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Are Computer Games Works of Fiction? 
James Dunstan 

The University of Sheffield 

Fiction is present in most mediums of entertainment we engage in. Novels, films, comics 

and plays, all involve fictitious elements. To anybody familiar with computer games as a medium 

it is evident that they involve fiction as well. In computer games, we can ride dragons, kill 

countless aliens or zombies and travel to unknown worlds, but we don’t really do these things. 

But what is the best account, philosophically, for how computer games involve fiction? I believe, 

as do many others, that the theory of fiction which best fits video games is Kendall Walton’s. 

This theory has been very influential and claims that all fiction operates as “games of make 

believe”, where rules and props generate “fictional truths”, or propositional statements we are 

prescribed to imagine are the case within the context of the game.1 Under this theory, a ‘work 

of fiction’ is given a specific definition. It is the belief of some theorists that computer games 

should be treated as works of fiction in the same way that films are, due to the similarities in 

how they present representations to their audience. However, I disagree with this conclusion. 

In this paper, I will outline how the interactive nature of computer games presents a challenge 

to the idea that computer games are works of fiction in the Waltonian sense. I will then propose 

and assess some arguments against my own idea, finally proposing an alternative account of 

how computer games fit into Waltonian theory. 

1.1: Walton’s Theory of Make-Believe 

Walton’s theory is based on the idea that all fiction operates in the context of “games of 

make-believe” like those played by children. Walton’s example is that of children playing in the 

woods. The children agree that they are going to play a game. One of the rules of the game is 

that “all stumps are bears”. Thus, they are now players in a game of make-believe, where one 

of the rules of the game is that all stumps are bears. As this is one of the rules; it becomes 

“fictionally true” that all stumps are bears. For a proposition to be “fictionally true” in a specific 

game is for the rules of the game to prescribe one imagines it is the case. For example, if the 

children encounter a stump, they are to imagine that it is a bear and treat it accordingly. If they 

do not imagine that it is a bear and instead imagine it is something else, they are breaking the 

rules of the game. However, what is fictional – true within a game of make believe – is 

determined by both rules and props. Walton defines a prop as an object which prompts 

viewers to imagine certain things2. Props generate fictional truths because we can imagine 

things about them. Consider the children playing the game where “all stumps are bears”. If the 

children see a particularly large stump, they might be inclined to imagine it is a large bear. It is 

the traits of the stump as a prop which generate this truth, not just the imagination of the 

children. If there is a stump hidden behind a bush which none of the children are aware of, it 

remains fictionally true that there is a bear in the bushes.3 This shows how props, in 

conjunction with rules, generate fictional truths in games of make believe. This is regardless of 

                                                        
1 (Walton, 1990, p. 39) 
2 (Walton, 1990, p. 23) 
3 (Walton, 1990, p. 38) 
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what the players of the game believe or perceive. This highlights the importance of props as 

generators of fictional truths. 

Props can be split into three categories, ad-hoc props, reflexive props and work props. An 

ad-hoc prop is one which is not a representation and doesn’t have the established function of 

being used in a game of make believe. An example of ad-hoc props are the stumps, which can 

generate the fictional truths in a game but are not designed for that purpose.  

A reflexive prop is one which generates fictional truths only is relation to rules of a game 

and is meant to be used in “no particular game”.4 Things like dolls and toys are reflexive props 

as they have the convention or expectation of being used as props, but can be used in a variety 

of games. A doll might be designed to be used in a game where it is fictionally a baby or little 

girl. To say that something is a representation is to say that it has this function of being used as 

a prop. Yet if the rules dictate that the doll be fictionally a pillow or something equally odd, this 

is an unconventional but not an incorrect use of the prop. The doll functions as a prop, not a 

specific type of prop or thing. This is what differentiates them from the final type of prop, a 

work prop. 

These props are work of arts like paintings, novels or plays which are also representations. 

The function of work props differ from reflexive props in that they are only meant to be used 

in specific games. Consider a painting of Henry VIII, sitting in his throne. The function of this 

work is to generate the fictional truth “Henry VIII is sitting in his throne”, among others.5 If it 

were to be used as a prop in a game where, because of the rules of the game, it does not 

generate this truth, then this prop is not being used as it was intended. Walton calls this a 

“misuse” of the work. All work-props can only be properly used in games where they generate 

the set of fictional truths defined by their function.6 This set of fictional truths is referred to as 

the “work world”. The set of fictional truths in a specific game of make believe are referred to 

as the “game world”. In the “work world” of our painting, it is fictionally true that “Henry VIII is 

sitting in his throne”. If this is true in a game world as well, then that game world is “authorised” 

by the painting. In this way work props have the function of making the same set of things 

fictional in each authorised game they are a prop. This is of course if the prop is being used as 

part of an authorised game of make believe. 

Crucially the definition of a work prop is one which has the following trait: 

“what is fictional in a [the world of the work] is what is (or would be) fictional in any game 

in which it is the function of the [work] to serve as a prop, and whose fictionality in such games 

is generated by the [work] alone.”7 

I have altered the quote for generality rather than solely referencing a single work, but this 

is what I have identified as Walton’s definition of what a work-prop is. A work prop is a prop 

which has the function of making fictional a set of propositions in any authorised game of make 

believe it is a prop in. If this is not the case, then that is not a game that the prop should be a 

part of and the work is being misused. This is true of any game where the work is used, as a 

                                                        
4 (Walton, 1990, p. 51) 
5 (Walton, 1990, p. 60) 
6 (Walton, 1990, p. 60) 
7 (Walton, 1990, p. 60) 
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work. A book can be used as an ad-hoc prop in a game. For example, it might be fictionally a 

brick in a child’s game. But here the actual representations, the words on the pages, are not 

being used at all. Paper and leather can be used as ad-hoc props, but a story cannot. This is 

obvious if one considers that whether presented on paper or on an e-reader, the words are 

the true work. So a work prop generates the same set of fictional truths in any authorised 

game where it is being used as a prop. 

Here is where we find a test for whether computer games are indeed works of fiction as 

defined by Walton. Films are considered work props, as through visual and audial 

representations that serve as props in games of make believe. They are associated with their 

own independent work world and in any authorised game in which they are a prop, they will 

generate the same set of fictional truths. Computer games also use visual and audial 

representations in order to generate fictional truths. As I understand it the work of a film is 

taken to be the total collection of visual and audial representations which generate fictional 

truths. As computer games work on the same mechanism of presenting images and sound8, 

they could be taken to be works in the same way. Thus typically playing a computer game will 

result in games of make believe which include the computer game as a whole, as a single work-

prop, and perhaps the player of the game as a prop themselves. I will attempt to show this 

model is flawed. I will do so through an argument focusing on the interactive nature of 

computer games and how this might possibly show that computer games do not fit the 

definition of a work-prop. 

2.0: Argument from Interactivity 

As already discussed, for a prop to be considered a work-prop, it must generate the same 

set of fictional truths in each game of make believe it is a prop. A film mandates that its audience 

(players in a game of make believe of which the film is a prop) imagine that the events occurring 

on the screen are fictionally true. A player cannot abide by the rules of the game and imagine 

that superman has not just flown into the sky if that is what the film has just shown. Theorists 

such as Meskin and Robson9 propose that games should be treated in the same way. The game 

is a work-prop, and thus what is presented to us by the work should be considered fictionally 

true by players of any game where the work is a prop. However, I believe that the interactive 

nature of games means that they cannot fit this definition. 

Computer games are, at their very core, interactive mediums which require active 

participation from players of the game. A film requires of the players only that they imagine 

what is presented to them by the work prop. A game requires that players take part in the 

generation of fictional truths by making decisions which directly affect what occurs in the 

game. This is perhaps most obvious when the game involves a narrative. I will use the example 

of the game Dark Souls, a third person medieval, fantasy adventure game. When playing the 

game for my first time, I did not notice a large painting when walking through an area. I also did 

not notice that along my journey I found an item called “a small doll”. Had I acquired the doll 

and then revisited the painting, I could have entered it and found a new level called the “Painted 

World of Ariamis” where my character would find and defeat a boss called “the Crossbreed 

                                                        
8 (Meskin & Robson, 2012, p. 206) 
9 (Meskin & Robson, 2012) 
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Pricilla”. In fact, I did so in my next playthrough10. In the narrative, the player controlled 

character is called “The Chosen Undead”. Consequently, it appears that one of the fictional 

truths generated by the work prop in the second game is “The Chosen Undead met Pricilla the 

Crossbreed”. It generates this truth because we only know to imagine this scenario due to the 

representations the work prop provides us. This fictional truth is not generated by the work in 

the first, as such a scenario never occurs. Walton has established that a prop is a work prop if 

and only if it generates the same fictional truths in any authorised game it is a part of. Hence if 

a fictional truth is generated by Dark Souls in one authorised game of make believe but not 

another, we must question if the computer game is indeed a work prop. Thus, I make the claim 

that computer games do not fit Walton’s definition of a work prop in the same way as films or 

novels.  

2.1: Accounting for Multiple Sets of Truth 

One possible solution retains that computer games are work props in the same way films 

are while still accounting for the interactive nature of a computer game. Consider novels of the 

“choose your own adventure” genre, where players are asked to pick from a set of options. 

Some options result in the character’s death, others in a new set of choices. Technically this 

genre of novel presents a similar situation to that of a computer game. Players can choose how 

to achieve goals which will generate different sets of fictional truths, but all the choices have 

been planned meticulously by the author of the work. In such a novel although the character 

and player affect how the story unfolds, the author designed the path they follow. From this 

observation, it could be argued that the fictional truth that is present in all games where Dark 

Souls is a prop is “The Chosen Undead will meet Pricilla the Crossbreed or never reach the 

end of the painted world of ariamis”. Logically the fictional truth is an exclusive ‘or’ statement. 

Either they will meet or they won’t reach the end of the level, but not both. This fictional truth 

can remain a truth regardless of what choices the player makes which may cause separate 

fictional events to occur. In this fashion, statements can be created for all of the choices players 

can make which apparently cause separate fictional truths to arise. Thus the same fictional 

truths are present in any authorised game of make believe where Dark Souls is a prop, making 

it a work-prop. 

However, I think that this is a flawed line of argument. Fictional truths do not seem to work 

like logical statements. What Walton means when he calls a proposition “fictional” is that “it is 

to be imagined” in the context of a game of make believe. If it is fictionally true that all stumps 

are bears, then “all stumps are bears” is to be imagined as true. Thus if we see a stump, we are 

to imagine it is a bear. I will not go further into the nature and mechanics of imagining, but 

surely this reveals that inserting fictional truths of the format of exclusive ‘or’ statements does 

not resolve the issue of conflicting fictional truths. After meeting Pricilla, we are asked to 

imagine by the work that the Chosen Undead has now met Pricilla. Thus it is a fictionally true 

statement. If we complete the game and still have not reached the end of Pricilla’s level, then 

this statement is never asked of us to be imagined. Thus the original point still stands. After the 

player makes a choice and different events have occurred, the supposed work prop still 

generates different sets of fictions in different games of make believe, just in the past tense. I 

                                                        
10 “Playthrough” is a term for the single playing of a game from start to finish. Like one full reading of a 

novel. 
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either imagine that I did meet Pricilla, or that I didn’t complete the level. Thus it does not fit 

Walton’s definition of a work-prop.  

2.2: Fault of the Player 

In the example I gave of Pricilla, I made clear that she is an optional boss. By this I mean that 

a player can complete the game and reach the end credits without encountering her or fighting 

her. One line of thought regarding this is that the player is at fault for not accessing this content. 

Consider that there is a representation which exists in the work which will generate the 

fictional truth that “The Chosen Undead has met Pricilla the Crossbreed”. The player however 

chooses never to access it, or rather they made choices which resulted in them never being 

presented with the representation. Is this not akin to a person choosing not to read an 

interlude chapter of a novel? The interlude might feature a new character, Bob, who exists in 

the fictional world of the novel. However, he is never mentioned again and is not actually 

essential to the telling of the story. One can perfectly understand the novel regardless of 

whether they read the chapter or if they missed the chapter by accident. They may even think 

they have read the entire book. However, if when discussing the novel, they argue that no 

character exists in the fictional world, people who have read the chapter will understandably 

tell them they are mistaken. We would say that they’re not using the prop properly by missing 

the chapter, even if they did it by mistake. Similarly, regardless of whether the player ever came 

across the representation of Pricilla, it must still be fictionally true that “Pricilla the Crossbreed 

exists”. Although it first appears that works create different fictional truths on different 

playthroughs of a game, the work itself only proposes a single set of fictional truths, it just 

appears that other fictional truths are presented because players have failed to find 

representations to present them with the truths.  

While this argument is coherent, it has far reaching consequences. Although the example 

of Pricilla is a single change, imagine the great many different sets of fictional truths which 

could be generated from even the most linear of games when it comes to narrative. For 

example, in Assassins Creed one set of fictional truths could include that Altair (the main 

character) killed a man by stabbing him with his sword. In another it is fictionally true that he 

killed that certain man by stabbing him with a dagger. In another with his hidden blade, and so 

on. This is just an example of the many different fictional statements which could be fictionally 

true if some player chose to do things differently. What this argument implies is that one hasn’t 

properly engaged with the work until they have experienced every possible representation the 

game could generate. But some games are structured so that it is impossible to complete two 

actions in a single playthrough of the game. Consider the game Fable 3, where the player must 

choose between ruling a kingdom as a tyrant or as a benevolent king. It is impossible to 

experience the outcomes of both choices as the game saves as soon as you have made your 

choice. Thus it is impossible to experience all representations the game has to offer without 

restarting the game. Arguably by restarting the game with a new save file, I am beginning a new 

game of make believe with the same game as a prop. Consequently, it is wrong to claim that it 

is the fault of the player that they have not exposed themselves to representations in a game, 

when those representations will generate fictional truths. Instead this points to another 

unresolvable issue with treating games as work props. It is perfectly legitimate to play a game 

and not be exposed to all of its representational content. This is not the case when it comes to 

works of fiction such as novels, plays or films. So this defence does not adequately refute the 

argument from interactivity.  
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2.3: Save Games as Performances, Performances as Works 

 “Save files” or “save games” are terms used to describe files used in games which record 

the actions and state of a game for later use. For example, in Minecraft the save game includes 

the information for the structure of the world, where entities (enemies, friendly characters 

etc) are located in the world and what achievements the player has gained. The specific data 

saved varies between games. A game such as Assassin’s Creed only saves information about 

the player’s actions and progress in the game. This is because the world in Minecraft is uniquely 

generated for that save file whereas in Assassin’s Creed the same world is present in each 

playthrough.  

One concern for the argument from interactivity is that it claims that different fictional 

truths are generated by an individual work in different games of make believe. However, if it 

were understood that each instance of a game being played involved a different work, it would 

not matter if different sets of fictional truths were generated by the work. Consider that there 

are many performances of Shakespeare’s Macbeth. However, characters might be played 

differently, set pieces and costumes altered or a great myriad of other elements changed. This 

does not mean that Macbeth is not a work of fiction, but that each performance of the work is 

itself a separate work of fiction. This could apply the same for games, where each “save file” is 

a separate work-prop.  

However, I do not think this is the case. In the performance of a play, we are watching actors 

play a game of make believe, where they and objects around them are props. The script is the 

work-prop in their game of make believe, generating fictional truths and thus what actions the 

actors must take to play the game as prescribed. We are not a part of their game, but treating 

them as a greater representation which generates fictional truths, a work prop. It is important 

to note that in this example the audience is passive, not part of the same game as the actors 

are playing themselves. In the case of a computer game, we are not passive but active. If we are 

to treat each instance of a computer game as an individual performance, it would be wrong to 

assume that the player is passive, when as already discussed, they are active in changing 

representations. The player is more akin to an actor, actively making choices and manipulating 

representations to generate fictional truths. However, in order to do this, just like the actor, 

we require not only a single work-prop but also reflexive props. I will go on to propose just this 

position in the next section, but for now I will state that all differences in a production of a play 

are actor driven. A character is played slightly differently, generating different fictional truths 

than a game containing the same work prop; but the work-prop of the script gives the same 

lines to the character in each instance. It is the elements in the performance which are changed 

that the work-prop does not actively prescribe, and the generation of new truths by the actors 

as reflexive props which allows the work to authorise many performances with differences in 

the set of fictional truths generated. It is just that the origin of those truths is not the work-

prop but the actors themselves. And for the actors to do this, more than just a work-prop must 

be involved in the game of make believe. 

3.0: An Alternative Approach 

Even if we accept my arguments, their conclusions are troubling. Jettisoning the idea of 

computer games being work props creates new problems any other theory will have to 

account for. Chief among them is the problem of authorisation. Intuitively we might feel that 



Are Computer Games Works of Fiction? 
 

 
64 

games such as Dark Souls can only be used in certain games of make believe, even if those 

games are not work props. Consider if a person was playing Dark Souls and was presented 

with the representation of Pricilla the Crossbreed, but was playing a game with rules such that 

this representation generated the fictional truth that “Pricilla does not exist”. Intuitively we 

might feel this person to be wrong, imagining something that the game does not prescribe. We 

might feel that the game is being misused, but this is a trait of work props, not other props. As 

previously mentioned, it is “nonconventional”11 to use props such as dolls as fictional pillows or 

tables, but not unauthorised or incorrect to do so in the same way one might misuse a work 

prop. This intuition must be accounted for in some way. Despite computer games not fitting 

the definition of a work prop, the theory still seems to fit very well in the elements of fictionality 

presented in computer games. Multiplayer interaction in games such as Overwatch and the 

Call of Duty series seem very well accounted for by the Waltonian approach, making it no more 

complicated than a real-life game including bears and stumps. 

I believe we can retain these aspects of Walton’s theory by understanding computer games 

as collections of props. The characters, environments and items present in a game should be 

considered as individual reflexive props like dolls or toy trucks. Players of computer games 

play a game of make believe with these props, imagining them to be what they appear to be 

based on the ability of reflexive props to prompt certain imaginings. When faced with the 

question of just where these props are, we can find answers by using the suggestions of Luca 

Baptista, who claims that these props are abstract artefacts. Baptista notes that all computer 

games are collections of programs, “data structures implemented on hardware”12. These data 

structures fit the definition of an abstract artefact as provided by Thomasson13, with images 

on the screen being their “external appearances” while the program (their internal 

mechanism) is run by the physical hardware of the computer itself.14 A computer game is thus 

a collection of abstract artefacts, or programs, which the computer creates an instance of 

when running them. Thus, regardless of whether I play one copy of the game at home and 

another at a friend’s, I play in the same world and interact with the same entities, if different 

instances of them.15 

We can see how we then make things fictional when these virtual props prompt us to 

imagine certain things. When we see the prop of our character fighting the prop of a dragon, 

we are prompted by the representations to imagine these things occurring, we make it fictional 

that this is the case. This is no different to a child playing with action figures or dolls, but is very 

different from watching a film or a play. As previously explained a work requires its audience 

to be passive and prescribes they imagine certain things, a thing like a computer game as we 

have defined it gives its player a greater level of freedom. Perhaps the best example of this 

theory’s strengths is its ability to explain games such as Tabletop Simulator. This game has no 

narrative and only presents players with virtual cards, dice, figures etc and tools to manipulate 

them. Its players are supposed to create board games or other “table top” games and play 

them in the virtual world. Already games such as Cards Against Humanity, Monopoly, and more 

complicated board games such as Twilight Imperium are available for players of Tabletop 

                                                        
11 (Walton, 1990, p. 62) 
12 (Baptista, 2009, p. 7) 
13 (Thomasson, 1999) 
14 (Baptista, 2009, p. 7) 
15 (Baptista, 2009, p. 8) 
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Simulator to download and play online with friends. In my understanding, Waltonian theory 

treats board games as collections of props and rules to be used in games of make believe, not 

a single work prop. To recreate these props in the virtual arena poses no problems if we 

consider computer games to be collections of virtual props in the first place. I struggle to see 

how the phenomena of virtual board games could be accounted for without a theory like the 

one Baptista proposes, while still keeping intact our understanding of board games as a whole. 

This is just a single advantage of this theory. However, there are some challenges this theory 

will have to overcome for it to be credible. 

3.1: Prescriptions to Believe 

As previously mentioned the chief problem with this theory is that it seems that although it 

may be unconventional, we must allow for people to use the props however they please. The 

prop of “The Chosen Undead” character could be used in a game of make believe which makes 

it fictional that the character is a teenage vampire born in America, despite the fact that such 

things don’t exists in the Dark Souls lore or mythos. Although it might be unconventional to use 

props in such absurd ways where it is obvious they are not meant to be used in such a fashion, 

it appears that this theory must allow it. This is a problem, as intuitively it feels odd or wrong 

to disregard what a prop is meant to represent and imagine it to be something else entirely. 

Firstly, I would say that this is not necessarily a negative trait of our theory. Consider that 

in the game The Elder Scrolls: Skyrim, the character is known as “The Dragonborn” and 

although players can choose their race and skills, some don’t actually want to play the part of 

hero of the world. The world created by the developers is vast and filled with content which 

does not necessitate that the player be the Dragonborn. The main questline consists of only a 

small part of the content players can access and some wish to avoid it altogether and pretend 

their character is just a mercenary warrior or a simple hunter. Although we might recognise 

that normally the character is “The Dragonborn”, this can be ignored for hours upon hours of 

gameplay. Thus although we might think that it is prescribed by the game in some way that 

players imagine themselves to be the hero of the story, many players find just as fulfilling 

experiences ignoring this content. Under an interpretation which regards computer games as 

works, this would be a misuse of the game as a prop. Under our interpretation these alternative 

approaches to playing a game gain more legitimacy, which I think is deserved. At its core, 

Skyrim is a roleplaying game, and whatever role a player decides to play is a legitimate choice, 

even if the game is designed for players to make certain choices. However, this does not 

address the problem of props being used in more absurd games of make believe either. 

I have two possible solutions to this problem. Firstly, as previously mentioned the props of 

modern computer games are extremely good at prompting players to imagine certain things. 

It would take more effort for players to imagine that a prop which depicts a bear is not a bear, 

than to imagine that it is. This is the reason reflexive props and works are created in the first 

place, as aids to the imagination. This effort is not something a majority of players of games 

desire or even are able to do. To imagine an absurd fictional truth makes the fictional world, in 

general, less cohesive, which is not desirable for the person doing the imagining; or for fictions 

in general. So although possible that people can imagine absurd things using props, it is quite 

unlikely and doesn’t affect any explanation of normal, practical use of computer games. 

Secondly, it might be that there is some sort of work prop involved in the game regardless of 

the computer game itself not being a work. Consider one previous example of a performance. 
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The actors are playing a game of make believe where it is fictional that they are certain 

characters. The script acts as a work-prop in their game, meaning characters must say lines at 

certain times or perform certain actions. They must do this because, as part of its function, the 

script makes it fictional that characters will say or do these things. As the actors are fictionally 

the characters, they must follow the script. If an actor goes off line, and makes it fictionally true 

that Macbeth trips over, for example, then the game is no longer authorised by the script. But 

to us as an audience we must still imagine when the actors in their roles as representations 

have presented us. This is because the performance is a work prop to the audience. In a 

computer game like Tabletop Simulator there is no work-prop or script mandating that 

players do certain things. Players have total freedom regarding what they choose to imagine in 

these sorts of games. Additionally, props and mechanisms are provided for the player to aid 

them in playing their game of make believe. 

Other games involve narratives while still giving the player some degree of freedom. One 

example would be Grand Theft Auto 5. The narrative is present in the game and prescribes 

certain things be true if you are to play the game properly, just like the script. An example of 

one of these fictional truths demanded by the game would be that one of the characters you 

play is called “Trevor”. A player cannot include Grand Theft Auto as a collection of props in a 

game of make believe where the specific character is not called “Trevor”, as the narrative 

demands this be fictionally true. In a mission or quest, the narrative might also make it 

fictionally true that Trevor travels to a certain location or does certain things. It makes no 

mention of just how they might do it, giving players a lot of freedom, but it does demand that 

players manipulate props in such a way as to fulfil the requirements of the narrative. However, 

in scenarios of “free play”, where the player has no objective, the narrative makes very little 

demands regarding what players do, meaning any fictional truths which might be generated 

have no real bearing on the narrative. The “game” and “work” can be understood as separate. 

What this means is that players of games of make believe which include a computer game as a 

collection of props must take note of the narrative of the game which authorises a set of 

specific fictional truths. However, the narrative generates very little fictional truths, with the 

player having freedom to use the props of the game as they see fit for the majority of instances. 

In the case of Skyrim, by ignoring the narrative entirely, the player does break script, but 

that does not mean they are misusing Skyrim as a prop. Instead they are not even using the 

narrative as a prop in their game of make believe, preferring instead to use the rest of the 

virtual props. Some questions may remain regarding this vision of narratives as work props, 

but for the moment I believe I have outlined a possible credible element of the theory which 

accounts for important intuitions about computer games. 

4.0: Conclusion 

In this paper I have shown that computer games do not fit Walton’s definition of work 

props, mainly due to their interactive nature and problems which arise as a result. Computer 

games being interactive results in different sets of fictional truths being generated by the 

supposed work prop in different games of make believe, meaning it cannot fit the definition. I 

have defended my argument from several possible avenues of criticism including treating 

computer games like performances, it being the fault of the player for not accessing content 

and a single work prop possibly authorising multiple sets of fictional truths. Finally, I have 

outlined Baptista’s model for how otherwise to treat computer games as a medium of fiction 
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and examined how the abstract artefact approach could impact how well Waltonian theory is 

applied to computer games. 

In conclusion, computer games are not work props and so in the Waltonian sense, are not 

works of fiction unlike films, novels or plays. 
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