ZORK: REBIRTH OF EVIL

[RETURN TO ZORK]

Feedback on Treatment draft 1 (3/18/92)

The following is a compilation of responses from numerous individuals at Activision: Bill Volk, Kelly Rogers, Kelly Zmak, Tom Sloper, Peter Doctorow, and Joe Asperin.

Although a treatment is necessarily short (and the design itself would, by definition, go into great detail), and although the response to the storyline was favorable, it was felt that the treatment needed more depth. The following outlines areas needing further development.

1. The title -- there was a general concern that the title be consistent with the previous Zork games, and the "universe" described therein.

a. Previous titles were ZORK, ZORK II, ZORK III, BEYOND ZORK, and ZORK ZERO.

b. In Leather Goddesses of Phobos II (due to be released in a couple of weeks), there's a screen that shows an elf holding a sign that reads, "Ask me about Return to Zork."

c. There was a comment that using "evil" in the title might be a bit too much (might evoke negative reaction in the religious).

2. The storyline -- everybody liked the idea of inheriting the pawnshop, and the valley becoming gradually deader and deader as the evil grows. Generally well accepted. However, the story behind the evil itself (and the story of its rebirth) was viewed as weak. See next item.

3. "The evil" -- there were a lot of comments and questions about "the evil."

a. Are we talking about evil as an abstract notion (like beauty or youth), or are we talking about an embodiment of evil (in the form of a man or creature), with a body and a mind and a purpose?

b. Does this evil have a name? If we are talking about an evil-something-or-other, then it should have a name. If we are talking about evil-as-an-abstract-notion, then its name is Evil.

c. What is causing the evil to be re-born?

d. What does the evil want; what is its goal? Its motive?

e. If the evil is being RE-born, then it must have been born and killed before –

I. When was it killed?

II. By whom?

III. How was it defeated that time?

IV. Did it learn anything from that earlier defeat (and will it remember anything -- that is to say, is it being re-incarnated, or is it a burgeoning newborn baby in its former self's image?)?

V. Did anybody learn anything from its earlier defeat?

VI. Will the player have to fight the evil directly, or will he have to fight the power or being which is causing its rebirth?

VII. It was pointed out by one reviewer that most people will not be able to accept the notion that Evil (as an abstract notion) had ever actually been "dead" in the first place. Most people believe, according to the reviewer, that Evil can never be destroyed. It can be weakened, it can go away, but it can never be killed. Therefore it can't be "reborn."

f. What does the evil look like? The player will want to fight against something tangible (if this were a movie instead of a game, the viewer would want to see something tangible).

g. Can it speak?

 4. The characters -- there are only 4 characters mentioned in the treatment: the player's character, a wary citizen, the uncle, and the evil (assuming that the evil is an embodiment of evil, rather than an abstract notion). There are also some people and creatures (unspecified) who have been changed to stone. Everybody would like to know more about all of these characters, and about additional specific characters who will be in the game.

5. The "Valley of the Vultures" -- there was one concern raised that this place name may not be in keeping with the Zork universe. Open for discussion.

6. The interface -- there were a number of comments and questions about the interface:

a. The section at the bottom of the screen, it is said in the treatment, becomes more colorful and complete as the game nears completion. Does this mean that it will be un-colorful and uninteresting-looking at the beginning,and throughout much of the game?

b. If the orbs are small enough to fit within the lower ¼ of the screen, won't the right one be too small to convey all the information for which it's intended? Perhaps clicking on it causes it to zoom up to a larger view for the purpose of conveying the visual messages, etc.

c. It could not be understood from the treatment how things are done in the game:

I. What does "general control" mean (see paragraph on animated scenes)?

II. How is combat handled? It's felt that arcade action is a delicate issue as far as the computer adventure audience is concerned. Needs discussion. 

III. It's stated in the treatment that conversation can be accommodated, but how? Typing to a parser? Multiple-choice dialogue like in Monkey's Island? Icons like in LGOP2?

IV. Can movement through the game world be accomplished by clicking on places in the map? Or only by clicking on doors in the viewscreen?

V. How is an item placed in the orb, and how is it used once placed there? How are subsequent items placed in the orb, replacing a previous item? Bill Volk has some ideas for discussion.

7. The puzzles -

a. There was only one puzzle described, in the last sentence of the treatment. It was felt that more examples in the treatment would be helpful.

b. As far as could be determined from the treatment, there are only 9 items to be found. The player also needs to gain experience. It was felt that this isn't deep enough to satisfy the gaming market. There should be a larger number of items to be found, and many puzzles should be "layered," like the isotope puzzle in LGOP2.

8. General structure -

a. Is this a turn-based game, or do things happen in real time while the player decides what to do next?

a. LGOP2 was designed in such a way that the user could never get stuck or killed -- is this also so in Zork: Rebirth of Evil? Note that no recommendation is made, just a question that needs answering.

b. Can the player go to any place in the game at any time -- can you revisit characters and find that they've turned to stone?

9. Overall -- is the treatment a summary of what the game will be like (which is what everybody felt a treatment should do), or does the treatment only show a small portion of what the overall game "big picture" will be? In general, most reviewers felt that the treatment was shallow, representing a preliminary treatment, rather than a final treatment which would present a summary view of a whole design.

