
aspects of the garner were "awverage.” What
this shows is that there a number of important
variables for which we have no “rating.” My

estimate of their order of importance is:
1-Scale of the game, 2-Historical topic,
3-Quality of packaging [with Avalon Hill
hockcase and mounted board being the most
populari. In any particular game these three
vanables may shift around a bit, but they are
always, | feel, the "big three."

There are still other factors, There is the
“hime' factor. The amount of time a game has
been available for sale also has a bearing on its
“popularity.” In time, all games “age.” 1t's not
so much a matter of people getting used to
them {although this is a factor]. More
impartantly, there 1s the “obsolescence”
factor. Other games come along thalt have
better features and are simply “betier.”” Also,
as an historical period talls from tavor (they do,
in a cyclical fashion), this decline will pull the
game’s overall popularity down with it {the
opposiie 1s also true sometimes, as a period
comes back into favor),

All the above show that there is no cut and
dried methad for “predicting'’ which elements
will be needed for the "perfect” game. There
are, however, numerous "indicators” capable
of pointing the way towards a superior game.
Much has been learned from the Playback
results.

Let's slart with the physical aspects of the
game. The counters, map and rules must all be
clearly and logically laid out. The map should
have things like the CRT and time record track
on it. But not too much should be on the map.
Scenarios or set-up charts are not a good idea
for the mapsheetl. Starting in 1973 we are using
hex sheets which have a standard numbered
hex systemn on them. We are also using a
"standard"’ numbering systern for game rules,
Each set of rules will have a "table of
contents’ at the beginning showing what is in
the rules and where it is. The manner in which
rules are put together is a subject unto itself.
We are also working on a mounted playing
surface. We constantly experiment with new
color and layout schemes for our unit
counlers, You can expect to see visible
changes in the physical aspects of our games
in the next year.

Mare importantly, there are the actual “play”
aspects of games. First (in our Playback
surveys) is “Ease of Play." This is important,
very important, But by itself it will not save a
game. Moreover, "Ease of Play" is the end
result of many other elements in a game. Such
things as the number of units, the movement
and combat procedure, the victory conditions
and other lesser factors resull in “Ease of
Play,” or the lack of it. We now, as a matter of
habit, cansider all of the above factars when
designing and developing a game. You can be
sure that a perfect or near perfect game will
have "Ease of Play"” as one of its major
assets.

Mext there 15 “"Completeness’ (of the game's
rulesl. Game rules are usually incomplete
because the people producing the rules lose
the ability to look at their rules “fresh.” They
begin to add important things to their rules
which don’t get into print. All this is very
obvious. The solution is equally obvious.
You've got to have a lot of people read {and
nitpick] the rules before they are printed. This
requires a ot of work and is easy 1o put off in
the rush to complete the game. But it is
essential, and if these '‘readings” are done
enough a very “complete” set of rules will
result. We learned this lesson the hard way.
And we'll probably continue to re-learn it.

Reading and re-reading a “finished” set of
rules is an easy thing to overlook.

Game balance can be achieved in three ways.
First, you can lake the onginal situation, play it
out as much as pessible, and then determine
what “above average’ performance is for both
sides. That's probably the hardest and least
accurate way o do it Unfortunately, this
method must be used, to a greater or lesser
extent, in all games. The second method is the
“scenano’ method. You take the basic
situation and simply accept the “historical”
conditions of victary. You then develop a
number of scenarios based upon the “what
if?" concept. Since the playing abilities of
people differ greatly, two people can find
which of these scenarios provides them with a
balanced game. In some cases the historical
situation is truly hopeless (France ‘90, for
examplel. You then MUST use this method,
The third method involves the use of
multi-player games. When using more than
two players the weaker players have a natural
tendency to gang up on the stronger. Games
such as these are very much “self balancing.”
Not perfectly so, but enough. Although you
now have three methods spelled out, there 15
sull considerable work needed to make any of
them work

""Set-Up Time" for a game is another
frequently overlooked (and under-rated)
aspecl of a game's design. No matter how
good a game 15, it will suffer considerably if it
takes too long to get the damn thing together.
An essentially simple game should, of course,
have easy Set-Up. But there are ways. Clear
orders of battle, in chart form as much as
possible. Not everybody is crazy about starting
positions printed on the map, but often they
are essential to easy Set-Up in games that
require exact histonical placement. The worst
enemy of easy Set-Up is too many units, and
tco mmany different units.

Garme complexity can go both ways. Players
instinctively use this term for both "simple”
and "complicated” games. This element is a
strange combination of realism and playability.
in effect, the “grey area’ between playability
and realism is what the "complexity’ elerment
is all about. A game must have a certain
amount of “complexity” in order 1o appear
“real.” II's not an easy concept to grasp. Yet
it's an essential part of producing a good
game.

The "Realism" of a game is dependent upon
fraud. You must convince the player that the
game is real. This doesn’t mean that the game
IS real, merely that you've convinced the
players. Sometimes you achieve actual realism
and player conviction, But often you have only
one of the two. Or neither. Realism is
dependent not only upon the skill of the
designer, but also upon his scruples. A
designer who is a compentent hislorian, as
well as an honest person, can produce a
realistic game. Some of the time. An easy way
outis to make a complicated game that covers
enough bases 1o appear realistic. The trick is to
design a simple yel realistic game so that
people can play it and use it. Realism is the
payoff. And there's no “by the book" method
of achieving it.

Such are the lessons of 1972, We learned
some. And lost some. We found a few
answers, And a lot more questions. In MOVES
13 there'll be another article like this, | hope
you find what happens between this article
and that one of interest. | know we at SP1will.
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