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1. INTRODUCTIONAND LITERATURE REVIEW

Having an nd goal o sl-rction promptd us to dsign a rol-playing gam du to th gnr’s
potntial to transorm th playr and aid thm in thir individuation procss. Bowman compars
Jung’s activ imagination and rol-playing practics: whil activ imagination is gnrally a solitary
and intrnal procss, rol-playing is an inhrntly social activity and typically taks plac among two
or mor playrs. Morso, “In Jung’s activ imagination, th prson undrgoing th dialoguing is th
primary go idntity o th participant, not an imagind charactr” (Bowman 2012, 1); thus, distanc
btwn th participant and ction is rducd.

Nvrthlss, activ imagination can b don in rol-playing spacs; atr going through
procsss o nvisioning, dialoguing, and nactmnt during gamplay, what has bn discovrd stands
to b rconcild with onc th magic circl is brokn. “Th Ego xprincs itsl as individual in
this momnt – sparat, somhow, rom th archtypal ntitis with whom it has intractd, and yt
altrd through th xprinc o intraction itsl” (Bowman 2012, 13). In itsl, this is th procss
o individuation. Th importanc o archtyps in rol-playing gams or th individuation procss
is urthrd, as “Activ imagination lads to th aormntiond stripping o on’s individual Ego
idntity, allows or th playr to tap into thir prsonal unconscious, thn to urthr dlv down into
th collctiv unconscious” (Bowman 2012, 6). In turn, archtyps rom th collctiv unconscious
mrg as playrs continu to ngag in gamplay—a procss, in itsl, o activ imagination in a ritual
stting.

Bor th Self Arcana gam sssion, playrs crat thir own tarot dcks with which to play th
gam. To hlp playrs in card cration, w dcidd to utiliz archtyps alrady prsnt in tarot, as thy
can b intrprtd using Jungian archtyps (Cook, Eladhari, and Sullivan 2018). It should b notd
hr that th Fool’s Journy can b liknd to Hro’s Journy, and “can b rad as a bildungsroman,
a coming-o-ag story” prorming “th sam unction as mono-myth or ‘hro’s journy’” (Barrtt
2011, 25). Morovr, Coultr (2004) claims that tarot contains “what psychiatrist Carl Jung rrrd
to as dp-rootd transormational archtyps” and ths archtyps “symboliz th hro’s journy
rom childhood to adulthood” (as citd in Hor 2009, 16), crating potntial or storytlling practics
through th cards and th archtyps.

Traditional tarot sprads and layouts can b usd to crat narrativs using th archtypal
symbols associatd with th collctiv unconscious. Exampls o ths storis can b sn in gams
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like tarocchi appropriati among th Italian aristocracy basd on th sonnts o 16th cntury Italian
pot Tolo Folngo, which incorporatd thms and symbols rom thMajor Arcana (Cook, Eladhari
and Sullivan, 2018). Anothr xampl is in Italo Calvino’s The Castle of Crossed Destinies, whr
h “ralizd th tarots wr a machin or constructing storis” (1976) (as citd in Barrtt 2011, 21),
taking advantag o th “smiotic systm, akin to languags” (Barrtt 2011, 19) in th tarot imagry
and symbolism.

Morovr, rsarch suggsts tarot canbusd or sl-rctionand in thrapy,which isxamind
in Hor’s rsarch (Hor 2009). Kopp “invstigatd th archtypal thms that can b dscribd as
rprsntd in ach o th Major Arcana,” which rsultd in data implying that individuals who wr
not wll vrsd in Jungian thory could idntiy said archtypal thms in tarot cards rgardlss (as
citd in Hor 2009, 25). Th thraputic potntial and symbolic amiliarity o tarot maks it a usul
tool or sl-rction.

2. METHODOLOGY

Dsign rsarch “is a practic that rquirs rction, lading to an mrgnc o undrstanding
throughout th dsign procss” (Hook and Coulton 2017, 172). It dirs rom “th mor traditional
positivist mthodologis usd by many rsarchrs considring gams; which plac most valu on
quantiabl outcoms” as xplaind by Nack t al. in 2009 (as citd in Hook and Coulton 2017, 172).
With our nd goal o Self Arcana bing sl-rction, w utilizd Rsarch through Dsign ramwork
whn crating th gam.

W adoptd a duothnographic approach to xamin how our dsign can ncourag sl-
rction, starting with th dsign procss’ and dsign’s ct on ourslvs. “Duothnographrs sk
to xamin and rconcptualiz thir narrativs o intrprtation—how thy hav com to undrstand
an incidnt or thm in and through thir livs” (Sawyr and Norris 2013, 3).

Whilw had prvious litratur ndd to crat a vagu ramwork bor starting th dsign,
th gam ncssitats playrs to ngag in som dgr o prsonal insight to rst crat th cards.
Thus, our rsarch startd with an initial dsign drat highlighting our main goals. Gam dsignrs’
“undrstanding (o) thir own unconscious is th rst stp to undrstanding th unconscious o thir
socity” (Rusch 2018, 5-6). Thror, w took a prsonally intuitiv approach to card cration bor
dsigning th guidlin or it.

Bor th playtst, w stablishd th dsign by way o rsarch on archtyps, transormativ
gam dsign ramworks, and rlatd lds. Th rport is basd on duothnographic obsrvations on
th dsign procss and playtst sssion.

Th gam sssion is split into two parts, with th rst part o th sssion having playrs act
as th gam mastr (GM)/non-playr-charactr (NPC). This was inspird by Carl Rogrs’ humanistic
psychology, in which it is supposd that clints sking thrapy will naturally “gravitat towards
growth, haling, and ulllmnt o thir potntial,” whil th thrapist’s rol is to “hold spac, hlp
th clint idntiy aras o growth, and to guid xplorations o altrnativ ways o acting and bing to
ovrcom prsonal obstacls” (Rusch 2020, 11), similar to th GM/NPC crating spac or playrs to
idntiy topics that may thn b addrssd in th scond part o th gam.

W instinctivly dratd card dsigns basd on our prvious amiliaritywith tarot and symbolism,
rrring to imagry rom crativ works; inuntial ral-li placs and popl; litrary motis; natur;
vryday objcts; traditional tarot; and othr prsonal attachmnts. Th visual dsign was don by
Topcuoglu whil in a dialogu with Durmus, lading to urthr discussion on why crtain symbols
wr chosn and thir implications. Th rsarch aims to xtrnaliz this intuitiv approach through
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a guidlin and systmiz it in a way that any playr, rgardlss o thir background, can idntiy
symbols rlvant to thm, allowing or a spac to practic sl-rction.

W aim to invit playrs to crat narrativs rom prsonalizd cards and to orm a smiotic
systmo thir own. In an unofcial playtst o an arlir itration o th gam, w ound tarot archtyps
and thir manings wr unclar to playrs who had no prvious xprinc with thm. In ordr to
mak th gam mor accssibl and to avoid ovrwhlming playrs with gtting acquaintd with pr-
xisting cards, a guidlin or prsonal card cration and layouts to hlp with narrativ building is to b
providd. Utilizing cards prsonal to playrs also allows or bttr immrsion.

3. DESIGN

3.1 Card Design

To provid playrs with a systmic guidlin or card cration, w chos th Major Arcana rom th
Ridr-Wait-Smith dck to b our lado. This is not only th most common Tarot dck, but also
dpicts th Fool’s Journy (Barrtt 2011, 25), which is a common story structur, also rlvant to th
gam. Basd on th dscriptions o th tarot cards by Arthur Edward Wait in The Pictorial Key to the
Tarot and intuitiv intrprtation, w simplid th dck by grouping cards according to concpts thy
rprsnt (dpictd in Tabl 1 blow), as th rich archtypal symbolism o all 22 Major Arcana could
prov ovrwhlming. Not ths groupings ar not dnit, and som ovrlap may b prsnt in th
intrprtations o th cards, as ths analyss ar ultimatly subjctiv.

3.1 Card Design

To provid playrs with a systmic guidlin or card cration, w chos th Major Arcana rom th
Ridr-Wait-Smith dck to b our lado. This is not only th most common Tarot dck, but also
dpicts th Fool’s Journy (Barrtt 2011, 25), which is a common story structur, also rlvant to th
gam. Basd on th dscriptions o th tarot cards by Arthur Edward Wait in Th Pictorial Ky to th
Tarot and intuitiv intrprtation, w simplid th dck by grouping cards according to concpts thy
rprsnt (dpictd in Tabl 1 blow), as th rich archtypal symbolism o all 22 Major Arcana could
prov ovrwhlming. Not ths groupings ar not dnit, and som ovrlap may b prsnt in th
intrprtations o th cards, as ths analyss ar ultimatly subjctiv.

Applying ths thms to th cards w initially cratd, w ound parallls btwn idas w
wishd to convy through our prsonal symbolism, suggsting that som lvl o archtypal ngagmnt
is manistd rgardlss o intnt.

Whil th sl is rprsntd by on card, th rmaining concpts can b paird by ithr thir
opposition to on anothr, or through thir dpiction o paralll concpts, thus bcoming th upright
and rvrsd positioning o th cards. In accordanc, th rvrsd Sl card rprsnts th Jungian
Shadow, xmplid in Tabl 2.
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Table 1: Groupings o tarot cards basd on concpts thy rprsnt (Wait 1959).

Tarot Card Concept the Card Represents

Sl Th Fool

Cration ThMagician, High Pristss, and Emprss

Connctions and Duty Th Empror, Hirophant, and Lovrs

Conict Th Chariot and Lovrs

Sourc o Powr / Will Justic, Hrmit, and Strngth

Transormation ThWhl o Fortun, Hangd Man, and

Dath

Virtus Tmpranc and Star

Ruin, Dstruction, Chaos Th Dvil and Towr

Enlightnmnt ThMoon, Sun, Judgmnt, and World

W ask our playtstrs to crat cards basd on ths concpts/binaris bor th gam sssion; doing
so provids a oundation rom which to build thir idas.

3.2 Character Creation

For th gam sssion, w do not ask playrs to crat complicatd charactrs rquiring xtnsiv
background writing. Basd on Bowman’s NinTyps oRol-playing Charactrs (Bowman and Schrir
2018, 403-404), and our assumptions o what would b bst or sl-rction, w suggst playing as
on th ollowing charactr typs:

Doppelganger: Play as yoursl.

Devoid:Which part o you would you subtract? Play as yoursl, minus that part.
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Fragmented:Which part o you do you want to highlight?

Repressed:Which parts o you do you dislik? Rprss? Ashamd o? Try to play with thos parts in
mind. OR, play as your avorit villain.

Idealized: Play as your idal sl OR as your avorit hro.

Oppositional: Who ar you NOT? Who do you s whn you imagin your opposit? Play as that
prson.

Table 2: Oppositional or paralll concpts and card positioning.

Example Card Upright Reversed

Goddss Sl Shadow

God Transormation Enlightnmnt

Crow Cration Dstruction

Mothr Sourc o Powr Duty

Sun Virtus Conict

As this papr mainly ocuss on card cration and tarot imagry, th charactr cration part o th gam
has bn kpt minimal.

Although asking playrs to considr thir rprssd aspcts is difcult to do consciously and
on dmand, th gam itsl is cntrd around crating a magic circl btwn two playrs. It invits
thm to xplor aspcts o thmslvs thy may not hav prviously bn awar o and ar thror
signicant to includ. Rgarding this play spac, Bltrán stats, “Th go bcoms rlaxd nough
to allow unconscious contnt to surac. This is vry akin to Jung’s concpt o activ imagination,”
which is a tool through which w implor playrs to considr thir valus, nds, and motional stats
(Bltrán 2013, 98).

3.3 Spreads

Sprads provid structur upon which to build narrativ, which playrs can do individually and
by combining cards. “Onc a sprad is chosn, th rrnts ar dnd, and an intrprtiv cod
is stablishd, a numbr o story-building tchniqus ar availabl to th crator o Tarot txts. Th
gnrativ narrativ o th cards can b dlibratly dirctd by th radr,” (Barrtt 2011, 25). Similar
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to how narrativ structurs giv shap to languag and lad to th cration o a story, th smiotic
structur o tarot cards can b shapd by sprads into a narrativ whol.

Tarot-Basd Narrativ Gnration maks us o a 5-act story structur to gnrat a tal rom
tarot cards. Sprads can also unction as a mans to orm narrativ structur similar to McK’s
principls (Cook, Eladhari and Sullivan, 2018).

Th gam has two stags—rst, ach playr rol plays with thir own dck o 5 cards, thn,
playrs join cards. In th lattr, a 10-card sprad, rorm or pr-xisting, can b usd to gnrat a
narrativ. Th rst stag ncourags individuation in th playrs sparatly, to thn lad to th scond
stag, whr th pair will rol-play to orm introspctiv dialogu.

3.4 Location

W ncourag playrs to choos a location or thir storis to tak plac. Prrably, th stting would
b amiliar to both playrs as this would both hlp with immrsion in th rol-play, and allow playrs
to communicat narrativs bttr. This actor is spcially signicant to considr during th scond hal
o th gam whn narrativs ar combind.

Thr tchniqus that hav hlpd dsignrs crat storis ar as such: tarot as a storytlling
systm, storis to story worlds, and storytlling to worldbuilding (Ciancia and Mariani 2019). Location
was thror a signicant storytlling dvic to add, as it is ncssary or both worldbuilding, and can
b usd to rr to playrs’ ral-world xprincs.

3.5 Rituals

End-gam rituals ar signicant as thy ncourag introspction, sl-rction, and provid playrs
with an ovrall thraputic xprinc. Asking playrs to choos on card to burn, to kp, and to
chang atr th sssion will mimic rituals usd in psychothrapy, which “ar dsignd togthr with
clints, orintd towards thir individual nds and drawing on lmnts that ar symbolically potnt or
thm” (Rusch 2018, 7). Morovr, rituals can nhanc mythic aspcts o th gam as Josph Campbll
xplains, “Ritual is simply myth nactd; by participating in a rit, you ar participating dirctly in th
myth” (as qtd. in Rusch 2018, 7). Playrs ar also ncouragd to bring itms or imagin symbols rlatd
to th location thy hav chosn or th sssion to nhanc immrsion through an altar-lik ritual spac.

In summary, playrs rst crat thir own prsonalizd mini-tarot dcks with th card cration
guidlin (Tabl 2) and choos a charactr typ thy want to play as. Playrs can us cards to ithr
play with a tarot sprad or to play rorm. Furthrmor, a location is chosn and thy agr on what
rituals to nact. Atr ths prparatory stps ar don, thy can mov on with th 2-part gam sssion.

3.6 Playtest Report

W playtstd th gam with th cards dsignd, choosing th original sampl scnario “Th Bar at
th End o thWorld” as it rsonatd with both o us. Th Bar was mant to simulat a purgatory-lik
stting with no passag o tim or orsabl xit. W playd as our Dopplgangr slvs and usd
rorm sprads, improvising throughout. To incras immrsion, w playd music appropriat to th
stting.

InternationalJournalofRole-Playing -Issue13



74

Figure 1: Exampl Cards Dsignd by Durmus and Topcuoglu. Art by Topcuoglu.

In th rst stag with individual sprads, th playr whos cards wr bing usd playd th
main charactr, th othr th GM/NPC. Rols wr thn rvrsd to obsrv th othr playr’s dck.

During th playtst, w wantd to s how w could crat storis with as littl narrativ
structur as possibl and s to what dgr w could improvis. Frorm rol-playing with th cards
cratd conusion and lack o harmony. Though prsonal rction through th cards was possibl, it
was limitd to charactrs racting to thm or wanting to switch thir Dopplgangr charactr to th
archtyp associatd with th chosn card. As part o th playtst-improvisation, w cam up with
possibl gam ruls on spot, tsting thm out. Though this approach showd possibl rulsts and
mchanics that could b adaptd to th gam, th mta aspct o it brok immrsion in rol-play.

W both ralizd th majority o th rction procss cam rom th card cration, rathr than
th gam itsl; as mntiond bor, choosing which symbols to us or th cards ld to convrsations
about th importanc o th said symbols.

3.6.1 Durmus’Perspective

Th burning ritual lt maningul bcaus I lt a connction to my cards and th symbols associatd.
This connction transormd into dsir to play as charactrs dpictd in th cards, to chang my
prspctiv. Such an approach ld to dialoguing with dirnt slvs, suggsting that activ imagination
was practicd. Thror, I bliv th cards hav storytlling and sl-rction potntial but lack
structur.

I had an asir tim immrsing mysl in th story thanks to my rol-playing xprinc;
howvr, th rctions I had during gamplay whn I wantd to play as on o th archtyps in my
cards disturbd th ow o th story.

Th playtst w had triggrd distrss rgarding on o th archtyps portrayd in my cards.
To this day, I nd mysl thinking about th archtyp and what it has signid or m in th past,
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th cts that it has on m currntly, and th possibl rctions it will allow m to mak in th
utur. Howvr, sinc I am on o th co-dsignrs and rsarchrs o this gam, and hav an xisting
tndncy to ruminat on prsonal issus, it is challnging or m to sparat my dsignr and playr
rols. It should not b assumd th procsss that I wnt through will occur in th sam mannr or all
playrs, or hav th sam impact as thy did or m, as prsonal intrsts and prspctivs on li may
dirntiat. Evn within th paramtrs o this duothnography, th signicanc o th gam sssion
had or Topcuoglu highly dirs rom th signicanc it had on m. Futur playtsts can allow or
varying xprincs to b obsrvd.

3.6.2 Topcuoglu’s Perspective

Starting th gam with th nd goal and xpctation o sl-rction limitd my ability to play th
gam untly. Bcaus I was aiming to undrstand mysl bttr ovrall, but didn’t hav a spcic
qustion I wishd to nd an answr to, I playd th gam through arbitrary dcisions, choosing cards
at random. Howvr, in doing this, I gnratd narrativs or charactrs through rol-play, activly
drawing connctions btwn cards pickd, thir contxts, and intrprtations. I thror bliv th
gam is bttr suitd to build storis than it is as a tool or sl-rction (which is difcult to ngag in
on dmand). Narrativs gnratd in this procss hold potntial to incit sl-rction, ithr through
th playr’s prsonal connction to th thms prsnt, or through rtrospctiv analysis and rction.

I bliv th gam is succssul in crating spac to improvis narrativs. Shiting its ocus to
story gnration would allow playrs to tak an indirct approach to sl-rction, which may bmor
ctiv or introspction, and appaling to a broadr group.

4. DISCUSSION

Th playtst-improvisation ld to th ollowing takaways:

1) Bcaus th gam rlis so havily on improvisation and rol-play, playrs who hav had
no xprinc with ithr may hav troubl with immrsion. Thy may also nd it difcult
to rol-play in scnarios that hav similarity to ral li situations, as thy ar playing with
cards that hold prsonal symbolic maning.

2) Familiarity btwn th two playrs also acts th way th gam is playd. Limitations, as
wll as advantags, may aris rom th lvl o intimacy btwn playrs.

3) Playrs should ngotiat th gam trms and story lmnts bor starting th sssion or
saty rasons as wll as to crat a cohrnt narrativ.

4) As th card cration procss was so signicant to our pr-gam discussion and rction,
w wantd to us cards during gamplay to acilitat rol-play, or urthr th plot o th
gam. In turn, th cards actd as prompts. Howvr, a tarot sprad crats a story through
intrprtation, not rol-playing; utur playrs can bar this in mind and adjust ruls
accordingly to avoid lack o harmony.

5) Gnrating storis through cards prsonal to th playr invits thm to intrinsically mak
connctions to thir own xprincs. Thus, having playrs crat narrativs in this mannr
can allow or bttr sl-undrstanding.

As a limitation, th analysis o th playtst rsults is limitd as it is basd on duothnography and not
on comprhnsiv playtsts conductd with othr playrs.
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Basd on takaway 4 and 5, utur itrations o Self Arcana can mploy dsign principls
dtaild by Wallis (2008). H argus that gam instructions and mchanics making us o playrs’
gnr amiliarity lad to story cration gams that produc cohrnt storis. Although Sl Arcana’s
card cration guidlin holds potntial to hlp playrs who ar unamiliar with tarot symbolism, it dos
not or a sampl story that can b cratd with thsmchanics. Thus, utur itrations o Self Arcana
will aim to provid playrs with ruls and guidlins that amiliarizs thmwith story dvlopmnt and
cration.

5. CONCLUSION

Futur itrations o Self Arcana will b basd on qualitativ and quantitativ data w plan to collct
in utur playtsts, as wll as autothnographic obsrvations mad throughout th dsign procss
and playtst. W aim to tst Self Arcana to obsrv its ct on playrs with diring rol-playing
xprincs and various rlationship dynamics to itrat th dsign basd on playtst data.
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