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The distinction Penguin will not give up

Preference is a choice made when both paths remain open. Pressure is a

choice made because one path will close. A count that mixes the two cannot
tell a studio what players want. Penguin submits that mode-exclusive, time-
limited rewards produce that mixture, and that the Phantom Program inside

RedSec is the worked example.



THE CASE ON ONE PAGE

WHAT PENGUIN IS PREPARED TO DEFEND

Penguin submits that the exclusive, time-limited placement of the Phantom Program inside
RedSec was a structural design failure, and that Battlefield should not use mode-exclusive
deadlines to move players out of the modes they already prefer.

The case does not ask anyone to dislike a Battle Royale. The case asks that a mode be kept, expanded, or retired on
the basis of preference, not on the basis of a count swollen by the fear of permanent loss.

Five sentences carry the whole paper. Everything after them is warrant, illustration, and answer.

1. The Phantom activity asks a player to stop, equip a special tool, read a place, and complete a sequence. RedSec

punishes stillness, predictability, and any detour from survival.
2. The lobby is not split. The conflict is therefore the ordinary condition of the activity, not an unlucky match.

3. A deadline, joined to items that exist nowhere else, then tells a player who prefers Conquest or Breakthrough

to enter anyway or lose the items for good.
4. Those entries are written down as engagement. The number can no longer say whether RedSec is wanted.

5. Until a residual after the items can no longer be lost is published and still justifies the support, any citation of
the busy-week figure as preference remains unfit. The damage is that citation. A private showing that one week

caused a map is not required.

Penguin regards the five together, not any one inconvenience, as the failure. A hard puzzle is not the charge. A
popular free-to-play mode is not the charge. The charge is a design that makes interference rational, then leaves a
figure that can be cited as preference. The three conditions that must all be present for the case to hold are stated in

the plate under the limit of the case. Remove any one and this case does not hold.

HOW THIS PAPER IS CARRIED

PENGUIN WROTE THIS SO A FRIEND CAN ARGUE IT

Penguin prepared the paper as a case, not as a mood, and not as remarks for people sitting together. It is
information, arranged so a reader can test it the way a debate is tested. It is meant to be shared. A later spoken
version, if one is made, can follow the same order. A friend who loses the place may return to the one-page case and
refuse to be moved off it. A friend who meets a different objection may turn to the rebuttal that matches it. Penguin

has tried to put each answer where a reader can find it.

The order is the order of a debate. First the resolution, so the claim cannot grow in the middle of the argument.
Then the form, so the premises and the conclusion are visible before the warrant. Then the definitions, so the words
cannot slide. Then the standard of proof, so Penguin is not asked to prove a feeling. Then the grants, so the other
side is not fighting a case Penguin never made. Then seven contentions. Then the loop that ties them. Then the

repairs that would meet the case. Then the answers. Then the words Penguin would leave at the end.
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A RULE FOR THE FRIEND WHO READS THIS

Penguin asks that the argument stay on structure. Anger about a missed item is real, and Penguin does not
mock it. Anger is not the proof. The proof is that two success conditions contradict each other, that a deadline
converts the contradiction into traffic, and that the traffic is then mistaken for demand. If a debate leaves that
chain, Penguin asks that a friend walk back to it.

WHAT THIS PAPER IS NOT

Penguin does not claim that RedSec should be shut.
Penguin does not claim that a Battle Royale is a lesser form of Battlefield.
Penguin does not claim that the people who built the event intended harm.

Penguin does not claim to know a private population figure. Where a number would be convenient, Penguin uses a

labeled illustration and says so.

Penguin does not claim that every limited-time exclusive in every live game fails for the same reason. Calendars,
spotlights, and mode-specific tracks are ordinary. The failure Penguin isolates appears only when three conditions
are stacked: the side activity’s required behavior is punished by the host mode’s win condition; the rewards for that
activity exist nowhere else and close on a deadline; and a citation treats the resulting sessions as preference for the
host mode. Remove any one and the present case does not hold. A pure Battle Royale exclusive that does not
require stillness or published routes can still be criticized on other grounds. It is not this argument. The Phantom
Program inside RedSec is the worked example of the first two conditions, and of a figure built so that it can be
cited. This paper has not pinned the third condition to one named speech. The rule does not need that speech. A
claim that the misuse has already been performed does. A public speech that treats the elevated concurrent or match
count from the exclusive window as finished evidence that RedSec is wanted would be the citation the rule
describes. A published residual, return rate or concurrent players after the items can no longer be lost, would settle
any such citation once it is made.

WHERE THIS CASE HOLDS, AND WHERE IT STOPS

1 - Punished behavior 2 - The only path closes 3 - Cited as preference

The side activity needs stillness, a The patch offers exclusive A public speech that treats the

tool, and a readable route. The rewards for a limited-time elevated concurrent or match

host mode’s win condition pays RedSec operation. Penguin reads count from the exclusive window

other players to interrupt that that as a path that closes. A notice as finished evidence that RedSec

behavior. of the same items on the ordinary is wanted would be the citation.
maps would end this column. This paper has not exhibited that

speech. A published residual after
the items can no longer be lost
would settle it once the speech is

made.

ALL THREE, STACKED - REMOVE ANY ONE AND THIS CASE DOES NOT HOLD

Plate. A limit on the case, not a step inside a contention. Penguin keeps the later figures numbered as before, so a friend can still say “Figure
7” and be pointing at the same drawing.
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THE PARTS

The form of the argument, on one page. Resolution, definitions, and the standard of proof. What Penguin grants,

and the record relied on. Seven contentions. The reinforcing loop and the impact. Repairs that would meet the case.

Rebuttals, questions, and closings. A map of the chain, for a friend who has lost the page.

THE FORM OF THE ARGUMENT

PREMISES, CONCLUSION, AND THE KIND OF INFERENCE

A reader who wants the shape before the warrant can stop at this section. The pages after it are the warrant for the

premises. They do not add a second conclusion.

Conclusion. Battlefield should not attach permanent, mode-exclusive, time-limited rewards to
an activity whose required behavior is punished by the mode that hosts it, and then treat the
resulting play as evidence that the mode is preferred.

NORMATIVE PREMISES

1.

A live game should be steered by what players choose when declining costs nothing that cannot be had another
way.

An invitation whose refusal leaves every other path intact still yields a usable report. A deadline that makes

refusal the permanent loss of an item that cannot be earned elsewhere mixes preference with loss-avoidance.

A mixed count cannot, by itself, be read as preference. The citation is the failure. A private showing that the
count caused a later map is not required.

DESCRIPTIVE PREMISES

1.

2.

The Phantom activity requires stillness, a special tool, a readable place, and a sequence.

RedSec pays other players to interrupt stillness, predictability, and detours. The record shows no separate pool
that shelters the attempt.

The rewards for this version existed only inside that placement, and they closed on a deadline.
Those sessions were written into one public figure of engagement.

That figure is the sort of figure a studio, a defender, or a critic can cite as evidence that the host mode is
wanted.

THE RULE

If the required behavior is punished by the host mode, and the rewards exist nowhere else and close on a
deadline, and the resulting sessions are cited as preference, then that citation is unfit. If the premises are
granted, the conclusion follows. Remove any one of the three conditions and the conclusion does not follow.
That is the whole inference.

If the three conditions are granted, the citation is unfit. Remove any one and the conclusion does not follow.
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WHAT KIND OF ARGUMENT THIS IS

Deductive. This is the proof. Not inductive. Abduction is present, and it is
If the definitions, the criterion, An inductive form would size a not the proof.
and the descriptive premises are sample and generalize to a rate, or = 1he resentment is better
granted, the conclusion is would treat a rise in players as explained by the binary than by a
required. It is not a likelihood. evidence of how many preferred change in personality. A repeated
The standard of proof already the mode. Penguin assigns the venue can be read as a priority.
says the same thing: the standard three kinds of session no size. A Both are inferences to an
is logical, not statistical. drawing of a mixture is not a explanation. Both are
measurement. The conclusion corroboration. Contention seven
does not depend on a frequency. is not load-bearing. Denying
either reading leaves the rule and
the conclusion standing.

The case is a deduction applied to one instance. Induction is refused. Abduction is allowed only beside the deduction, never under it.

WHAT WOULD MAKE THE DEDUCTION FAIL

Deny a descriptive premise. The behaviors were compatible with winning. Or the items were earnable on a path
already preferred. Or the sessions were never cited as preference. Or publish a residual, after the items can no
longer be lost, that still justifies the support. The signal step then fails on its own terms. The normative premises
can be rejected as well. That rejection is a different argument, about what a live game is for. It is not a hole inside

this one.

1 - RESOLUTION

THE SENTENCE THE DEBATE IS ABOUT

Resolved: that Battlefield should not attach permanent, mode-exclusive, time-limited rewards
to an activity whose required behavior is punished by the mode that hosts it, and then treat the
resulting play as evidence that the mode is preferred.

Penguin chose a narrow resolution on purpose. A wide resolution (“FOMO is bad”) can be waved away as taste.
This one can be tested. It names a mechanism. It names the evidence that mechanism spoils. It leaves room for a

Battle Royale that people enter because they want the Battle Royale.

The Phantom Program inside RedSec is the instance Penguin knows well enough to argue. Penguin does not need a
second scandal to show how the mechanism works. Penguin also does not pretend that one event, by itself, writes
the future of the game. The mechanism matters again when it is used again, and when the numbers it produces are

treated as preference.

THE VALUE UNDER THE RESOLUTION

Penguin holds a simple value: a live game should be steered by what players choose when the choice is real. That
value does not forbid a studio from inviting players to try a mode. It forbids the studio from destroying the

difference between an invitation and a threat, and then reading the result as a report of what players want.
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THE CRITERION

A design meets Penguin’s criterion when two tests are passed. First: a player who wants the side activity can
attempt it without being rationally hunted for the attempt. Second: a player who does not want the host mode can
decline the rewards without permanent loss, or can earn the same rewards on a path already preferred. If either test
fails, engagement in the host mode is no longer a clean report of preference. Penguin asks that the debate be judged

on those two tests, not on whether the puzzle was clever and not on whether the argument is angry.

WHAT THE CRITERION DOES NOT REQUIRE

Preference, as used here, is not a demand that every trial be costless. A studio may invite, spotlight, or even
temporarily reward a mode. The distinction Penguin will not surrender is between an invitation whose refusal
leaves every other path intact and a deadline that makes refusal the permanent loss of an item that cannot be
earned elsewhere. Engagement under the first remains a usable report. Engagement under the second mixes
preference with loss-avoidance and can no longer be read, by itself, as the former. The resolution does not ban
calendars. It bans the specific stacking in which incompatible success conditions, mode exclusivity, and a
closing window are used to generate the number later treated as preference.

2 - DEFINITIONS

WORDS PENGUIN WILL NOT LET SLIDE

Debates of this kind are often lost by vocabulary. A number is called engagement, engagement is called popularity,
and popularity is called a reason to build more of the same. Penguin fixes the words before the contentions begin.

WORD WHAT PENGUIN MEANS WHAT PENGUIN DOES NOT MEAN

Preference A player enters a mode when declining it Any session that happened to occur. Also not a demand that
costs nothing that cannot be had another way. every trial be costless. An invitation whose refusal leaves
every other path intact is still preference.

Pressure A player enters because a valued thing will Ordinary curiosity, or a friend asking for one match.
otherwise become impossible.

FOMO Fear of missing out, made concrete: a A vague feeling, or any limited-time cosmetic in the abstract.
deadline plus exclusivity, so that waiting is
the same as losing.

Exclusive The reward cannot be earned in the modes the A reward that is merely featured in one playlist while
player already plays. This version of the remaining available in others.
activity will not cross over.

Engagement A session, a queue, a minute, a completion. A A fact about wanting. Behavior under threat is still behavior.

fact about behavior. It is not, by itself, endorsement.
Structural The outcome follows from the rules even A bug, a toxic lobby, or a single bad night.
when every player is reasonable and nobody
is cruel.
Signal The information a count is supposed to carry The count itself. A loud count can be a quiet signal, if the
about what should be kept, grown, or retired. count mixes unlike reasons.
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Penguin will treat “the mode is healthy” as a claim about preference. If the other side means only “the mode is
busy,” Penguin grants the busyness whenever it is shown, and still denies the health. Busy and wanted are not
synonyms. The whole case sits in that gap.

3 - STANDARD OF PROOF

WHAT WOULD COUNT AS SHOWING IT

Penguin does not ask a reader to feel the injury. Penguin asks a reader to follow a chain that does not need a secret
spreadsheet.

THE STANDARD

If the rules make interference the rational play, and if the rewards make refusal a permanent loss, then the

resulting traffic cannot, on its own, prove demand. That is the standard. It is logical, not statistical.

Penguin would be delighted by numbers that separate the two populations: players who keep coming after the
window shuts, and players who never return once the items can no longer be lost. Those numbers are not in
Penguin’s hands. A studio may already be able to split them. This case is about the public number, the one a reader
can see, not about a warehouse Penguin cannot open. If a split exists and is published, and the residual still justifies
the support, the signal step fails. Strong RedSec numbers after the items can no longer be lost, cited when later
support is defended, are the data that beat that step. Their absence is not proof the residual is small. Penguin does
not invent the missing figure.

WHAT PENGUIN MUST SHOW
1. The activity and the mode demand opposite behavior.
2. Nothing in the rules protects the minority behavior or lets a player choose a quieter attempt.
3. Exclusivity plus a deadline exports the conflict to players who would otherwise never queue.
4. The exported sessions are indistinguishable, in the aggregate, from sessions born of preference.

5. The aggregate is the sort of figure a studio, a defender, or a critic can cite as preference. Penguin does not have
to show that one week was the sole cause of a later map. Penguin also does not, in this paper, exhibit a named
speech that has already cited this week as proof RedSec is wanted. The rule does not need that speech. A claim
that the misuse has already happened does. A published residual can settle a citation once one is made. The
absence of a residual is not, by itself, proof that the residual is small.

If any link fails, Penguin’s resolution fails with it. Penguin would rather lose a link honestly than save the mood of
the argument. That is why each contention ends with the fact that would defeat it.

A LABELED ILLUSTRATION IS NOT A MEASUREMENT

Later, Penguin will say “suppose” and will draw three kinds of session flowing into one counter. That drawing
is a way of seeing a mixture. It is not a claim that the mixture had a particular size. Anyone who treats the

drawing as a census has left Penguin’s case.
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4 - GRANTS AND RECORD

WHAT PENGUIN GIVES THE OTHER SIDE AT THE START

A case that grants nothing is a speech. Penguin grants the following, and will not take the grants back if the debate
grows warm.

RedSec may have a real audience. Some players queue because the mode is the game they want. Penguin’s case
collapses if it needs those players to be fictional.

A new mode may be introduced, explained, and even rewarded. An invitation is not the thing under charge.

The Phantom Program has always asked for patience. Difficulty of observation is part of the tradition. Penguin is

not asking for an easy collectible with the old name pasted on.

Players inside a match are allowed to play the win condition of that match. A squad that clears a stationary player is

not the villain of this paper. The rules that made the stationary player a prize are the subject.

The absolute cost of building the event may have been modest. Penguin does not need a large budget to explain a

large signal. Venue is public even when payroll is small.

Some players who entered under pressure later found that they liked the mode. A conversion can be real. A
conversion does not launder the pressure that produced the first session, and it does not identify how many of the
other sessions converted into nothing.

Penguin does not attribute malice. The outcomes follow from ordinary incentives. A design can fail while every

designer is sincere.

THE RECORD PENGUIN ACTUALLY USES

Penguin relies on two accounts Penguin has already set down: the October 2026 note on the Phantom Program, and
the longer examination of the same placement. From that record, the following is taken as the factual base. Penguin
will not quietly add to it.

The Phantom Program began, in Battlefield 4, as an ARG-like activity of patience, observation, and shared solving.
Quieter servers and informal coordination were available. The social contract was largely non-adversarial.

RedSec is the free-to-play Battle Royale. The launch note of October 28, 2025 states a player count of 100 per

match, as 25 squads of 4 or 50 duos. The win condition is to be the last team standing inside a zone that removes
safe space. There is no private or low-population alternative, in the record Penguin is using, that preserves the older
contract.

Update 1.4.3.0, dated September 14, 2026, says that a new version of the Phantom Program comes to RedSec, and
then: a limited-time RedSec operation, a hunt for hidden intelligence, easter eggs, and the larger mystery of what
caused the Fort Lyndon security network breach, with exclusive rewards, including Weapon Packages and more.
That note places the operation in RedSec. It does not, in the sentences Penguin is citing, announce a standard-
multiplayer path, and it does not use the words “will not cross over.” Silence is not a signed promise of permanent

exclusion. If a later notice offers the same items on the ordinary maps, the exclusivity premise has to be reread.

The solved route, as players published it, is a further record, and it is not the patch text. That route describes a
Blacklight pistol that must be equipped, wall messages that must be read, encryption fragments that must be
retrieved, a search at the crashed carrier, stages that ask for a defense measured in minutes, and sequences that
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require a consecutive clean run, so a later failure spends a success already earned. If one of those route details is
denied, that detail drops. The patch note does not drop with it. The hunt inside a limited-time, exclusive RedSec
operation remains.

The two notes a reader can open are the RedSec launch note of October 28, 2025, and Battlefield 6 game update

1.4.3.0 of September 14, 2026, both on the RedSec news pages of ea.com. Penguin’s earlier writing is the account

of the solved route and of the reaction. It is not a substitute for those notes.

The rewards were time-limited and available only through that placement. Battle Pass pressure and challenges were

already steering players toward the mode.

Community reaction included the judgment that this was not the reason the full-price game had been bought.
Penguin reports that reaction as a reaction. Penguin does not treat a slogan as a proof. The proof is the structure that
made the slogan predictable.

If a detail above is denied, that detail stops being available, and the argument should not skip ahead to motives. A
denied route detail does not stop the case. A denied condition does. The community reaction is reported as a
reaction. Denying the reaction does not remove the structure. Penguin is willing to argue the record. Penguin is not
willing to argue a different event.

5 - CONTENTION ONE

THE OLDER CONTRACT, AND WHY REDSEC BREAKS IT

The Phantom Program could live beside ordinary multiplayer because the mode did not make
every other player’s survival depend on clearing anyone who stopped. RedSec inverts that
condition. The clues were not the new difficulty. The attempt was placed where its method is a
liability.

Penguin recalls the older shape of the thing. A player could stand at a wall, equip an odd tool, and follow a thread of
interactions. Other players had objectives of their own. Those objectives did not require the removal of every slow
or stationary person in sight. A quiet server could be chosen, or asked for. Friends compared notes. The scarce
resource was attention and time, not the ability to win a lobby. Mechanical dominance was not the price of reading

a clue.

That is a design fact, not a story about a kinder player base. The same people who will shoot a stationary target in
one ruleset will walk past the same target in another, because the second ruleset does not pay them for the shot.
Culture follows the payoff. Penguin refuses the comforting idea that the old Phantom events worked because the
community was uniquely noble. They worked because indifference was cheap, not because it was free. Players
were still shot during the older steps. The difference is the price of the shot, not the existence of a gun. Penguin also
grants that the older events were niche, and that they filtered for players willing to spend the hours. The charge is
not that those events were mass community activities. The charge is the change in the price of stopping, plus an
exclusive deadline.

RedSec sells the opposite payoff. Safe space shrinks. A player who is not eliminated is a player who may eliminate
in turn. Loot left in the hands of a distracted squad is loot denied to everyone else. There is no second objective that
the bulk of the lobby shares with someone hunting a message on a wall. The majority is not rude for failing to
pause. The majority is playing the only game on offer.
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Battlefield 4: indifference is cheap RedSec: indifference is expensive
« A player stops, equips a tool, reads a wall. » A player stops, equips a tool, reads a wall.
o Other players have flags, vehicles, and lanes of o Other players need that player gone, or the loot
their own. gone.
e A quieter server can be found or requested. » No quiet lobby exists to choose.
e The limit on progress is time and shared attention. e The limit on progress is survival in the right
e Winning the lobby is not required. places.
o Competence at elimination becomes the gate.

FIGURE 1

The same gesture, to stop and look, has a different price. Penguin’s charge begins at the price, not at the gesture.

Penguin notes what follows. A designer who says “the old events were hard too” has changed the subject. Hard
observation is a feature Penguin wants kept. Hard survival against a hundred players who are paid to interrupt the

observation is a different feature. Calling both “difficulty” is how the argument is smuggled past the distinction.

IMPACT

Once the price of looking is changed, the activity stops being a community mystery and becomes a side objective
inside someone else’s match. The historical audience, players who brought time and curiosity rather than a Battle
Royale career, is no longer the audience the rules select. Later contentions say who is selected instead, and who is

dragged in regardless. This contention only establishes the break.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A showing that RedSec offered a real low-pressure path: a private instance, a low-population playlist, a replay of
the search that did not share a lobby with players hunting eliminations, or a rules exception that made a player who
was plainly on the sequence a legal non-target. Penguin has no such showing in the record. If it appears, this

contention drops.

6 - CONTENTION TWO

TWO CORRECT PLAYS THAT CANNOT BOTH SUCCEED

Inside one RedSec match the Phantom hunter and the ordinary player are both playing
correctly. Their correct plays contradict. The system, not the manners of either group,
produces the fight.

Penguin wants this contention kept clean of blame. It is easy to scold the player who shoots, and easy to scold the
player who came to a Battle Royale to read a wall. Neither scolding reaches the design. Each player answers the
objective in front of them.

The hunter’s objective, as the record describes it, is a sequence. A secondary tool must be equipped. A place must
be occupied long enough for a message to be revealed. A fragment then lies somewhere else, and the hunter must
still be alive to reach it. In some stretches the sequence demands consecutive clean runs, so a single failure wastes
more than the current match. Stillness, a predictable route, and a weapon slot given over to a tool are rational for

that objective. They are irrational for pure survival.
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The ordinary player’s objective is the mode. Rotate before the zone closes. Take the fight that is offered. Deny loot.
Do not leave a stationary squad at the back. For that objective the hunter is not a colleague on a shared mystery. The
hunter is an early, readable elimination, and the hunter’s building is a contest zone that would have been worth

taking even if no pistol had ever been hidden there.

Correct for the sequence Correct for the mode

Equip the tool. Hold still long enough to read. x Keep moving. Contest the strong building.

Travel to the fragment. Stay alive across the Remove anyone who is planted. Take the loot and
steps, and across the next clean run. rotate before the ring decides the fight.

SAME MATCH - SAME LOBBY - NO SEPARATION

FIGURE 2

The multiplication sign is the design. Penguin does not draw a villain on either side.

THE CARRIER, SLOWLY

Penguin uses the crashed carrier because it refuses abstraction. The site is required for the sequence. The site is
also, by ordinary Battle Royale logic, an early-game prize: vertical space, loot, and a landmark every squad can

name. A hunter drops there to search. Another squad drops there to fight. Both drops are the right drop.

ONE SITE, TWO CORRECT USES

The carrier does not become peaceful because a clue was hidden in it. Hiding a clue in a hot drop does not
inform the lobby. It schedules the collision. Players who have never heard of the Phantom Program still have a

reason to be in that metal, and their reason is the one the mode scores.

FIGURE 3

Penguin’s example is not that the carrier was a poor piece of fiction. The example is that the fiction and the mode appointed the same
address.

After the collision, the sequence still has memory. A fragment found does not finish the work if a later run must be
clean and consecutive. A third party, or a zone that closes on the search, deletes steps that had already been done
well. The puzzle remains on the wall. The obstacle in front of the puzzle is no longer the puzzle. Penguin marks that

shift as the moment the activity changes kind. It is still called an ARG. It is now a survival check with footnotes.

1 Equip. A tool takes the place of something that would help the fight. LOADOUT

2 Stay. Reading needs time in a fixed spot. The mode scores movement. TIME

3 Travel. The next fragment is a route. A route can be read by others too. PATH

4 Repeat. A consecutive clean run means the last success can be spent. MEMORY

b3 Reset. One third party, or one bad ring, returns the sequence toward the start. What was cuT
tested was not the clue. It was the probability of being left alone in the right square.

FIGURE 4

Progress is stored in a chain. The mode is allowed to cut the chain at every link, and is rewarded for cutting it.

Penguin - The case against FOMO in Battlefield 11



IMPACT

Difficulty of this kind cannot be tuned by writing a better clue. A clearer wall message does not stop the squad on
the floor below. A fairer fragment does not create a quiet server that matchmaking has already refused. Penguin’s
impact here is diagnostic: complaints that “the Easter egg was impossible” and boasts that “the Easter egg was
properly hard” are often describing the same third party. Until the debate separates puzzle difficulty from

interruption difficulty, it is not a debate about the event. It is two compliments to two different sports.

INTENDED DIFFICULTY IS NOT THE CHARGE

Penguin grants that blending exploration with high-stakes combat can be a deliberate design goal. The charge
is not that the activity was made difficult. The charge is that the difficulty was produced by placing the
activity inside a mode that scores interruption, then attaching permanent mode-exclusive rewards so that
players who did not want the host mode still entered, then offering the resulting traffic as evidence the host
mode was preferred. Hardness of interruption can be defended as intentional for the players who already
queue for RedSec. It cannot be defended as a clean measurement of preference once the deadline has exported
the activity to players who value the items and did not already want the host mode. A studio that wants a high-
stakes hybrid for its existing Battle Royale audience can still offer it. The resolution only requires that the
rewards not be the only path to items the paid audience otherwise cannot obtain, and that the week’s numbers
not be treated as uncontaminated demand.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A showing that the required steps were compatible with good Battle Royale play: that equipping the tool, holding
position, and traveling a published route were neutral or even helpful for winning the match. Or a showing that
hunters and ordinary players were not placed in the same pool. Penguin does not see either showing in the record.

7 - CONTENTION THREE

POTENTIAL ALLIES BECOME RATIONAL OBSTACLES

The old social contract was not a law. It was a bargain the mode made cheap. RedSec makes
the bargain expensive, so the rational majority removes the minority. That is not a cultural
collapse. It is the payoff schedule.

Penguin has heard the activity described as something the community failed. The sentence sounds moral, and it is
mistaken. A social contract of the loose kind, to leave alone the player who is obviously doing something else,
survives only while leaving them alone is free, or nearly free. In a conquest lane, the player reading a wall is not the
objective. Walking past costs a few seconds and an odd story. In a shrinking ring, the same player is ammunition,
information, and a backpack.

Once that is true, tolerance becomes a donation. The donor loses position so that a stranger can finish a sequence
the donor is not paid for, cannot see clearly, and may be competing with for the same building. Penguin does not
expect a donation of that size from a lobby of strangers. Penguin would be suspicious of a design that required the
donation in order to function.
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When the mode does not punish a pass When the mode punishes a pass
Indifference can appear. Limited help can appear. The stationary player is a resource. Removal is the
Notes get shared after the match because sharing ordinary good play. The mystery stops being a
them does not lose the match. The mystery stays a commons and becomes a contested pickup whose
COmmons. odds depend on who else dropped.

FIGURE 5

Penguin does not draw “toxic” on the right-hand panel. Penguin draws “incentivized.”

The minority activity also fails to announce itself. The record says the steps are not clearly broadcast to the rest of
the lobby. Even a player inclined to mercy cannot reliably see who is on the sequence and who is baiting a revive. A
social contract that depends on mind-reading, inside a mode that pays for paranoia, is not a social contract. It is a

wish.

Penguin therefore declines two popular stories. The first story says the Battle Royale community is uniquely
unwilling to cooperate. The second story says Phantom hunters ruined the mode by refusing to play it properly.
Both stories locate the failure in a population. The failure is prior to the population. Put any mixture of reasonable
players under contradictory win conditions, with no rule that shelters the smaller one, and the smaller one will be

eaten at a rate set by skill and spawn luck. Completion becomes a fact about lobbies, not a fact about solving.

IMPACT

The activity ceases to be the community event the name “Phantom Program” had come to mean. It remains in the
game as a side objective for whoever can survive the side objective. That is a legal outcome. It is not the outcome
the name advertises, and it is not an outcome a deadline can repair. A deadline, as the next contention argues, only
changes who feels obliged to be eaten.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A rule, visible to the whole lobby, that identified the sequence and made interference unrewarded: a sanctuary, a
separate phase, a scoring change. Or evidence that the dominant strategy really was to leave hunters alone, because
leaving them alone paid more than removing them. Penguin does not have that evidence. Anecdotes of mercy do
not defeat the contention. A payoff that makes mercy the usual best play would.

8 - CONTENTION FOUR

HOW A DEADLINE TURNS PREFERENCE INTO TRAFFIC

Once the items exist only inside RedSec, and only before a cutoff, a player who prefers
Conquest or Breakthrough faces a binary loss. Enter under conditions the player did not
choose, or accept that the items are gone. That binary is FOMO in the sense Penguin defined.
It does not depend on the player enjoying the mode, hating the mode, or eventually learning to
like it.

Penguin separates this contention from the three before it. Those described a bad fit inside the match. This one
exports the bad fit to people who are not in the match and did not ask to be. The export is the exclusivity. The timer

is what makes the export binding.
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Consider a player whose game is Conquest or Breakthrough. The full-price purchase was made for those modes.
RedSec is available, and might even be interesting on a curious evening. Before the announcement, declining
RedSec has a small cost: one mode among others goes untried. After the announcement, declining RedSec has a

different cost. A named piece of Battlefield history, attached to rewards that will not be offered again and will not

be offered anywhere else, disappears. The player’s preference did not change. The price of acting on the preference

did.
Prefers the paid modes Exclusive, then gone Queues anyway
Congquest or Breakthrough is The items live only in RedSec, The rational act is to enter a
the reason the game was —  and only until the window —  mode the player did not prefer,
bought. shuts. This version will not more than once, before the
CroSS OVer. loss becomes final.
FIGURE 6

Nothing in the middle box asks whether the mode is good. The middle box asks whether the loss is tolerable. Those are different questions.

FOMO pretends they are one.

WHO THE BINARY ACTUALLY BINDS

The binary is not claimed to be equally binding for every owner of the paid modes. Players who treat
cosmetics as optional, who do not collect the Phantom name, or who already ignore limited tracks face a
smaller practical cost. The structural claim is only that the design creates a real binary for the subset that does
value the items, the same subset historically associated with the Phantom Program, and that their sessions

under that binary are written into the same public total as organic ones. The resentment Penguin recorded is

diagnosis holds even if that subset is modest. The practical distortion of any later citation is larger or smaller
with the size of the subset, and with whether residual demand appears after the window. Penguin claims only
that the mixture exists for the valuing subset, and that the public figure does not isolate it. Penguin does not

claim the mixture was large.

Penguin calls the result classic, and uses “classic” as a mechanical compliment, not as slang. The design is old
because it works on the calendar. It does not need to persuade. It needs a date. Players who would never have
queued on the mode’s merits now appear in its population. Players who try it and dislike it still contribute the

the sound of that subset describing the binary accurately. It is not offered as a census of how many players felt
it. The freedom of other players to ignore the items does not take those sessions out of the total. The structural

sessions of the attempt. Players who try it and later enjoy it were still moved, at the start, by the threat of loss rather

than by an open choice. All three facts are real. All three are written down by the same counter.

Battle Pass pressure and challenges, already pointed at the mode, do not soften this. They thicken it. A player who

might have resisted one exclusive now resists a stack: the pass, the weekly ask, and the Phantom window. Penguin

does not need the stack to make the case. One exclusive deadline is enough. The stack explains why the pull felt

less like an invitation and more like a schedule.
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OPPORTUNITY COST, STATED WITHOUT A SERMON

Before the exclusive, the cost of ignoring RedSec was the pleasure foregone. After the exclusive, the cost of
ignoring RedSec is a permanent hole in a collection tied to a familiar name. Foregone pleasure can be
reconsidered next month. A permanent hole cannot. That difference is the entire moral content of the
contention. Penguin does not add a lecture about greed. The calendar does the work.

IMPACT

The paid audience is told, in the practical language of inventories, that the full-price modes are no longer sufficient
to collect the game’s own history. The sentence players reached for, that this was not the purchase they had made, is
the plain description of that inventory fact. Penguin treats the sentence as evidence of the incentive, not as evidence

of a personality. People describe a binary accurately when they are standing in one.

There is a further impact Penguin will cash in the next contention, and only preview here. Every player who
answers the binary by queueing makes RedSec look more loved. The design manufactures a statistic that any later
speech can cite as preference. The design does not need to have already steered a map for the statistic to be unfit for
that citation.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A showing that the same rewards were earnable, in the same window or in a comparable one, inside Conquest or
Breakthrough. Or a showing that “exclusive” and “time-limited” were loose words, and that a patient player in the
paid modes could still obtain the items without a material penalty. Cross-mode availability ends this contention on

the spot. Penguin would count that ending as a success of the case, not as a defeat to be resisted.

9 - CONTENTION FIVE

THE COUNT STOPS MEANING WHAT IT IS USED TO MEAN

Engagement produced under a deadline is real behavior and unreliable evidence. When a
studio, a defender, or a critic treats the aggregate as preference, all three are reading a number
that no longer isolates the thing they are arguing about.

Penguin considers this the contention that outlives the event. A bad weekend ends. A spoiled instrument keeps being
offered as an answer. Maps, playlist weight, ranked availability, and the long argument about whether the free-to-
play mode is “working” all ask the same question: do players want this? The honest way to answer is to watch what
they choose when declining is cheap. The exclusive deadline makes declining expensive, and then offers the
resulting queue as the answer.

Imagine, as an illustration and not as a census, a week of RedSec in which three kinds of session sit inside one total.
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Came for the mode Came under threat Came, disliked, counted
Would queue next month even if Would not have queued, or not Finished the attempt, or failed it,
every exclusive reward this often, if the items lived in the and left. The minutes still sit in
disappeared tonight. This is modes already played. The the total. Dislike leaves no
preference. Penguin grants that it session is real. The motive is loss- = negative bar on a concurrent-
exists. avoidance. player chart.

FIGURE 7

Penguin does not assign these boxes a size. Penguin’s point is that the public figure has no boxes. A number without boxes cannot settle a
fight about why the number is large.

From that unsorted total, two respectable speeches can be given, and neither can finish the other.

The studio, or the defender The critic

The population is healthy. People showed up. A large share of the vote was compelled by a closing

Showing up is the only vote a live service truly door. Compelled attendance is not a vote to expand

counts. Continued investment follows the vote. the mode. The same chart is evidence of pressure.
FIGURE 8

Both speeches survive contact with the aggregate. That survival is the limit of the figure. A count that equally fits both speeches cannot settle
which speech is true. It can still contain real preference. It cannot, alone, say how much.

Penguin asks a reader to notice what cannot be adjudicated from the chart alone. Not the sincerity of either speech.
The composition of the total. Healthy concurrent players can be genuine demand, deadline compliance, or a
mixture. Match counts have the same ambiguity. Completion rates are worse, not better: the next contention
explains why the people who finish are a filtered subset, so even “they completed it, therefore they wanted it”
describes the survivors of a sieve.

THE PUBLIC CASE, AND NO WIDER

Penguin does not need to prove that this single week’s total was the sole or decisive input to any later map or
playlist decision. The public case is narrower: once a studio, a defender, or a critic cites the elevated
concurrent or match count from the exclusive window as evidence that RedSec is wanted, the citation is
already using a number that mixes unlike reasons. That citation is available to watch. If residual population
after the window closes continues to justify the same support, the signal contention fails on its own terms.
Until that residual is shown, the busy-week figure remains an ambiguous support for any speech that treats it
as preference. The cost is not a guaranteed bad map. The cost is that the public argument cannot be settled by
the figure the public can see.
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THE LIMIT OF THE CLAIM

The logical standard is that the mixed total cannot settle a claim of preference by itself. The practical weight
of that standard depends on whether the busy-week figure is treated as finished evidence, and on the size of
the valuing subset relative to organic play. Penguin does not claim that subset was the majority. A public
speech that treats the elevated concurrent or match count from the exclusive window as finished evidence that
RedSec is wanted would be the citation the rule describes. This paper has not exhibited that speech. A
published residual, return rate or concurrent players after the items can no longer be lost, would settle any
such citation once it is made. Until that residual is shown, the public argument stays unsettled. The absence of

a residual does not prove the residual is small. That is the limit of the claim.

A mode may later become truly popular for new reasons: ranked identity, sunk time, friends who also crossed. That
later popularity, if it arrives, does not identify which sessions in the busy week were preference, and it does not
launder a citation that treated the week as clean. The measurement fails when it is offered as a finished answer. That
is the only moment a public argument needs it to work.

WHY PRIVATE DATA, EVEN IF IT EXISTS, DOES NOT SAVE THE PUBLIC CASE

A studio may believe it can split reward-chase sessions from organic ones in a warehouse of logs. Penguin
does not deny that such a split might be attempted. Penguin denies that the public argument, the one held in
front of players, can be settled by a split the public cannot see. If the split exists and shows a real residual
audience, publishing the method would end a large part of this contention. If the split exists and is not allowed
to change the decision, then the split is a souvenir. Decisions Penguin can watch, such as playlist weight, what

is advertised, and where the next exclusive lands, are the decisions the case is about.

IMPACT

FOMO here is not merely annoying to the player who wanted a quiet week of Conquest. It leaves the public

argument about the future shape of Battlefield without a figure that can end it. That is a cost even to players who
love RedSec, because a speech in favor of their mode can be answered by an equal and opposite speech from the
same chart, and neither can finish. A mode that is actually loved can survive a clean measurement. A design that

cannot bear a clean measurement is admitting something about itself.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A published comparison that holds rewards constant: the same items earnable in more than one mode, or a before-
and-after of population once the window shut and the fear of loss expired. If RedSec’s residual, unrewarded
population still justified the support it was given, Penguin’s charge about the signal fails even if the weekend itself
was unpleasant. Penguin would accept that result in public.

10 - CONTENTION SIX

WHO IS ALLOWED TO FINISH

The activity selects for Battle Royale skill and lucky lobbies, not for the patience and
coordination that used to define a Phantom hunt. Completion therefore concentrates in a
narrow overlap, and the event fails as broad community content even among players willing
to spend the hours.
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Penguin is not insulting skill. Skill is a fine gate for a ranked ladder. It is a strange gate for a tradition whose old
limit was whether people would search, compare, and return. The record describes the new gate with some
precision: several matches, retrieval in places other squads also want, consecutive successes, and defenses that last

minutes. Each of those raises the chance that a single better-positioned fight ends the attempt.

An average player of the paid modes can be patient. Patience is not the scarce input anymore. The scarce input is
the ability to win, or at least survive, the competitive loop while doing a second job the loop does not reward. Solos
are in a worse seat still, because the sequence asks for time on task and the mode punishes a team of one that

spends that time. Penguin does not need solos to be the center of the case. They make the filter obvious.

The older filter The RedSec filter

Time. Attention. A willingness to share what a wall Battle Royale competence, overlapping with interest
said. Progress was wide, because many players could in the side content, overlapping with a lobby that did
pay those costs without first becoming dangerous. not spawn on top of the search. The overlap is small.

Willingness sits outside it and does not count.

FIGURE 9

Penguin draws the inversion directly. The activity that once asked “will people look?” now asks “can people win while looking?”

This is why completion rate is a treacherous comfort. A high completion rate among a skilled subset proves that the
subset can do the thing. It does not prove that the historical audience was served, and it does not prove that the
mode was loved by the people the deadline dragged in. Survivorship is not endorsement. The players who bounce
off a third party in the first hot drop do not appear in the victory portrait. They do appear, briefly, in the engagement
total, which is how contention five and contention six lock together: the count is inflated by people who cannot
finish, and the finish is reserved for people who did not need the mode explained to them.

Penguin also notes a fairness problem that is not the main charge but should not be dropped on the floor. Players
already fluent in RedSec receive an extra challenge tailored to the fluency. Players fluent in Conquest receive an
errand in a foreign ruleset, graded by the foreign ruleset, with a permanent gradebook. Those are not two
difficulties of one activity. They are home and away, and only one side is told that away is mandatory. Public guides
also reported a further narrowing inside the squad. At least one reward, an operator skin tied to extracting with the
fragment, was described as going to the player holding the fragment and not to the rest of the squad. Penguin treats
that report as a report. If the report is wrong, the filter still stands on contested retrieval and consecutive runs. If the

report is right, a squad can do the work and only one inventory changes.

IMPACT

The name “community event” becomes hard to say with a straight face. A community event can be hard. A
community event cannot, without changing its name, be a filter that throws out the community it historically
gathered. What remains is a hardcore annex to a mode that already had hardcore players. That annex may be fun for

them. Fun for them was available without pulling in players who value the items and did not want the mode.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

Evidence that ordinary players of the paid modes completed the sequence at a rate comparable to dedicated RedSec
players, or that the difficult steps were optional flourishes rather than the path to the exclusive rewards. If the
exclusive track was, in practice, open to patience alone, the filter contention fails. The record Penguin has describes

the opposite shape: contested retrieval, consecutive runs, extended defense.
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11 - CONTENTION SEVEN

THE VENUE WAS A MESSAGE, AND MESSAGES STACK

Placing a recognizable, lore-linked, limited-time activity inside the free-to-play Battle Royale,
as the patch note does, is a public venue choice. The note does not announce a standard-
multiplayer path. That silence is not, by itself, a signed exclusion. One such choice can be an
experiment, a technical constraint, or a calendar accident. A repeated pattern would make a
priority reading easier to defend. One clear instance of the first two conditions is enough to
show the mechanism. A single event can still be filed as an experiment. The case does not
require the pattern. This contention is not required for the resolution. If it drops, the first two
conditions still stand.

Penguin is careful here, because this contention is the one most easily mocked as mind-reading. Penguin is not
mind-reading. A signal is not a secret intention. A signal is what a reasonable audience is entitled to infer from a
public choice when other explanations have been closed.

The choice was public in exactly the ways that matter. The activity carried a name players already loved. The
rewards would expire. The rewards would not be offered in the modes those players already pay to play. The free-
to-play mode, meanwhile, was the mode a new or undecided player can enter without the full-price purchase. Put
those facts on a table and one inference is available: that the free mode was the urgent venue for this object. A
technical constraint or a named experiment can answer that inference. Neither answers the three conditions.
Contention seven is about how the venue is read. It is not a load-bearing step in the resolution.

The development cost does not cancel the inference. A cheap event can still be a loud venue decision. Players do
not audit payroll. Players see where the desired object was put, and where they were told it would never be put.
Penguin grants that the internal reasoning may have been an experiment, a technical constraint, or a calendar
accident. The audience does not receive internal reasoning. The audience receives the venue. Trust is built out of
received choices, not out of unstated ones.

One exclusive, clearly marked as a trial

A reasonable player can file it as an experiment. Experiments are allowed to be uneven. Trust can survive a

trial that is named as a trial and not repeated as a habit.

IF THE SAME SHAPE RETURNS

Desirable, time-limited rewards keep appearing only in the free-to-play mode

The paid population is asked, again, to cross over under a clock. The file labeled “experiment” gets crowded.
Pattern recognition is not paranoia. It is what the earlier trials taught.

THE PATTERN THEN STAINS LATER NEWS

Playlists, maps, and prices are read through the pattern

A later change that might have been innocent is received as another vote for the same hierarchy. The studio

pays interest on a signal it may have thought was small.

FIGURE 10
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Penguin’s claim is not that every future patch is guilty. The claim is that a stacked signal colors the reading of patches that have not even
been written yet.

This occurred, in Penguin’s record, against an existing complaint: that core multiplayer felt underserved relative to
expectations, while RedSec received a large map and systems of its own. Penguin does not relitigate every patch in
that complaint. Penguin notes only that the Phantom placement did not land in silence. It landed where players were
already keeping score. A signal sent where people are already keeping score is louder than the same signal sent into
indifference.

IMPACT

Trust is not a speech at the end of a blog post. Trust is the rate at which players grant the next decision the benefit of
the doubt. Lower that rate, and every later argument about monetization or mode support starts in a hole. The hole
is self-dug if the decisions that dug it were public, repeated, and pointed at the same door. Penguin does not need
the audience to be correct about every inference. Penguin needs the inferences to be available and predictable. A

studio that is surprised by them has not been watching its own venue list.

WHAT WOULD DEFEAT THIS CONTENTION

A record in which this version of the activity was also delivered, without a worse deadline, inside the paid modes.
Or a clear, contemporaneous framing that the placement was a bounded experiment with a stated end and no
exclusive permanent loss. An experiment that still deletes the items forever is not the kind of experiment this
defeat-condition describes. The loss is the part a player remembers.

12 - THE LOOP

EACH FAILURE MAKES THE NEXT ONE HARDER TO UNWIND

None of the seven contentions needs a villain. Together they form a loop. The mode punishes
the activity. The deadline forces outsiders into the punishment. The outsiders inflate the count.
The count is then available to be cited as proof the mode is preferred. The next exclusive is
then easier to defend, because the hole now looks popular.

Penguin has kept the contentions separable so that a debate can attack them one at a time. Separable is not the same
as independent. A designer who repairs only the puzzle, and leaves the deadline, still pulls players who value the
items into a bad fit. A designer who removes the deadline, and leaves hunters in the same lethal lobby, still fails the
players who actually wanted the mystery. A designer who does both, and then cites the old contaminated month as

preference, has saved the players and kept the bad instrument. The loop is the reason partial comfort is not a repair.
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1 Rules. Elimination pays for interrupting the search, the scan, and the route. So the PUNISH

activity hurts to attempt.

2 Deadline. Exclusive, expiring rewards turn “do not want this” into “lose this forever.” So EXPORT
people who do not prefer the mode still enter.

3 Count. Preference, compliance, and failed attempts share one public total. So the total MIX

cannot settle a claim of preference.

4 Next citation. Any later speech that cites the busy week as preference inherits a figure CITE
that has not been split. How far that figure flatters the mode depends on the size of the
valuing subset, which Penguin does not claim to know. The loop’s first box is easier to
choose again, because the citation is already public.

FIGURE 11

Penguin’s loop is not a metaphor for “things are connected.” It is an order of operations. Break any arrow and the machine changes. Leave all
four and the machine recommends itself whenever someone cites it.

The skill filter sits on the loop like a lid. Because finishing is narrow, the public victory belongs to players who
already fit RedSec. Their satisfaction is sincere and photogenic. The valuing subset can appear in the crowd and not
in the finishing portrait. Penguin does not claim that subset was the majority. A spectator who watches only the
portrait will say the event found its people. A spectator who watches only the crowd will say the event dragged in
hostages. The loop needs both spectators to stay confused. Confusion is useful to a decision that has already been
made, and useful to a speech that does not wish to be finished.

Penguin also marks what the loop does to the original character of the content. Collaborative mystery depends on
notes that can be shared without costing a win, and on attempts that fail because a clue was misread rather than
because a third party arrived. Once failure is mostly interruption, the notes change. They become routes, drop
timing, and warnings about which buildings are suicide. The community is still talking. It is talking about survival
technique. The mystery has been metabolized into a meta. Penguin does not sneer at a meta. Penguin observes that
a meta is not what the Phantom name had been for, and that a deadline forces the metabolizing to happen quickly,
before anyone can agree the transformation was a mistake.

WHY “MANAGEABLE IN ISOLATION” IS THE TRAP

Each box has a defender.

The rules defender says a Battle Royale is supposed to be lethal. Granted, when the mode is chosen freely.

The deadline defender says a live service needs calendars. Granted, when the calendar does not delete the only path.
The count defender says decisions require data. Granted, when the data still means the thing the decision assumes.

The skill defender says prestige activities should be hard. Granted, when hardness is the puzzle and the audience is
the one that asked for it.

The trap is granting all four in the same month, to the same players, about the same items. Isolation is precisely
what the design refused the hunters, and then what the defense demands for the arguments. Penguin declines the

trade. The arguments must share a lobby, just as the players did.
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THE FAILURE THIS LOOP IS, AND THE FAILURES IT IS NOT

Penguin does not claim that every limited-time exclusive fails for the same reason. The loop is the failure, and
only when three conditions are stacked: the side activity’s required behavior is punished by the host mode’s
win condition; the rewards for that activity exist nowhere else and close on a deadline; and the resulting
sessions are later cited as preference for the host mode. Remove any one and the present case does not hold. A
pure Battle Royale exclusive that does not require stillness or published routes can still be criticized on other

grounds. It is not this argument.

13 - IMPACT

THE HARM PENGUIN IS WILLING TO NAME, AND THE HARM PENGUIN WILL NOT
INVENT

A debate that inflates the harm is easier to dismiss than the harm itself. Penguin names three, in order, and stops.

FIRST - THE ATTEMPT IS SPOILED FOR THE PEOPLE WHO WANTED THE MYSTERY

Players who came for the Phantom tradition meet a test of lobby luck and gunfight skill. Their failures are
often not instructive. An instructive failure teaches the clue. An interruption teaches only that the building was
popular. Time is spent. The tradition is not renewed. That is a loss inside the activity, before any argument
about metrics.

SECOND - THE PAID AUDIENCE IS ASSIGNED A SECOND GAME

Players who bought Battlefield for the modes they already understand are told that a piece of its named history
lives elsewhere, briefly. They can refuse and carry a permanent gap, or accept and play under someone else’s
win condition. The resentment Penguin recorded is the sound of the subset that values the items describing
that assignment. It is not a census of every owner, and it is not, by itself, a reason to delete RedSec. It is a
reason to stop using RedSec as a collection box for the other modes.

THIRD - THE VISIBLE FIGURE IS UNFIT FOR A FINISHED CLAIM

This is the impact Penguin ranks highest, because it does not expire when the window does. The strongest
claim Penguin will make is about public rhetoric and the fitness of the visible figure. If private residual or
cohort data exist and actually govern the decisions, the claim about an internal compass shrinks. The public
case remains, because a reader still cannot settle it from the busy week. The cost is not a guaranteed bad map.
The cost is an argument that the figure on the page cannot finish. Players who love the Battle Royale and
players who do not both inherit that unfinished argument. Penguin will not accept the frame that this is merely
a complaint from people who lost a cosmetic. The limit is the one already stated in contention five. Penguin

will not restate the proof.
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HARMS PENGUIN WILL NOT PAD THE CASE WITH

Penguin does not claim a measured collapse in Conquest population. Penguin does not claim a measured lie in
an earnings report. Penguin does not claim that every player who entered RedSec was miserable. Those claims
would require numbers Penguin has refused to invent. The three harms above follow from the structure. They

are enough.

14 - REPAIRS

WHAT WOULD MEET THE CASE, IF ANYONE WISHED TO MEET IT

Penguin did not write a verdict for the pleasure of a verdict. A resolution that cannot be satisfied is a pose. The
following repairs would satisfy it. They are not a wishlist of every feature Penguin has ever liked. They are the

smallest set that breaks the loop.

Repair A. End exclusivity of the reward. The same items can be earned, in a comparable time, inside at
least one mode the paid audience already plays, and inside RedSec for the audience that is already there. The
hunt may look different in each venue. The inventory at the end does not. This single repair ends contention four
and empties most of contention five, because a player who stays in Conquest is no longer missing the item, and a

player who still queues for RedSec is much harder to dismiss as a conscript.

Making the same items available in the modes players already prefer reduces the differential incentive to try the
free-to-play mode. That tradeoff is real for any design that aims to grow a new audience. The mode can still be
offered, spotlighted, or temporarily rewarded. It cannot use a closing exclusive path whose required behavior is
punished by the host mode and then treat the traffic as clean demand. Repair B and Repair C can be pursued

even if A is declined. A together with B is the combination that most cleanly breaks the loop.

Repair B. If the activity must live in RedSec, restore an isolation lever. A low-pressure instance, a
replayable search that is not shared with elimination-seekers, or a phase in which the sequence is legal and
interference is not the best play. The clues can stay hard. The third party stops being the clue. This repair answers

contentions one through three and six. It does not, alone, answer the deadline.

Repair C. Stop equating a closing door with a measurement. Keep, and where possible show, a
preference figure that is not the chase figure. Return rate after the items can no longer be lost. Sessions in which
no exclusive progress occurred. Mode choice on weeks when every path pays the same. Decisions about maps,
weights, and the next event should cite that figure, not the week of the deadline. This repair answers contention

five even if someone foolishly repeats the exclusive.

WHAT MEETS THE PUBLIC CASE, EVEN WITHOUT A PRIVATE SPLIT

Even if a studio prefers to keep private splits, the public case is met by publishing a residual figure, return rate
or concurrent players in the weeks after the items can no longer be lost, and citing that figure when defending
later support. The absence of such a figure is not proof the residual is small. It is proof the public argument

remains unsettled.
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A RESIDUAL A READER CAN ACTUALLY CHECK

Penguin is not demanding a private warehouse. Any one of the following, published and then cited when later
support is defended, would give the public argument an object.

1. Return rate, or concurrent players, in a stated window after the items can no longer be lost. The first two
weeks are a usable example of such a window. A different stated window is still a residual once the fear
of loss has expired.

2. Sessions in which no exclusive progress occurred.

3. Mode choice on a week when every path pays the same.

The absence of every such figure leaves the argument unsettled. It does not prove the residual is small.

Repair D. Do not make “forever” the price of a busy week. A spotlight is lawful. A spotlight that deletes
the only path is the mechanism under charge. A long window, a later reprise, or a non-exclusive fallback
converts a threat back into an invitation. Players may still rush. They are no longer condemned for a holiday, an

injury, or a simple preference for the mode they bought.

Penguin notes the combination that actually breaks the loop: A plus B, with C as the habit that keeps the next
decision honest. D is the mercy if A is refused. Any one of them is better than none. None of them requires RedSec
to be smaller, duller, or ashamed of itself. A mode that people prefer does not need a hostage inventory.

Penguin will publicly treat a future Phantom-style event as a different case if repairs A and B
are both visible in it. The present case is about the placement that shipped, and about the habit
that would repeat it.

15 - REBUTTALS

IF THE OTHER SIDE SAYS THIS, PENGUIN ANSWERS THIS

Penguin has written the answers in the order the objections tend to arrive. A friend need not read them straight
through. A friend may lift the card that matches the objection in front of them. Each card grants what is true in the
objection before it spends the grant.
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Card 1

“It was supposed to be hard.”

Penguin grants that a Phantom activity which is not hard is a disappointing use of the name. Penguin then splits
hardness in two. Hardness of observation, meaning obscure clues, patience, and notes compared across days, is the
tradition. Hardness of interruption, meaning a third party paid by the rules to erase the observation, is the host mode
leaking into the tradition. Praising the second as if it were the first is a change of subject. If the other side can point
to a step whose difficulty was the clue rather than the lobby, Penguin will praise that step and continue to charge the

steps that were lobby.

Penguin also grants that blending exploration with high-stakes combat can be a deliberate design goal. The charge
is not that the activity was made difficult. Hardness of interruption can be defended as intentional for the players
who already queue for RedSec. It cannot be defended as a clean measurement of preference once the deadline has
exported the activity to players who value the items and did not already want the host mode. A studio that wants a
high-stakes hybrid for its existing Battle Royale audience can still offer it. The resolution only requires that the
rewards not be the only path to items the paid audience otherwise cannot obtain, and that the week’s numbers not be

treated as uncontaminated demand.

Card 2

“The numbers went up. People voted with their time.”

Penguin grants that the sessions occurred. A session is not a vote until declining was cheap. Time spent avoiding a
permanent loss is still time, and it is not a vote for the mode in which the loss was staged. Figure 7 is the whole
answer: three motives, one counter. Until the other side can split the counter, the rise in the counter is exactly what
the mechanism predicts, including in the case where almost nobody preferred the mode. A result predicted by both
“they love it” and “they were pushed” cannot confirm either story. The harm, if that rise is later cited as preference,

is the citation of a mixed number. It is not a proof that the week caused a later map.

Card 3

“Nobody was forced. Players could ignore the rewards.”

Penguin grants that no designer reached through the screen and queued the match. Force, in this case, is not a hand.
Force is a price. Ignoring the rewards was legally allowed and practically expensive, because the items would not
return and would not appear in the preferred mode. A choice between “keep the collection intact” and “keep the
evenings as they were” is a choice. It is not the choice the word “optional” is doing quiet work to suggest. Optional
means both options survive. Here one option expired. The items are cosmetic. The loss is not a wound. For the
subset that values the Phantom line, the loss is a named piece of that line which will not return and, on the record of
the patch, was offered inside the RedSec operation. A cosmetic that can be skipped without a permanent hole in that
line is not this case. Battle Pass pressure, if it was also present, thickens the pull. The case does not need it. One

exclusive deadline is enough.
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Card 4

“Some players discovered they liked RedSec. The push worked.”

Penguin grants the conversions. A person can be glad, afterward, to have been pushed through a door. That gladness
does not count the people who went through the same door and wanted their evening back, and it does not tell a
studio the size of either group. A marketing success that cannot be sized is not yet an argument for the next push. It
is an argument for measuring the residual. Repair C is the test this card is asking for, whether or not the card
intended to ask. A conversion is not a proof that the week caused a later map, and it does not split the mixed

number. The harm remains the citation.

Card 5

“Battlefield 4 had exclusives and secrets too.”

Penguin grants the history, and rests on it. The older exclusives sat inside a mode that did not pay the rest of the
lobby to erase the attempt. Server choice and a non-adversarial contract kept the scarce resource at time and
attention. The analogy proves Penguin’s distinction rather than dissolving it. Same name, different price of

stopping. The name is not the mechanism. The price is the mechanism.

Card 6

“Hunters should have played the Battle Royale properly instead of standing still.”

Penguin grants that standing still is bad Battle Royale. That grant is contention two, not a rebuttal of it. The activity
required the bad Battle Royale. Telling hunters to abandon the requirement is telling them to abandon the activity. A
design whose instructions contradict each other cannot be saved by scolding the players who followed one of the

instruction sets. Both sets were official.

Card 7

“The studio can tell organic play from reward-chasing in its own data.”

Penguin grants that logs exist beyond the public chart. Penguin asks what those logs were allowed to change. If a
clean residual audience was measured and then published, or even clearly followed in the next venue decision, this
card does real work and contention five shrinks. If the logs exist and the next exclusive still lands in the same hole
on the strength of the busy week, the logs were not the instrument. The busy week was. Private knowledge that
does not govern the public choice is not an answer to a public case. Publishing a residual figure, and citing that
figure, would meet the public case even if the splits stay private. The absence of such a figure is not proof the
residual is small. It is proof the argument remains unsettled. The harm is the citation of the mixed number, not a

proof that the week caused a later map.

Card 8

“FOMO is just how live games market themselves. Every studio does this.”

Penguin grants that calendars and spotlights are ordinary. Ordinary is not the same as harmless, and “everyone” is
not a mechanism. Penguin’s resolution is narrower than a ban on marketing. A spotlight that leaves other paths open
does not magnetize the compass. A spotlight that closes the only path, inside a mode that fights the activity, does.
The prevalence of the habit is a reason to argue it, not a reason to stop. A common practice can still be a bad
instrument. The case holds only when punished behavior, a closing exclusive path, and a citation of the resulting

sessions as preference are stacked. Remove any one and this card’s objection has left the resolution.
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Card 9

“The event is over. The argument is late.”

Penguin grants that the window shut. The compass did not. Contention five is about the use of the count after the
cosmetics are gone: any citation of the busy week as preference, and the residual that would settle that citation.
Contention seven is about the next time a desirable object is placed. An autopsy is late only if nobody intends to
drive the car again. The record of live-service calendars suggests the car will be driven. Penguin wrote a manual,
not a eulogy. The harm that outlives the window is the citation of the mixed number, not a proof that the week

caused a later map.

Card 10

“RedSec is free. Asking paid players to try a free mode is generous, not hostile.”

Penguin grants that a free mode is a gift when it is a gift. A gift can be declined. An exclusive that expires cannot be
declined without a loss, so the freeness of the mode is beside the point. The player is not being asked to accept
something extra. The player is being asked to protect something that used to be part of the game’s shared history. A

free queue does not make a permanent inventory loss generous. It makes the loss convenient to inflict.

Card 11

“The players who finished it prove the design found the right audience.”

Penguin grants that finishers exist and that many of them were impressive. Survivorship selects for the overlap
drawn in Figure 9. The right audience for a historical Phantom event was wider than the overlap of “already good at
this Battle Royale” and “free this week.” Finishers prove the sieve had holes large enough for some players. A sieve
is not a town square. If the other side now says the right audience was only the RedSec faithful, Penguin accepts the
rewrite and withdraws the word “community,” and then asks why the faithful required hostages from the other

modes in order to feel the event was large.

Card 12

“This is only people who dislike Battle Royale, looking for a philosophy.”

Penguin grants that some speakers dislike the mode and would dislike it with or without a Phantom event. Motive is
not a refutation. A player who dislikes the mode is exactly the player whose presence in the count contaminates the
count. If every critic were a devoted RedSec player, the export contention would be harder to see, not easier. The
distaste is not the proof. The distaste is one of the populations the proof is about. Penguin also asks the other side to
answer the players who like mystery and liked Battlefield 4’s version of this tradition. They are not a disguised anti-
Royale lobby. They are the audience the venue did not fit.

Card 13

“Without an exclusive, nobody would try the new mode.”

Penguin does not grant this, because it is a prediction wearing the coat of a fact. Players try modes that are good to
play, especially when the mode is free and sitting on the same menu. If the prediction is true, it is a devastating
review of the mode, not a defense of the exclusive. A mode that is empty unless the other modes’ history is held
hostage is a mode whose preference signal, once measured cleanly, may be small. Penguin would rather know that
early than build a map schedule on the hostage weeks. Repair A is how the prediction can be tested without another

conscription.
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Card 14

“The event was cheap to build, so it cannot have sent a large signal.”

Penguin grants that the budget may have been modest. Signals are not priced at cost. A one-line announcement can
reassign a tradition. Players respond to where the desired object sits, not to the invoice. Contention seven is about
venue and repetition. A cheap decision repeated is still a pattern. Expense would have made the event larger.
Expense is not what made the venue legible.

Card 15

“Community anger is not a design proof.”

Penguin grants this completely, and wrote the paper accordingly. Anger is a smoke report. The structure is the fire.
If the response is angry and the four boxes of the loop are absent, Penguin has a complaint and not a case. If the
response is calm and the four boxes are present, Penguin still has the case. The October note recorded the anger
because it was predictable from the boxes. Predictable anger is corroboration. It is not the foundation. A friend who

is baited into trading the loop for a louder feeling should decline the trade.

Card 16

“Bad intent has not been shown.”

Penguin grants this too, and never charged intent. Structural failure is the claim that reasonable people, following
the rules as written, produce a bad result that no individual can politely avoid. The hunter is reasonable to scan. The
other squad is reasonable to shoot. The conscript is reasonable to queue. The analyst is reasonable to cite the queue.
The loop does not need a villain at any chair. Insisting on a villain is a way to make the case feel unproven while

leaving the chairs exactly as they are.

16 - QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS PENGUIN WOULD PUT, AND NOT LET GO OF

Penguin prefers questions that a fair opponent can answer without confessing a motive. These are those questions.
A friend who asks them should be willing to hear a real answer, because several of them are also Penguin’s defeat
conditions.

1. Which behavior did the activity require that good RedSec play punishes?
2. Which behavior did good RedSec play reward that the activity could not survive?

3. What could a player do, inside the rules, to attempt the sequence with less interference? If the answer is “win
the fights,” the skill filter has been admitted.

4. Were hunters and ordinary players ever separated by playlist, instance, or rule?

5. If the same items had been earnable in Conquest at the same pace, which part of the RedSec population does the

other side still predict, and why?

6. After the window shut, what happened to the players who had come only because the window existed? If the

figure was not kept, the absence is the argument.

7. Which public speech, such as a post, a playlist note, a ranked promise, or a defense of the next exclusive, cited
the busy period as evidence that RedSec is wanted?
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8. What public fact, available at the time, would have falsified the claim that preference and pressure were mixed?

9. Is the other side defending the lethality of RedSec, the exclusivity of the items, or the use of the count? They
are three defenses. A reply that switches among them has not answered any of them.

10. Which repair in the repairs section is rejected, and what is the cost of rejecting it, stated as a cost to
measurement rather than as a slogan?

A QUESTION PENGUIN WILL NOT ASK

Penguin will not ask a designer whether they love the paid audience. The answer wastes the page. Love is
invisible and the venue was not. Penguin asks where the next object will sit, and which figure will be cited
when it sits there.

17 - CLOSINGS

WORDS PENGUIN WOULD LEAVE AT THE END

Two closings follow. The short one is for a tight cut. The long one is for a full reading. Either can be read aloud
later. Both are written so Penguin can say them, and so a friend can read them as Penguin’s words without
translating them into another person’s mouth.

THE SHORT CLOSING

Penguin asks a reader to keep a single distinction. A player who enters RedSec because the mode is the game they
want has cast a vote. A player who enters because a named piece of Battlefield will otherwise vanish has paid a
ransom. Both players add one to the same count. The count is then offered as proof that the mode is loved. The
proof does not have to have already chosen a map. The proof is already unfit, because the offer cites a mixed

number as preference.

The Phantom Program did not fail because a clue was cruel. It failed because the correct way to hunt the clue was
the incorrect way to play the match, and because declining the match was the incorrect way to keep the reward.
Nobody in that arrangement had to be unkind. The rules were enough.

Penguin does not ask for RedSec to be smaller. Penguin asks for the next reward to leave a path open, and for the
next decision to trust a number that can tell preference from pressure. Until a residual after the items can no longer
be lost is published and still justifies the support, the busy-week figure remains an ambiguous support for any
speech that treats it as preference. A mode that needs a closed path is telling a reader something the count is no
longer allowed to say.

THE LONG CLOSING

Penguin began from a tradition. In an earlier Battlefield, a player could stop at a wall. The stop was strange, and it
was allowed to be strange, because the rest of the lobby did not win the match by punishing it. Friends compared

what they had seen. The work was slow. The work was shared. The limit was attention.

RedSec changes the price of the stop. The zone shrinks. A stationary player is a gift to anyone playing the mode as
the mode is scored. The crashed carrier is a clue and a hot drop at the same address. Equip a tool, and the loadout is
worse. Stay, and the lobby is invited. Travel, and the route can be read. Die, and a consecutive run forgets the
success that came before. The puzzle is still on the wall. The wall is no longer the obstacle.
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That would be enough to call the placement a bad fit. It is not enough, by itself, to call it a structural failure of the
kind Penguin has charged. The failure is completed by the calendar. The items live only there, and only for a while,
and this version will not come home to the modes the full-price game was bought for. A player who prefers those
modes, and who values the items, is given a binary that does not include “decide later.” Later is how the items die.
Players who do not value the items were never the population the binary needed. Their freedom to ignore it does

not clean the sessions of the players who could not.

So the player queues. The queue is real. The dislike, if it arrives, does not subtract. The discovery, if it arrives, does
not identify the players for whom nothing was discovered except that the evening was spent. A chart of concurrent
players rises, and two speeches are given from it. One speech says the mode is loved. One speech says the mode
was fed. Both speeches fit the chart, which means the chart has stopped being a way to end the argument. It has
become a way to extend it. Penguin does not need a later map to have been caused by that chart. A reader should

not treat the chart as if it had already settled the cause.

Penguin has granted the real audience, the lawful lethality of a Battle Royale freely chosen, the sincerity of anyone
who had a good match, the possibility that a hard hybrid was intended, and the absence of a villain. The grants do
not open the loop. Reasonable hunters scan. Reasonable squads shoot. Reasonable conscripts queue. Reasonable
analysts cite the queue. The next exclusive becomes easier to defend because the last citation made the mode look
full.

There is a way out that does not humiliate the mode. Let the items be earned where the players already are, and also
where RedSec’s own audience already is. If a step must remain inside the Battle Royale, give that step a door the
third party cannot kick. Then measure what is left when nothing is about to vanish, and cite that residual when the
support is defended. Penguin will believe that measurement. Penguin will not believe the busy week. The busy

week is what the mechanism was built to produce, and a mechanism must not be allowed to testify for itself.
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A MAP OF THE CASE

THE CHAIN, IN THE ORDER A FRIEND SHOULD BE ABLE TO REDRAW IT

RECORD
Battlefield 4 contract: stopping is cheap. RedSec contract: stopping is a resource. Phantom steps require the
stop, the tool, the route, and sometimes a clean repeat. Rewards: the patch note says exclusive, limited-time,

and in RedSec. Carrier, Blacklight, and the clean repeat are the solved route, not the patch text.

THEREFORE - INSIDE THE MATCH
Both plays are correct and they collide. Mercy is a donation. Completion tracks lobby skill, not curiosity.

Contentions one, two, three, and six. Intended hardness of a hybrid does not convert the collision into a

measurement.

EXPORTED BY THE CALENDAR - OUTSIDE THE MATCH

For the subset that values the items, preferred modes no longer protect the inventory. Queueing is loss-
avoidance. Other owners may ignore the conscription. Their freedom does not unmix the total. Contentions
four and seven.

WRITTEN DOWN AS - ONE COUNT
Preference, ransom, and failed attempts become “engagement.” The count cannot settle a public claim of

preference. Contention five. A citation of the busy week is the harm. A guaranteed later map is not required.

AVAILABLE TO BE CITED AS - PREFERENCE
Any speech that calls the busy week demand is using a mixed number. If a later map, weight, or exclusive

actually cites it, the citation is public and checkable. The residual after the items can no longer be lost remains

the way the signal contention ends.

BROKEN BY - REPAIRS A AND B, KEPT HONEST BY C
Same rewards on an open path. A sheltered way to do any step that must stay in RedSec. A preference figure
that is not the chase figure, published and cited. The checkable shapes of that figure are listed under Repair C.

The absence of that figure leaves the public argument unsettled. It does not prove the residual is small.

FIGURE 12

If a debate loses its place, Penguin asks that a friend point at the box the other side has actually challenged. A feeling about “FOMQO” is not a
box. These are the boxes. The case holds only while punished behavior, a closing exclusive path, and a citation of the result as preference are
all present. The checkable shapes of the residual are listed under Repair C.

THE RESOLUTION, RESTATED AFTER THE CHAIN

Battlefield should not attach permanent, mode-exclusive, time-limited rewards to an activity
whose required behavior is punished by the mode that hosts it, and then treat the resulting
play as evidence that the mode is preferred.

Penguin has shown the punishment, the attachment, and the treatment. Penguin has said what evidence would break
each link. Penguin has said what repair would make the next event a different case. That is as far as a paper can go.

A reader decides whether a busy chart is allowed to mean “wanted” when the chart was built by a closing door.
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A NOTE ON THE PAPER

WHAT PENGUIN USED, AND WHAT PENGUIN REFUSED TO USE

This paper is shared by Penguin, of PenguinFriendForever, in October 2026. The reasoning follows two pieces
Penguin had already written: the note titled “Why the Phantom Program in RedSec Was a Structural Design
Failure,” and the longer account of the same placement that begins from the observation that the activity and the
mode were not merely different. Their success conditions undermined one another, and the exclusive rewards
turned the friction into a bad report on what players want.

Penguin did not add a population figure, a completion rate, a revenue claim, or a private motive. Where a picture of
a mixture was useful, Penguin labeled it as an illustration. A friend who is asked “where is the percentage?” should
answer that the percentage is what the other side needs in order to treat the count as preference, and that the other
side has not produced it either.

This copy closes four openings without widening the resolution. Preference is not a demand that every trial be
costless. The compass claim is a public citation of a mixed number, not a private proof that one week caused a map.
The inventory binary binds the subset that values the items, not every owner. That subset may be modest. The
practical weight of a later citation scales with its size, and the internal compass is not claimed where private
residuals govern the decision. An intended hard hybrid is granted, and the charge is moved to exclusivity plus the
use of the count. Sentence five now matches that proof: any citation of the busy-week figure as preference remains
unfit until a residual is published and still justifies the support. A private showing that one week caused a map is not
required. A mixed figure is not treated as empty. Contention seven is not a load-bearing step. If it drops, the first

two conditions still stand. The RedSec launch note and update 1.4.3.0 are named as the public record. The solved

route is labeled as the solved route. The third condition is a prohibition until a named citation is produced. Penguin
has not exhibited that citation. Repair C names three checkable shapes of a residual. The grants, and the defeat

condition under each contention, are unchanged.

Penguin’s voice in this paper is Penguin’s own. Penguin speaks of Penguin. The reader is a friend carrying the case,
not a person the paper scolds. The designers are not villains in it. The players who shot a hunter are not villains in
it. The players who queued for a skin are not villains in it. The subject is a structure that makes all three reasonable

and the outcome worse.

PenguinFriendForever - The case against FOMO in Battlefield - Shared by Penguin - October 2026. The Phantom Program
inside RedSec is the worked example. The resolution is about the mechanism, and about any later event that stacks the same
three conditions.
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https://www.ea.com/games/battlefield/redsec/news/community-update-introducing-redsec-battle-royale-gauntlet-and-portal
https://www.ea.com/games/battlefield/redsec/news/battlefield-6-game-update-1-4-3-0

SOURCES

THE TWO PUBLIC NOTES THIS PAPER NAMES

Community Update - Introducing REDSEC: Battle Royale, Gauntlet, and Portal (RedSec launch note)
October 28, 2025 - ea.com
https://www.ea.com/games/battlefield/redsec/news/community-update-introducing-redsec-battle-royale-gauntlet-and-portal
Source of the player count: “100 per match - 25 squads of 4 or 50 duos.”

Battlefield 6 Game Update 1.4.3.0

September 14, 2026 (the update deployed on September 15, 2026) - ea.com
https://www.ea.com/games/battlefield/redsec/news/battlefield-6-game-update-1-4-3-0

Phantom Program wording on EA’s page: “Also starting with Tidal Strike, players can tackle the Phantom Program, a limited-time
REDSEC operation. Hunt for hidden intelligence, easter eggs and the larger mystery of what has caused the Fort Lyndon

security network breach. Earn exclusive rewards, including Weapon Packages and more.”

Links checked on October 12, 2026. The solved route described in the paper comes from player-published guides, not from EA.
Fan-made opinion piece by PenguinFriendForever. Not affiliated with or endorsed by Electronic Arts or DICE.
Battlefield, Battlefield 6, REDSEC and related marks are trademarks of Electronic Arts Inc.
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