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Preface

Since this PhD project began in 2004, the presethioa has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish
Research Centre on Education and Advanced MediarMk), which is located at the Institute of
Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the Ursitg of Southern Denmark. Research visits have
taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledae, Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the
Institute of Education at the University of Briseold the institute formerly known as Learning Lab
Denmark at the School of Education, University airdus, where | currently work as an assistant
professor. In order to carry out this study on edional gaming, | conducted fieldwork at two
Danish upper secondary schools. Moreover, the desid re-design of the online resourcesTioe
Power GaméSpillet om magténwhich formed the empirical starting point of tipioject also
involved collaboration with DR Education at the idatl Danish Broadcasting Company. | would
like to warmly thank everyone with whom | have hhd joy and pleasure of working with and
reflecting upon my project — my supervisors, fell@searchers, PhD student colleagues, designers,
teachers and students. A special thanks to theamples who provided valuable feedback during
the final stages of this project — you know who wwoe! This work is dedicated to my daughter,

Luna, who also enjoys exploring the playful knovgedf games.

Thorkild Hanghgj, Copenhagen, 2008

Guide to the text
All quotes have been translated into English byumless otherwise indicated. Some notes on the

guotations from the game sessions:

[] Indicates data source

[GS 3: #2] Example: game session 3, video tape #2

() Indicates gesture, body language or other $asfiphysical activity
Italics Indicate emphasis

Indicates a pause

el Indicates noise/inaudible words
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1. Introducing the study

This dissertation can be read as an attempt toex e widespread assumption that games have
educational value within the context of formal solg. More specifically, this study tries to
answer a number of questions related to this assompVhy should games have a place in formal
education? How should educational games supparitegrand learning? And what characterises
“good” educational game design? These questionsepeatedly being addressed by game
designers, policy makers, educators, news mediaessérchers in an attempt to explore — and
often promote — the assumed learning potentiabafes. To bring matters to a head, such questions
are often driven by an attemptlegitimisethe educational use of games instead of actually
exploring whether this goal is desirable or howaih be achieved.

Even though much has been said and written abau¢idnal games, relatively few
empirical studies exist of what actually happensituwhen a game designed for educational
purposes is adapted by teachers and studentss sttialy, | address the whys, whats and hows of
educational gaming by taking a closer look at hgadicular debate game wasactedand
validatedwithin different classroom contexts. In order &sdribe and analyse the meaning-making
processes of teaching and playing the game, teggldraws upon the interdisciplinary
perspectives of sociocultural theory. Thus, | asstimat educational gaming can be understood as
the dynamic interplay between learning, interacdod communication. Moreover, | assume that
the educational use of games creates a tensioreéetihie institutionalised knowledge aspects of
“schooling” and the emerging knowledge aspectgafiing” — a tension that | have ternadyful
knowledgeBy exploring this tension, this study aims tarifjawhat status educational games have
— or could/should have — within the context of fatrechooling. In this way, | also aim to promote
acontextual turrwithin educational game research, which moves heyelebration by critically
examining the pros and cons of educational ganfirgugh empirical studies.

1.1. Case: The Power Game
In order to explore the empirical problems and poleses of educational gaming, this study is
based on a series of design interventions \Wita Power Gamevhich is an ICT-supported debate

game on parliamentary elections to be used in Damiger secondary educatibfhe game has

! Game instructions and other relevant resourceSHerPower Gam¢Spillet om magteérare located at The National
Danish Broadcasting Company’s websitavw.dr.dk/gymnasium/emner/spillet_om_magten/forsidp




been designed, adapted, and re-designed as & paytresearch project using the methodological
approach otlesign-based researctvhich aims to refine theories and designs fomieg through
iterative design interventions in educational sgti(Barab & Squire, 2004).

When trying to understand why and how | have desigand explored@he Power
Gameas one particular game among many others, it isssacy to go back to the beginning of this
project, which started as a part of the DREAM cotism, Centre for Media Studies, University of
Southern Denmark, in August 200&rom the outset, my research project had to maatréer of
criteria based on the overall research agendaedDBREAM consortium. First of all, | was expected
to explore the design and use of innovative tygésasning resources with particular emphasis on
educational games. Moreover, like other DREAM redearojects, | had to conduct my empirical
studies within the context of Danish upper secopéducation. Third, the process of designing an
educational game had to be conducted in collalmratith a professional Danish provider and
distributor of learning resources.

Based on my personal interest in “opinion-basedagdand an existing tradition for
using educational games in social studies educdtioiled to meet the criteria by designing a
political game that could be used in combinatiothwsbcial studies and other upper secondary
school subjects. More specificallifhe Power Gamweas initially designed as a realistic role-
playing game on parliamentary elections. Thusgtmae instructions specify how students should
play politicians, journalists and spin doctorsearh about political ideologies and political
communication. Moreover, the students are diviaol four or six groups that each represents real-
life political ideologies — i.e. the Socialist Barthe Social Democratic Party, the Liberalist fPart
and the National Party. By using the real-life pcéil parties’ websites, the students are expected
find three key political issues that they describtheir own words to present and debate in an
attempt to persuade their classmates to vote &nftfcf. illustration on the cover of this thesis).
After the final voting procedure, the game sessinds with a plenum discussion where teachers
and students compare the election results withlifeaélections as well as curricular aspects ef th
game. In addition to the real-life political pagievebsites, the design ®he Power Gamalso
involves supporting the students’ role-playingatigs through the use of online video clips. In

order to achieve this goal, | collaborated with B&ucation, which was able to provide online clips

2 DREAM is an acronym for Danish Research Centr&duacation and Advanced Media Materials vefow.dream.dk



to be used in combination with the election scentken from a comprehensive database with
several thousand digitised video clips.

In order to explore whether or hovine Power Gameould actually bglayedwithin
an educational context, | established contact f#hsocial studies teachers from two Danish
general upper secondary schools who agreed tdoodite with me by conducting five different
game sessions and by participating in post-ganeeviieivs. A few days after each of the game
sessions, | interviewed two selected groups ofesitedabout their experience of the educational
game. In this way, the main empirical data in firigject is based on roughly 30 hours of video
recordings from the five game sessions combinel fivie post-game interviews with the teachers
and five post-game group interviews with selectedents.

1.2. Reconceptualising the study — a brief researatarrative
This study, as mentioned, started out as a desagaebresearch project because my objective was
to explore the educational value of games by desiguising and re-designing a particular game
scenario. This aim was based on a rather loosetyuiated set of assumptions on creating a
“realistic” role-playing game which could suppottidents’ inquiry into preparing, presenting and
defending political issues. Since my collaboratioth DR Education and the participating teachers
was somewhat limited, | had to conduct my desigreexrnents without a preliminary pilot study.
Moreover, | had no prior experience with game desigwith teaching in upper secondary schools.
Based on these constraints, it was quite diffitiufpredict how the election scenario could or would
be adapted by the five teachers and the approxyri2iestudents that took part in the five
successive game sessions. Consequently, my aesighdnterventions became quite focused upon
making the design “work” in a pragmatic sense teuea that the teachers and students would be
able to actually playhe Power GameThus, it was only after finishing the design mrantions that
| was able to develop a theoretical framework aqulare the empirical data in more detail by
taking a discourse analytic approach to the saatbns of the game participants (Gee & Green,
1998).

This gradual process of shifting from a pragmdésign perspective toward a more
analytically oriented perspective on the sociabexin the game encounters implied a
reconceptualisatioof my study. For example, having observed howgdiae scenario was enacted
and validated by the teachers and students, | dec¢@modify my initial assumptions about

% DR Education is the educational unit at the Dahlational Broadcasting Company, afww.dr.dk/undervisning




creating a “realistic’ game and focus more on #levance of the design elements. Furthermore,
the end-of-game discussions and post-game intesviesulted in a significantly high degree of
responses about the studemtsbate practices especially in relation to the students thatqrentd

as politicians. This focus was consistent with mynabservations and the analytical themes that
emerged when transcribing and coding the video fdata the game session. Moreover, some of
the social studies teachers in this study weré&sjignegative toward the label “role-playing” as it
had obvious drama pedagogical connotations. Basédese findings, | decided to reconceptualise
the gamdabel from a realistic role-playing game tdebate gameDuring the process of re-
labelling the game, | learned that debate gameslahdte education are fairly well-known
phenomena in the English speaking world and hdeaghistory that can be traced back to ancient
Greece, where Protagoras and other Sophists tandgtdebated on the premise that there are
always “many sides” to any subject (Billig, 19961id&r & Schnurer, 2006). At the same time, the
formalised and staged aspects of debate gameseepierelatively unknown phenomenon in the
German-Nordic countries, which have a strongerticadfor more deliberative models of
democratic debate (cf. Habermas, 1981). HopefHihglish speaking readers will bear such
difference between various national debate culturesind when reading this thesis.

Similarly, another initial aim was to explore hawetgame scenario could be related
to the social studies curriculum of Danish uppeoséary education. However, based on my
observations and post-game interviews with thehieia it was quite clear that the aims and
subject-related content @he Power Gamextended far beyond the disciplinary boundaries of
social studies. Thus, the aims of the election agertan be compared with the overall aims of
citizenship educatigrwhich is a cross-curricular topic within the Dsimieducational system
(Jerome & Algarra, 2005). Debate games can thussed to educate students for democracy
through active experimentation and reflection aoidgical issues that make sense to their own
lifeworld. Thus, participation in debate games espnts a valuable opportunity for students to
becomecompetentitizens?

As these examples show, my transcription, codmyamalysis of the empirical data
from the game sessions involved a series of reganaksations. Thus, by following the
methodological approach of James Paul Gee ancdhJud@reen’s discourse analytic framework, |
have formulated bbgic-of-inquiryin order explore a combination of different thema and
analytical perspectives on the game sessions efi.eow the social actors experienced, interacted

* My definition and spelling of the term "competehegd the plural form "competencies” refers to DESE holistic
framework, which assumes that a competence igyab#yondskills (Rychen & Salganik, 2003; cf. chapter 3).



and communicated within the context of the educaligame encounters (Gee & Green, 1998).
However, before going into more detail with thedifegical assumptions and empirical focus of this
study, | will first locate my research project withhe field of educational game research and

describe my research object, which is the meaniakgimg processes of educational gaming.

1.3. Mapping the landscape of educational game reseh

Over the last five years, there has been a boohinngiducational game research that can largely be
explained by the growing presence and proliferatibdifferent game formats — both inside and
outside school contexts. A key factor in this surfaterest has been the huge commercial success
of video games, which has led many researcheettytassume that these games “work” and then
tried to identify in what way video games are “egigg” or “motivating” (Sefton-Green, 2006:

290). Based on this assumption, a number of inflabworks have been published, which describe
and analyse the “learning potential” of video garmes different perspectives (Prensky, 2001;
Gee, 2003; Squire, 2004; Egenfeldt-Nielsen, 200&ff8r, 2006). These authors all argue that
video games can be used as engaging and valuabténig resources to fulfil a wide range of
educational goals.

In addition to video games, the last five yearsehalgo seen the rise of many other
game formats that have been designed for educapanaoses — i.e. simulations, board games,
role-playing games (online and offline), mobiledtion-based learning games, exertainment and
various forms of ICT-supported games, which mix pater activities and classroom activities (cf.
The Power GameSimilar to video games, each of these educdtigerae formats is linked to their
own “research ghetto” as game researchers oftea padiculagame desigm@s their starting point.
This tendency toward design bias in educationalegeeaearch can partly be explained by the fact
that many researchers — including me — have beentlyiinvolved in the design process or have an
idiosyncratic preference for the game they areysigd In this way, game researchers tend to create
a new sub-field of research whenever a new ganmedioemerges. Consequently, it is difficult to
view educational game research as a single or enhgeld of research as it represents an
interdisciplinary collection of many different stilbids, each centred on a particular game format
(cf. Klabbers, 2006).

So far, the field of educational game researchrgffather few empirical descriptions
of how games are enactedthin actual classroom settings (cf. Magnussef82&efton-Green,

2006: 283f). Instead, educational game researctiesggners and practitioners alike often tend to



view educational games bBkck boxegLatour, 1987). According to Latour, blackboxirsgtihe
social process whereby technological facts are nradg&ble by their own success, which means
that potential users only focus on input or out@uitd not on the internal complexity. Similarly,
educational game research is characterised bydmasfof blackboxing, which | have termed
essentialisnanddeterminismAt the risk of over-simplification, | will brie§l present these two
perspectives to explain my ownntextualise@pproach to educational game research.
Theessentialisperspective is based on the assumption that geamese understood
as self-confined entities or ontologies. Therelieen several attempts to define the essence of
games as, i.e. a magic circle (Huizinga, 1950yragersal types (Caillois, 1961), as rule-based
systems (Salen & Zimmerman, 2003; Juul, 2003; Kéabpb2006), as multimodal texts (Burn et al.,
2006), as aesthetic phenomena (Aarseth, 2003)sarttetorical expressions (Frasca, 2007). These
researchers all try to define the universal “gamssher the core essense of games. Obviously, there
are many legitimate reasons to try and define #ydspects of game phenomena as they represent
fascinating alternatives to more mundane formsrefyglay experience. However, these essentialist
approaches becomes problematic in relation to ¢iumet gaming, where games are overtly
adaptedby teachers and students as learning resourceden i fulfil specific educational goals
that may be more or less congruent with in-gamésgd&us, trying to identify the essence of
educational games easily ends up foregroundingcpéat aspects of a game design, which removes
attention from the actualoingsof the participants who become involved in theaning-making
processesf playing games within an educational contexstéad of trying to crystallise the
essence of educational games, | define them pracatiptasany game desigwith explicit
educational goals that are intended to support psses of teaching and learnih§ince the
gaming landscape is constantly mutating, this theéses not attempt to offer a final definition or
taxonomy of games. Instead, my aim is to identifgt analyse a series gadme elements
scenarios, rules, outcomes, goals, roles, resoarwksgialogue — which are relevant when trying to
describe the emergirighowledge aspectsf games being enacted in educational contextgh{Ba
2002). By using these game elements as a thedrstacting point, it becomes possible to describe
the playful tension between the knowledge formthefeducational context and the knowledge

forms embedded in the game scenario.

® | use the terneducational gamethroughout the dissertation instead of the breanh tlearning games”, which relates
to both formal and informal learning settings. @a bther hand, | prefer the broadness of educdtg@maes compared
to similar terms such as “serious games” (Egenfildtsen, 2005) and “epistemic games” (Shaffer,8G these
labels refer to specific assumptions about whastitate a game and what a game can be used for.



In contrast to the essentialist perspective ditterministperspective assumes that
educational games can be blackboxed as rationdiritques” or “learning machines” that are able
to transmit or transport clearly deliminated foraiknowledge to the players. This approach to
educational games is commonly found among gamguies and researchers working within
psychological learning paradigms such as behawoyrcognitivism and constructionism
(Koschmann, 1996; cf. overview in Egenfeldt-Niels2@06). By focusing upon the effects of
game-based learning, this approach — directly directly — views educational games as
transparentdevices for learning that assumedly can be magctter proof” and “deployed” to
accomplish well-defined goals within the curriculu@orrespondingly, the aim is not to define the
gualities or essence of games (what is a gamePhather to be able to document speatiitcomes
of gaming (how much learning does the game gerf&raldis approach is often linked with
specific political or commercial agendas that siegBrovide evidence that can document the value
of educational gaming (Egenfeldt-Nielsen, 2005;f®&ha2008). Thus, from a determinist point of
view, it is widely assumed that the adequate deasighuse of specific game formats can ensure that
students meet expected and well-defined learnimdsgn this way, the influence of teachers’
pedagogical approaches or students’ game intetfnesaare often absent from this form of
educational game research.

In contrast to the essentialist and determinist@gghes, this study represents a
contextualise@pproach to educational gaming. Obviously, it ipamant to understand how
educational games are able to create interactivielsvthat can be used as designs for teaching and
learning. As potential players, educators, reseas;liesigners, and policy-makerssitrucial to
analyse what stuff games are made of and be ablerify assumptions on why it is
recommendable to teach with games. Still, the ¢isdishand determinist approaches are
problematic as they tend to neglect or fail to gsalthe highly complex processes involved in
enacting and validating educational games in seeings. In this respect, this dissertation sthoul
be viewed as an attempt to promotsoatextual turnn educational game research and focus on
how social actors, in this case, teachers and stsidadapt and transform the intentions of
particular game designs in relation to their erigfpractices and knowledge critefias the
sociologist Erving Goffman noted nearly fifty yeago, game research needs to avoid rationalistic
conceptions oplayersand move toward a more complex understanding wfgarticipantsmake
meaning from “gaming encounters” (Goffman, 19613): Ihus, when teachers and students enact

® Arguing along similar lines, several video gamsearchers have started to contextualise gamingdusing more on
interactionthan the actual gamepresentationgLinderoth, 2004; Thorhauge, 2007).



The Power Gamehisactivity cannot be fully understood through simadismotions of merely
“playing the game”. Instead, close attention shdadgaid to the ways in which teachers and
students engage in the social encounter of théapahtary election scenario, how the participants
communicate in the dialogic game space, and howrtfeect upon their inquiry-based game
experiences. Simply put, one of the declared aintisi® study is to open the black boxes of
educational game research by providing a more gostnsitive perspective on the somewhat

unpredictable outcomes and playful knowledge otatanal gaming.

1.4. Educational gaming as a research object

As mentioned, the research object of this disgertas the meaning-making processes of
educational gamingithin the context of formal schooling. Any attemptdefine and explore this
object of research is complicated by the fact thatsocial phenomena of education and games have
numerous connotations as both terms refer tobgectand gprocess Thus, “education” refers to
both the process and the knowledge that may rirsult being educated. Similarly, the word
“game” refers to both a game design (a noun) andrga(verb). The latter distinction often
becomes blurred in everyday talk when we spealanfasg, as we both refergames as
representationggame design) and the actgalime interactiorfparticipation), which includes, for
example, preparing key political issues, performivlgs and debating ideological positions'ime
Power GameDue to the complex and contingent outcomes ofegam is far simpler to describe a
particular game in terms of its design featuresmaned to describing how it is or can be played.
For example, when interviewed a few days afteigmae sessions conducted in this study, many
students would be content to characterise theiegaipce ofThe Power Gamas “fun” and —

unless further questioned — only offer few, if adgtailed descriptions of the actual process of
participating in the game scenario. The point béivag not only game researchers but also game
participants tend to describe the social phenomehgaming encounters through blanket
statements that blackbox them as self-containedgrhena.

In order to “open the box” and explore the meammagking processes of educational
gaming, this thesis introduces the tesoenarioas a key theoretical and analytical concept. Like
education and games, a scenario can be definestlasub object and as a process. On the one hand,
a scenario refers to a noun: a plot, a screen@l#élye parliamentary election scenariolble Power
Game On the other hand, the term scenario also deagpescess such as imagining a sequence of



events through an active “playing through” of pbssiand actual evenfdn this way, an
educational game may be viewed akeaignedscenario, which contains pre-given elements (i.e.
roles, rules, conflicts, goals and game resourtes)can be used by teachers and students for
various purposes. Correspondingly, the meaning-nggBrocesses of educational gaming refer to
therealisedscenario, where teachers and students enact thaces and intentions of the game
design in relation to the local practices of tleglucational setting.

The main reason for introducing the term scenaritat it describes both key features
of educatiorand games. In this way, it becomes possible to compdueational games with other
forms ofscenario-based learning resourcd$us, mind maps, interactive texts, educational
computer games, simulations, and a debate gameasiitie Power Gameach represent scenario-
based learning resources, as they are each aflpport students’ imaginative construction and
actual realisation of possible outcomes in relatodomain-specific scenarios. Similarly, it isals
possible to compare educational gaming with ofltenario-based forms of teachisgch as
project-based work forms, drama pedagogy, stomtgltreative writing, scenario planning and
contrafactual history teaching. The point her@ishallenge the commonsensical notion that
educational gaming represents an isolated aciivign educational context, i.e. that it is a “fun
event” or a “break” from everyday schooling. Thuijll argue that educational gamimgaform
of teaching and, as such, shares many similaxtigsother forms of teaching. This also explains
why some of the teachers and students in this stedgribedrhe Power Gamas a staged and
focused form of doing problem-based project work.

As mentioned, the combination of games and edutatiay be quite tension-filled as
these social phenomena often involve different Kedge criteria. Following Fredrik Barth’s
anthropology of knowledge, this tension can beyas®al by viewing educational practices and
game practices as two distinditions of knowledgéhat also generate distinct criteria for
validatingknowledge (Barth, 2002). Simply put, education gathes represent different
assumptions about what forms of knowledge “cour#’,trying to winThe Power Gam#irough
persuasive rhetoric and writing a social studiesgasnent clearly represent different ways of
enacting and validating knowledge within a schamitext. Moreover, it may be argued that any
design for learning involves a possible divergemesveen théntentionsof the design and the
contingency of the learner’s situated actions tgloactuadesign-in-usgboth of which involve
change and continuity in relationttee local practices of the educational contéitus, in order to

" Cf. Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionarweww.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/scenario




explore educational gaming, this thesis exploresistencies and discrepancies between the
intended goals of the game design, the actionhiéega@nd student take, and their everyday school
practices. This complex relationship between gareeario, adaptation and educational context is

illustrated below:

Game scenario - &  Educational gaming - &  Educational context

(design intentions) (design-in-use) (local practices)

Figure 1.1: Educational gaming as an interplay ketwgame scenario and educational context

As the figure suggests, this thesis assumes thaetilisation of an educational game scenario
cannot be understood in isolation from the locacpces of the social actors within a given
educational setting. Following Barth, these pragimay be analysed as different aspects of
knowledge that are both relatedasertionsabout the world (e.g. norms, valuasjdes of
representatior(e.g. speaking, writing) argbcial forms of organisatiofe.g. classroom instruction,
project work) (Barth, 2002). In this way, educabgaming represents a dynamic tension between
the design goals of a given game scenario andxibgrey pedagogical practices which is
continually negotiated between the social participaf the gaming encounter. Thus, educational
gaming can be defined # enactment and validation of game scenariogliation to the domain-
specific practices and knowledge forms of an edocat contextThis means that the teachers and
students who participated Tthe Power Gameriented themselves not only toward the intended
practices and epistemologies of the game sceraagoby performing as professional politicians
and adapting relevant forms of knowledge, but &dgeard the existing criteria for knowledge

production within the formal school setting of Dstmupper secondary education.

1.5. Research question and hypothesis
Having introduced my empirical case, the landsadpslucational game research and the object of
my research, | will now present my research quasiitius, in the most general sense, the aim of

this dissertation is to answer the following quasti

How are game scenarios enacted and validated bghtra and students in relatior]
to particular practices and knowledge forms?

This question could be re-phrased and expandeslatian to the theoretical, methodological, and
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empirical aspects of this project. So, based @saarch interest in the design, use and
understanding of educational games, how is it ptesso teach and learn with a particular game
scenario on parliamentary elections entifléet Power Gamwithin the context of Danish general
upper secondary education? The question posedshieterdisciplinary as it addresses several
different areas of research, including design-basséarch, game research and educational
research. These different research areas are unitggdattempt to re-think the meaning-making
processes of educational gaming in relation taediffit theoretical and analytical perspectives.
Moreover, the research question rests orhfipothesighat educational gaming
involves a tension between the different knowletgditions of schools and the knowledge
traditions of games which | have terny@dyful knowledgeSo far, several claims have been made
on the assumed learning potential of games, bytaféw studies exist that aim to contextualise
educational gaming (Linderoth, 2004; Magnussen8208owever, as these studies indicate — as
well as the findings presented in this thesis +elage good reasons to be sceptical of any claims
that educational gaming is about to revolution@®sling, teaching and learning as we know it. At
the same time, there are also substantial reaedredieve that game scenarios can be used as a
relevant, meaningful and engaging design for tewrhnd learning. In summary, there is a growing
demand tempirically explore the educational use of games in ordeetete knowledge on
what actually happens when teachers and studeats$ @nd validate particular game designs. In
this way, this thesis is based on the hypothesisghme scenarios magve educational value
the knowledge production of education is reconciléth the knowledge production of games. To
explore this hypothesis, this study focuses on hgarticular game design on parliamentary
election is taught through different pedagogicarapches in order to enact domain-specific game
competencies. Consequently, my goal is also to angve following sub-questions:

1. What is the relationship between the intention$leé Power Gamand its actual use?
2. How do teachers facilitate the game scenario thraagious pedagogical approaches?
3. How are students’ game-based competencies enautechhdated?

1.6. Theoretical and analytical perspectives
In addition to Barth’s anthropology of knowledgeistthesis draws upon the three theoretical
perspectives gbragmatisminteractionismanddialogismto further explore the social phenomenon

of educational gaming. These theories all belordputhe broad umbrella of sociocultural theories
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as they emphasise how social actors of educatgaming make meaning through playing,
teaching, thinking and learning lagtively engagingvith the world, e.g. through inquiry, social
interaction and dialogue (Dysthe, 2003). Moreottegse theories also assumelational
ontology which implies that the meanings and knowledgeetspof educational gaming are not
located within the individual’'s head, but are dsited through particular patterns of relationships
between the social actors of a gaming encounteirffayer, 1997). Furthermore, a sociocultural
perspective assumes that there is no fundamentabgical difference between schooling and
gaming. Rather, the relationship between educdtexiavities and game activities represents a
continuumof practices and knowledge forms mediated by tmerounicative use of symbols and
language through social interaction. By taking thew, it becomes possible to document and
analyse how teachers’ adopt and adapt particulacagthnal game scenarios as well as understand
how the realisation of these game scenarios masti@n or support students’ active and critical
pursuit of specific learning goals. Instead of asisig that educational games “possess” a learning
potentialper se this study argues that game-based learning aliwgyiees learning about
somethinghrough domain-specific forms of knowledge prodmati

The reason for introducing the theoretical perspes of pragmatism, interactionism
and dialogism is to describe and analyse three toraptary aspects of educational gaming. Thus,
in order to understand the playful knowledgd bé Power Gamehis thesis explores the interplay
between the game scenario and the educationabtontelation to the assertions, modes of
representation and social organisation that emdrgtek five game sessions documented in this
study. More specifically, John Dewey’s pragmatisilgsophy is used to explore the assertions of
the game scenario and the social actors by focusingey notions such &xperiencginquiry, play
anddramatic rehearsa{Dewey, 1916, 1922, 1938a). Similarly, | have addpgbeorge Herbert
Mead and Erving Goffman’s interactionist perspeegito analyse the social organisation of the
game sessions by focusing on the processesdestakingandperformingin relation to the
emergingulesand interpretivéraming(Mead, 1934; Goffman, 1959, 1961a, 1974). Finahis
study also analyses the modes of representatithreafebate game through the dialogical
philosophy of Mikhail Bakhtin by addressing thedieers and studentdialogueand their
discursivepositioningghrough various forms authorityandideological voicegBakhtin, 1981,
1984a, 1986). By combining these theoretical petsges it is possible to foreground (and
background) various aspects of the teachers adérstsisocial actionswithin and across the five

game sessions documented in this study.
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In addition to the theoretical perspectives, thests also explores the game sessions
in relation to three differergnalytical perspectives a design perspective, a teacher perspective,
and a student perspective, each of which addressfoihe three sub-questions posed above.
Obviously, the design, the teaching and the plaginthe Power Gameere inextricably linked
and mutually dependent. Nevertheless, | made tiag/cal choice in order to describe three key
aspects of the game sessions that relate to tihgndasnciples used in designing and re-designing
the debate game, the teachers’ pedagogical apmeacil the students’ game competencies. By
approaching the game sessions from these analggcgpectives, this study identifies a series of
analytical themeshat are related to both the game sessions dodathbere and to broader
discussions on the educational value of game siosnar

The first analytical perspective describes thegiesise and re-design ©he Power
Gameby analysing the discrepancy between the designtions of creating a “realistic” election
scenario, the actual enactment of the game desigjthe@ response from the participating teachers
and students. As my findings indicate, the attetmgteate a realistic educational game should
ultimately be evaluated in relation to the relevan€particular game elements. This attempt to
balance the relationship between realistic gamaeahés and the relevance criteria of the
educational context is described as a questioalevant realismSimilarly, the design perspective
is used to explore the hypothesis that the rolgipipactivities ofThe Power Gameould be
combined with online media such as websites anelovdips. However, as my analysis shows, this
attempt to integrate different modes of represe@ntaasily results in interpretifeame clashes

The second analytical perspective describes the g@ssions as seen from a teacher
perspective. In order to enact and validate thetiele scenario, the five teachers had to re-define
their everyday roles as teachers and become moitigators. Moreover, the teachers attempted to
authorisethe students’ participation and the outcome ofgdume sessions. Finally, when
interviewed after the game sessions, the teachens asked tevaluatethe subject-related content
and value of the educational game. By comparinglifierent teachers’ adaptations of the same
game scenario, this chapter argues that the faghtss illustrate three different pedagogical
approaches for teaching with games. In summarggthi@ee pedagogical approaches imply
different ways of interpreting the game scenariffecent configurations of discursive authority and
different criteria for validating the students’ gasbased knowledge.

The third and final analytical perspective expldies game sessions as seen from a

student perspective. More specifically, | focustlom students who played politicians as this role
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was by far the most significant and demanding obline election scenario. In order to persuade
their classmates, the politicians had to adopt#tsate practicesf real-life politicians during an
election campaign. Thus, they had to perform tlaés in a convincing manner by keeping their
“face” and, in their own words, avoided “being heced” by their political opponents. In this way,
they had to haveocial competencia order to understand the “knowledge game” ofgssional
politics. Similarly, the politicians also positicahéhemselves in relation to the ideological voices
available in the dialogical game space. Put diffdyethe students were expected to enact
communicative competeniceorder to convince and persuade their classmiteseover, the
students also had to imagine and create hypotloestige possible consequences of presenting and
defending different key political issues within @ntext of the election scenario. The students’
creative ability to relate real and imagined knayge forms of the parliamentary election is
described as thegcenario competenc€&inally, these game competencies also point fmntant
aspects of what it means to be a competiizen

In summary, these three analytical perspectivetoexjmow the teachers and the
studentdransformedhe intentions ofrhe Power Gamwithin the context of the educational
setting. In the words of Bakhtin: “There can besnch thing as an absolutely neutral utterance”
(Bakhtin, 1986: 84). In the same way, this studyelves that there is no such thing as a neutral
design for learning and no neutral way of teacluntgarning through educational gaming, which
always involves the making of meaning at the loeaél of a particular context.

1.7. The structure of the dissertation
The dissertation comprises nine chapters. Followhegntroduction to the overall aims and
research question of the study, chapter 2 desditigaielationship between games, education and
knowledge, which are three key terms in this sti@awing upon Barth’s anthropology of
knowledge, | argue that educational gaming cartindied as the interplay between different
traditions of knowledge. Moreover, | identify a genof different game elements, which are related
to both the knowledge aspects of schooling and ggniNext, a tentative attempt is made to
categorise different types of educational gamess iBrHfollowed by a discussion of how game
labels influence the way in which game phenomeagarceived by teachers. The remainder of the
chapter discusses various aspects of how and wheggaay have educational value.

Chapter 3 introduces different aims and approatthdsbate games, which is the

game format studied in this thesis. Based uponviiré& of Bakhtin and educational researchers
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working within the area of dialogical pedagogyutlme key features of dialogical game pedagogy.
Moreover, | describe how the educational aims biatle games correspond with the overall aims of
citizenship education in relation to Danish aneiinational perspectives. Finally, the chapter
concludes by discussing the notion of competen@asiportant analytical term for understanding
how students enact particular forms of knowledgesiation to domain-specific demands when
playing games.

Chapter 4 further extends my theoretical perspeston the educational use of games
by presenting an analytical framework that can $exuto understand the meaning-making
processes of educational gaming as a dynamic Iatebgtween inquiry, interaction and discourse.
Drawing upon the work of Dewey, Mead, Goffman arakl&in, | introduce and discuss a series of
analytical concepts, which can be used to anahesé&nowledge aspects of educational gaming,
which refer to both the knowledge forms of part&zuigame scenarios and the knowledge forms
embedded in an educational context.

Chapter 5 introduces my combined methodologicat@hes of design-based
research and discourse analysis. These two apm®agpear to be incompatible as they represent
two different models of research. Thus, design-tbassearch can be seen as an engineering model
of research, while discourse analysis represengnbghtenment model of research. However, both
approaches can be reconciled through the pragnmatisin of abductive reasoning. After
discussing the methodological assumptions of ddsaged research and discourse analysis, the
chapter then moves on to the actual methods usgehierating and analysing the project’s
empirical data. The chapter concludes with a dsionsof different criteria for attaining validity —
or trustworthiness — of my analytical findings.

In the next three chapters, | present the analfiiedings of my study (cf. summary
in section 1.6). Thus, chapter 6 describes thempatig processes involved in designing, using and
re-designingrhe Power Gamwith particular emphasis on the realism and frafashes of the
game scenario. In chapter 7, | present my empifilcdings as seen from a teacher perspective by
focusing on the teachers’ pedagogical approachase§pondingly, the aim of chapter 8 is to
describe the game sessions from a student pergpégtiaddressing their debate practices and
game competencies. Each of the analytical chaptets with a summary and a series of
recommendations, which can be seen as a form at-trest practice” that requires further

exploration.
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Finally, the thesis closes with chapter 9, wheattes¢uss the validity and conclusions
of my analytical findings and describe the limibais of my research design. Moreover, | attempt to
generalise my findings in relation to the broadmpe of educational game research and outline

possibilities for future studies.

1.8. Beyond celebration

In general, educational game research has beeactbased by a strong tendency to celebrate or
hype the untapped learning potential of games. Tihisswidely believed that educational games
often represent “good” design and valuable learpimgciples, while educational systems are often
based on “bad” design and useless theories fanilepf{Gee, 2003). In my opinion, such
dichotomies are doing more harm than good for ifld 6f educational game research as they
simply reproduce the opinions that exist amongalheady converted. As Julian Sefton-Green
argues, there is a growing need for educationakgasearch to start empirically exploring the
complex and messy realities of using games withieducational context (Sefton-Green, 2006).
More to the pointif the aim of educational game research is to hayeeai influence on the
agendas of policy makers, educators and game agsign.e. by legitimising and qualifying the
educational use of games — it is time to stop bepegulative and start exploring the actual
possibilities and barriers for learning when teaghand playing games in school settings.
Hopefully, this study can be read as an importtay 81 that direction. Thus, the overall aim ofthi
study is to explore and clarify the educationalieabf game scenarios by contributing in the

following areas:

* The development of theoreticalframework for conceptualising educational gamiaga
dynamic tension between different traditions of \wiezlge. Moreover, the playful
knowledge aspects of educational gaming can bgsaths a complex interplay between
inquiry, interaction and communication.

» Adiscussion of how to combimaethodologicabpproaches for studying the educational
use of games which explore the relationship betweemesign intentions, design-in-use
and the local practices of a given educationalexdnt

» The generation of knowledge on the educationabfiggmes througkmpirical studies of
the actual process of enacting and validating iqoderr debate game within a formal
school context. More specifically, this study expbknowledge aspects of “realistic”
game design, teachers’ pedagogical approachegusehss’ game competencies.
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2. Games, knowledge and education

This chapter introduces the main object of resesrthis study, which is the process of enacting
and validating educational games. The chaptersstaittby describing game phenomena as
pragmatic entities, which make meaning in relatmhow they are enacted. The second section
then presents educational gaming as an interplayelea different traditions of knowledge, which
relate to both the educational context and padrcgame phenomena. In the third section, | further
conceptualise educational gaming by using the ttiveeretical perspectives of pragmatism,
interactionism, and dialogism to identify differeggme elements. The fourth section discusses how
educational games can be categorised in relatidiffazent configurations of game environments
and game modalities. This is exemplified in thetrs@ction, which discusses the labellingrok
Power Gamethe parliamentary elections game that forms thie m@pirical focus of this study.
The sixth section discusses how Dewey viewed gam@seaningful activities of educational value.
In the next two sections, | present contemporagngits to further develop Dewey’s assumptions.
The ninth section addresses the lack of contese@ldescriptions within educational game
research. Finally, in the last three sectionsstulks some of the reasons for teaching with games,
and how the knowledge generated from educatiomalrgarepresents a form pfayful knowledge

2.1. What is a game?

As the game-savvy reader will know, numerous didins of games exist, all of which attempt to
pin down the meaning of games. Thus, defining gaaml@se represents a form of “definition
game”. Without examining the various game defims&ian detail, | will argue that many attempts to
define games aressentialissince the definitions often assume that game phenaas such
represent particular ontologies, i.e. the “gamenhelsgames (Juul, 2003), games as systems (Salen
& Zimmerman, 2003; Klabbers, 2006), the universaégories of game types (Caillois, 1961),
games as multimodal texts (Burn et al., 2006), gaaseaesthetic phenomena (Aarseth, 2003),
games as rhetorical expressions (Frasca, 200@meg as “magic circles” (Huizinga, 1950).
Instead of playing the definition game and tryingcbme up with yet another essential quality of
games, this thesis fundamentally agrees with Witggn, who argues that the representational
limits of languagemakes it impossible to arrive at an universalrdegéin of games:
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§ 66
Consider for example the proceedings that we galhfes”. | mean board-games, card-games, ball-
games, Olympic games, and so on. What is commtreto all? — Don'‘t say: “Thenmustbe
something common, or they would not be called ‘gsitrebut look and se@vhether there is anything
common to all. — For if you look at them you withtreee something that is commorath but
similarities, relationships, and a whole seriethein at that. To repeat: don’t think, but look! edk
for example at board-games, with their multifarioelgtionships. Now pass to card-games; here you
find many correspondences with the first group,rhahy common features drop out, and others
appear. When we pass next to ball-games, muclstbatmmon is retained, but much is lost. — Are
they all ‘amusing? Compare chess with noughts@nodses. Or is there always winning and losing, or
competition between players? Think of patiencéadh games there is winning and losing; but when a
child throws his ball at the wall and catches #iagthis feature has disappeared. Look at thes part
played by skill and luck; and at the differencevastn skill in chess and skill in tennis. Think nofv
games like ring-a-ring-a-roses; here is the elem&amusement, but how many other characteristic
features have disappeared! And we can go througimtmy, many other groups of games in the same
way; can see how similarities crop up and disappear

And the result of this examination is: &= a complicated network of similarities overlagp

and criss-crossing: sometimes overall similaritssnetimes similarities of detail.

§ 67
I can think of no better expression to charactettiese similarities than “family resemblances”; thoa
various resemblances between members of a faniilg,eatures, colour of eyes, gait, temperament,

etc. etc. overlap and criss-cross in the same wawynd | shall say: ‘games’ form a family.

(Wittgenstein, 1958; §66-67)

By using games as an example, Wittgenstein briliiahustrates how language consists of
relationships between various “family resemblancBsised upon their prior experience, human
beings are able to recognise particular games hasvthe difference between various types of
games. However, even though individuals are abtedognisethe meanings of words, faces in a
crowd and the characteristics of chess, solitamecer etcthis does not imply the abilitp
accurately describe or define these particular phraena In this way, Wittgenstein uses the
problem of defining games as an illustration of yeresentational limits of language. A further
illustration is the overlap between “play” and “geihphenomena. Thus, in English and
Scandinavian languages, separate words exist toibeplay (eg) and gamesspil), but in other
languages such as German and French, the vé&meésandjeu both refer to plagynd game
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phenomena (Caillois, 1961)Consequently, this thesis makes no fundamentahdi®n between
the terms playing and gaming as they clearly regriesverlapping phenomena.

Even though it is futile to create a universal gatagnition, Wittgenstein’s point is
not that we should stop trying to define or underdtgames. Hence in this thesis, educational game
scenarios are defined as pragméateans”, which are intended to heedfor educational “ends”
(Dewey, 1916). Moreover, educational games areasoeptualised as “world-building activities”
and “dialogical spaces” which imply that game scesashould be analysed and interpreted in
relation to how they are actualypactedoy game participants within particular educational
contexts (Goffman, 1961a; Wegerif, 2007).

2.2. Games and knowledge
One of the core assumptions of this thesis iskhatvledgeplays a key role when trying to
understand the objectives, processes and outcdneelsicational gaming — both as a theoretical
and an empirical-analytical concept. Thus, learnimgugh games always implies learning about
somethingGee, 2003). The knowledge aspects of educatiaraligg are multidimensional as they
simultaneously refer to the intended knowledge gjoék particular game scenario, the prior
knowledge of the involved teacher and game pa#ditiy the actual process of producing
knowledge within the educational game contextjnisétutionalised knowledge criteria of the
school curricula etc. Drawing upon the work of Feeck Barth, the knowledge dimensions of
educational gaming can be understood through aht@pology of knowledge” (Barth, 2002).
According to Barth, all cultures and societies @estituted by a wide range of
differentknowledge traditionswhich can be analysed in relation to three “facesaspects” of
knowledge. Thus, any tradition of knowledge invalaesubstantive corpus of assertions and ideas
about aspects of the worlohodes of representatipanda social organisatior{Barth, 2002: 3f).
Barth uses this generic framework to describe titmwedge traditions of the Baktamans in New
Guinea, people living in North Bali and the acadesmvironment of British universities. Similarly,
the world of social studies classrooms in Danigiegal upper secondary education which forms

the empirical context of this study also represarttadition of knowledge. Thus, social studies

8 Similar to games, play phenomena are also notsiialifficult to define. Thus, Johnson et al. argjtieat theDxford
English Dictionarycontains 1164ic] different definitions of play (Johnson et al.,.999.

° Barth defineknowledgeas “what a person employs to interpret and achupe world”, which both involves feelings
(attitudes), information, embodied skills as walh@rbal taxonomies and concepts (Barth, 200ZFHi¥. holistic
definition is quite similar to Dewey’s pragmatistnception of knowledge, which is also based uperintdividual’'s
active experience of the world and the social i@tship to others (Dewey, 1916; Biesta & Burbul3)3).
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education is based on a serieasfgertionson the content, goals and social value of teacanty
learning defined by a national curriculum as wesltlze social actors within the field. In order to
accomplish these goals, upper secondary teachérstaaients have access to a broad repertoire of
different symbolically mediateaesourcedor learning, i.e. spoken and written forms of
communication, tables, blackboards, textbooks, ederp, overhead projectors, pens and paper etc.
Moreover, the same teachers and students are riyutesphonsible for theocial organisatiorof
different pedagogical practices such as classrastnuction, project-based work forms, group
presentations, exams etc. Following Barth, thessettfaces of knowledge” are interconnected as
theymutually determin@ach other in “the particulars of action, in evevgnt of the application of
knowledge, in every transaction in knowledge, iarg\performance” (Barth, 2002: 3). Finally,

each tradition of knowledge generates specifidéaa of validity for knowledge about the world”
(Barth, 2002: 1). In this sense, the upper secgngachers and students in this study related the
knowledge aspects of educational gaming to motessrexplicit criteria for determining which
forms of knowledgeountedand which ones didot countwithin the educational context.

Following Barth, the game researcher Jan Klablrgrses that individuajamesalso
represent particular traditions of knowledge (Kleks) 2006: 8f). Thus, games are based upon a
series of assertions, which implies different fowhsausality, taxonomies, concepts and rules on
how to interpret and act within a particular ganwld. Like upper secondary education, games
also require a series of different modes of reprag®n available to the game participants, i.e.
pieces in a board game, written hand-outs for exptdying game, the multimodal interfaces of
computer games etc. Moreover, games are pldyedgh particular forms of social organisation as
when participants gather around a board game eracit with each other through online media.
Finally, games also generate specific criteriavedidating the generated knowledge — often in
relation to assessable outcomes such as winniimgglos more differentiated point systems.

Even though educational institutions and game pimema both can be described as
knowledge traditions, they are often perceivedaasworlds apart. Formal education as we know it
today is widely regarded as a “serious” activithereas games are often categorised as a “fun”
pastime (Shaffer, 2006). In this way, educatiomainments and game phenomena represent
quite different criteria for validatingnowledge. The potential tension between theseraifit
validity criteria is particularly relevant when diging the educational use of game scenarios. Thus,
an important aim of this thesists explore the interplay of validity criteria betareeducational

contexts and game scenarios, i.e. how they ovebkegome integrated and/or mutually exclude
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each otherMore specifically, this study explores how a pardar debate game on parliamentary
elections was enacted within the context of satiadies in Danish upper secondary education. On
the one hand, the election scenaridbé& Power Gamenabled teachers and students to playfully
engage with political ideologies and particular atelpractices in order to acquire knowledge
intended to be “valid” in relation to the socialdtes curriculum. On the other hand, the knowledge
tradition and pedagogical practices of upper seagnelducation did not offer specific criteria for
validatingthe generated knowledge of the election scenadoeducational games as such. In this
sense, the enactmentTfie Power Gameepresented an ambivalent formpbdyful knowledge
which, quoting the teachers and students in thidystwas simultaneously “serious” and
“entertaining” as well as “relevant” and “superéi Thus, by drawing upon Barth’s anthropology
of knowledge, it is possibl® explore educational gaming as emerplay between different
knowledge traditionsthe everyday lifeworld of educational settings #melworld-building

activities of game encounters (Schiitz, 1964; Gofiri®61a).

2.3. Conceptualising educational gaming

According to Klabbers, Barth’s analytical framewadn be used to study how “meaning is
constructed, transmitted and applied in socialsaation” when playing games (Klabbers, 2006:
71). However, Klabbers’ own framework for undersliag games is primarily based upon social
systems theory. Thus, he claims that “games afalsystems” and also “models of social
systems” (Klabbers, 2006: 81-82). | agree with Kiats that games both represesal and
imaginedactivities and that there is a crucial differebeéween being a participaintand a
facilitator of game scenarios. Still, Klabbers’ use of sociatesys theory offers no detailed
analyses of how actual game scenarios are engcsed.

In order to map, describe and analyse the meanaidgnag processes of educational
gaming, this study is based upon the interdiscplirapproach of sociocultural theory (Dysthe,
2003)° More specifically, this thesis combines the thieretical and analytical perspectives of
pragmatism(Dewey, 1916)interactionism(Mead, 1934; Goffman, 1959, 1961a, 1974), and
dialogism(Bakhtin, 1981, 1986). These perspectives areesitiitbed in more detail in chapter 4,
which presents a theoretical and analytical moalelhderstanding the practices and meaning-

making processes of educational gaming dgnamic interplay between inquiry, interactiand

19| am well aware that the term sociocultural theiomplves several different connotations and resesmditions. In
this study, it mainly refers to a relational andhtext-sensitive understanding of the meaning-magimngesses and
practices of educational gaming, cf. chapter 4.
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communicationFor now, | will briefly introduce how the threergpectives can be used to
conceptualise the differekhowledge aspects educational gaming presented above. Thus, |
assume that the perspectives of pragmatism, irtenggm and dialogism are congruent with
Barth’s three faces of knowledge (assertions, socgmnisation, and modes of representation).

According to the pragmatist philosophy of John Dgwiee meaning-making
processes of learning, thinking, deliberating, playing games all involvaaquiry as social actors
must be able question and explore situated probiemsier to construct and reconstruct different
aspects of knowledge (Dewey, 1916). For Deweyptiteomes or “warranted assertions” of an
inquiry arecontingentas they — in principle — are constantly open to meywiries (Dewey, 1938a:
9). In this way, no final criteria exist for valitiag knowledge. Moreover, the process of inquiry is
holistic as it both involves logical thinking anckative imagination as well as individual and sbcia
dimensions. Dewey also describes the process afrings a “dramatic rehearsal” of “various
competing possible lines of action”, which refeyghe tension between acts “tried out in
imagination” and actual events (Dewey, 1922: 13ZF8)s means that educational games represent
problem-based scenari@s they allow participants to actively imagineplexe and project the
problems, knowledge aspects and contingent outcofmeparticular game world in relation to
real-world phenomena. By combining Barth and Dewg@grspectives, the assertions of
educational game scenarios can also be describEaisiemological modelatended (designed) to
be realised through meaningful interaction — batreiation to a teacher perspective (facilitation)
and a student perspective (participation).

Arguing along similar lines, the interactionist gectives offered by Erving Goffman
and George Herbert Mead describe and illuminatsdo&&l organisatiorof educational games.
Mead assumes that the self is developed socialbdopting and playing with roles in relation to a
“generalized other” (Mead, 1934: 154). Thus, inesrtb learn from educational games, students
must be able to relate their roles to a more géisetaperspective, i.e. that of a politician. Rartl
building upon Mead, Goffman’s dramaturgical socl@ssumes that individuals “perform” and
present themselves through different forms of “ieggiton management”, i.e. in order to avoid
losing “face” as a professional politician (Goffmd®59). Moreover, Goffman analyses games as
“focused gatherings” where game participants apeeted to mutually sustain the rules and
validate the on-going social interaction in relatto the interpretive “frames” of a particular game
encounter (Goffman, 1961a, 1974). In this way,drexess of playing games — and educational

gaming in particular — cannot be reduced to aniertgelf since game encounters are always open
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to the possibility that exterior issues may transféthe meaning of the game. Seen from this
interactionist perspective, the social organisatibaducational gamingepresents an on-going
negotiation betweeaveryday teacher-student rolasd theassigned rolesf a particular game
scenario.

Finally, Barth’s focus on communicative knowledga be further developed through
the dialogical philosophy of Mikhail Bakhtin. Acabing to Bakhtin, human communication is
dialogicalin the sense that it presupposes mutual undersiguadid responsiveness (Bakhtin,
1981). Furthermore, Bakhtin assumes that we alwagsmunicate through variogpeech genres
where speakers and listenpasitionthemselves in relation to different aspects oénaftiality,
expressivity and addressivity, i.e. the semantantent” of political ideologies, the expressive
language of political discourse, and modes of aghilng an audience in a parliamentary debate
(Bakhtin, 1986). Thus, educational games challeéhgspeaker-hearer relationshifzf an
educational setting as teachers and students peetexl to position themselves in relation to the
particular speech genres, ideological voices andate& resources of a given game scenario. In this
way, educational games are able to crdatkmgical spacegWegerif, 2007) involving both
ideological tensions and discursive criteria foideting the knowledge communicated between the
game participants.

As this brief introduction suggests, the threespectives of pragmatism,
interactionism, and dialogism provide a seriesnaflgtical concepts that can be used to describe
and understand how educational game®aeetedandvalidatedwithin particular educational
contexts. Instead of defining what ganaes (the “essence” of games), these perspectives can be
used to describe throcessof gaming as a complex interplay between diffegarhe elements.
Based upon the perspectives presented above, genermena first of all represgmioblem-based
scenariogor epistemological models) which are realiseceiation to particulagoals, rules,
contingent outcomes, roles, resources, and dialdgipacesThese different game elements are

summarised in Figure 2.1 below in relation to Barthree aspects of knowledge:
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Knowledge aspect: Assertions
¢ Problem-based scenarios: Game scenarios require exploration of a specific problem, where
something is “at stake” — i.e. through as-if narratives or conflicts between opposing interests.
e Goals: Game participants must pursue goals, which may be narrowly defined (i.e. winning a game of
chess) or more broadly defined (i.e. performing in a role-playing game).
¢ Rules: The pursuit of game goals is defined by rules (causality), which may be more or less fixed.
« Contingent outcomes: The outcomes of games are neither fully predictable nor completely random,

but must be validated according to game-specific criteria such as winning/losing or scoring points.

Knowledge aspect: Social organisation
¢ Roles: The social organisation of a game encounter is staged by assigning roles to participants, which
frame the norms and expectations of the game-based interaction — both in relation to the participants’

everyday roles and the generalised perspective of the assigned roles.

Knowledge aspect: Modes of representation
* Resources: Game designs involve different resources such as particular media (i.e. computer screen,
board, paper), artefacts (i.e. game pieces, props), and modalities (i.e. speaking, writing, listening).

« Dialogue: When playing a game, participants engage in mutually responsive communication and

position themselves in relation to the available speech genres of the dialogical game space.

Figure 2.1: Summary of game elements in relatiodifferent aspects of knowledge.

This working definition of game elements can bslied out with the classic example of chess. In
chess, th@roblem-based scenariepresents an abstract battle between two oppo(itack”

and “white”), who must fulfil theyoal of winning the game by defeating each other. Taone by
moving the different pieces on the boarespurce¥ according to the specifitiles of the game.
Thus, the two players are giverlesas abstract enemies who must try to predict antt@lahe
contingent outcomes a given game session. The spoken communicegioften restricted to brief
utterances. However, tltgalogical spaceof chess various tremendously depending on whétieer
played among friends, in a professional competitayrin an online environment, where game
participants are unable to see each other, but@amunicate through a chat feature. Similarly, my
description of game elements is intended to inchlbef the ever-mutating variety of game formats
—including card games, table-top role-playing gsymneulti-player online computer games, single-
player transportable games, debate games etc.efiomthe, this working definition makes no sharp
distinction between “play” and “game” elements, Bssumes that games involve playful activities,
just as play activities involve game elements (S&@&immerman, 2003). Thus, games represent
pragmatic entities that only become meaningfuklation to how they are actualyactedand

validated
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2.4. Educational game configurations
Several studies have addressed how game phenomgeviawsed quite differently when played for
“fun” and when played within a formal school seagtifsefton-Green, 2006). This means that
educational gaming involves a potential “frame lelasetween the informal expectations of leisure
culture and the formal norms and expectations lodslkcculture. Thus, | will make an important
distinction betweeiteisure gamesandeducational gamess this study only focuses on the latter.
One of the crucial differences is that ti@alsof leisure games differ markedly from educational
games as the latter addresses formal learningtolgsavithin an educational context. In this way,
an educational game can be defined pragmaticaiyyggame desigmith explicit educational
goals that are intended to support processes ahieg and learningdsee also Hanghgj, 2007).

Due to the plethora of game phenomena (i.e. boamtkg, online role-playing games,
debate games etc.), it is difficult to providgeneraldescription of educational games. The
problems involved with establishing a common vodatyuor taxonomy may explain why game
research and educational game research suffersaftemdency to create research “ghettoes” in
relation to particular games types (Harr et al80A number of attempts exist to define, classify
and promote particulayametypesin relation to their assumed learning potentiats,‘igood” video
games (Gee, 2003), simulations (Klabbers, 200€yjdas” computer games (Egenfeldt-Nielsen,
2005), epistemic games (Shaffer, 2006) etc. Howesemm from a sociocultural perspective, any
type of learning resource — including differentagmf educational games — will batbnstrainand
afford opportunities for teaching and learning in relatio particular goals and situated activities
(Wertsch, 1991). This means that it is impossiblddtermine in advance whether a particular game
type is able to fulfil an intended “learning poteit

In contrast to textbooks, which represent the damihearning resource in Danish
upper secondary education (Olsen, 2005), | argatethie most important characteristic of
educational games is that they represent intesti®narioswhich allow participants to actively
explore different aspects of knowledge in relato@ particular probler(cf. section 2.3).
Obviously, educational game scenarios may be dedigna number of different ways with respect
to different game formats, genres, media, and niteka(Salen & Zimmerman, 2003; Klabbers,
2006; Burn et al.2006; Apperly, 2006). Thus, a game scenario origradntary elections may be
designed as a strategy board gaBiedtion), an online single-player strategy garReyer
Politics), an online multi-player debate gant@dgbal Island, a dramaturgical role-playing game
(In the Service of the Stater as an ICT-supported debate gaifiee(Power GanjeWithout going
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into detail, these five game titles all share a gmn attempt to simulate the knowledge aspects of
an election scenario. At the same time, they remteguite differentonfigurationsof game

formats (board game, computer game, live role-plggine genres (strategy, role-playing,
parliamentary debate), game media (board, comguateen, paper) and game modalities (audio-
visual game interaction, written/spoken forms ofglaage, dramaturgical performances etc.).

One of the hypotheses that guided the design iet¢ians of study was to explore
how computer media could be used to support a ganparliamentary elections (cf. chapters 5 and
6). By blendinganalogue game formats (role-playing/debate aasjitwith various forms of online
resources, | assumed it was possible to createna gavironment that afforded a broad range of
relevant game modalities (i.e. reading, speakinging, performing etc.). Thus, when designing
The Power Gamed analysed how different game formats could mdedwith computer media in
order to create different configurations in terrhembodiedsersusnterfacemodalities and
classroom-basedersugpervasivegame environments (Hanghgj, 2007). A tentative nfapese
different game configurations is presented in tlarix below — see figure 2.2.

Classroom-based environment

“serious games”
edutainment
simulations
board games

ICT-supported games
role-playing games
debate games

Interface Embodied
modalities modalities

mobile games playwear
online games exertainment

Pervasignvironment

Figure 2.2: Map of different game configurationslafsted from Hanghgj, 2007: 154.
Obviously, this map only represents an idealisezhview of how the different game configurations

areintendedto be played, and not how they are actually redli&ur the purpose of this study, |
was mainly interested in classroom-based gamesnyalved embodied modalities and only used
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ICTs tosupportgame activities — cf. upper right quadrant inrttnegp above. Thus, in contrast to
educational computer games (i.e. “serious” gamdsedntainment) where the computer interface is
intended to form the main locus of game interacti®T-supported games only use computer
media to afforisomeaspects of the game activities.

This focus can be illustrated with the ICT-supporeelucational role-playing game
Homicide(Drabssag/Melved where secondary school students play crime trgagsrs and use
science to solve a murder committed in the fictiliage Melved (Magnussen, 2008). The activities
of the week-long game session take place in classsettings where students conduct hands-on
experiments and problem-solving within the narafiame of the role-play scenario. From time to
time the students must consult the game websitev$ designed as a “desktop” for a crime
investigator that includes a map, glossary of telansd video recordings of interrogated suspects
that can be played upon request by the studenéspdimt here is that the computer is only used for
the meaningfusupportof tasks that are relevant for exploring the gacenario. Similarly, this
study is based on a series of design interventigtiisa classroom-based election scenario where
the students were mainly intended to use the coenfort analysing video clips in relation to their

roles and for finding relevant and updated infoiorabn the political parties (cf. chapter 6).

2.5. Labelling The Power Game
After defining and categorising educational ganhesll now describeThe Power Gamas a
particular gameype since this particular game scenario forms the eongpifocal point of this
study. The main design hypotheses behind the gasigrdwas based on an attempt to create a
“realistic” election scenario (cf. chapter 6). mstway,ThePower Gamescenario tries to imitate
important aspects of a real-life Danish parliamgnékection. Roughly speaking, the game scenario
is divided into ten phases: 1) teacher introdugt®)rexit poll, 3) distribution of roles, 4)
preparation phase and web research on politiciiepab) presentations and questions, 6)
negotiation phase, 7) debate, 8) voting, 9) cautsiih of new government, and 10) discussion of
game outcome. This attempt to create a “realistesign resulted in a rather complex game
scenario with many different game phases and @iesviConsequently, it was difficult to labEhe
Power Gameand | alternately described the election scerasia “mock election”, a “simulation”,
and a “role-play”, before eventually settling oe tierm “debate game”.

The challenge of labelling the games is not meaatyatter of playing a “language

game” in relation to the idiosyncratic preferenoégame designers and game researchers (cf.
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section 2.1.). Thus, thect of labelling a game reflects the particular inten§ and knowledge

aspects that are communicated to potential usergeachers and students. Often games — including
educational games — are categorised accordingiorépresentationatjualities, i.e. on the basis of
their aesthetic appeal, instead of how they angadlgtenacted and experienced by game
participants (Apperly, 2006). However, since theslistic” game design dthe Power Gameas

rather complex, and | was unable to actually pheeygame prior to undertaking my empirical

studies, it was rather difficult to find an apprape label for communicating the election scentio
the participating teachers and students in thidystcf. chapters 5 and 6).

Obviously, the election scenario could have beesgnted as mock electionwhich
is a rather familiar activity in upper secondarii@als, particularly prior to upcoming municipal or
parliamentary elections (Holck, 2005; Bgrhaug, 30B®wever, these mock elections are often
based on teacher initiatives, and they are largielyed as “events” arranged at a local level rather
than actual learning resources. In this way, it doe difficult to use this label farhe Power
Game which was supposed to be distributed as a legm@source through my collaboration with
DR Education — cf. chapter 6. Another possibilitgsao label the election scenario asrmulation
which is a relatively common type of learning reseuwithin social studies in Danish upper
secondary education — cf. the financial simulafitle Economic Advisory Gariéismandsspillgt
which is frequently used to teach financial poliogking. However, the term simulation often
denotes a “system” with quantifiable outcomes, tuede rationalistic and “scientific” connotations
could over-emphasise the voting procedures of ldmtien scenarid’ Thus, even though this label
might appeal to a lot of social studies teachémpuld also make it difficult to recognise the
ideological, rhetorical and communicative aspetthe election scenario.

As a compromiselhe Power Gamwas termed aole-play since the election scenario
required the students to adopt and perform difterales. Still, this label was also problematic as
“role-playing” often evokes drama pedagogical cdations (Braanaas, 1998). One teacher Poul,
for example, initially abstained from participatimgthis study as he was “too shy” to teach through
role-playing [GS 5, field notes]. However, afteadeing about the election scenario from his
colleagues, Poul contacted me to arrange a gara®seburing the game session and in the post-

game interviews, it was clear that Poul was primanterested in the “simulation” aspects of the

™ For more than thirty-five years, the design anel efssimulations have been widely discussed irpter-reviewed
Journal of Simulation & Gamingvhich mainly focuses on organisational learnirgy,the use of simulations in relation
to business schools, urban planning, military trejretc. Currently, little dialogue exists betwehis research
community and researchers describing the use afaidmal game formats in a formal school settintafi¥ers, 2006).
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election scenario such as the negotiation and g@irases. Furthermore, he claimed that many
social studies teachers would associate the tesha-frlay” with a rather “superficial” form of
teaching and learning [GS 5, teacher interviewhilirly, other teachers emphasised how role-
playing was supposed to be “entertaining” in relatio the more “serious” or “academic” activities
of everyday teaching and learning (cf. chapter 7).

As this brief example shows, the act of labellidg@ational games is important in
relation to teachers’ genre-specific norms and etgti®ns. Teachers act as competgaie keepers
when deciding whether a particular educational garaeany other form of learning resource —
should be adopted and adapted for classroom caeni@gtiire et al., 2003). In this way, a game
label may either invite or prevent teachers fromgis particular game scenario. Second, and more
importantly in relation to the aim of this studgetactualiseof a given game also reflects genre-
specific preferences and expectations in relatiaedchers and students’ existing pedagogical
practices. Following Bakhtin’s dialogical perspeetiany form of teaching represents particular
speech genres that are related to subject-spgodils and teaching traditions (Bakhtin, 1986;
Ongstad, 2004). Thus, this genre theoretical petsgeclaims that “you cannot not use genres”
(Herlitz et al., 2007: 126). Similarly, upper sedary social studies is a school subject consisifng
a range of subject-specific genres such as “sagyd)dpolitics”, “economy” and “international
politics”, and more general speech genres suchrgsifhnentation” and “empirical investigations”
(Danish Ministry of Education, 2005a). In this wélye label of a particular educational game
inevitably addresses different speech genres adifiegent subjects and curricula, which again
will appeal to different teachers’ individual pregaces and pedagogical practices.

Based on my observations of hdlwe Power Gameas enacted as well as my post-
game interviews with teachers and students, itab&sous that the most significant activities of the
election scenario were the studemsbate practiced.e. the ways in which the students had to
prepare key political issues and ideological posgito be presented, questioned, debated and
defended in front of their classmates (cf. chapdesiad 8). Thus, after analysing the empirical data
from five successive game sessions, | have re-pbnaksed and re-labelled the game scenario as a
debate gamédebatspi). Obviously, this does not mean tAdte Power Gamean no longer be
described, used or interpreted as a mock eleaisimulation, or a role-play. In fact, it makes doo
sense to understafithe Power Gameia all of these labels as they all emphasise itapbiaspects
of the election scenario, i.e. the simulation aing procedures, the realistic intentions of the

election scenario and dramaturgical aspects ddtilents’ creative performances. However, for
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the purpose of this study, | focus mainly on thbale phases and debate activities of the game
scenario”? The term “debate game” thus emphasises two aspEtise Power GameFirst of all,

the primary activity of the election scenario tutroit to be the studentdébatepractices, which

often centred on the role of the politicians. Setdhe debate scenario was staged genae as it
involved particular goals, rules, contingent outesnroles, resources within the dialogical space of
parliamentary debate.

Within the context of Danish upper secondary edanathe neologism “debate
game” is rarely usetf However, various sources indicate that there exisimber of educational
games, some of which are based on how debatetastivicf. links on the EMt, articles and
advertisements in the magazine for upper secorstdngolteachersGymnasieskolgras well as
the social studies teachers’ journ@a(nfundsfagsnytThus, it is reasonable to assume that various
debate gameare being used in Danish schools according to indizideachers’ specific
preferences, goals and interests. This claim caupported by the fact that role-playing and
simulations are recommended in the official teachrdelines for the social studies curriculum
(Danish Ministry of Education, 2005b). Still, thasevery limited documentation on how debate
games are enacted within a Danish educational xoftk Brund & Christensen, 2008).

When using the term debate game, | am fully awaaea number of different debate
game formats exist outside a Danish school congsyiecially in relation to Anglo-American
debate cultures. On a global scale, the most widagppdebate game format is probably “adversarial
debate” (often synonymous with “policy debate” mngly “debate”/"debating”), where opposing
teams debate the pros and cons of a particulartedseresolved (Fine, 2001; Snider & Schnurer,
2006). However, as a pedagogical method and andigorm of communication, debate games can
be traced as far back as the debate cultures adrdar@reece, China and India. The Greek sophist
Protagoras (ca. 490-420 BC), who is often charesetgras “the father of debate”, was the first to
arrange debate contests and use debate formatsashing method. Furthermore, Protagoras
famously claimed that there are always “two sidesvery question”, which implies a critical
method for exploring uncertainties in relation tiedtent sides of an argument (Laertius Diogenes,

2000: 463). Protagoras’ “two sided” approach toalelvepresents a contrast to Plato’s universalist

2 Throughout the dissertation, | mostly refeiTtee Power Gamas a debate game, but from time to time, | will
emphasise other aspects of the election scenaiagple-playing, negotiating or voting.

13 A notable exception is the debate gaBmnfrontation(Konfrontatior), which has been specifically designed for
Danish upper secondary educatiamiv.konfrontation.nit

4 The EMUis a government-sponsored online resource for tegehaterials yww.emu.d§.
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assumption of reason as something that can baeditéinrough dialectical reasoning (Billig, 1996;
Tindale, 2004).

A number of other debate formats and genres egtlbs adversarial debalde
Power Gamefor exampledoes not facilitate adversarial debate but raplagliamentary debate
because it builds upon the shared ground rulespeech genres of professional political discourse
in relation to a Danish election campaign (Mer@®95; cf. chapter 6). Thus, instead of limiting
debate games to a particular debate format, | defabate games broadlystaged debates where
participants have to represent, present and debatmus ideological positions according to

knowledge-specific criteria for validation withind dialogical game space.

2.6. Meaningful play

In order to explore how educational games (inclgalebate games) are enacted, | will now discuss
some of the assumptions abautyto teach with games. It is a commonsensical nahahgames

— and educational games — are or should be “funivéver, according to Dewey’s pragmatist

perspective, play and games primarily repressgdningfulactivities. Thus, play has

...an end in the sense of a directing idea whichgpant to the successive acts. Persons who péay ar
not just doing something (pure physical movemehdy aretrying to do or effect something, an
attitude that involves anticipatory forecasts wtstimulate their present responses. The anticipated
result, however, is rather a subsequent actiontti@production of a specific change in things.

Consequently play is free, plastic (Dewey, 1916)21

From this perspective, the educational value of plad games is based on a meaningful
exploration of particular scenarios, both of whictiolve creative imagination and real-world
experiences. In this way, play activities (as vaslloccupational activities) represent an antidmte t
“passive” forms of teaching and learning:

Why is it, in spite of the fact that teaching byupiag in, learning by a passive absorption, are

universally condemned, that they are still so extthed in practice? That education is not an afifir

“telling” and being told, but an active and constive processis a principle almost as generally

violated in practice as conceded in theory. Isthistdeplorable situation due to the fact that the
doctrine is itself merely told? It is preachedsitectured,; it is written about. But its enactmino

practice requires that the school environment hegpped with agencies for doing, with tools and

physical materials, to an extent rarely attai(ledwey, 1916: 43-44; my emphasis).
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Consequently, educational institutions should e sbsupport studentsctiveconstruction of
knowledge, which involves both the design of paitic learning environments and the use of
relevant learning resources — such as the eduetige of play and game activities.

Much has been said and written about the eductise of games since Dewey
publishedDemocracy and Educatianore than ninety years ago. Still, | would argust bewey’s
central assumption is still valid, namely that gasnenarios can be ustxcreate meaningful
contexts for the exploration of particular problearsd knowledge aspects in contrast to passive
forms of teaching and learnin@hus, educational game research is often directigdirectly
indebted to Dewey’s pragmatist theory of inquirgéa and experience-based learning (cf. Gee,
2003; Barab & Squire, 2004; Shaffer, 2006). Atshee time, these researchers also represent
valuable attempts to develop new analytical franté&s/that can provide more specific descriptions

of educational gaming in a contemporary educatiooatext.

2.7. Semiotic domains

As his title suggests, Gee’s influential bowkhat Video Games Have to Teach Us about Learning
and Literacy is both a praise of the learning principles afea games and a critique of
contemporary schooling. Video games require airgittig of what Gee terms the “bad” dominant
theories of learning and knowledge production imosds and school subjects. Instead, Gee argues
that “good video games” are able to facilitate¢lsentials of future education, namely “producer-
like learning and knowledge, but in a reflectivel amitical way” (Gee, 2003: 16). Similar to Barth,
Gee is interested in the way knowledge is prodacetivalidated (Barth, 2002; cf. section 2.2).
Thus, he introduces the concepimiotic domais, whichis defined as “any set of practices that
recruits one or more modalities (e.g. oral or writtanguage, images, equations, symbols, sounds,
gestures, graphs, artefacts, and so forth) to camoate distinct types of meaning” (Gee, 2003:18).
Semiotic domains exist on many different discursexesls, such as in playing games or “doing”
social studies. Furthermore, Gee claims that samgpédénds to institutionalise various forms of
knowledge as “intellectual domains”. Thus, thera fsndamental dichotomy between the learning
processes that takes place in a formal schoohgedtid informal learning activities outside school,
i.e. playing video games. He characterises thisadamy between semiotic domains and
intellectual domains ake problem of content:
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The problem of content is, | believe, based on comattitudes towards school, schooling, learning,
and knowledge. These attitudes are compellingaih pecause they are so deeply rooted in the kistor
of Western thought, but nonetheless, | think theyverong. The idea is this: Important knowledge
(now usually gained in school) is content in thesgeof information rooted in, or, at least, roaizd
intellectual domains of academic disciplines likg/gics, history, art, or literature. Work that does
involve such learning is ‘meaningless.’ Activitiggt are entertaining but that themselves do not
involve such learning are just ‘meaningless pl&f.tourse, video games fall into this category (Gee
2003: 20-21).

The core argument of Gee’s critique is that ceritatiellectual domains rooted in academic life at
universities gain the power to define what knowkedg and this process marginalises valuable
meaning-making practices found in other semiotimdims. However, academic disciplines are not
founded on “content” in terms of facts and prineglbut on knowledge production through “a
lived and historical changing set of distinctiveisbpractices” (Gee, 2003: 21).

Gee’s theory of semiotic domains is somewhat simd Barth’s “tradition of
knowledge” (Barth, 2002). However, in contrast @rtB’'s anthropological perspective, Gee’s
theoretical framework is inspired more by sociolirsgics, critical discourse analysis and social
semiotics which emphasise the ways in which knogdeid created and communicated through
variousdiscursive practicefGee, 2005a). Thus, the parliamentary electionaoenf The Power
Gamecan be analysed as a semiotic domain that referetsemiotic domains of both professional
politics and social studies education. Hence, Hrégmentary election ithe Power Game
addresses both the discursive practices carrietyorgal-life politicians and the discursive
practicesof teaching and learning within an educational eghtHowever, educational games only
play a marginal role within “the intellectual domabf academic studies in and of social studies,
and they do not play an important role in the teagipractice of social studies. In this way,
teaching with games may easily be dismissed as therebelonging to a semiotic domain outside
the “serious” school context. Consequently, edocati gaming is highly dependent on the ways in
which particular game designs gain recognition fsiodents, teachers and educational policy-

makers agegitimatelearning resources.

2.8. Epistemic frames
Writing from a slightly different perspective, DawVilliamson Shaffer makes similar points about
how educational games allow students to adopt mgarisocial practices (Shaffer, 2004, 2006).

Like Gee, Shaffer also echoes Dewey’s criticisrfpafssive” education. But where Gee uses his
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sociolinguistic background to identify the thirtie$sic] learning principles of video games, Shaffer
is more inspired by the work of Donald Schon, wiesatibes how “reflective practioners” learn to
think in action and learn to do so through theafessional experiences (Schén, 1987). Thus,
professionals (i.e. doctors, nurses, designersyese as people who make links between knowing
and doing through specialised forms of reflectivacfice. Schon further describes how
professionals develop the ability to reflect-intaitin the professionadracticum i.e. through
internships or training to become a nurse. Thovadllearners to act as professionals in a
supervised setting and then reflect on the resfliseir actions with peers and mentors.

For Shaffer, it is not only professionals who bérfedbm participating in a practicum;
students can also benefit from learning througldikgnctiveepistemologiesf professional
practices, which represent “ways of knowing and svafydeciding what is worth knowing”
(Shaffer, 2004: 1403)n this way, Shaffer assumes that Schon’s theofgdgsential to all complex
learning: cognitive, practical, and civic” (Shaff@004: 1403). Here, Shaffer is not only referriag
Schon but also to Dewey, who believed that thettoahl organisation of knowledge was
misaligned with the social and cultural realitiéshe industrial era (Dewey, 1916). Thus, Shaffer
views the epistemologies of professional practérsras a “powerful model” for changing
education in the post-industrial era by develogeaahnology-based learning environments for
middle and high school students (Shaffer, 20043148haffer exemplifies this claim by referring
to his own on-going design and research projé&gsher’s WorlgdThePandora Projectand
Science.netin all these projects, students are supposedéytabdearn by participating in learning
environments modelled on the practices and epidtagies of professional practitioners. Thus,
students are able to learn about basic conceptanaformational geometry through graphic design
activities in a computer-aided design studtsc¢her’s Worlgl, human immunobiology and
biomedical ethics through computer-supported nagoti modelled on exercises similar to the
training professional mediators receivdé Pandora Projegtand emerging technologies such as
the Internet, wireless communications, and weapbnsass destruction by writing online stories
about the impact of such technologies on the coniijn(@cience.ngt According to Shaffer, all
these projects “illustrate the effectiveness ofgugdjical praxis as a method for developing

compelling learning environments” (Shaffer, 200403)°

15 The Danish ICT-supported role-playing gahhemicide(Drabssag/Melvedrepresents a similar attempt to use
professional practices as a model for creatingaragive learning environments. Students who padite inHomicide
have to use mathematical, scientific and juridfoains of knowledge in their attempt to solve a naurchystery by
imitating the professional practices of police istigators and forensic scientists (Magnussen, 2008)
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Shaffer further develops the role of epistemologigsrofession-based learning
environments by introducing the teepistemic framewhich he defines as an “organising
principle” that “orchestrates (and is orchestrdigpparticipation in a community of practice by
linking practice, identity, values, and knowledgéhm a particular way of thinking — within the
epistemology of a practice” (Shaffer, 2005: 3). &hspon this definition, Shaffer describes each of
the profession-based learning environments merdiabeve as aepistemic gamerhus, an
epistemic game “deliberately creates the epistérameof a socially valued community by re-
creating the process by which the individuals dewé¢he skills, knowledge, identities, values, and
epistemology of that community” (Shaffer, 2006: L@&ven thougihe Power Gamis not based
on a professional practice model of learning,dleetion scenario shares important similaritiehwit
Shaffer’s epistemic games. Thus, the participasingents are expected to adopt important aspects
of the epistemological models of professional jalists, politicians and spin doctors in a
parliamentary election scenario. This means thatder to play a politician imhe Power Game
the students must be able to identify with the kieolge forms and practices of real-life politicians
which involves finding and analysing informationraglation to different ideological positions,
preparing ideologically key issues, and giving fpenances” in front of a public audience, which

in this case is made up of their classmates (gbtelna 6 and 8).

2.9. The game and the context

Both Gee and Shaffer’s theoretical frameworks ataable when trying to understand how
students make meaning through particular game @mvients. Gee’s notion of semiotic domains is
particularly useful for analysing the discursivéeiplay between game practices and educational
practices. Similarly, Shaffer convincingly argueshstudents may learn through game
environments that attempt to re-create the praxtceeal-life professionals. However, Gee and
Shaffer’s approaches also differ from the aim ¢ g#tudy as they do not provide detailed empirical
descriptionsof how educational games are enacted and valigétath particular educational
contexts. Gee makes several bold claims about hewbiad” learning that takes place in schools
could be replaced with the learning principles gddd” games (Gee, 2003). As Julian Sefton-
Green argues, this black and white dichotomy ises@nat speculative, since Gee provides no
empirical examples of how the literacy of games darianything other than support the playing of
more games” (Sefton-Green, 2006: 291). It is alsestjonable whether Gee’s attempt to identify

the learning principles of video games is ableftecathe changes at the policy-level his critique
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aims to achieve. Hence, Gee mostly presents videteg as an idealissgmbolof how
educational systems could and should be desigtiseitly.

In comparison to Gee, Shaffer's work is clearly enfircused on the actual practices
of designing and enacting game environments, iseexample with middle school students that
play a debate game in a history class clearly srsome similarities with my analysis of how
students enact the election scenaridloé Power GaméShaffer, 2006: 17-40; cf. chapter 8). Still,
Shaffer only offer limited descriptions of how tligbate game and a number of other game
examples are actualgnactedwithin particular educational contexts such assiaom settings or
after-school programs. Consequently, it is diffi¢doldetermine to what extent Shaffer’'s examples
of particular games are able to “fit in” with evday school practices, and how the generated
knowledge is or can bealidatedby participating teachers and students in relataimeir existing
knowledge traditions (Barth, 2002).

My second objection to Shaffer’'s otherwise insgnmork regards his theory of
epistemic frames (Shaffer, 2005, 2006). Shaffeindsfthe term by drawing on a wide range of
different theoretical sources, especially Goffmdrésne analysis and Schén’s notion of
epistemologies (Goffman, 1974; Schon, 1983, 1987)oing so, Shaffer creates a theoretical
framework, which may explain how games can be ts@idganise particular forms of knowledge,
skills, values and identities. However, when conmgrthe work of Goffman and Schoén, Shaffer is
clearly closer to the aims of Schon than Goffmaor. Goffman, a frame is defined as an
“organising principle” that govern everyday, faceface interaction through social actors’ mutual
interplay of meaning (Goffman, 1974: 10). Schontlmother hand, explores how professionals
learn to act and reflect in relation to the patacepistemologies of their professions, i.e. desig
architecture, engineering, medicine etc. (SchoB8312987). According to Shaffer, these two
analytical perspectives are congruent since “legrhappens along a continuum of time scales”
(Shaffer, 2005: 3). However, these theories aredas quite differenbntologicalassumptions of
social agency and meaning-making, which cannoetieaed only to a matter of time scales. Unlike
Schon, Goffman’s frame analysis does not descrpelbarning and reflection are related to
particular professions. Instead, Goffman’s theatgrass the minutiae communicative processes of
establishing and negotiating “the interaction ofadrsocial encounters — including gaming
encounters (Goffman, 1961a, 1983; cf. chapter y)e®&ning out these theoretical and analytical
differences, Shaffer’s conception of epistemic feafimits the context of interpretive framing to

the epistemologies of the professional practicashis epistemic games are trying to re-create.
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Put differently, Shaffer’'s notion of epistemic framiimplicitly assumes that social
actors more or less accept their assigned rolpsofsssional practitioners by taking on a particula
“pair of glasses” (Shaffer, 2006: 160). Howeveonfira Goffmanian perspective it is questionable
whether students playing an educational game re&fihbrace” their assigned roles as if they were
merely taking on a pair of glasses. Individualeoftlisassociate themselves from particular roles
for various reasons through different forms of é&distance” (Goffman, 1961b). Furthermore, as
Gary Alan Fine argues, Goffman’s frame analysisliespa dynamic “oscillation” between different
interpretive frames within particular social corttex.e. by continually stepping in and out of
character in a role-playing game (Fine, 1983: 18@f3Xhapter 4). Taken at a glance, the students
that performed as politicians ithe Power Gamgenerally accepted and adopted the norms and
expectations of their assigned roles as profeskpmidicians. However, as my analysis indicates,
they clearly also distanced themselves from varideslogical and performative aspects of their
roles, which elicited different responses from itheachers and classmates (cf. chapter 8).
Moreover, the game participants also interpreted @ssigned roles in relation to their everyday
roles as “social studies students”, and the edurtaltigoals set by the teachers and the socialestudi
curriculum. In this way, the students explored deniange of differerknowledge aspecthat were
not necessarily related to the epistemologiesalflie politicians (Barth, 2002). The point hege i
that even though the upper secondary studentsagsrgned roles as professional politicians, the
game participants still defined themselvestaslentsn a school setting. Thus, when discussing
and reflecting upon their game experiences, thdesiis primarily validated their game knowledge
and performance in relation to the existing knowkedriteria of the everyday context of upper
secondary education.

In summary, this study differs from Gee and Sh&ffetherwise important research as
it aims todescribeandunderstanchow the meaning-making processes of playing educat
games are related to the complex reality of foreechboling. Gee and Shaffer present valuable
attempts to legitimise certain game designs (edgovgames and epistemic games) and particular
pedagogical models, i.e. the “learning principletVideo games or learning through the
epistemologies of professional practices. Howe@ee and Shaffer only offer limited empirical
descriptions of how games are actually enactedsahdated within particular educational contexts.
As an example, neither Gee nor Shaffer providesaaayysis or discussion of the teacher’s role in
educational gaming. As mentioned, teachers areatigate-keepers for bringing games into

schools (cf. section 2.5). In keeping with Schiweytare, in factalso professional practitioners
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with particular epistemologies involving plannimpnducting, and evaluating educational game
activities (Schon, 1983; Dale, 1998). In this wiachers are quite influential as to how game
scenarios are actually enactett interpreted within a classroom setting. Scesstof repeatedly
focusing on the learning potential of games, edaoat game research should also explore the

teaching potentiabf games.

2.10. Why teach with games?

One of Gee and Shaffer's main arguments for tegohith games is that this form of education
represents a valuable alternative to the poliacal empirical reality of an American educational
context. Thus, Gee and Shaffer’'s work is strongiyesh by a critique of educational policies that
demand that the organisation and assessment @gtigdrning rely on standardised testing. In a
joint article, Gee and Shaffer argue that politaigcussions on educational goals suffer from a
dichotomy between the discourse of “liberals” andriservatives” (Gee & Shaffer, 2005). Thus,
liberals advocate “pedagogies that immerse childreith activities and focus on the learners’ own
goals and backgrounds” (Gee & Shaffer, 2005: 1¥@nEhough these pedagogies are
“empowering”, they are also difficult to master fdrildren who lack resources and are unable to
“pick up the rules of the game at home and usedllszhooling as fruitful and empowering
practice ground”. In contrast to the liberals, @matives tend to advocate “back to the basics” and
“standardized testing”, which fails to build “exfise and innovation” (Gee & Shaffer, 2005: 11).
Gee and Shaffer then argue that educational gaamekecused to overcome both the liberalists’

“progressive reform” and the conservatives’ “backhte basics”. Epistemic frameworks provide
meaningful goals and structures that can be usddvelop “post-progressive pedagogies of
practice”. In this way, they assume that studergsalle to become “innovators” and meet the

demands of the post-industrial knowledge society:

Epistemic games of all kinds make it possible fadents of all ages to learn by working as innossato
In playing epistemic games, students learn badiis sto be sure. They learn the “facts” and “cartte
that we currently reward. But in epistemic gameslaents learn facts and content in the context of
innovative ways of thinking and working. They leanra way that sticks, because they learn in the
process of doing things that matter (Gee & Shaffeg5s: 24).

As this quote shows, Gee and Shaffer’s view of atiocal games is remarkably close to Dewey’s

assumption that play and games can be used t@®arestningful and valuable learning
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environments. Furthermore, their attempt to overedne dichotomy between “liberalists” and
"conservatives” echoes Dewey'’s attempts to recertbié debate betwe@nogressiveeducation,
which is focused on “development from within”, amaditional forms of education, which is
guided by “formation from without” (Dewey, 1938h). 5

However, Dewey’s pragmatism differs markedly fromeGnd Shaffer in relation to
theaimsof education. For Gee and Shaffer, teaching withegmenables students to become
“innovators”, which may help solve the American eomic crisis (Gee & Shaffer, 2005). But for
Dewey, the aims of education cannot be narrowedhdovgolving a specific political problem:
“education as such has no aims. Only persons, {sa@md teachers, etc. have aims, not an abstract
idea like education” (Dewey, 1916: 114). Instehe, dverall aim of education is defined as
“growth”:

Since growth is the characteristic of life, eduzatis all one with growing; it has no end beyorselit
The criterion of the value of school educatiorhis éxtent in which it creates a desire for contihue

growth and supplies means for making the desiextffe in fact (Dewey, 1916: 58).

Following Dewey’s pragmatist philosophy, it is maggless to stake out universal political goals
for education and educational gaming as these phena are highly variable in relation to
particular teachers, games, students and educhtionixts. Similarly, this study does not attempt
to answer the overall questionwhywe should teach with games as it requires not abhab
multitude of different answers. Instead, the aira @itical investigation of the mutual relationshi
between the “ends” and “means” of educational ggridetween what idesirableand what is
achievableby focusing empirically on a particular game ipaaticular school context (Biesta &
Burbules, 2003: 76-81).

2.11. Assessing educational games

As mentioned, educational gaming involves bothdadion criteria created by particular game
scenariosnd validation criteria set by the educational coniexwhich the game is used. The open-
ended, playful and contingent knowledge forms afoational games tend to clash with the
“serious” or “intellectual” domains of everyday sching, which makes it more difficult to evaluate
and assess the knowledge generated. In spite cdtfwr because of) the lack of legitimacy of
educational gaming, there has been consideratdeesitin trying to find “evidence” that games
have particular learning potential that can be usgqatoduce a particular “effect” or “learning
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outcome”. These attempts represedeterministapproach to educational games as they more or
less explicitly assume that games are learning maslhhat can be used to determine specific
learning outcomes (cf. Prensky, 2001).

The determinist perspectives are often foundedawtiqular educational design
paradigms and psychological learning theories sisdbehaviourism, cognitivism and
constructionism (Koschmann, 1996). Using a Latounetaphor, these approaches tend to
blackboxeducational games as transparent learning resotiraeassumedly can be made “teacher
proof” and “deployed” to fulfil well-defined curridar goals (Latour, 1987). So far, the determinist
approaches have not been able to produce convinesudts on the educational value of playing
games. As stated in a review article on the assassof educational video games, “It can certainly
be said that video games facilitate learning, batdvidence for saying any more than this is weak”
(Egenfeldt-Nielsen, 2006: 191). Similar points haeen made in relation to other game types.
More than thirty §ic] years ago, educational researcher Jacquetta Megdaicised attempts to

measure the learning outcomes of simulations antega

...the limitations [of the classical, experimentalthwl] as applied to evaluating classroom simulation
and games are obvious: not only are the inputsipieilicomplex, and only partly known, but the
outputs are disputed, difficult to isolate, detmcmeasure and the interaction among the partitsgan
considerable. Interacting forms, in some views agompart of what simulation and gaming is abaut; i
is not merely a source of ‘noise’ or experimental erroe@drry, 1978; quoted in Cohen et 2D00:

379).

As Megarry’s criticism suggests, it is rather ditfit — if at all possible — to meaningfully measure
the learning potential of educational games dubeo dynamic variables and contingent
outcomes?® Furthermore, the experimentalist approach oftés fa recognise the social, creative,
dialogical and inquiry-based aspects of educatigaaling, which are crucial for understanding
how game scenarios a@aacted In the face of Egenfeldt-Nielsen and Megarrytglings, it is
interesting to note that standard experimentalethiods for doing pre- and post tests of students’
game-based learning are still being regarded astst relevant approach within some areas of
educational game research (for recent exampléseaflig, 2008). The obvious and rather mundane

explanation for the persistency of this approadhas many researchers, educators, policy-makers,

18 Arguably, it is easier to measure the outcomerpke game designs, which are designed for "trgjhisolated
skills through drill and practice —i..e. in retatito simple grammar or math problems (cf. Egedisiglsen, 2006).
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news media and commercial game developers arencallyf searching for “facts” that can “prove”
the educational potential of games through “evigelnased” research (Hammersley, 2002).
According to Shaffer, assessment drives instrudi8iraffer, 2008). Thus, it makes
good sense to evaluate and asses the outcomegazitiethal games in order kegitimisethis form
of teaching and learning. However, there are mdhgrapproaches to assessment than standard
forms of experimentalist testing, i.e. asking play® give narrative reports of a game session,
encouraging them to relate ideas and conceptsddanngames to other aspects of their life, posing
clinical interview questions in relation to parti@uconcepts etc. (Megarry, 1978; Shaffer, 2008). |
relation to the sociocultural approach of this pobj the educational use of games can be assessed
in relation to how participants actualtxperienceand activelyexplorethe knowledge aspects of a
particular game scenario. Kurt Squire’s study andtlucational use of the computer strategy game

Civilization 1l represents a good illustration of this approacbdiacational game assessment:

The most important point in understanding how gaemegage players in educational environments
may be that good games engage players in multiples\@nd the interplay between these different
forms creates dynamic learning opportunities. Défe play styles and tastes enriched classroom

conversations, often leading to discussions thadyre important ‘taken-as-shared’ meanings. (...)
Discussions between different player types droeentto articulate and defend different strategies,
even rethinking their orientation to the game (8g2004: 241).

Similarly, the students’ participation the Power Gameere also evaluated using a sociocultural
approach. First of all, the students evaluated e#todr by voting for the “best” performances as a
part of the election scenario (cf. chapter 6). Thie final voting procedure and the students’afse
rhetorical forms of appeal (logos, ethos, and patharmed the overall validation criteria of the
actual game design. Second, the students were texpiecevaluate the overall experience of the
game session through a teacher guided end-of-gammigsdion, a process which can be also be
described as “debriefing” (Klabbers, 2006). Thimd; semi-structured interviews with teachers and
group interviews with a selected students conduafet each of the game sessions represented a
more in-depth evaluation of their experience of eeftibctions upon the election scenario.

By focusing on the teachers and students’ spokemumication during and after the
game sessions, this study conceptualises educhgiamang as aialogical spaceaimed at
generating discussion and “shared inquiry” in iefato the assertions dhe Power Game

(Wegerif, 2007). The students’ experience of th@acenario is not reduced to fixed categories of
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knowledge, but rather is seen as a dialogical fartenination” of different ideological voices and
knowledge aspects (Bakhtin, 1981). In this ways thesis does not attempt to assess the students’
learning outcomes, but rather explores how theasacitors of the game encounters validated the
knowledge aspects of the game sessions as seem fpanticipants’ perspective (Barth, 2002; Gee
& Green, 1998). More specifically, | will argue addscribe how the knowledge forms of
educational gaming can be validated in relatiopadicularcompetencieslhis competence
perspective implies that the game participantstbashact particular ways of using knowledge in
relation to particulademandswithin the context of the game encounters (DeS@003; cf. chapter
3). By exploring various aspects of the particigaatenario competence, communicative
competence and social competence, | will descrdve the students were able to build hypotheses
on the possible outcomes of the election, speautir different ideological voices and perform as

professional politicians within the educational o of The Power Game

2.12. Playful knowledge

In this chapter, | have argued for a pragmaticemgirical turn within educational game research.
Thus, | am sceptical toward any attempts to lotae'essence” of educational games or proving
how particular game types may “determine” particléarning outcomes. Drawing upon the work
of Barth, this thesis views educational game sdesasepistemological modetbat can be
designed and enacted to serve many different ednehbbjectives. Furthermore, | have argued
that one of the main challenges of educational gasearch is texplore the validity of the playful
knowledge that is generated through educationaliggnis the term suggests, playful knowledge
refers to the dynamic tension between play and keage. Thus, on the one hand, educational
games allow teachers and students to playgsiyeriencehe knowledge aspects and game
elements of a particular game scenario. On the tidred, the knowledge generated through
educational games also tends to have a playfuintiealent social status éscreates and requires
a different set of validity criteria than the exngt validity criteria of an everyday educational
context.The subsequent chapters describe and analyse pawicular debate game on
parliamentary education, was designed, used ardiavadl within the context of social studies in a

Danish upper secondary education setting.
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3. Debate games — aims and approaches

This chapter locates the role of debate gamesmithieducational context. Thus, the aim is to
present a broad educational perspective on theralstudies carried out in this project before
moving on to the subsequent theoretical, methodcddgand analytical chapters. The two first
sections present two different approaches, whitdve termed a rationalist and a dialogical
approach, to debate games. The third section, las#tk dialogical approach, discusses different
pedagogical principles for teaching using debateega The fourth section describes the
relationship between debate games and citizenshigagion, which both focus on international
perspectives and the specific context of socialistiin Danish upper secondary education. This
chapter concludes by presenting the notion of céempe as a central theoretical and analytical
term for understanding how students produce andatal knowledge when enacting game

scenarios.

3.1. A rationalist approach to debate games
So far, | have mainly described general featuresdotational gaming. For now, | wish to focus
more explicitly ondebate gameas a particular game format that involves certagedions, modes
of representation and social organisations (B&@02). As mentioned earlier, a debate game
represents ataged debate where participants have to repregeasent and debate various
ideological positions according to knowledge-spedfiteria for validation(cf. section 2.5). Given
the long history of debate games, which includesd® array of culturally embedded debate
formats, it is difficult to generalise on how tlgame format is or should be taught. Thus, there are
significant differences between online text-baseblate games (e.@lobal Islangd, standardised
forms of adversarial debate (e.g. policy debaté)samulations of parliamentary elections (&.ge
Power Gamg In spite of this variation, | believe it is pdde to identify two different approaches,
which | have termed @ationalistand adialogical approach, to debating in debate games.

Seen from a rationalist approach, debate can leediedis a “contention by words or

arguments™’

Thus, a rationalist approach views debating asradlised exchange afguments
where each argument can be analysed and evaluatexiag to specific criteria such as causality,
logic or dialectical reasoning (Antaki, 1994). Thadionalist or analytical approach to debate is

guite common within the English speaking world, vehdifferent debate formats are used to teach

17 ¢f. Merriam-Webster's Online Dictionargww.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/debate
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critical thinking skills and presentation skillssohool subjects such as public speaking, social
studies, and citizenship education (Snider & Scan®006). As mentioned, the most widespread
debate format iadversarial debatd.e. where two opposing teams must follow spegfiocedures
and time frames when they argue the pros and domsecific case to be resolved. Case examples
include everything from “Should the death penakyalbolished?” and “Does God exist?” to
“Should home schooling be allowed?” In order tougrfpr or against such cases, the participants
must conduct thorough research on their topic andldbe to defend their assigned position
convincingly in a public forum. In this way, thevasarial debate format represents a rationalist
approach to debating as it assumes that a neutyailsj able to determine who has presented the
right or best arguments. Since the end of the eergh century, different forms of adversarial
debate have gradually become standardised in togerange rule-based competitions among high
schools students and university students, whetepating teams are able to win recognition and
money for scholarships (Fine, 2001) According ® lational Forensic League, which arranges a
number of different debate competitions, more @900 American high school students regularly
practise debating as members of various debats ¥#Hven though such debate activities are
partially related to school subjects, the debatepstitions often take place outside school as extra
curricular activities.

The goals, techniques and principles of adversdedbhte are well-documented in
various handbooks and research journals suér@smentationArgumentation & Advocacy,
Contemporary Argumentation and Dehateurnal of the American Forensic Associatiand
Controversia However, adversarial debate is not simply a maftacquiring argumentation skills
as the participants actively engage in the debdting number of different reasons. Based on a
comprehensive study entitl€lfted Tonguesf high school debaters, the sociologist Gary Alan
Fine has explored why and how young people padieipn debate clubs and debate competitions
(Fine, 2001). According to Fine, many debate clwmhers come from upper-middle class
backgrounds and see debate activities as a waypmve their CVs and their general performance
level in relation to future jobs and higher edumatsuch as social science and law. Fine also
describes how the participants in debate compesitaiten end up speaking extremely fast in an
almost absurd machine gun-like fashion in ordgrasent as many arguments as possible within
the strictly limited time frames. This observatisrshared by other researchers working with

rhetoric and communication, who also criticise @ldeersarial form of debate for promoting an

18 Cf. The National Forensic League’s websiteww.nflonline.org
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instrumentalist view of argumentation (Gehrke, 20B&ene & Hicks, 2005). All too easily,
adversarial debate “becomes a spectator sportabfesked facts and equivocating logic” (Frank,
2003: 39). Other researchers speak of a “crisishasighly competitive debate climate results in
incomprehensible argumentation and speaking (Ra\abBeatherage, 1988). Furthermore,
adversarial debate is also criticised for promotingaggressive and male-oriented debate culture
where “argument” equals “war” (Tannen, 1998; Billi996; Lakoff, 2004).

Apart from Fine’s microsociological study of higth®ol debaters, hardly any “thick
descriptions” of the actual processdabate gaming inside or outside of the formal school setting
exist. This lack of detailed description can belaxyed by the fact that adversarial debate has been
standardised and widely accepted as a part of AAglerican debate culture. To use Latour’'s
powerful metaphor: adversarial debate has becofhiaek box”, a self-assuming phenomenon that
demands no further questioning (Latour, 1987). H@xemany other ways of conducting debates
for educational purposes exist and are promoteatlgr organisations. The non-profit organisation
called the International Debate Education Assammaf{IDEA), for example, supports the
establishment of debate cultures and active cisizgnin new democracies such as Slovenia,
Kazakhstan, Albania, and China. IDEA’s approactdbate carries a more idealistic and less
competitive message than the contests arrangethdWational Forensic League. On their website,
IDEA offers a wide range of teaching resourcegjebatabase” with several hundred debate
examples, debate handbooks and research liter@iutebate educatidilIn spite of these
resources and publications, IDEA offers no contabided accounts of how young people are
actuallytaughtto debate or how debatepgactisedwithin various cultural settings.

As noted earlier, this lack of detailed descripti®a general problem within
educational game research, which offers plenthebties on game-based learning as well as praise
for particular game designs, but oféyv accounts adctualgame session&dmittedly, a large
body of research on debate games does exist, allpa@tirelation to adversarial debate formats (cf.
Snider & Schnurer, 2006). However, almost all af tliesearch is based on a rationalist approach to
debate as it mainly focuses on rules, procedugebniques and criteria for argumentation. Hardly

any research exists on taeactmenbdf debate games, which is the empirical focusisf $tudy.

' For more information on IDEA, cfvww.idebate.org
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3.2. A dialogical approach to debate games

In contrast to the rationalist approach, this disgi®n views debate games frondialogical
approach inspired by the work of Mikhail Bakhtina@@htin, 1981, 1984a, 1986). In everyday use,
the term “dialogic” often means “pertaining to dighie” (Wegerif, 2007: 14). But this connotation
reduces dialogue to “physical” aspects of commuiungi.e. turn-taking, eye contact, recurring
patterns of initiation-response-feedback betweaalters and students) and leaves out the
“conceptual and epistemological” dynamics of comioation, which are central to Bakhtin’s
philosophy (Markova, 1990: 131). Bakhtin’s notidn‘dialogic” hence refers to relations where
“two or more perspectives are held together initenat the same time”, which “always opens up
an unbounded space of potential perspectives” (Vifeg807: 8). Seen from this dialogical
perspective, debating and arguing cannot be uradetsinly by focusing on thergumentand the
arguer. Instead, it is necessary to explore the actile sbtheaudienceand the influence of the
socioculturakcontextin shaping particular dialogues (Tindale, 2004. 8milarly, the debate
activities ofThe Power Gamdo not only imply spoken dialogue since the etacicenario also

creates dialogical spacdor meaning-making, inquiry and learning. As Wefgargues:

Dialogic teaching should not aim only at the appiatjpn of particular voices in a debate but alse t
‘appropriation’ of the dialogical space of the disb&uch teaching combines the construction of
knowledge with what could reasonably be called'dieeconstruction’ of knowledge (Wegerif, 2007:
51).

Thus, debate games should not be reduced to gredqrrocedures and rationalist assumptions of
“right” and “wrong” arguments. Instead, this theaisis to describe and analyse how teachers and
students enact the parliamentary election scewaiithe Power Gamas a dialogical space for
learning, which involves the “interanimation anduggle between one’s own and another’s word”
(Bakhtin, 1981: 269).

To my knowledge, no studies exist of debate gaimsare based on a dialogical
approach. However, there is a growing field of aesle that explores dialogical aspects of teaching
and learning within a classroom context. More dp=adly, | am referring to research on “dialogical
instruction” (Nystrand, 1997), “dialogic inquiryWells, 1999), “dialogical pedagogy” (Dysthe,
2006; Skidmore, 2006; Matusov, 2007), “dialogiccteag” (Alexander, 2008), and “dialogic
education” (Wegerif, 2007). These authors are nesbin a variety of ways by Bakhtin, but they all
stress the educative potential of teacher-stuaataction that “enables students to play an active
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part in shaping the agenda of classroom disco&atimore, 2006: 503). Thus, one of the main
points of Bakhtin’s philosophy is that speakers bsténers arenutually responsivas they both

takeactivepart in forming dialogical relationships:

Thus an active understanding, one that assimitatesord under consideration into a new conceptual
system, that of the one striving to understandbdishes a series of complex interrelationships,
consonances and dissonances with the word anchearicwith new elements. It is precisely such an
understanding that the speaker counts on. Therafsmerientation toward the listener is an orientat
toward a specific conceptual horizon, toward thecgffc world of the listener; it introduces totalew
elements into his discourse; it is in this wayegéll, that various different points of view, ceptual
horizons, systems for providing expressive accemtsous social "languages" come to interact with
one another. The speaker strives to get a readifgsoown word, and on his own conceptual system of
the understanding receiver; he enters into dialdgelationships with certain aspects of this gyste

The speaker breaks through the alien conceptuadioof the listener, constructs his own utteramce

alien territory, against his, the listener's, appptive background (Bakhtin, 1981: 282).

According to Olga Dysthe, this quote offers a tletioal explanation of how understanding and
learning can grow out of dialogical interchange gy, 1996: 390). In relation to this study, the
different roles and positions ®he Power Gamereated a “polyphony” of classroom discourses
where students spoke and listened through ideabgaices, which challenged their conceptual
horizons. In this way, the debate game changeditiegical context of a classroom, which also
meant changing the conditions for learning by afiiog different opportunities for students to
participate in the construction of knowledge. Assiignd argues:

Specific modes or genres of discourse engenddcplart epistemic roles for the conversants, andehe
roles, in turn, engender, constrain, and empowar thinking. The bottom line for instruction isath

the quality of student learning is closely linkecdhe quality of classroom talk (Nystrand, 1997).29

Obviously, there is no guarantee that the dialdgitarplay between teachers, students and debate
scenarios necessarily resultssaluablelearning processes. However, several empiricaliasuof
classroom dialogue indicate that students aretaldequire in-depth understanding of particular
subjects if they are able to connect their own ephtical horizons with the epistemic perspectives of
other voices in ways which are meaningful and @hevTwo such examples include “role writing”,

where students are asked to write on a controvessize from the perspective of a particular role
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(Dysthe, 1996: 402), or when students “retell si&rin their own words by “using paraphrase,
speculation and counter-fictional utterances” (8tade, 2006: 503).

In summary, a dialogical perspective assumestliea¢ducational value of debate
games, or any other form of educational game, dépeot only upon the quality of the actual
game design but, more importantly, on the qualitthe classroom talk produced in relation to the
game designThis point has been documented in Wegerif, Meacelr Dawes’ ground-breaking
gualitative and quantitative study of how teachpexiagogical instruction on reflective talk is able
to develop students’ critical thinking in relatitmthe use of educational software (Wegerif, Mercer
& Dawes, 1999). Based on their empirical findinggrcer and Wegerif have developed a heuristic
model with three “types of talk” that can be usedhterpret the quality of classroom dialogue. The

three types of talk represent three “intersubjectivientations”

» Cumulative talkreflects an orientation towards a group identithwgharing and a desire to understand each
other but without any critical challenges;

e Disputational talkreflects an orientation towards individualisednitity so that argument is seen as a
competition that each party seeks to win; and

» Exploratory talk which is oriented beyond group or individual idgntowards the process of shared inquiry
so it allows critical challenges and explicit re@isg within a co-operative framework (Wegerif, 20Q26;

my emphasis in bold).

As Mercer and Wegerif's categories suggest, theeshaquiry ofexploratory talkis seen as the
most valuable way to support students’ thinkingacdijies — an ideal which is clearly related to
Dewey'’s theory of inquiry-based learning (Deweyl891933; cf. chapter 4). Following this rough
categorisation of classroom talk, it is temptindatoel specific debate formats (i.e. “adversarial
debate”) aslisputationaldue to a high degree of competitiveness amongppesing parties.
However, seen from a pragmatist perspective spaidifbate types cannot be classitegriori as
disputational, even though adversarial debate raajyeend up being an instrumental exercise
(Fine, 2001). Moreover, one of Mercer and Wegepbts is that the shared inquiry of
exploratory talk involves both cumulative (coopam}t and disputational (challenging) forms of
talk. Thus,assessing the educational value of particular delsgenarios requires a careful
analysis of students’ actual dialogue in relatiorthe domain-specific dialogical space.

The three types of talk identified above have ne@irecognition among other

classroom researchers (Alexander, 2008). Still, &lébas turned to a self-criticism of the

48



assumptions of language and reasoning underlymgdbtegorisation (Wegerif, 2005, 2007). The
theoretical foundation of exploratory talk is mgimdebted to Vygotsky's theory of language,
development and learning (Vygotsky, 1978) and Halasi theory of “communicative reason”
(Habermas, 1981). However, Wegerif criticises faoisdation for being too rationalistic as it
mostly concerns talk as the abstract developmeidieak Instead, Wegerif proposes a dialogical
and Bakhtin-inspired understanding of explorataity that recognises hoparticipants in
interactions do not merely “respond to what otheatipipants do, they respond in a way that takes
into account how they think other people are gaespond to them” (Wegerif, 2005: 224).
Wegerif further criticises the rationalistic framenk for neglecting thereativeaspects of everyday
language, which arguably should be seen as the mstead of exceptions to the norm (Carter,
2004). In order to expand the original notion gplexatory talk into a broader model of reasoning,
Wegerif introduces a fourth type of classroom talkjch he termglayful talk Even though much
of students’ playful talk (i.e. puns, jokes, paex)ishould be considered as irrelevant “off-task
activity”, some forms of playful talk directly ondirectly support students’ explorative reasoning,
i.e. by using the imagination to create metaphuas itlustrate and communicate complex problems
(Wegerif, 2005, 2007). If we accept these claimshancreative aspects of shared inquiry, as | do,
debate games cannot merely be dismissed as baipgtaiional in a negative sense or blindly
encouraged for being able to promote “critical kimig skills” in a rationalistic sense. Thus, this
study aims to exploreow a debate scenario on parliamentary election swgport students’
inquiry-based learning through the meaningful, ¢remand playful use of language within this

particular dialogical space.

3.3. Outline of a dialogical game pedagogy

Based on a dialogical approach, it is possibleémiify pedagogicakims and approaches that are
highly relevant for the educational use of debames. At this point, Bakhtin’s dialogical
philosophy has enjoyed relatively limited attentwithin the fields of game research and
educational game research (cf. Silseth, 2008 f@xaeptionf° However, as | will argue below,
Bakhtin’s work may serve as the basis for outlirrtialogical game pedagogy hus, dialogical

pedagogy offers analytical concepts for reflectimghe dialogical tensions between “teaching” and

2 In his book on the Renaissance author Rabdkaibelais and His Worldakhtin has written about the cultural-
historical role of games (Bakhtin, 1984b). Renaissagames represented philosophical issues thetv‘tire players
out of the bounds of everyday life, liberated thieom usual laws and regulations, and replaced ksielol conventions
by other lighter conventionalities” (Bakhtin, 1984135).
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“gaming”, the reconfiguration of teacher authoraynd the facilitation of ideological voices that
emerge during game sessions. Even though | bellatehese pedagogical aspects have general
relevance for understanding the field of educatigaaing, | will mainly explore their implications

in relation to the educational use of debate scesar

3.3.1. Balancing teaching and gaming

Debate games are often based on pre-designed scetiat include descriptions of issues to be
debated, educational goals, game goals, roles, nitee frames etc. In this way, debate games
differ from textbooks and everyday classroom ingtom as debate scenarios allow teachers and
students tactivelyimagine, interact and communicate within a donsgaeific game space.
However, instead of mystifying debate games asagiocircle” (Huizinga, 1950), | will try to
overcome the epistemological dichotomy between ‘iggirand “teaching” that tends to dominate
discussions of educational games. In short, edutatgamings a form of teaching.

As mentioned, education and games represent tieralit semiotic domains that
both embody the three faces of knowledge: assartimondes of representation and social forms of
organisation (Gee, 2003; Barth, 2002; cf. chapfelorder to understand ti@erplay between
these different domains and their interrelated Kedge forms, | will draw attention to a central
assumption in Bakhtin's dialogical philosophy. Aotiog to Bakhtin, all forms of communication
and culture are subject tentripetalandcentrifugalforces (Bakhtin, 1981). A centripetal force is
the drive to impose one version of the truth, whileentrifugal force involves a range of possible
truths and interpretations. This means that any fof expression involvesduality of centripetal
and centrifugal forces: “Every concrete utteranica gpeaking subject serves as a point where
centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are bhbug bear” (Bakhtin, 1981: 272). If we take
teaching as an example, it is always affected lyrigetal and centrifugal forces in the on-going
negotiation of “truths” between teachers and sttgldn the words of Bakhtin: “Truth is not born
nor is it to be found inside the head of an indirgdperson, it is borbetween peopleollectively
searching for truth, in the process of their diaogteraction” (Bakhtin, 1984a: 110).

Similarly, the dialogical space of debate games aimbodies centrifugal and
centripetal forces. Thus, the election scenaridlef Power Gammvolves centripetal elements that
are mainly determined by tlelesandoutcome®f the game, i.e. the election is based on a lohite
time frame and a fixed voting procedure. Similathge open-endegoals, rolesandresources

represent centrifugal elements and create virtuwalless possibilities for researching, preparing,
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presenting, debating and evaluating a variety gfgaitical issues. Consequently, the actual
process oeénactinga game scenario involves a complex negotiation éetvihese
centrifugal/centripetal forces that are inextrigalhked with the teachers and students’ game
activities. In this way, the enactmentTdie Power Gamis a form of teaching that combines
different pedagogical practices (i.e. group workpvguests, student presentations) and learning
resources (i.e. websites, handouts, spoken lanyjuaiien the interpretive frame of the election
scenario. Obviously, tensions may arise if theteasmuch divergence between educational goals
and game goals. This means that game facilitaggoires @alancebetween focusing too

narrowly on the rules or “facts” of a game (cergtad orientation) and a focusing too broadly on
the contingent possibilities and interpretationshef game scenario (centrifugal orientation).

For Bakhtin, the duality of centripetal/centrifudaices often manifests itself as a
dynamic between “monological” and “dialogical” fosmfdiscourse Bakhtin illustrates this point
with the monological discourse of the SocratestPdizilogues in which the teacher never learns
anything new from the students, despite Socratiesilogical claims to the contrary (Bakhtin,
1984a). Thus, discourse becomes monologised wimenesne who knows and possesses the truth
instructs someone who is ignorant of it and in &rnehere “a thought is either affirmed or
repudiated” by the authority of the teacher (Bakhti984a: 81). In contrast to this, dialogical
pedagogy fosters inclusive learning environmerds déine able to expand upon students’ existing
knowledge and collaborative construction of “trut{i3ysthe, 1996). At this point, | should clarify
that Bakhtin’s term “dialogic” is both @escriptiveterm (all utterances are per definition dialogic a
they address other utterances as parts of a chaomomunication) and aormativeterm as
dialogue is an ideal to be worked for against treds of “monologism” (Lillis, 2003: 197-8). In
this project, | am mainly interesteddescribingthe dialogical space of debate games. At the same
time, | agree with Wegerif that “one of the goal®ducation, perhaps the most important goal,

should be dialogue as an end in itself” (WegeD& 61).

3.3.2. Reconfiguring teacher authority

One of the key elements of dialogical pedagogy,@m$equently a dialogicgahmepedagogy, is
based upon the Bakhtinian notion of “authority” hiis writings, Bakhtin often distinguishes
between “authoritative discourse” and “internalbrguasive discourse” (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984a).
Authoritative discourseefers to those forms of language use which ptekemselves as

unchallengeable orthodoxy by formulating posititimst are not open to debate. Bakhtin
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exemplifies this with political dogma that “demaradg unconditional allegiance” (Bakhtin, 1981
343). According to Eugene Matusov, classroom exampf authoritative discourse also include
“intolerance, speaking for others, an unwillingntststen to and genuinely question others, the
failure to test one’s own ideas and assumptiors tlag desire to impose one’s own views on
others” (Matusov, 2007: 231nternally persuasive discoursm contrast, refers to language use
directed towards mutual communication and the mutoiastruction of knowledge: “In the
everyday rounds of our consciousness, the intgrpalisuasive word is half-ours and half-
someone-else's” (Bakhtin, 1981: 345). In this watgrnally persuasive discourse marks a creative
border zone based on the impossibility of any wewer being final, and for this reason it is “alde t
reveal ever newexays to medh(Bakhtin, 1981: 346). But internally persuasiveaburse cannot
be reduced to the mere “appropriation” of the idmas words of others, as it requires the ability to
be involved in and embody how “diverse voices dellwith each other in a dialogue that tests these
ideas” (Matusov, 2007: 230). Thus, internally passue discourse always requires some form of
dialogical and critical exposure that can be sutgabby the interplay of different voices in a
classroom setting.

The application of Bakhtin's terms to classroomteats can be quite problematic as
the two terms easily end up as an unproductiveatiochy between authoritative (“bad”) and
persuasive (“good”) discourse. Bakhtin scholar Gaayl Morson has tried to further elaborate the
two concepts and argues that internally persualseourse cannot be sustained in a classroom
withoutauthority (Morson, 2004} Quite simply, it is impossible to create sharexsstoom
attention solely on the basis of internally perstediscourse. Based on Morson’s work, Matusov

expands Bakhtin’s typology threetypes of discourse:

» Authoritarian discourse which is based on the authority of power, imposittradition, and ignorance (what
Bakhtin previously called authoritative discourse);

* Authoritative dialogical discoursewhich is based on the authority of trust and eegpand

» Internally persuasive discoursgsimilar to Bakhtin), which is a discourse with@utthority that is based on

dialogical questioning, testing, and the evaluatbetatements (Matusov, 2007: 233; my emphadi®id).

2L As Matusov notes, Bakhtin’s concept of “authorityhot based on a sociological or structural (a)symmetry
power, but refers to the discursive process ofilagiation of power between teachers and studémasusov, 2007:
233). This interpretation of dialogical authoritythin a pedagogical context resonates well wite@ently translated
article in which Bakhtin theorises on and descrithesteaching of stylistics to his students (Bakh2i004). Thus,
Bakhtin advocates a relatively stable teacher aitfhsubject-related knowledge production, andrbetassroom
instruction that reflect a constant interpretiviesien between the voices of the teacher, the &extthe students (cf.
Dysthe, 2006: 464).
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Adding the term “authoritative dialogical discourseakes it possible to provide nuanced
descriptions of how educational discourse span&lacontinuumbetween more or less
authoritative positions when teachers seek to addstidents. Thus, teacher-student dialogue is
always facilitated through some form of authorhtgttmay (or may not) allow the student to be
critically exposed to alternative discourses. Inddav’'s words:

...dialogic pedagogy is based on colliding and testiiverse ideas presented by different voices, by

different members of a communitly involves genuine interest in each other. @ aljic pedagogy, the

teacher does not look for a student’s errors bherdearns from the student how the student $ees t
world and him/herself. Disagreements between tigesit and the teacher are valued, respected, and

expected (Matusov, 2004: 7; my emphasis).

Matusov’s description of dialogical pedagogy isigamto Wegerif's claim that shared inquiry and
dialogue represent an educational antself (Wegerif, 2007). David Skidmore argues along
similar lines when he promotes a dialogical pedggbgt “signals the co-presence of the teacher as
a concerned other, available to guide and coacledraer” (Skidmore, 2006: 513). Thus, the
important but difficult goal of dialogical pedagopytochallengeandacknowledgelialogical

aspects of students’ internally persuasive dis@uigwever, there is no pre-defined recipe for
striking the right balance between “traditionalttigring styles and “progressive” methods for
supporting students’ critical thinking (Dewey, 1938f. section 2.10).

The pedagogical and dialogical question of teaalénority is highly important in
relation to the educational use of debate gamethdMi disclosing aspects of the analytical
chapters to follow, it should come as no surpiiise & debate game suchTdse Power Game
challenges the discursive authority held by teackhdro are mostly familiar with everyday
classroom instruction. This struggle of authoriéy @artly be explained by the fact that the electio
scenario to some exterg-delegateshe teacher’s authority to the election scenani the
students’ own interpretation of the game goals. Jimestion is not whether the game scenario
challenges a teachers’ authoritative discourseghwiiobviously did, buin what waythe
individual teachers responded to this challengéalyhorising”the students’ emerging discourse of
a game session. Thus, this study aims to explasededate gamingeconfiguresdiscursive

authority in classroom contexts.
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3.3.3. The multiple voices of debate games

| will now turn to a third aspect of a dialogicamge pedagogy encompassed by the notiooiok
According to Bakhtin, an utterance is always pratuthrough a certain voice that involves
particular ideological values and intentions, whieflects the “speaking personality” (Bakhtin,
1981: 293-4, 434). In this way, the term voice doefsrepresent a tool or deliminated object, but an
answer to “who is speaking?” (Wegerif, 2007: 44)cthermore, any form of communication

carries the potential for invoking a polyphonicgarof different voices, i.e. when speaking through
different speech genres, dialects, intonationsjegsktc. Building upon Bakhtin’s concept of voice,
Dysthe has analysed the “multivoicedness” of ctawsr contexts by focusing on the coexistence
and juxtapositions of different voices among stusleteachers and texts (Dysthe, 1996). The aim of
a dialogical pedagogy, then, is not to seek conseosagreement between teachers, students and
texts, but to recognise how the “mutuality of diffeces” in a classroom setting may support or
restrict opportunities for learning and understagdiHolquist, 2002: 41).

Seen as a dialogical space, debate games enalide sarnge of familiar and foreign
voices to emerge within a classroom context, whish refer to semiotic domains that existside
theschool setting (Gee, 2003). Thus, this study dessrhow the students that participatedlie
Power Gamexpressed themselves through a range of diffedeiagical voices that addressed
both the available ideological positions of theceta scenario (i.e. socialism, liberalism,
nationalism etc.) and their assigned roles as psafaal politicians. In this way,he Power Game
represents discourse initiatoras it requires students to actively engage inladgeal conflicts and
to research, position and express themselvesatiorlto the social language of professional
politics and domain-specific forms of knowledgepofitical ideologies. The emerging voices of
debate games address two pedagogical aims thaecdescribed dacilitation andevaluation On
the one hand, the teachers in this study allowedtindents to freely explore and enact their
assigned ideological positions in relation to d-léa Danish parliamentary election. On the other
hand, the election scenario also generated speilidation criteria, which meant that the students
ideological voices would be evaluated in relatiortiucational goals and game goals (Barth, 2002;
cf. chapter 2). Consequently, the teachers triem¢bestrate the “polyphony” of ideological voices
that emerged within the dialogical space of thetea scenario, which then generated a complex
and tension-filled dynamic between voices that \w@dmetimes clash, be mutually supportive
and/or simply co-exist as parallel points of vidakhtin, 1984a).
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Obviously, it is difficult to generalise on how amthy teachers should facilitate and
validate students’ ideological voices as they may¥remendously in relation to different debate
scenarios and educational contexts, i.e. orchasiratpolicy debate at an American high school
represents a substantially different dialogicakcsp#an a Danish upper secondary students’ debate
in a parliamentary election scenario (Fine, 200d)illustrate some of the differences, it is worth
noting that the social studies students who padieid inThe Power Gameeceived no prior
“coaching”, which is quite common within Anglo-Ameain debate clubs. The students did not
have the opportunity to elaborate and organise gwditical arguments several days, weeks or even
months prior to the actual debate sessions eiftech is sometimes the case with American high
school debate competitions. Instead, the studeritss study only had a few hours to prepare their
key political issues within their respective paigi groups before taking part in the actual debéte
the election scenario.

Arguably, these examples also reflect a genertdréifice between Anglo-American
and Nordic-Germadebate cultureswhere the former is often more oriented towasdfdrmalised
rules and procedures of adversarial debate, whiteln cvolves clashing points of view. As an
example, Cornelia llie’s comparative study of insa@mong Swedish and British Members of
Parliament indicates that Scandinavian politicieamgl to base their insults ethosarguments and
few direct confrontations, while British politiciamprefer stronger, emotionally loaded insults by
usingpathosarguments (llie, 2004: 78-81). In addition to thasiation among parliamentary debate
cultures, it is also necessary to consjgenlagogicalvariation across different cultural and national
traditions. In a comprehensive ethnographic st&bjin Alexander has mapped the dialogic
relationship between culture and pedagogy in Amaeri€rench, Russian, English, and Indian
primary classrooms (Alexander, 2001). The findimgalexander’s study indicate that there are
major historical and contextual differences betwdnenways in which teacher-student dialogues are
conducted within various school cultures. To mdlegs even more complicated, there may also
be considerableariation in the debate climate of different classmsat the individual school
level. Thus, Skidmore argues that the structuringlassroom discourse is fundamentally a situated
activity that can only be understood by acceptirag tthe devil lies in the detail” (Skidmore, 2006:
505).
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3.3.4. Ideological becoming

The previous sections sketched the outline of lgieal game pedagogy. Thus, debate games
require teachers to balance the centripetal/cegalfforces of gaming and teaching, to be able to
reconfigure their discursive authority, and to @stnate the multiple voices of a dialogical game
space in relation to particular goals. These Balduti perspectives provide a valuable analytical
framework for describin¢ghe discursive interplay between different practieed knowledge
aspects when enacting (debate) game scendriaaddition to this, Bakhtin’s dialogical philgsoy
also offers an explanation of why debate games ¢émel game types) may be valuable within an
educational context. One of the central featuraauiti-player games is that players are expected to
experience a simultaneously real and imagined sebath in relation to amsider’s (participant)
perspective and to ayutsider’s(co-participant) perspective. According to Bakhthre outsider’s

perspective reflects a fundamental aspect of humaerstanding:

In order to understand, it is immensely importamtthe person who understands tddeated outsideéhe
object of his or her creative understanding —rimetiin space, in culture. For one cannot evenyreak one's
own exterior and comprehend it as a whole, and in@m or photographs can help; our real exterar be
seen and understood only by other people, bechageate located outside us in space, and becaggatl
others(Bakhtin, 1986: 7).

As the quote suggests, every person is influengeathers in an inescapably intertwined way, and
consequently no voice can be said to be isolateds,it is in the interaction with other voices that
individuals are able to reach understanding andlfiheir own voiceBakhtin also refers to the
ontological process of finding a voice as “ideot@jibecoming”, which represents “the process of
selectively assimilating the words of others” (Bakh1981: 341). Thus, by teaching and playing
debate scenarios, it is possible to support stsdertheir process of becoming not only themselves,

but also in becoming articulate and responsitizensin a democratic society.

3.4. Debate games and citizenship education

Debate games can be and are used across a wideafdifferent school subjects such as mother
tongue education, philosophy, religion, social ssgdhistory, public speaking, science etc. The
empirical study presented in this thesis was coteduwithin the context of social studies in Danish
upper secondary schools. However, in order to wstaed the educational implications of my

analytical findings, this study discusses the etlocal use of debate games from a broader
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curricular perspective. More specifically, | wilate my analytical findings to the aims and goals
of citizenship educatigrwhich is a cross-curricular theme in the Danighoational system.

As several educational thinkers have argued, btileegrimary goals of education is
to prepare citizens to maintain and develop denticcsacieties (Dewey, 1916; Hahn, 1998;
Gutmann, 1999). This aim is based on the assumfitairispecified, purposeful education is
required to develop citizens who can participateniesmed, responsible, effective members of
democratic political systems” (Print et al., 20Q25). In recent years, there has been an increasing
international focus among researchers and polidyenseon the role of citizenship education in
schools (QCA, 1998; Olster & Starkey, 2006). Thaa be seen as a response to a growing need for
re-defining what imeango beand what irequiresto bea citizen in the twenty-first century that
goes beyond the legal rights and duties presctilyathtional states. Thus, there are many different
ways of defining citizenship, and citizenship edigrais by no means a homogenic term.

The EU agency Eurydice, which has reviewed theistat citizenship education in
thirty European countries, defines citizenship edion as “school education for young people,
which seeks to ensure that they become activeesmbnsible citizens capable of contributing to
the development and well-being of the society inciiihey live” (Eurydice, 2005: 10).
Furthermore, Eurydice identifies three overlappangs in the European school curricula for
citizenship education: 1) the developmenpolitical literacy, 2) the development afitical
thinkingin relation to certaiattitudes and valugesnd 3) the stimulation of studentsaasive
participants This division is directly inspired by “The Cri¢keport”, which put education for
democratic citizenship (EDC) high on the politieglenda in the United Kingdom, and eventually
led to the establishment of citizenship educat®amindependent school subject in 2002 (QCA,
1998). This new “invention” in the curriculum haspired a number of research projects on the
aims, practices and outcomes and of citizenshipatthn — both in the UK and elsewhere (cf.
Olster & Starkey, 2006). Still, there are consitdealifferences in the ways in which citizenship
education is integrated into the different nationakicula across the world.

In a Danish context, citizenship education is asrourricular theme that forms an
integrated part of school subjects and activit@ess primary, secondary, and upper secondary
school (Print et al., 2002; Korsgaard, 2004, 208%)ce World War IlI, the Danish educational
system has reflected Hal Koch’s dictum that demmcshnould not only be seen as form of
government, but more philosophically as “a wayifef’'|(Koch, 1945). Thus, one of the most

important aims of schooling is to promote studedé&hocratidBildung, which can be seen as a
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Nordic-German equivalent to the Anglo-Saxon termuation” (Schnack, 1994; Kolstrup, 2002;
Gleerup, 2004; Korsgaard, 2004b; Henriksen, 2005 holistic approach to citizenship education
is promoted throughout the national school curtiouin the dialogue between teacher and
students, and through efforts at creating demaxsatiool cultures by establishing student councils
where pupils can actively make decisions that erfke their everyday life at school. These factors
have all been praised in international comparisbasrelate Danish “classroom climates” and
students’ knowledge of citizenship to other Eurapeauntries (Hahn, 1998; Bruhn et al., 2003).

In spite of the apparent success of “the Danishetiddr citizenship education, the
cross-curricular approach should also be criticteedaking the subject-related content, practices
and goals of citizenship education for grantedSeefan Hermann argues, the increased
“compartmentalization” of the Danish school curtecmakes it more difficult to identify the role of
citizenship education (Hermann, 2007). Thus, ira@iBh context, citizenship education has been
somewhat neglected following the historical changedbke requirements for schools and
individuals in the age of late modernity (Kolstr@®02). As a response to this neglect, there has
recently been a growing interest among Danish datuzd researchers and policy makers in the
termmedborgerskabwhich is the widely used Danish term for citizieips “Citizenship” as a
subject has been integrated as a crossdisciplgwject in the 2007 reform of the Danish teacher
education and is taught alongside “Christianityti &philosophy of life”?? The status of this new
subject has sparked an on-going debate on whatit@enship education should play in formal
education (Korsgaard 2007; Slgk & Willesen, 200¥wever, in spite of the fact that citizenship
has emerged as a hot topic for policy makers andatwnal researchers, the discussion has not yet
included the domain of Danish upper secondary daugavhich represents a fundamentally
different educational setting than the one founBamish primary and lower secondary schools
(Hahn, 1998).

Even though the terms “citizen” and “citizenshieation” are not directly
mentioned in the legislation or the curriculum, af¢he declared aims of general upper secondary
education is to promote “active co-participatioraidemocratic society” (Danish Ministry of
Education, 2005c: 81, 5). Thus, education for deataccitizenship is at the core of Danish upper
secondary education. The same emphasis is expreseicurricular aims of social studies as an

upper secondary school subject:

2 The lengthy name of the subject, which is diffidol translate, i&ristendomskundskab, livsoplysning og
medborgerskapalso known a&LM.
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Social studies must promote students’ willingness ability to relate to and participate in demoicrat
debate and engage them in important matters fadekielopment of a democratic society through the
educational content and working methods. Moreos@eial studies education must further the students’
self-reliance and confidence in discussing anchtaki stand on societal problems at a subject-cklate

and qualified level (Danish Ministry of Educatid®Q05a: 1; my translation).

In spite of these ambitious aims, the teachergdgjuies for social studies do not provide detailed
explanations about how teachers should promotestsd‘ability to relate to and engage in the
democratic debate”. The curriculum and the suppiearg guidelines mostly focus on students’
argumentativeskills, which are viewed from the rationalistic and coteriented approach (cf.
section 3.1). Thus, students must be able to argaretically on the basis of their “subject-spiecif
knowledge” and learn progressively to “describalgse, and evaluate” arguments in accordance
with Bloom'’s cognitivist taxonomy, which has beantq influential in shaping school curricula
(Bloom, 1984; Wegerif 2007). In this way, the sbstaidies curriculum represents a rather narrow
view of democratic debate that predominantly emigleapolitical and structuraldimensions.
However, as argued by Olster and Starkey, citizgretiucation should also includealtural and
personaldimension, if it is “to effectively engage learge(Olster & Starkey, 2006: 441).

Even though education for democratic citizenshignfficial objective of Danish
general upper secondary schooling, and particutbdysocial studies curriculum, this aim can be
interpreted and achieved in many different wayghis respect, the role of the teacher becomes
crucial as upper secondary teachers have a higeeefjfreedom in choosing particular examples,
learning resources and teaching methods. Thud)desmshould be able to create positive and
conducive democratic cultures in the classroom¢civis “a significant factor in promoting
education for democratic citizenship because, withspecific context, students experience an
atmosphere of security and trust where they caergmce and practise their democratic skills”
(Print et al. 2002: 204). This points to a classiddemmaof citizenship education: How can one
educate for democracy when democratic citizenshgependent on independent and active
participation? The crucial key for solving thisaiitma is to promotdialoguebetween teachers and

students:

Teaching must be organised in a dialogue whereeatadind teachers respect each other's views tinded.
This demands that the teacher's role be transfofroada traditional didactic, authoritarian oneato
facilitating, personal role. To some critics thigght mean a decline in professional authority & tkassroom.

But if we maintain an authoritarian teacher's ralbere the ends are transferring objective knowdedg
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students are left without experience in formulatipinions or taking part in discussions and debates

experiences that are at the very core of a demoaatiety (Print et al2002: 205).

This description corresponds well with Bakhtin’aldgical perspective on authority as botbre-
requisiteand a potentidbarrier to dialogic discourse and understanding (cf. eac3i.3.2).

Moreover, it is also consistent with Dewey’s vieweducation for democracy, which he defined in
terms of opportunities for maximisirgmmunicatiorbetween individuals and groups. Thus, for
Dewey, democratic education entails “equable opmitit to receive and to take from others”
(Dewey, 1916: 69). This implies “a large varietysbfared undertakings and experiences.

Otherwise, the influences which educate some irastens, educate others into slaves”.

3.5. Debating debating

After this brief introduction to the aims and s&bf citizenship education, | return to two quassio
specifically relevant to this dissertatiohyandhow should citizenship education be taught
through debate games? These questions are diagltthgssed in an interesting article by Lee
Jerome and Bhavini Algarra, which is aptly titlddebating debating” (Jerome & Algarra, 2005).
Based on theoretical discussions as well as obsengaand interviews with a number of secondary
students that participated in the London Debatdl@ige (LDC), Jerome and Algarra try to clarify
the role of debate within a pedagogy for democfadgrome and Algarra start off by summarising

the case for promoting debate (“the why”). Thudyating aids students in the development of:

e Skills for argumentation
»  Selection of relevant information through inclusemd exclusion
» Self-confidence in relation to verbal presentations

»  Critical understanding of selected topics (adafitech Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 495-497).
These aims clearly overlap with the general aimgtafenship education. Thus, according to the
Eurydice report mentioned earlier, the developneéwtitical thinking through citizenship

education includes:

» Acquiring the skills needed to participate activielyublic life;

% The LDC is an annual competition supported byEhglish-Speaking Union and is based on an advetsiebate
format. Students from each of London’s 32 diffedeotoughs are grouped in debate teams and coaghiedend and
oppose various issues. Cf. the English-SpeakingtJsiwebsite www.esu.org
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» Developing recognition of and respect for onesetf athers with a view to achieving greater mutual
understanding;

« Acquiring social and moral responsibility, inclugiself-confidence, and learning to behave respbnsib
towards others;

e The construction of values with due regard foratifig social perspectives and points of view;

» Learning to listen and resolve conflicts peacef(ityrydice, 2005: 10).

Jerome and Algarra find further evidence of thereey potential of debate in The International
Association for Educational Achievement (IEA) Céiship Education Study, which compared
standards across a diverse range of countriesamtttided that schools which encourage student
discussion of political issues in the classroommaost effective in promoting civic knowledge and
engagement” (Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 496; cf. &8aghn et al., 2003). Finally, Jerome and
Algarra also believe that debating should be preahain the basis of their own observations of the
LDC, which indicated that:

...young people enjoyed the process of participatidormal adversarial debate and saw great value in
it. The value they placed upon the process ranged $eeing participation as a preparation for a
variety of roles in the future to viewing it as @ams of boosting their confidence. They thougledt

them to find out more about contemporary issuestamcamine them from different perspectives
(Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 505).

However, instead of simply campaigning for the adagal debate format of the LDC, Jerome and
Algarra step back for critical reflection and pratsa discussion of thgeneralrole of debate in
education. In order to make this analytical shiife authors introduce a useful distinction between

“deliberative debate” and “adversarial debate'ddliberative debatdescribes:

...exchanges and dialogue between students in whikltipants are encouraged to explore a range of
opinions on a common theme and, if possible, teickem how to reach a compromise of some sort. In
deliberative debate there are no predeterminediposj and the tone of the discussion is open and
exploratory. One of the main features of this tgpdebate is the emphasis on providing all paréiotp
with the freedom to explore the issue under disonsand to develop and express their own opinions.
(Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 497).

This is in contrast tadversarial debatan which:
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...Students are invited to respond to a motion oppsal and to argue for or against it. While it is
possible, and beneficial, to explore a range dédiht types of argument and a number of perspegtiv
the outcome is narrower in that participants aouped together by the final vote, for or against th
motion. The tone of adversarial debates is likelp¢ less open, less exploratory and more tightly
focused on promoting and defending a particulanmuent. During an adversarial debate participants

will be unlikely to change their public position dre motion (Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 497).

Furthermore, Jerome and Algarra introduce a frudistinction between “debate” and
“discussion”, wher@ebatedenotes “any formal learning situation in whick gtudents are
encouraged to express and respond orally to o@roora specific issue” (Jerome & Algarra, 2005:
497). Debates can be adversarial or deliberativethey always “convey a degree of formality”. In
contrast, aliscussiorsignifies “the informal, open-ended exchange efws and ideas, in particular
in relation to the public discussion of policy iesti(Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 497). To exemplify,
some phases dhe Power Gamanfold as debates between the politicians repredantthe panel
and the rest of the class, whereas the last plidke game session is a clarifying discussion ef th
game outcome chaired by the teacher.

As these definitions show, Jerome and Algarradngentify the potential and
drawbacks of different forms of classroom debasgaphrasing the political philosopher Will
Kymlicka, they conclude that adversarial debatehtigach young people how to participate in
discussions of public policy, train their mindsctansider issues from a variety of perspectives,
develop their ability to construct arguments argpomd to them, and generally induct them into a
non-violent method of dealing with conflicting vipaints (Kymlicka, 2002: 288-289). Moreover,
adversarial debate may also encourage young peopkaticipate in coalition building to achieve
political outcomes that favour (at least in pang individuals and the groups with which they
identify. On the other hand, there is a real dariggr

...adversarial debate may limit young peoipli¢heir understanding if they are introduced to
controversial public issues through a process batewhich requires them to pick or be assigned to
one of two positions and to argue for or againsioéion. In this respect the approach can be cditi
for limiting young people’s understanding of theue under consideration as well as their

understanding of the process of debate in a dettiosiciety (Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 499).

Similarly, the parliamentary debate scenaridloé Power Gammay also constrain students’
understanding of the relationship between ideokbgi®d rhetoric in a formal election. As Kjetil
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Bagrhaug has argued, mock elections in upper secpsdhools can be criticised for promoting
“voter educatiorior competitive élite democracy” as social studezchers rarely problematise the
democratic principles of voting and majority ruBafhaug, 2008: 596). In order to avoid such
limitations of debate education, Jerome and Alganggest that adversarial models should be
supplemented by theories and pedagogietehbberativedemocracywhich focuses on creating
mechanisms that ensure all citizens are heard artipate in decision-making (Gutmann, 1999).
In a deliberative democracy, “voice rather tharegas the vehicle of empowerment” (Chambers,
2001: 99, cited by Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 499)ug,idemocracy is viewed as a collaborative
process of exploration and decision making. Thlgdeative view of democracy also echoes
Dewey'’s philosophy that “a democracy is more théoran of government; it is primarily a mode
of associated life or conjoint communicated exper@d (Dewey, 1916: 101).

The main point here is thatpedagogy for democracy should adoptaety of
approaches to fostering debate and discussion mvgbhool Since democracy is “neither
absolutely adversarial nor deliberative, it wousibappropriate for schools to adopt one or other
method to the exclusion of others” (Jerome & Alga005: 503). Furthermore,

...young people need experience of different formdatfate and discussion because one of the
functions of active citizens is to help define ah@dpe the nature of their participation, and young
citizens would be at a disadvantage if they diduraterstand the range of approaches available. If
young people in schools experience formal adveakdebate, they should also experience deliberative
discussions. If they experience the thrill or djgaiptment of an outright victory or defeat in tloerhal
vote that follows an adversarial debate, they shaldo experience the satisfaction or frustratiai t
accompanies the process of trying to reach a résolthat accommodates, or at least values, thgeran

of opinions in the class on a public issue (Jer&mdgarra, 2005: 503).

Consequently, the objective of using debate gawresitizenship education is not merely learning
“how to win a debate”. Drawing upon the work of ihdaxter, Jerome and Algarra argue that
citizenship education should help young peopledoaigublic voice where they can “utilize a
spectrum of discursive positions according to cantehich can draw on multiple and perhaps
competing ways of talking” (Baxter, 1999: 95). Thdsrome and Algarra conclude their article
with the following important question for furthexgoration: “Given the variety of forums and
approaches to debate and discussion of publicsgawemocracies, what balance of approaches
are adopted in schools to develop young peoplddiguoice?” (Jerome & Algarra, 2005: 505).
Obviously, there is no simple answer to this comppjeestion, which | will return to after
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describing how the teachers responded to the pubioes of students that participatedrime
Power Gamécf. chapters 8 and 9).

3.6. Games and competencies

One of the key characteristics of debate gamesl-aan other form of games — is that they require
participants tactivelyunfold scenario-specific aspects of knowledgearbter to describe and
analyse how the knowledge productiorilfbe Power Games actively enacted and validated within
an educational context, | will now turn to the oftesed and often disputed conceptaipetence
As Hermann argues, the term competence has bectinatang signifier” with rather diffuse and
politicised meanings in the discourses surroundohgcational policy making — both in a Danish
and in a global context (Hermann, 2003). Even thatighay be risky to turn a policy word into an
analytical concept, | still believe it is fruitfth conceptualise educational gaming from a
competence perspective. In this regard, this shadya shared focus with other recent Danish
dissertations that also explore how different corapees are enacted within school contexts —i.e.
“communicative competence” (Bundsgaard, 2005),t“texnpetence” (Slot, 2008), “multimodal
media competence” (Elf, 2008), and “representatiompiiry competence” (Magnussen, 2008).
Broadly speaking, the concept of competence imptiese different modalities as it both refers to a
potential(competencies to be realisedyeault(of competence development), and pnecessof
enacting particular competencies). In this studyalnly focus orthe actual processes of enacting
and validating game competencies in relation taetipular educational game scenarim order

to clarify what | mean by game competencies, | didicuss different ways of defining competence
first.

3.6.1. DeSeCo’s definition of competence

In a series of publications, the OECD researclnmiiive DeSeCo (Definition and Selection of
Competencies) has identified “key competencieafsuccessful life in a well-functioning society”
(Rychen & Salganik, 2003: 1). In order to accontptisis ambitious goal, DeSeCo takes a
functional anddemand-orientedpproach to the notion of competence that inclites
dimensionsinternal structureandcontext dependencyhis leads to the following definition: “A
competence is defined as the ability to succegsfudet complex demands in a particular context
through the mobilization of psychosocial preredesiincluding both cognitive and non-cognitive
aspects)” (Rychen & Salganik, 2003: 43). As thirdgon implies, the personal development of
competence goes way beyond schooling and curricthurking; it is a notion and a concept for
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living a holistic life in society. This broad theoretical and phdpkical scope is similar to Dewey’s
claim that there exists a fundamental relationslefpveen citizen, curriculum, and society (Dewey,
1916).

The term competence has often been criticisetinfiking educational discourses to
the market-oriented discourses of New Public Manegg and Human Resource Management
(Hermann, 2003). However, Rychen and Salganik esipbahat the primary focus of competence
should be on “the results the individual achievesugh an action, choice, or way of behaving,
with respect to the demands, for instance, relatedparticular professional position, social rale,
personal project” (Rychen & Salganik, 2003: 43)isTitroad goal seems quite different than merely
instrumentalising citizens for “the market”. Funthmdre, Rychen and Salganik’s definition
presupposes that the personal, social, and profedsievelopment of competencies is always
contextual and contexts ameever the samé& his implies that innovative and transformative
thinking is in fact presupposed as a prerequiditang teaching and learning situation. DeSeCo
illustrates the complexity of any potential compe-developing situation in relation to the two

dimensions of complex demands and internal strastudrcf. Figure 3.1 below.
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T of a competence
Demand-oriented i knowledge z
competence ) cognitive skills 2
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values and ethics

motivation

CONTEXT
Figure 3.1: DeSeCo’s model for a demand-orientedpmience concept.

As shown, the competence-developing context ing&veomplex demand and the internal
structure of a competence encompassing a wide @rg®gnitive, intellectual, and psychological
attributes. These attributes are neither static¢'stored in the brain”, but are resources that ddpe
on cooperation with other persons in a particutaetspace situation. The underlying assumption
of the model is that the relationship between tiaddvidual and society is dialectical and dynamic:
“Competencies do not exist independently of actind context”, but are “conceptualised in
relation to demands and actualised by actions (wimplies intentions, reasons, and goals) taken
by individuals in a particular situation” (RychenSalganik, 2003: 47).
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Based upon this definition and an extensive rewaémolicy documents, Rychen and
Salganik then identify three categories of key cetapcies: 1) using tools interactively — including
language and technology, 2) interacting in hetamegas groups, and 3) acting autonomously.
DeSeCo does not include citizenship educationeir framework, but presupposes that an
increased understanding of citizenship should eldped across a wide range of different
competencies. The DeSeCo framework has been usethasretical foundation for international
surveys such as the Programme for InternationaledtuAssessment (PISA) and the Danish
Ministry of Education’s continual mapping of comgeties that are believed to have “impact” on
“wealth and growth” through The National CompeteAcgount Det Nationale
KompetenceregnskabDanish Ministry of Education, 2005d). Howevdrete is a considerable
epistemological gap between DeSeCo’s context-seasiefinition of competence and the way
these quantitative surveys attempt to assessesiodepects of particular competencies
(Bundsgaard, 2005). Thus, while DeSeCo has prowadealuable definition of competence, their
definition isgenericand does not offer any detailed guidance on hodesticompetencies can or

should be developed within the context of form&lasating.

3.6.2. Dewey’s definition of competence

As other researchers have pointed out, Dewey isipartant reference point when attempting to
trace the historical origins of the notion of congmee within educational research (Stevenson,
1996; EIf, 2008). This may sound surprising as cetepce is clearly not the single most important
term in Dewey’s educational theory; better candidanclude “inquiry”, “knowledge” and
"experience”. Nevertheless, Dewey uses the terrmsifetent” and “competency” several times in
Democracy and Educatiofbewey, 1916). For Dewey, competence is the gliituseknowledge

in particular contexts: “The knowledge of a farnsesystematized in the degree in which he is
competent. It is organised on the basis of relatiomeans to ends — practically organized”
(Dewey, 1916: 198). As this quote suggests, Devesgiibes competence as a characteristic of
particular professions, a focus which is expandefiadhon’s and Shaffer’'s analysis of how
professional practioners work (cf. chapter 2). Bt quote should also be read in relation to the
broader scope of Dewey’s educational philosophyclvhssumes that knowledge, also for a
student, should be relateduse Or, in DeSeCo’s view, a demand in a context teqtires more

than intellectual, scientific knowledge in ordert® met.
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Just as DeSeCo, Dewey also describes the pragregticements for “successful
living” in a “well-functioning society”. In contrdgo DeSeCo’s diagnosis, however, which
primarily addresses the sociological discoursedoicational policy makers, Dewey’s vision is
clearly more philosophical. Being competent isony a matter of acquiring the necessary skills

and knowledge of a profession; it also involvesah#ity to makenormativedecisions. Thus,

...there is a great difference between a proficidimiged to immediate work, and a competency
extended to insight into social bearings; betwd&aiency in carrying out the plans of others and i

forming one's own (Dewey, 1916: 327).

Thus, Dewey views competenceths capacity to determine rightly what is for thesband to take
action to achieve these ends; not only the praiiyeo achieve the goals set by othgfs
Stevenson, 1996). The “good” that is taken to leenibrmative end of competent practices is more
than technical efficiency, and applies to occupatigoursuits as much as any others. A competence
is always related to thealueattached to thendsfor which a competence is needed. For example,
when students debateTine Power Gameéhey must be able to find and use relevant farfns
knowledge that relate to the epistemologies ofgssibnal politicians. But in order to accomplish
this task, the students are also required to nrakigidual decisions on moral values concerning a
variety of different ideological issues, which thayst represent, present and debate through their
own public voice.

In order to achieve competence, Dewey presupEmecracyas a normative value
in its own right. Thus, democracy enables the oty for “intellectual and moral growth”,
which is “the dominant vocation of all human beirgsll times” (Dewey, 1916: 320). This means
that democracy is also a necessary prerequisitgefcgloping competence: “A democratic criterion
requires us to develop capacity to the point of petency to choose and make its own career”
(Dewey, 1916: 97). In sum: Dewey’s concept of corapee is similar to DeSeCo’s as he also
stresseshe ability to use knowledge in particular conteX{iewever, in contrast to DeSeCo, whose
macro-sociological aims for achieving competenoies global scale are somewhat general and
abstract, Dewey’s concept of competence is exjylioiirmative as it presupposes thatividuals
should be able to determine rightly what is for ltest and to take action to achieve these ends

within the context of a democratic society.
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3.6.3. Subject-related competencies
One of the defining aspects of the recently implet@e reform of Danish upper secondary schools
is the aim of competence-based teaching (Danisliskiynof Education, 2005c¢). This involves the
development of students’ subject-related compegsras well as general, social and personal
competencie$’ In spite of this broad ambition, the overall foimshe reform is primarily on
subject-related competencies defined in a reponh ffhe Danish Ministry of Education entitled
Educations for the Futur@Busch et al., 2003). According to this report,jesabrelated competence
can and should be developed by “working with subjetated matter and knowledge in relevant
situations and activities in order to inform acgd(Busch et al., 2003: 18; my translation). Thus,
subject-related competencies acquired in socidietican be defined as “a knowledge-based
preparedness to act purposefully in situationsctviobntain a certain kind of [social studies]-
related challenge” (Busch et al., 2003: 18; myslation).

This way of defining competencies in relation th@al subjects has been criticised by
Jeppe Bundsgaard for being too traditionalistidhasapproach easily narrows competencies down
to a matter of learning the content of an existingiculum (Bundsgaard, 2005). Instead,
Bundsgaard suggests that we should take DeSeCertalbambition seriously and revise the
educational system in order to develop the necegsgrcompetencies, which students actually
needin order to live as citizens in a modern, postistdal society. Partially as a response to
Bundsgaard'’s critique, EIf has since broadenediéfmition from “knowledge-based
preparedness” to “insightful preparedness” in otdeavoid focusing too narrowly on knowledge as
a “thing” that is pre-given in the curriculum (EEQ08: 131-3). Inspired by Dewey, EIf stresses that
knowledge should primarily be understood in relatio students’ continugirocessesf
“knowing”. Thus, development of competencies isata/related to the possibility of creatingw
knowledge within the subject-related context of\eeg classroom. According to Elf, the difference
between his own bottom-up approach, which focusesompetence development in local
classroom cultures, and Bundsgaard’s top-down @gprovhich focuses on the power of
educational reform and broader societal conceempsesents a dilemma because “if one strategy is
chosen, the other is immediately ruled out” (EGD&: 133). However, from my point of view, there
is no real opposition between these two “micro” amdcro” perspectives on competencies, as they

are — or at least as theguldor shouldbe — inextricably linked. Simply put, student cortgpeies

24 Sometimes abbreviated as FAPS (faglige, almenspplge og sociale kompetencer).
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can be developed in relation to both subject-rdlateowledge in local classroom conteatslin
relation to broader societal demands.

This on-going discussion of how and for what pugsostudents should develop
subject-related competencies is far from settlemvéler, in this project, | am mainly interested in
exploringhow debate games can be used to enact and vatidaipetencies that relates to the
cross-curricular theme of citizenship educatiés mentioned in chapter 1, citizenship education
was not the initial focus of my project. Insteadssumed thathe Power Gameould be used to
enact and develop a number of student competenaigsh would be relevant for social studies
and Danish as a subject. In the original gameunstins sent to the participating teachers, the
election scenario claimed to support the followstigdent competencies:

» Arguing and debate through description and evalnati political argumentation
« Understanding political ideologies, political désis making and political communication
e Information and communication technology (ICT) fitey

*  Group work and negotiation through dialogue ancatkeb

These aims addressed the general aims of upperdagoeducation (general, social, and personal
competencies) and the academic aims of socialefwid Danish as a subject in upper secondary
education. | assumed that the election scenarilhefPower Game/ould primarily match the

social studies curriculum, which emphasises evanatf political arguments, political ideologies,
negotiation, and decision-making processes as ékegs” (Danish Ministry of Education, 2005a;
cf. section 3.4). However, | also assumed thatrabpects such as political communication, the
rhetorical forms of appeal (ethos, logos, pathas)l oracy were more closely related to the
curriculum of Danish as a subject. Thus, | aimedainduct the game sessions in collaboration with
the social science teachers and Danish teachers.

Unfortunately, | was unable to find schools, teashand schedules that would allow
me to explore this subject combination in my enggirstudies, which took place during the
somewhat chaotic implementation of the 2005 ref(idanish Ministry of Education, 2005c).
Eventually, my empirical studies ended up beingtalely on collaboration with social studies
teachers. Thus, according to Elf's definition obget-related competencies, social studies formed
the subject-related contetdr my study (EIf, 2008). Following the definitiaf competencies in
Educations for the Futurene of the declared aims of the 2005 reform wasttoduce

“‘competence-based teaching”. However, out of the fiarticipating teachers in this study, only
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Marianne had experience with this “new” competesgeroach. Consequently, it was rather
difficult to compare the teachers’ adaptatiorbe Power Gameith the competence aims
described by the new reform.

After observing and interviewing the participatisggial studies teachers, it became
clear that the teachers represented quite diffeq@stemological viewahen evaluating student
participation and subject-related aspects of teegsessions (cf. chapter 8). Thus, Karen guided
the end-of-game discussion by emphasising precedettie history of Danish politics. Marianne
took on the role of “Danish teacher” and highlightee importance of rhetoric and the students’
ability to deliver verbal presentations. Thomas kagsed similar rhetorical aspects of the game,
but from a more ironic perspective. For Poul, theecsubject matter of the election scenario was
represented in the power relations that emergéueimegotiation phase. Finally, Joan saw the
debate game as a way to teach her students impadpects of democratiildung Based on the
high degree of variation in the teachers’ inter@iiens of the game election scenario, | decided to
reconceptualiseny analysis of the game sessions in relation aadsfon what game competencies
that emerged as seen in a broader, cross-currigatapective. Thus, this thesis should not be read
as an attempt to expand the academic study ofédksitidies didactics” for Danish upper secondary
education (Henriksen & Knudsen, 2004). Instead, dissertation aims to describe tmmpetent
practicesof the participating teachers and students — botklation to the game goals and the
educational goals dfhe Power Game

3.6.4. Competent practices
Even though competence has become an importanépbimceducational discourse, it is most
commonly used as way of describing educatiamalk Relatively few examples exist of classroom
research that provides detailed descriptions of sismlentenactparticular competencies as seen
from a holistic perspective (Elf, 2008; Slot, 2008agnussen, 2008). Thus, there is an important
analytical gap between the way a competence isekkfii.e. at a theoretical level or in a policy
document), and competence asaaalytical conceptvhich describes how teachers and students try
to meet specific demands in contextualised settings

In order to close this gap, | will introduce EtrenWenger gractice-orientecconcept
of competence (Wenger, 1998). In contrast to DeSB@wey and Elf, Wenger's competence
definition is not based on societal demands, nauaatiteria for making the right choices or

knowledge production in school subjects. For Wenigarning should be seen as a two-way
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interplay of competence and experience, where ¢aayeach drive the other (Wenger, 1998: 138-
9). In a personal e-mail correspondence, Wengefundeer defined competence as “the
relationships of accountability to the practicevittyich a community defines forms of membership
and by which engagement in the practice is expegiéms legitimate membershif”A person,
then, is competent to the degree in which his ophactices are “accountable” and “legitimate” in
relation to a given “community”. Thus, competensdirist and lassocially defineecause it
presupposes that social recognition is the mosbirtapt prerequisite for being competent.

Wenger’s practice-oriented definition of competergeboth highly inspiring and
problematic. On the one hand, the definition isiable as it allows an outsider’s view on the
everyday ways in which teachers and students resegertain practices as “being competent” in
the socially defined¢ontextof a classroom. Thus, teachers and students yesiEpt certain
practices such as students raising their handsswexr a question as an indication of subject-rdlate
competence even though the student may actually litée to add to the discussion if chosen by
the teacher. Obviously, teachers’ situated recamgndf student actions does not ensure that the
individual students competent. Nevertheless, every day teachers aetltbe world are expected to
legitimise certain pedagogical practices in miliasf classrooms. This is simply an integrated part
of how school is “done”. Thus, when introducingoangwhat unfamiliar learning resource such as
The Power Gammmto an educational contexhe participants in this study clearly felt chaligrd
by the accompanying set of knowledge aspects dithiran criteria of the election scenario.

More specifically, the debate game required thehews to becomicilitators and the students to
becomeperformerg(cf. chapters 7 and 8). In this way, Wenger’s pcaebriented notion of
competence makes it possible to describe how thedunction of new learning resources (i.e.
debate games) challenges social patterns of reomgaind legitimisation in relation to existing
pedagogical practices.

On the other hand, Wenger’s definition of compegeis also problematic as it
reduces the curricul&nowledgeembedded in the student’'s competencies to a nadttérgitimate
participation”. As DeSeCo argues, competence dewedmt also implies individual aspects that are
cognitive and emotional as well as linked to atkitsi and values. DeSeCo briefly notes that their
definition is limited as it only describes competeras seen from the individual’s perspective
(Rychen & Salganik, 2003: 50). Wenger’s definitioncontrast, may be criticised for being too
dependent of the social identity of the locammunity which he defines rather vaguely as “a way

% From personal e-mail correspondence with Etieneadér, 10 May 2006.
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of talking about the social configurations in whimlr enterprises are defined as worth pursuing and
our participation is recognizable as competencegifgér, 1998: 5). As Gee has argued, Wenger’s
conception of “community” and “communities of priaet’ are problematic as they tend to reduce
communities, and thus also competencies, to hasimanentities (Gee, 2005b). Thus, Wenger’'s
definition of a community makes it difficult to dgtmine whatifferentiatesone community and/or
competence from another. Similarly, Wegerif notest tWenger’s notion of community lacks the
dialogical possibility of amutsider’sperspective, which is necessary in order to canstn
identity as annsider (Wegerif, 2007: 283-4, Bakhtin, 1986: 7).

In spite of these criticisms, which | believe aae,fWenger’'s definition of
competence as socially recognigedcticesstill provides a valuable analytical starting goirhen
trying to analyse and contextualise how teachedss&undents interpreted the election scenario of
The Power GameThus, by taking a practice-oriented approacls, esis aims to overcome the
analytical gap between competence as an abstra¢tiefined by theories, policies and/or
teachers), and the everyday practicesr@ctingandvalidating particular competencies within a

school context.

3.7. Contextualising competencies

DeSeCo, Dewey, EIf and Wenger’s definitions of cetepce are all valuable when trying to define
the educational aims of modern society. Howevke, dill definitions, these assumptions are
difficult to apply to the complex reality of a clasom setting where teachers and students enact
educational games through a complex interplay iémdint goals and knowledge forms. Thus,
opening the door to a classroom in order to des@tbdents’ competent practices involve
numerous theoretical, methodological and analytieaislations. In order to be able to tackle these
translation problems, it is necessary to clariyabntextof the students’ competencies.

This chapter has tried to demonstrate that “conmpeteis a complex concept that is
defined in relation to differeribci, views ofcompetentictorsand overalaims The focus refers to
the key content or aspect of a competence — inofuaiodels of knowledge production on a global
(DeSeCo/OECD), national (curriculum-based) or Idpahctice-oriented) scale. Furthermore, the
varying definitions of competence represent différgays of conceptualising the competent actor,
which is both related tsocial andindividual dimensions of learning and knowledge production.
Finally, competencies are defined in relation féedentaims Below, | have summarised the four

different definitions discussed in the previousgsmg
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Definition Focus Actor Aim

Functional Holistic, functional and The individual in a modern, Successful life in a well-
(DeSeCo, 2003) demand-oriented globalised society functioning society
Pragmatist Integration of knowledge, Relationship between Education for democratic
(Dewey, 1916) action and personal growth | individual and society citizenship
Subject-related Subject-specific forms of Institutionalised Education for the

(EIf, 2008) knowledge production (teachers and students) knowledge society
Practice-oriented Social recognition of Socially defined by Legitimate membership of
(Wenger, 1998) competent practices relationships of accountability local communities

Table 3.1: Overview of different competence deiims.

As the table indicates, competence is a multi-dsraral term that carries many different, even
conflicting, meanings — both on a theoretical ancaalytical level.

In this thesis, | am primarily interested in exjphgr studentsgame competenci@s
relation to theigame practicesHowever, this practice-oriented perspective dagsecessarily
exclude functional, pragmatist and subject-relasgkects of the students’ competencies. Moreover,
this study does not analyse students’ competenasiesther potentials or results, but how they
emerged when playing a game (cf. section 3.6). Timysaim is to describe what and how
particular game competencies are enacted and tedida particular social actions and practices
within the context of particular educational gamersario.In order to accomplish this goal, | draw
upon Barth’s analytical framework that identifibsee “faces” of knowledge (Barth, 2002; cf.
chapter 2). More specifically, game competenciesbmadefined as tHenowledge-based abilities
to enact and validate particular assertions, modegepresentation and social forms of
organisation in relation to particular game praati&.Following Barth, this definition assumes that
the students’ game competencies are or can beatedibly specific criteria, which are both
generated by the different knowledge forms of aipaar game scenario and the educational

context. Translated to this studyTie Power Gamehis raises the following analytical questions:

* Assertions: How did the students engage with and validatédéelogical assertions, goals, rules and
contingent outcomes embedded in the election siceaad the curriculum?
* Modes of representation:How did the students interpret the game resoui@sole descriptions and

political discourse) in order to communicate antidede distinct types of meaning?
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» Social organisation:How did the students enact and validate theiigassi roles in relation to their existing

roles within the formal learning context of uppecendary school?

These analytical questions both address the kngeléarms of the game scenario and the wider
educational context. Thus, when students took emdtes of politicians within the semiotic domain
of The Power Gameéhey had to be able to engage ingaene goals- i.e. by assuming particular
ideologies, taking on roles and trying to win tihecgon through various debate practices. At the
same time, the students were also expected tafyleiith the educational goal®f the game
scenario — i.e. by learning about the phenomengolttical ideologies, parliamentary elections
and rhetorical forms of appeal in relation to thericulum. Consequently, the social processes of
enactingThe Power Gameefer to both the professional practices of reattavpoliticians and the
everyday pedagogical practices of teaching andhilegr As | have argued previously, educational
gaming involves situated tensions and mutual najohi between game goals and educational
goals, as they refer to different criteria for whaiunts” as knowledge within different traditioof
knowledge (cf. chapter 2). In this way, this stectplores how students’ game competencies
represent glayful form ofknowledgeelated to both the creative and unpredictableayaes of the
election scenario and the everyday validation gatef upper secondary education.

The students’ game competencies can thus be manpkeanalysed as a dynamic
interplay between Barth'’s three aspects of knowdeddhich are related to both the game scenario
and the educational context. Correspondingly, thédents’ competent practices can be described
through three differertheoretical and analytical perspectiveshich are highly interrelated and
mutually constitutive. In order to analyse the éhkeowledge aspects of the students’ game
competencies, | draw upon the three perspectivesagimatism, interactionism and dialogism.
Thus, by taking these different perspectives jiiassible to identify different aspects of their
scenario competengcsocial competen¢gandcommunicative competenaghich involve the
studentsoverall ability to inquire into a game scenario addpt knowledge across real and
imagined contexts; the ability to adopt roles aatfigrm in relation to different perspectives; and
the ability to understand and master the availapeech genres and semiotic resources of the
dialogical game space (cf. chapter 4). Below, Ta&2aillustrates how the knowledge aspects of
The Power Gamscenario are related to the educational contekt@particular competencies
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Knowledge aspects Game scenario Educational context Competencies

Assertions Parliamentary election Curricular goals Scenario competence
Modes of representation Ideological voices Teacher-student dialogue | Communicative competence
Social organisation Strategic interaction Everyday interaction Social competence

Table 3.2: The knowledge aspects, contexts and etampies offhe Power Game

The point here is that this study does not attempmtentify oneparticular game competence as
being more important or essential than others. &dtie aim is to explore how a particular game
scenario enables a wide range of different comma¢snwhich may both be validated in relation to
game knowledge and educational knowledgementioned in chapter 2, this study does not
involve any formal assessment of learning outconmssead, | aim to describe and analyse the
students’ game competencies by comparing and trlatigg different analytical perspectives on
the five game sessions (cf. discussion of my medlogilcal approaches in chapter 5). In this
respect, | agree with DeSeCo’s claim that “compegerannot be directly measured or observed,
but must be inferred from observing performanceézt a demand in a number of settings”
(Rychen & Salganik, 2003: 55).

In the next chapter, | examine more closely th&eteht theoretical perspectives of
pragmatism, interactionism and dialogism, and Hoeg¢ perspectives can be usefbteground
andbackgroundlifferent aspects of the students’ inquiry (exgece), social interaction (roles) and
discourse (positioning). Thus, by combining thésed perspectives, | am able to present a
theoretical-analytical model for understanding itieaning-making processes, practices and

competencies of educational gaming.
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4. Theoretical perspectives

The aim of this chapter is to provide a theoretaral analytical model for understanding the
meaning-making processes, practices and compeseofceglucational gaming. The chapter starts
out by presenting a sociocultural approach to elutal gaming, which implies a dynamic
interplay betweemquiry, interactionanddiscourse In the next three sections, these theoretical
perspectives are expanded by drawing upon the ofdbdiewey, Mead, Goffman, and Bakhtin.
Each of the three sections concludes by definipgricular competence, which is relevant for
understanding the enactment and validation of ddud gaming: scenario competence, social
competence and communicative competence. Thedation summarises the different theoretical
and analytical aspects in relation to the empirficalis of this study.

4.1. A sociocultural approach to educational gaming
As mentioned, this dissertation is based so@oculturalapproachto educational gaming, which
focuses on thprocessuahspects of playing, knowing, thinking, learninglaneaning-making (cf.
chapter 2). The term “sociocultural” assumes aeclasnection between meanings that are
culturally embedded and meanings that arise thraagial interaction This means that “we cannot
study learning as an isolated phenomenon as mexahyal activities in the individual, but we have
to look at the whole context in order to understesidt inhibits and promotes learning” (Dysthe,
2003: 16; my translation). Thus, a socioculturgrapch implies @ontextualisediiew of learning.
Furthermore, this implies a reaction against theowamindedness of behaviourist and cognitive
learning theories, which have been two of the mdostinating paradigms within educational
research and policy-making in the twentieth cen{@xeeno et al., 1996). Sociocultural approaches
attempt to re-think traditional dualisms such d&‘inner and the outer, between individual and
community, between cognition and culture, betwéenught and language, communication and
content” (Dysthe, 2003: 16; my translation). Conseyly, a sociocultural perspective on
educational gaming focuses on the comphgrplay between these categories by studying
processual aspects of learning, knowing, thinkamgl meaning-making.

Even though sociocultural researchers often shammmon critique of reductionist
conceptions of learning, there is avesingle sociocultural theory. Thus, over the lasi tw three
decades, sociocultural approaches have been shafieeinced, and adapted by a wide range of

researchers who come from or work within a varadtyesearch traditions and disciplines, i.e.
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psychology, pedagogy, sociology, and linguistié¢s\(¢ertsch, 1991; Dysthe, 2003; Séalj6, 2003). In
this way, a sociocultural approach can be descrisesh inter-disciplinary or eveondisciplinary
approach to educational research. This flexibiig paved the way for a number of different
sociocultural research traditions such as cultpsgithology (Cole, 1996; Bruner, 1990; Rogoff,
1990), activity theory (Engestrom, 1987), socio+atige approaches (Resnick et al., 1997;
Kirshner & Whitson, 1997), and theories of situdistning and communities of practice (Lave &
Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998).

It is beyond the scope of this project to investigthe overlaps and disagreements
between different sociocultural approaches and theoretical assumptions (cf. Dysthe, 2003;
Sawyer, 2002; Shaffer & Clinton, 2007). Howeveshbuld be noted that many sociocultural
approaches are more or less directly inspired byotsky’s sociohistorical theory of how humans
learn by appropriating various “tools”, i.e. langeasigns and artefacts (Vygotsky, 1978; cf.
Wertsch, 1991). Even though Vygotsky’s dialectitaory is valuable when describing the
educational use of language or technology, thispgestive easily leads to quite deterministic and
rationalistic conclusions of how such tools “wokkVegerif, 2007: 33). Moreover, Vygotsky’'s
theory of tools comes up short in the attempt tmant for thedialogical andcreativeaspects of
thinking, learning and playing, which are centmabh understanding of educational gaming. In this
way, | agree with Wegerif that sociocultural apmtoes easily turn into quasi-Marxist or “realist”
interpretations of the world. However, instead lod@adoning the sociocultural framework
altogether, | believe that it can be reformulatedchclude broader perspectives on the meaning-
making processes of teaching and playing througicatbnal games.

In summary, the sociocultural approach of thisithesbased on a range of theoretical
assumptions that are relevant when studying howathnal games are enacted and validated
within educational settings (cf. chapter 2). Fafkall, this study assumespaactice-oriented
approach to educational gaming, which focuses envidtys in which teachers and students enact,
recognise and validate particular social actiorthiwian educational context (Scollon, 2001; Gee,
2003; Bloome et al., 2005; cf. chapters 3 and Hredver, this thesis assumeshktional
ontology which means that the social interaction of edaoat gaming cannot be reduced to
substantialist categories, but should be understsadutual transactions between the social actors
of the educational game encounter (Emirbayer, 1@@ffman, 1961a). The approach taken here is
also founded upon @ragmatist epistemologgs | assume that the knowledge aspects of

educational gaming cannot be studied as fixediesitibut should be mapped and interpreted in
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relation to teachers and students’ context-spepificesses of construction and re-construction of
experience (Dewey, 1916; Biesta & Burbules, 2088)ally, the thesis assumeslialogical
perspectiveon educational gaming, which explores discursevesions between different
ideological positions and perspectives (Bakhtir§1;3Dngstad, 1997; Wegerif, 2007).

Based on these assumptions, | will now presengarétical and analytical framework
for understanding the meaning-making processesamgpetencies of educational gaming as a
dynamic interplay of inquiry, interaction and disezee Thus, the following sections conceptualise
educational gaming as the processual interplagapfiry (Dewey, 1916, 1933), interaction (Mead,
1934; Goffman, 1959, 1961a, 1974), and discours&lfién, 1981, 1986). This corresponds with
Barth’s anthropology of knowledge, which implieattleducational gaming can be studied as two
overlappingtraditions of knowledge that both involve assersidinquiry), modes of representation
(discourse), and social forms of organisation (ext@on) (Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2).
Consequently, the inquiry, interaction and discewfeducational gaming both involve the
everyday knowledge aspects of a given educati@tahg — i.e. teacher and student practices — and
the domain-specific meanings of a particular gantech includes scenario-based problems,
contingent outcomes, rules, goals, roles and resswithin the dialogical game space. Moreover,
this multidimensional interplay betweemuiry, interaction anddiscourserevolves around the
central category afocial action -see Figure 4.1 belo¥.

inquiry

social
action

discourse

interaction

Figure 4.1: The multi-dimensional interplay betwésauiry, interaction, and discourse.

% The layout and perspectives of the model preserteelare heavily inspired by Ron Scollon’s Medidbéscourse
Analysis (MDA), which presents an interdisciplindrgmework for mapping social actors’ trajectoriésituated
practices in relation to their historical body graction order and discourse in place (cf. Scolk@@1). However,
Scollon’s theoretical and analytical perspective®weryday interaction have far broader implicatitiran this study,
which primarily addresses the domain-specific pcastand meaning-making processes of educationgihga
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This model does not represent an ontological tabibut the world, but should merely be seen as a
useful illustration of thénterplay between the meaning-making processes and competatices

of educational gaming. Thus, the model can be tsethphow social actors (i.e. teachers and
students) enact and validate a particular gameTte Power Ganjeby inquiring into the goals,
rules and potential outcomes of the election seerlarough different interactional roles (i.e.
facilitator and performer) and discursive positi¢ins. teacher authority and student voices), which
involve different modes of representation (i.e. sitds, spoken language, hand-outs with role
descriptions etc.). In this way, it becomes possiblunderstand and analyse the meaning-making
processes and practices of educational gamirigregroundingandbackgroundinghe different
dimensions of inquiry, interaction and discourshkich represent complimentary perspectives (cf.
chapter 5). In the next three sections, | will exgp@ach of these theoretical dimensions of

educational gaming.

4.2. Educational gaming as inquiry

As mentioned, the work of John Dewey presents &hyvidccepted theoretical framework for
understanding game-based teaching and learningdided@16; cf. chapter 2). This is no
coincidence as Dewey was deeply concerned boththatiprocesses of teaching and learr@ind
the ways in which play and games could be use@sgd meaningful learning environments. In
order to follow Dewey’s views on play and gameshi@ curriculum, it is important to understand
his notions of “experience” and “inquiry”, whicheatwo central and interrelated concepts in his
pragmatist philosoph¥/. For Deweygexperiences a holistic and dynamic phenomenon, which is

continually subject to change due to critical thirgk

The term experience may thus be interpreted wittreace either to the empirical or to the
experimental attitude of mind. Experience is nagal and closed thing; it is vital, and hence giogv
When dominated by the past, by custom and routinepften opposed to the reasonable, the
thoughtful. But experience also includes the réitecthat sets us free from the limiting influerafe

sense, appetite, and tradition (Dewey, 1933: 277).

In this way, Dewey’s concept of experience referapirocesgto experience) and to thesult(an

experience), which may lead to change, elaboratt@xpansion of capacities to understand and act

27 As a testimony of the central role of “experienaeDewey’s works, one merely needs to glance atittes of his
influential works on the philosophy of scien&xperience and Natur@925); the philosophy of arirt as Experience
(1934); and his lectures on the philosophy of etonaExperience and Educatiqii938b).
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in new or changed ways (Elkjeer, 2007: 40). Morepgrperience is closely linked with Dewey’s
theory ofinquiry, which describes how individuals “think” and “rextruct” experience (Dewey,
1916, 1933, 1938a). The process of an inquiry ve®five stages, even though the stages do not

necessarily follow each other in linear progression

1) Indeterminancy or disturbance: Inquiry arises when individuals encounter “indetarate” situations, and
start to doubt their knowledge and experience giffan issue. This pre-cognitive stage of inquiryyrba felt
as an intuitive “hunch” in relation to existing fizsb

2) Intellectualisation: defining the problem: At this stage, the individual recognises thattaasion is
problematic and has started an active articulaifcthe problem.

3) Formation of a working hypothesis: What follows is an analysis of the conditionsiué situation which
leads to the formulation of a “working hypothegist “plan”).

4) Reasoning — in a narrower sensefhe working hypothesis is further evaluated antbrenulated through
thought experiments.

5) Testing the hypothesis by actionOnly the practical testing of the hypothesis irtemial activity makes it
possible to draw conclusions about its validityisTinay lead to a solution to the problem at hardi reew
ideas (Dewey, 1933, 1938a; adapted from Bernsi®®6: 101-113 and Miettinen, 2000: 65-67).

As these stages suggest, Dewey conceptualisesyragia progressive determination of a problem
and its solution, and describes how a succesgfuirnn results in knowledge, which must be
understood in relation to its actual context. THdswey views learning as “the continuous process
of reconstructing experience” (Elkjeer, 2007: 48)tHis way, Gee clearly echoes Dewey when he

describes how playing a video game requires thgepk® engage in the following process:

1. The player mugprobethe virtual world (which involves looking arouritetcurrent environment, clicking on
something, or engaging in a certain action).

2. Based on reflection while probing and afterwarls, glayer must form hypothesisbout what something (a
text, object, artefact, event, or action) might meaa usefully situated way.
The playereprobesthe world with that hypothesis in mind, seeing tféect he or she gets.

4. The player treats this effect as feedback fromatbdd and accepts aethinkshis or her original hypothesis.
(Gee, 2003: 90).

Gee’s description of the probe-hypothesize-repraienk cycle is quite similar to Dewey’s model
of inquiry, which he also referred to as “hypotlsdasisting” (Dewey, 1933: 105). Thus, Dewey’s
theory of inquiry represents a general model of @athink and learn, which is both relevant for

understanding education and gaming, and thus edoneaggaming.
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One of the core aspects of Dewey’s theory of ingisithe concept afeflection
Thus, reflection is thprocessby which one makes meaning from experiences tivaive more
than simply attending to events — they also invahteractions with other individuals, the
environment, and the world. In summary, Dewey adghet reflective thinking occurs in two
states: “It originates in a state of doubt, unaetyeor difficulty, and further turns into an adt o
searching, hunting, inquiring to find material tknali resolve the doubt, settle and dispose the
perplexity” (Dewey, 1933: 105). Thus, reflectionyrze defined aa response to a situation of
uncertainty or a problemlranslated to the context of educational gaminiigeton occurs as
game participants consciously, coherently, and gaefully apply ideas while strategising and
implementing each phase of problem solving. In $leisse, reflection from experience is crucial
when trying to teach with and learn from gamesdbépter 3).

Dewey’s model of inquiry as the basis of thinkangd learning has often been mis-
interpreted as being too instrumentalist. Thuss, ilportant to underline that Dewey'’s entire
philosophy is an attempt to avoid futile epistengadal dualisms, i.e. between “science” and
“culture” or education “from within” and “from witbut” (Dewey, 1938b: 5). In an oft cited
guotation fromArt as ExperienceDewey describes how experience also has an ian@sthetic

dimension:

A piece of work is finished in a way that is saistbry; a problem receives its solution; a game is
played through; a situation, whether that of eatingeal, playing a game of chess, carrying on a
conversation, writing a book, or taking part inditical campaign, is so rounded out that its clisse
consummation and not a cessation. Such an experiercwhole and carries with it its own

individualizing quality and self-sufficiency. It &n experience (Dewey, 1934: 35).

As this quote shows, Dewey’s concept of experiahearly goes beyond a purely cognitive view,
where experience equals acquisition of knowledgettiMen, 2000). Thus, a full understanding of

experience and inquiry cannot be isolated fronrtheiotional, ethical, and aesthetic qualities.

4.2.1. Play and imagination

Among educational theorists, John Dewey is wellvandor stressing the learning potential of play
and game activities within education (Makedon, 1928ge, 2000). Thus, Dewey devotes an
entire chapter ilDemocracy and Educatidio “Play and Work in the Curriculum”. In tune withe

main argument presented throughout the book, he®#we chapter by noting that it is “desirable”
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that education, as such, starts “from and withetkigerience and capacities of learners” (Dewey,
1916: 202). This can be done through the “the cuotion of forms of activity, in play and work,
similar to those in which children and youth engagtside of school” (Dewey, 1916: 202). Dewey
makes no fundamental distinction between play aodk\&ctivities, as they “both involve ends
consciously entertained and the selection and atlaptof materials and processes designed to
affect the desired ends” (Dewey, 1916: 210). Tplesy and work mostly differ in terms of “time-
spans”, which “influence the directness of mearsards” (Dewey, 1916: 210). In this sense, play
and work activities simply represent two differaspects on eontinuumof meaningful relations
between ends and means. This assertion also gagsiatne commonsensical notion that play is
goal-free or is an end in itself.

In summary, Dewey views play as being meaningfodl-@riented, and interest-
based. Moreover, play is free and plastic ashbik directed toward present and future (projected)
activities (cf. chapter 2). However, in order talrge the educational value of play it is necessary
understand play as amaginativeactivity (Dewey, 1916: 245). Play activities ape important to

be reduced to a purely developmental phenomenomguetaldren:

It is still usual to regard this [imaginative] adty as a specially marked-off stage of childisbwth,
and to overlook the fact that the difference betwglay and what is regarded as serious employment
should be not a difference between the presencalasehce of imagination, but a difference in the

materials with which imagination is occupied (Dew&916: 245).

In this way, play is closely linked with the imagtion, which is “the medium of realization of

every kind of thing which lies beyond the scopelioéct physical response” (Dewey, 1916: 245).
Put differently, Dewey’s conception of imaginatigpresents “the capacity to concretely perceive
what is before us in light of what could be” (FesmR003: 65). Thus, the educational value of play

activities must be based on the understanding that:

The imagination is as much a normal and integretl @fshuman activity as is muscular movement. The

educative value of manual activities and of labmmaexercises, as well as of play, depends upon the

extent in which they aid in bringing about a segsifithemeaningof what is going onin effect, if not

in name, they are dramatizations. Their utilitanvatue in forming habits of skill to be used fonggible

results is important, but not when isolated from éppreciative side. Were it not for the accompamyi

play of imagination, there would be no road frodir@ct activity to representative knowledge; foisit
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by imagination that symbols are translated over smmtirect meaning and integrated with a narrower

activity so as to expand and enricliewey, 1916: 245-6; my emphasis added).

Play activity as such is no guarantee for avoidingchanical methods in teaching” (Dewey, 1916:
245). Thus, the value of educational gaming isrelytdependent upon whether the imaginative
aspects of play are able to support students ulasheliag of “what is going on”. In this way,
imaginative play allows meaning to be created tigtotdramatizations” of particular aspects of
knowledgeConsequently, the presumably distinct categoriésmagination and reality represent a
subtlecontinuumof finely graded experience as human beings dexp¢rience reality directly but
always through symbols, language, and social iotera (Waskul & Lust, 2004).

4.2.2. Play as creative action

Dewey'’s characterisation of play as “imaginativabsld be seen in the wider context of his
pragmatist philosophy. The root meaning of the &regerd pragmais “that which has been done,
an act, a deed, a fac® Thus, Dewey’s pragmatism is fundamentally a ploijbds/ ofactionwhich
portrays human actors as active participants whaperience and knowledge of the world only
make sense in relation to practice (Bernstein, 18vibkmann, 2006: 13, 31). The link between
Dewey’s conception of play and his understandingation has been convincingly elaborated by
the German sociologist Hans Joas, who has re-fateaiDewey’s pragmatism as a “theory of the
creativity of action” (Joas, 1996: 133). Accordimgloas, Dewey not only views play alithuman
action as an expression of “creativity” to the extdat actors are able to “reconstruct” their dsin
and perception of the world, whenever they encouméreseen situations and problems in their
everyday activities (Joas, 1996: 126-7). Thus, magsts such as Dewey and Mead “maintain that
all human action is caught in the tension betweeeflected habitual action and acts of creativity”
(Joas, 1996: 129). This means that creativity @aaheliinedas “the liberation of the capacity for
new actions” (Joas, 1996: 133). Dewey unfolds viesv of creativity in his boolkCreative
Intelligence(1917):

The pragmatic theory of intelligence means thafftinetion of mind is to project new and more
complex ends — to free experierioem routine and from caprice. Not the use of tHaug accomplish

purposes already given either in the mechanisrheobbdy or in that of the existent state of thaetgc

2 Cf. Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionarwgww.dev.m-w.com/dictionary/pragmatic
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but the use of intelligence to liberate and libeeahction, is the pragmatic lesson (Dewey, 1917;
quoted by Joas, 1996: 133).

From this pragmatist perspective, play represenis@el of actioras the “capacity for invention or
creativity” presupposes the “playing through” aleahative courses of action (Joas, 1993: 22-3).
Thus, the contingent relationship between endsagahs in children’s play should not be seen as
an exotic exception from the norm of more “mundaaetions; play should rather be seemas
model for understanding the imaginative dimensiohuman actioms suchln this way, Dewey’s
pragmatist theory of action implies a creativelaryful view upon social agency

According to Joas, Dewey’s work represents a fureddal scepticism of “the means-
ends schema” that is so commonly used when int@mgreveryday action as “goal-driven” (Joas,
1996). Thus, Joas argues that Dewey’s conceptiptagfcan be seen as a critique of the tendency
to reduce human action to either overly rationélitarian) or normative (morally determined)
motives (Joas, 1996: 153). Dewey bases his critidulee means-ends thinking on the contrast
between action in pursuit ekternallyimposed goals and an ideal of action that beconfesed
with meaning through goals that an¢rinsic to the on-going activities. Thus, Dewey makes an
important distinction between the goals and thalte®f actions, as goals are merely anticipated
future states that do not describe what happetigipresent. Or as Joas writes: “If we only dream
of the future, we are not acting” (Joas, 1996: 164prder to clarify the difference between goals
and results, Dewey introduces the temd in viewthat defines the role of goals in the organisation
of presentaction (Dewey, 1916). To use Dewey’s own examylaen a hunter takes aim at a
rabbit with a gun, his overall goal is presumalihe“target”, but his immediate goal or end in view
is actually “hitting the target”, which connect®thunters’ intentionality with his actual “doing
with the thing” (Dewey, 1916: 112). Thusnds in view are not vaguely conceived futureasias,
but concrete plans of action which serve to guidssent actionSimilarly, the teachers and
students that take part fthe Power Gameontinually adjust and re-adjust their ends in view
order to enact and validate the practices and keagéd aspects of the election scenario.

The distinction between goal and end in view manseather subtle. But the

distinction has far-reaching implications for agheof action as Dewey does not:

...presuppose that the actor generally has a clesdy giod that it only remains to make the approgriat
choice of means. On the contrary, the goals obastare usually relatively undefined, and only

become more specific as a consequence of the dle¢suse particular means (Joas, 1996: 154).
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As quoted earlier, Dewey makes no fundamentalraistin between play and work. Both activities
may be valuable in a school context if studentsalosved to pursue goals that are experienced as
meaningful Thus, Dewey repeatedly warns against the usetefreally imposed goals as the model
for education, teaching, learning and the desidgearihing environments. Instead, he emphasises
the importance of goals “which emerge in the coofg@e action itself but which can also be
revised or abandoned” (Joas, 1996: 155-6). Thet haire is that neither play nor work should be
seen as prototypical activities for education ustéey are carried out with respect to teacherd’ an
students’ own perception of goals, means, and iendsw.

Joas’ re-interpretation of Dewey’s pragmatism &heory of situated creativity”
raises a critique of humans as purely rational &gimat navigate instrumentally through means-
ends-schemes (Joas, 1996: 133f). This critiquarsaplarly important when trying to understand
how games are enacted and validated within thenredkeducational institutions thly definition
are inscribed in the great modernistic narrativgpobgress” where nation states, teachers and
parents expect students to acquire specific skiltbcompetencies (Popkewitz, 1998; cf. chapter 3).
However, as Dewey argues, the actl@hgsof educational gaming cannot be reduced to rationa
means-ends schemes. Instead, the situated interdettween teachers, students, and learning
resources are played out as contingent re-distoibsiof means, ends and ends in view, which often

make classroom contexts seem “messy” from an aitsigerspective (Barab & Squire, 2004).

4.2.3. Dramatic rehearsal

The two preceding sections discussed how Deweysv@ay as an imaginative activity of
educational value, and how his assumptions onieitgednd playful actions represent a critique of
rational means-end schemes. For now, | will turBéavey’s concept airamatic rehearsalwhich
assumes that social actors deliberate by projeatiagchoosing between various scenarios for
future action. Dewey uses the concept dramaticarshéseveral times in his work but presents the

most extensive elaboration Human Nature and Conduct

Deliberation is a dramatic rehearsal (in imaginatiof various competing possible lines of actionit]. [
is an experiment in finding out what the varioun®$ of possible action are really like (...) Thaugims
ahead and foresees outcomes, and thereby avoiolghawawait the instruction of actual failure and
disaster. An act overtly tried out is irrevocalile consequences cannot be blotted out. An act trig

in imagination is not final or fatal. It is retrialle (Dewey, 1922: 132-3).

85



This excerpt illustrates how Dewey views the pread@sdecision making (deliberation) through the
lens of an imaginativdramametaphor. Thus, decisions are made through theinaige

projection of outcomes, where the “possible conmgelines of action” are resolved through a
thought experiment. Moreover, Dewey’s compelling aéthe drama metaphor also implies that
decisions cannot be reduced to utilitarian, rafienanechanical exercises, but that they have
emotional, creative and personal qualities as well.

Interestingly, there are relatively few discussiwithin the vast research literature on
Dewey of his concept of dramatic rehearsal. A netalkception is the phenomenologist Alfred
Schiitz, who praises Dewey’s concept as a “fortumadge” for understanding everyday rationality
(Schitz, 1943: 140). Other attempts are primaélgted to overall discussions on moral or ethical
deliberation (Caspary, 1991, 2000, 2006; FesmB85,12003; R6nsstn, 2003; McVea, 2006). As
Fesmire points out, dramatic rehearsal is intetdetbscribe an importaphaseof deliberation
that does not characterise the whole process oingahkoral decisions, which includes “duties and
contractual obligations, short and long-term conseges, traits of character to be affected, and
rights” (Fesmire, 2003: 70). Instead, dramatic eebal should be seen as firecessof
“crystallizing possibilities and transforming thento directive hypotheses” (Fesmire, 2003: 70).
Thus, deliberation can in no way guarantee thatégponse of a “thought experiment” will be
successful. But what it can do is make the prooéskoosing more intelligent than would be the
case with “blind” trial-and-error (Biesta, 2006: 8)

The notion of dramatic rehearsal provides a vakiglerspective for understanding
educational gamings a simultaneoushgal andimaginedinquiry into domain-specific scenarios.
Dewey defines dramatic rehearsal as the capacgiatge and evaluate “acts”, which implies an
“irrevocable” difference between acts that aregtirout in imagination” and acts that are “overtly
tried out” with real-life consequences (Dewey, 19222-3). This description shares obvious
similarities with games as they require particigantinquire into and resolve scenario-specific
problems (cf. chapter 2). On the other hand, tieeadso a striking difference between moral
deliberation and educational game activities imteof the actuatonsequencehat follow
particular actions. Thus, when it comes to eduoatigames, acts are bathagined and tried out,
butwithoutall the real-life consequences of the practicesyiedge forms and outcomes that are
being simulated in the game world. Simply put, ¢hiera difference inealismbetween the

dramatic rehearsals of everyday life and in gamwesg;h only “play at” or simulate the stakes and
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risks that characterise the “serious” nature ofahdeliberation, i.e. a real-life politician trying

win a parliamentary election experiences more peisand emotional risk than students trying to
win the election scenario dhe Power GaméAt the same time, the lack of real-life conseqsn

in educational games makes it possible to desrghatively safe learning environment, where
teachers castageparticular game scenarios to be enacted and vatidateducational purposes

In this sense, educational games are able to pra/ghfe but meaningful way of letting teachers
and students make mistakes (e.g. by giving a poldigal presentation) and dramatically rehearse
particular “competing possible lines of action”ttla@erelevantto particular educational goals
(Dewey, 1922: 132). Seen from this pragmatist pEasype, the educational value of games is not so
much a question of learning facts or giving thglt’' answers, but more a question of exploring

the contingent outcomes and domain-specific presesbproblem-based scenarios.

4.2.4. Scenario competence
Dewey’s pragmatist conceptions of inquiry, playativity and dramatic rehearsal describe
different aspects of enacting knowledge throughcti@inual construction and reconstruction of
experience. In this way, Dewey’s notion of inquign be used to analyse how social actors — i.e.
teachers and students — imagamel realise possible outcomes when they explorsithated
problems of educational gaming. Even though Dewsssdaot use the term scenario, | will argue
that his metaphorical image of dramatic rehearsatamt that the inquiry-based learning and
thinking of educational gaming can be describescasario-based inquir§’>. Moreover, Dewey
used the term competence to describe the capdatcal actors to achieve value- and knowledge-
based aims (Dewey, 1916; cf. chapter 3). Thus,pbssible to explore educational gaming in
relation to studentscenario competencehich represents the ability to enact and cilitygalay
through imaginative scenarios in relation to réfal{problems and domain-specific forms of
knowledge.

The concept scenario competence was originallyecbiby Bernard Eric Jensen, a
Danish researcher of history teaching (“historyagdiits”), who has defined scenario competence as
“the ability to project, unfold and evaluate socittaral scenarios” (Jensen, 1996: 12, my

translation). According to Jensen, history studshtsuld be able to develop scenario competence

% The learning researcher Roger C. Schank also béseslucational theory of “Goal-Based Scenariostie
educational philosophy of John Dewey (Schank, 19995). However, in contrast to Dewey’s holisticgpective on
learning, experience and inquiry, Schank’s notibsognario is defined rather narrowly in relatiorcbgnitive theories
on “scripts” and “skills”.
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by comparing relations between what was (the pas@t is (the present), and what will be (the
future). This could be done through reading anduising historical novels or by teaching with
contra-factual scenarios —i.e. “What would Eurbpee looked like if the Germans had won the
Second World War?” Posing such a question can ée tasinitiate a range of subject-related
discussions on the contingent outcomes of poskibterical scenarios. Thus, history as a school
subject is not only about whhasalready happened (“that is history”), but alsowthwhatis
happening (“history is being made®Jensen further relates scenario competence terssid
phenomenological conception of history, which hénds as their “consciousness of history”
(historiebevidsthed Students’ consciousness of history is not oatynied by the content presented
in textbooks, but is also based on their everydayedge and experiences from the Internet,
historical films, museums, old family photos, lob#tory etc.

Jensen’s conception of scenarios is limited tocthr@ext of history teaching and the
interplay between an historical past, present,fange. But assuming that Dewey'’s theory of
inquiry also can be understood aheory of scenario-based inqujrthere is no reason why
students’ ability to develop scenario competenaaikhbe restricted to history as a school subject.
Arguably, teachers and students must be able tagengith a wide range of sociocultural
scenarios, which means that scenario competenceotantially be developed within the context of
all subjects — as well as outside school contextss,Tihe notions of scenario and scenario
competence both refer tmaginedactivities (dramatic rehearsal) and tkalisedactivities of a
particular inquiry. However, it is important to egise caution when using these terms as countless
forms of scenario-based learning resoufces games, simulations, fictional texts etc.) and
scenario-based forms of teaching (i.e. project-tbagak forms, drama pedagogy, storytelling etc.)
exist that do not necessarilgsultin scenario-based inquiry. To make the situatinemore
complicated, many educational practices are oftm®th on a wide array of more or less implicit
scenarios, which have become so “naturalised’ribdher students nor teachers experience them as
scenarios, i.e. when students have to learn halidp in French as a foreign language by taking on
the role of a shopkeeper or a customer (Schit2:128). In order to narrow my scope, this thesis
focuses on how teachers and students enacted haated the election scenario ©he Power
Game which represented a relatively unfamiliar typdeafrning resource and form of teaching.
Thus, the teachers and students in this séxgyicitly experienced the game as a scenario-based

form of teaching and learning that differed frore #veryday repertoire of classroom interaction.

%0 This approach to history teaching is somewhatlaimo Kurt Squire’s studies on how the computeategy game
Civilization Ill can be used in history classrooms to “re-play"dmistl scenarios (Squire, 2004).
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In summary, Jensen’s conception of scenario competean be extended to a more
general perspective on teaching and learning, wédligh includes educational gaming. Drawing
upon Dewey’s theoretical framework, | re-definersog competence die ability to imagine,
enact and critically play through domain-specifeerarios in relation to particular problems and
knowledge aspecti addition to Dewey, this definition is also insgd by the work of Gee and
Barth (cf. chapter 2). Thus, scenario competentimpqeflects the individual's ability to
dramatically rehearse and weigh consequencesatiaelto particulasemiotic domainghat
involve assertionselated tadifferenttraditions of knowledggGee, 2003; Barth, 2002). Applied to
this study, the upper secondary students thatcgaated inThe Power Gambad to be scenario
competent in order to imagine, enact and refleonupe problems, epistemologies and practices of
real-life politicians in a general electiandthe everyday criteria for validating knowledge hirit
the context of a social studies classroom. Sinyildhe participating teachers had to be scenario
competent in order to be able to facilitate, aut®and evaluate the game sessions — both in
relation to the game goals and the educationakgufahe election scenario (cf. chapters 7 and 8).

4.3. Educational gaming as interaction

Dewey’s pragmatism provides a useful theoretiahigwork for understanding the scenario-based
inquiry of educational gaming. However, Dewey’stimgs only offer limited analytical insight into
the assigned roles and social interaction amongegaarticipants, which form key aspects of
educational game scenarios. Thus, in this sedtioiroduce annteractionistperspective on how
social actors — i.e. teachers and students — makaimg when facilitating and performing within
the context of an educational game scenario. Asetime suggests, interactionism is a
microsociological perspective, which assumes thedming is produced through the interactions of
individuals (Atkinson & Housley, 2003: 2; JacobseKristiansen, 2002). Thus, the aim of an
interactionist approach is not to identify partexusocial classes or underlying structures, but to
understand and map mutual patterns of relatioratmipng participants in the social world. In order
to explore how educational games can be enactesaidted, | concentrate on theoretical
perspectives from two central figures of the intémmist tradition, namely George Herbert Mead
and Erving Goffman, who both used play and gamdtugirate how people interact through the

rolesof everyday life.
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4.3.1. Taking the roles of others

While Dewey focused on the imaginative and creadqgects of play in relation to the school
curriculum, his close friend and pragmatist colleagViead, concentrated on the social and
intersubjective aspects of play and games (Jo&&)1t this way, Mead developed a
comprehensive theory of the social self, which as=iithat the development of the self was deeply
related with social interaction through play, gamasguage and other forms of communication
(Mead, 1934: 150-164). Thus, Mead provides a va¢usiarting point when trying to understand
the social interaction of educational gaming.

For Mead, the basic requirement of any form of jéathe ability to “take the role of
another”, as when children get together to “plagidn” (Mead, 1934: 150). The situation is
somewhat different in more organised games, apdheipants “must be ready to take the attitude
of all the others involved in the game, and thaséhdifferent roles must have a definite relatignsh
to each other” (Mead, 1934: 151). The point belag the others should not so much be seen as
specific individuals, but as other team membengasticipants in the game. Furthermore, the
attitudes of the other players “organize a sorrof, and it is that organization which controls th
response of the individual” (Mead, 1934: 154). Tdriganisation is exemplified in the game of
baseball, where all players must coordinate thas & response to the assumed acts of the other
players. Mead then introduces his famous concetbteofjeneralised othewhich describes “the
unity of self” given to the individual by his sotrmembership in a community, i.e. on a baseball
team (Mead, 1934: 154). Thus, when playing basetbaparticipants must be able to take the
attitude and perspective of thbstractother of the social group of their baseball tedrhe
attitude of the generalized other is the attitutithe whole community” (Mead, 1934: 154). Thus,
the generalised other is the general notion tipereaon has of the common expectations that others
have about actions and thoughts within a particetarety.This means that any time actors try to
imagine what is expected of them in relation toi@dewsocial group or community, they are taking
on the perspective of the generalised ot&@milarly, the generalised other can also be desdras
“a stage beyond the processes of ‘taking the roleenother’ where the other is another identifeabl
individual or set of individuals” (Holdsworth & Mgan, 2007: 402).

In addition to baseball, Mead offers another irdeéng example of how an individual

can be related to “the generalised other”, whidhighly relevant to this study:

In politics, for example, the individual identifieémself with an entire political party and takbs t

organized attitudes of that entire party towardrts of the given social community and toward the
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problems which confront the party within the giwatial situation; and he consequently reacts or

responds in terms of the organized attitudes optréy as a whole (Mead, 1934: 156).

In this way, Mead’s concept can be used to conédisteithe empirical analysis ®he Power Game
sessions as the students were asked to take ooléiseas politicians and thereby identify
themselves with the “generalised” relationship lestwreal-life politicians and their political

parties.

4.3.2. The performing self
According to Mead, games are characterised bynitigidual’s ability to take the roles and
attitudes of other participants, and by the abtlityelate his or her role in the game to the
generalised other. In this way, Mead introducesteractionisiconceptualisation of game
scenarios that focuses on the social interactitwdsn the participants. This interactionist
approach to games is further elaborated in thengstof Erving Goffman, who based his entire
microsociology on the study of social encounféiis. order to describe the social interaction of
educational games, | present three aspects of @affmwork. The first aspect regards his theory of
social interaction agerformanceswhich relates to the students’ performancesha Power Game
sessions (Goffman, 1959). The second aspects ecenGaffman’s analysis @faming encounter
which describes important interaction patterns rahek of leisure games, which are also relevant
when trying to understand educational gaming (Gaffnl961a). Finally, | will briefly introduce
Goffman’sframe analysiswhich can be used to describe participants’ 8anal experience of
“what is going on” when enacting an educational gatenario (Goffman, 1974; cf. chapter 2).
Goffman’s work has a remarkably consistent foaushe same area of study, namely
social encounters and the way social actors cagitynahallenge and maintain “the social order”
through their everyday, face-to-face interactionefid & Wootton, 1988; Jacobsen & Kristiansen,
2002). Typical examples of social encounters inelpdople waiting for a bus, attending a lecture
or playing a game. However, even though Goffmaskstio the same object of study, he takes quite
different approaches when analysing various aspéascial interaction. He often usasalytical
metaphordo foreground (and background) certain aspecévefyday life. The three most
common metaphors applied in Goffman’s writings &wecial life as @lrama social life as game

31 Goffman’s theory of the socially constituted dslin many ways inspired by Mead. However, Goffrasticises
Mead’s view of role-taking as being too passive. Goffman, the social self should rather be exgdiby the
individual's activeattempt to project his or her appearance ontarstfod Kristiansen & Jacobsen, 2002: 43-44).
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and social life as atual (Branaman, 1997). In this section, | primarilydsmn how he viewed
social life as a drama, and how this approachlevaat when analysing the performative aspects of
educational gaming.

Goffman gives his most elaborate presentatiorooislife as a drama ifihe
Presentation of Self in Everyday L{f©959), where he developsieamaturgical perspectiven the
way that people “expreseemselves in interaction with similarly expressoikers” (Brissett &
Edgley, 2005: 3). Goffman distinguishes between different forms of expressiveness, as the
individual both intends to “give” certain expregssao others, but at the same time also “gives off”
a wide range of other, more or less, unintendedessgions (Goffman, 1959: 2). In this way,
Goffman uses the drama metaphor to question theisgly natural relationship between
individual's intended expressions, and how theggassions are experienced by others. However,
Goffman does not claim that social life as sisch drama, even though it may come close: “Scripts
even in the hands of unpractised players can corietbecause life itself is a dramatically endcte
thing. All the world is not, of course, a staget the crucial ways in which it isn't are not easy t
specify” (Goffman, 1959: 78). Thus, Goffman’s draurgical framework can be read as a virtual
catalogue of analytical concepts that describedfit nuances in how peopiiagethemselves
through everyday social interaction. Here, | drat@rgion to central concepts such as
“performance”, “front”, “team”, “backstage”, “frontegion”, “impression management”, “face
work” and “role”, which are all relevant when trgmo understand how teachers and students enact
and validate educational games through differemh$oof social interaction.

For Goffman, gerformancas “all the activity of a given participant on avgn
occasion which serves to influence in any way drth@ other participants” (Goffman, 1959: 26).
A performance always involves some form of “beirethe part one is playing” andfieont that is
the “expressive equipment of a standard kind imeatly or unwittingly employed by the
individual during his performance” (Goffman, 192®). The front relates to both the scenery of a
given setting and to personal aspects such asmiptbex, age, size, looks etc. Moreover, a
successful performance also depends ufsamatic realizationwhich refers to how an individual
“typically infuses his activity with signs whichainatically highlight and portray confirmatory acts
that might otherwise remain unapparent or obsc{Beffman, 1959: 40}* For Goffman,
performance is not simply a matter of the indivickigelf-presentation. Performance requires
collaboration between participants oteam Goffman defines a team as “any set of individuals

%2 |nterestingly, there is some similarity here tong’s “dramatic rehearsal”, as both concepts dbesdiow
intentional acts (i.e. self-presentation and detiien) depend upon imaginative action (cf. sectich3).
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who cooperate in staging a single routine” (GoffimE®69: 85). Most teams have “directors” who
have to stage the course of events. Thus, he Hesdeachers as directors who have a recurring
interest in the continuous legitimisation of theiabsituation in a classroom context. This means
that teachers must be able to manage studentlitabse performances” and distribute roles for

various activities (Goffman, 1959: 101-06).

Goffman further introducesgionas a central concept, which describes “any place
that is bounded to some degree by barriers to peocé (Goffman, 1959: 109). There are two
basic forms of regions front regionandbackstagdor back region). The front region of a
performer is “an effort to give the appearance thsactivity in the region maintains and embodies
certain standards” (Goffman, 1959: 110). Returnninthe classroom example, a lecturing teacher or
a student making a presentation both represeny@agicases of front region performances as they
present themselves to the “audience” of the classréd\ccording to Goffman, front region
performances are often tension-filled as they oglyhe individual’s capacity fampression
managemerdind always involve risk of miscommunication or emassment in relation to his or
her presented self. Thus, teachers and student$emlaglieved when they end their performances
and leave the front region. This relief or morexxeld form of behaviour is expressed in a different
location, namely “backstage”, which Goffman defiass'a place, relative to the given
performance, where the impression fostered by énfspnance is knowingly contradicted as a
matter of course” (Goffman, 1959: 114). Thus, attiio upper secondary schools in this study, the
teachers’ used their common room as backstageyhen frankly discussing their classes and
teaching experiences with colleagues. Similarlygdsnts often used hallways or the cafeteria as
back regions for evaluating or imitating their teaxs or peers’ performances.

In other words, front region and backstage desdctitberent modes oformality,
which is reflected in gestures, eye contact, lagguand many other aspects of face-to-face
communication. The discrepancy between formality iaformality across different settings means
that the passage between front region and backatagénvolves the potential risk of losing face —
i.e. as “when a performer leaves the back regiahesmers the place where the audience is to be
found, or when he returns therefrom”, which invalae“putting on and taking off of character”
(Goffman, 1959: 123). This transformation from froegion to backstage behaviour was highly
significant for the students who played politiciam3he Power Gamgf. chapter 8). Initially, the
politicians would sit together with other party mgarns in their respective political groups and

research their three key political issues collathoely. In this phase, the activities of the paiiéins,
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journalists and spin doctors would often overlapwidver, once the game advanced to the
presentation phase, the politicians had to takie ptece on the panel and present their key isBues
front of the classroom audience. This change of foaus trackstage to front region clearly
affected the students’ experience of the electeemario as they had to perform, observe and
respond through their assigned roles as profedspafiicians and voters.

Goffman’s termimpression managemeaptly describes the students-as-politicians’
attempt to control their self-expression. Impressitanagement represents a goal-oriented —
conscious or unconscious — attempt to influencg#reeptions of other people about their personal
appearance by regulating and controlling infornmatiosocial interaction (Goffman, 1959: 208-
212). In an essay entitled “Face Work”, Goffmansugeimilar term to describe the reciprocal
aspect of giving an impression and giving off esgren (Goffman, 1967a). Face work concerns the
individual's attempt to “save face” or avoid “logione’s face”, and is defined as “the actions taken
by a person to make whatever he is doing consistghtface” (Goffman, 1967a: 12). Any person
or subculture has their “own characteristic regestof face-saving practices” (Goffman, 1967a:
23). Consequentlyihe Power Gamsessions can be analysed in relation to the stsidiewe-
saving practices, which relate to the studeengryday rolesnd theirassigned roless
professional politicians.

As my last example indicates, the concepiobé is also a key aspect in Goffman’s
dramaturgical sociology. Unlike Mead, who assurhes the selflevelopsoy taking on the roles of
others, Goffman’s notion of roles is far more faathsipon thg@resentatiorof the self. His role
theory represents a middle-ground between Meadiswarism and a more functionalist sociology
(Biddle & Thomas, 1966; cf. Jacobsen & Kristians&d0?2: 106). Goffman further elaborates his
role theory in the essay “Role Distance”, whergtwides valuable reflection on the flexible and

ambiguous status of interactional roles:

Roles may not only bplayedbut alsoplayed at as when children, stage actors, and other kifids o
cutups mimic a role for the avowed purpose of miaddeve; here, surely, doing is not being. But this
is easy to deal with. A movie star who plays ahbei doctor is not in the role of doctor but in thke

of actor; and this latter role, we are told, hikisly to take quite seriously. The work of his@as to
portray a doctor, but the work is only incidentak actual role is no more make-believe than that o
real doctor — merely better paid... These despemtenmners are caught exactly between illusion and
reality, and must lead one audience to acceptolleeportrait as real, even while assuring another

audience that the actor in no way is convincingdalih(Goffman, 1961b: 99).
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The point here is that playing a role never implasng on a fixed identity. Thus, the everyday
roles of “teachers” and “students” should not bensas passive categories as they involve active
and continuous reflection on the norms and expecimtreated within the institutional context.
Moreover, any role involves the possibility of sofoem ofrole distancewhich Goffman defines
as “actions which effectively convey somiedainful detachmerdf the [real life] performer from a
role he is performing” (Goffman, 1961b: 110). Thasgible diversification of student roles is well-
documented by Selma Therese Lyng in her studyrobjthigh school students (Lyng, 2004).
These social actors are not only “students” in@uncational setting who focus on learning content,
but also young people who participate in sociahaseo find matching roles in the repertoire of
available roles and to learn the unwritten rulesasfial conduct. Similarly, the studentsTine

Power Gamesessions embrace and distance themselves fromagsgned roles as politicians in a

dynamic process that reflects their self-imagethed personal beliefs (cf. chapter 8).

4.3.3. Games as encounters

Even though Goffman is mostly known for his usel@maturgical metaphors, he also ugathes
as a metaphor for social life. Goffman exploredghme metaphor iStrategic Interactiorf1969)
and in the two essays “Where the Action Is” (196atJ “Fun in Games” (1961a). Here, | focus
mainly on “Fun in Games”, which is somewhat ovekied within the sociology of play and games
(Henricks, 2006). The stated purpose of Goffmas&ag is to undertake a “serious” investigation
of “fun” by using games as a case in point to esgptbis aspect of social encounters. In doing so,
Goffman creates a valuable set of theoretical quisadat can be used to understand games —
including educational games — as social encounters.

Goffman defines aencounteras a social occurrence where people orient to one
another in face-to-face interaction. This is acclshpd through a “single visual and cognitive
focus”, a “mutual and preferential openness to coampation”, a “heightened mutual relevance of
acts”, and an “eye-to-eye ecological huddle” (Gafm1961a: 18). For Goffman, an encounter is
the ultimate social reality where “the real worktloé world is done” (Henricks, 2006: 150). Thus,

games represent a particular form of focused erteasithat create their own worlds:

A matrix of possible events and a cast of rolesugh whose enactment the events occur constitute
together a field for fateful dramatic action, an@af being, an engine of meaning, a world infisel
different from all other worlds except the oneseayated when the same game is played at other

times... Games, then, are world-building activiti€offman, 1961a: 25).
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Furthermore, game encounters are characterisdurdéy specialised rules that determine the
relationship between the game world and the waelgbhd the game event. The first rule is termed
rules of irrelevancend describes how successful games require céstaias or themes to be taken
out of consideration, for example, the cost of easshpiece or of the board itself is of absolutely n
importance to the course of play. Here, GoffmaescBateson to describe how games place an
interpretive “frame” around the events that deteenwhat does and does not make sense within the
game (Bateson, 1955: 44). According to this logames are not only dependent on the exclusion,
but also the inclusion of specific elements. Thiis,second rule designates how games employ
realised resourceghat is, how certain elements are defined asgo@mplay” and help establish

the micro-cosmos of the game world. For instarfce pawn was from missing from a chess set, a
bottle cap could easily be a fine replacem@inally, Goffman identifies a third set of nornst

he termdransformation rulesAlthough participants use games to create warfdkeir own,

games still have “boundaries” that are semi-pernee&ertain issues inevitably pass through from
the exterior world into the game world in the foofp for example a ringing phone that interrupts
the game or personal comments between playersefieatto their social identity outside of the
game. Thus, transformation rules may both “inhibit™facilitate” the way external issues are
“given expression inside the encounter” (Goffma@6la: 31).

For Goffman, game encounters are principally esthahd maintained throughutual
rules of relevance and irrelevancés tempting as it may be to view games as onto&bgvorlds of
their own, the possibility always exists that exteevents or issues may sneak in and change the
game. To emphasise this point, Goffman makes aludistinction betweeplayingandgaming
which can be used to open the “black box” or brids@k‘magic circle” of games (cf. chapter 2).
While playing a game only describes “the processo¥e-taking” in a game-strategic sense,
gaming describes “activity that is not strictlyeehnt to the outcome of the play and cannot be
defined in terms of the game” (Goffman, 1961a: 8)rrespondingly, Goffman also distinguishes
betweemlayersandparticipants In doing so, he criticises the rational appro@dten in game
theory, which only focuses on the moves taken byqals in narrowly defined contests and settings
(von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944)As Goffman argues: “while it is as players thatcae win,

it is only as participants that we can get funafuhis winning” (Goffman, 1961a: 34).

% The notion of “realisable resources” is analogmuBarth’s claim that any tradition of knowledgéneluding games
— involves particular modes and resources for conication (Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2).

3 Goffman’s critique of game theory mirrors Deweylalvas’ critique of rationalist and normative med# social
action, which assume that social actors interadolbgwing pre-determined means-ends schemesécfion 4.2.2).
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Goffman further analyses how game encountersldest@ invoke a sense of “fun” or
“euphoria” in the participants through “spontaneeangrossment” in a particular game activity.
This requires a balance between “anxiety” and “done” that depends on the participants’ social
skills and the challenges of the game. But gamisg iavolves a “tension” between a participant’s
perception of the game world and the one in whiglothshe “is obliged to dwell” (Goffman,
1961a: 40). He claims that this tension is crui@aimanaging théntegrity of the boundary
between the game world and the exterior world.Illstrate this, Goffman provides an extensive
array of examples on how various exterior eventg pass through the boundary of a game
encounter and influence the meaning-making prosesfsihe game activities, i.e. how “leaky
words” may contain ambiguous sexual connotatioasdistort the game reality or how laughter
can be used to create relief in game encounterthdfrmore, Goffman notes that the “fun” in
games cannot be reduced merely to a matter of ‘imgrinHowever uncertain an outcome may be,
this factor is not enough to ensure engagemengamae. Thus, flipping a coin is not interesting as
an activity in itself, but only makes sense intielato a wider social context, which requires an
understanding of whakally is at stake when the coin is flipped.

The transformative links between the game worldtaedexterior world imply that
the everyday contrast between the recreationalke@ral the workaday sphere is a false
dichotomy; a claim which echoes Dewey'’s discussibtine continuum between work and play
activities (cf. section 4.2.1). Thus, the “problefrtoo-serious or not-serious-enough arises in
gaming encounters not because a game is involvielldoause an encounter is involved”
(Goffman, 1961a: 63). Or, to paraphrase Goffmamyder to understand educational gaming, it is
not enough to claim that it is educative. Rathdg necessary teeriouslyconsider why and in

what way gaming is educative.

4.3.4. Framing the game

Having presented Goffman’s theories of everydayoperances and game encounters, | now turn to
his theory ofFrame Analysi§1974; cf. chapter 2). Based on an essay abouttipéyy by Gregory
Bateson, Goffman argues that any situation is “dhin particular ways, which influence the way

in which social actors experience the situationtéBan, 1955). Thus, Goffman assumes that:

...definitions of a situation are built up in accanda with principals of organization which govern
events [...] and our subjective involvement in thérame is the word | use to refer to such of these

basic elements as | am able to identify (Goffman4t9.0f).
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Goffman’s definition of frames involves cognitivelctures and interpretive aspects of a given
social situation, which guide the perception armresentation of reality. Moreover, frames are not
consciously manufactured but are unconsciously tediop the course of communicative processes.
Simply put, frames are defined in terms of whichtpaf reality are noticed and which parts are
not. Thus, when enactinhe Power Gamédeachers and students defined the activity as an
imaginary election scenario. At the same tifiee Power Gameas also defined as a relevant way
of “doing” social studies. In this way, the playkiiowledge aspects of educational gaming
represent a potential “frame clash” between gamradéis and educational frames (Green & Dixon,
1994; cf. chapter 2).

The strength and the weakness of Goffman’s framaéysis is that is relatively open
to interpretation. Thus, Goffman does not defireedbtuaimeaningof frames, but only describes
how they work as organising principles (Scheff, 200Numerous attempts have been made to
adopt Goffman’s frame analysis for a broad varmigposes, i.e. within sociology, media studies,
sociolinguistics and game studies (cf. Gitlin, 198ilie, 1983; Tannen, 1993; Ensink, 2003;
Linderoth, 2004; Shaffer, 2006). As mentioned iaptler 2, games involve dynamic shifts between
various interpretive frames and their knowledgesatp As an example, Gary Alan Fine describes
how fantasy role-playing games operate on the ludisibree basic framesperson player, and

personaFine, 1983). As Fine writes, each of these frames:

...has a world of knowledge associated with it —vloeld of commonsense knowledge grounded in
one’s primary framework, the world of game rulesugrded in the game structure, and the knowledge

of the fantasy world (itself a hypothetical primdrgmework) (Fine, 1983: 194).

Similarly, when students take on roles within tbatext ofThe Power Gameéheyalso initiate and
respond to a range of different play framings, \Wwhace related to the students’ lifeworld (person),
the roles of the game scenario (player), and theabperformances of the students (persona) (cf.
chapter 8).

Nevertheless, Fine’s approach is only partiallgvaht for this study as his findings
are based on a study of leisure games. Thus, Rim&s “basic frames” do not include the
educationaframing of The Power Gameavhich add additional layers of complexity througke
existing knowledge traditions and practices of\aegischool context (Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2).

Instead of using Fine’s “basic frames” as a modehhalysing the layered meanings of educational
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gaming, | prefer the open-ended bracket notatimeldped by Titus Ensink that can be used to
illustrate the dynamic relationship between diffénaterpretive frames (Ensink, 2003). Applying
Ensink’s notation system, the relationship betwiendifferent interpretive frames ®he Power

Gamecan be illustrated as follows:

[ real-life politics [ student role [ election s@eio [ assigned role [ social actidh] ] ]

As this notation indicates, tls®cial actionsof the game participants the Power Gamsessions
were related to the norms and expectations of #Hssiigned roles within each political group, which
were part of the real and imagined world of thetb® scenario. However, the participants’ social
actions were also related to the everyday worldenfig a social studies student. Finally, the
participants’ social actions were also relatedvioed of real-life politics that extended beyone th
school context. The bracket notation suggestsraftiey between the different frames. However, it
is important to emphasise that the relationshigvben the frames is hightfynamicas play frames
may change rapidly, i.e. during a single perforneamcutterance within the context of a game
session (Fine, 1983; Ensink, 2003). Thus, the pnétive frames of educational games imply a
complex interplay between multiple roles, goals parspectives.

As mentioned, Goffman only writes about recreatigriayers who become engrossed
in leisure games according to their own individdesires and interests. Educational games are
different in the sense that they are non-volitioif&le studentkave toparticipate. Educational
gamingis a form of school as the goals and choice of agtatie largely defined by the teacher and
the educational context. Thus, the “membrane” sumding an educational game encounter is far
more permeable by exterior events than a recredtgame encounter is (Goffman, 1961a). More
specifically, the rules of relevance and irrelevaare also determined by teéucationalkcontextof
the game, for example, by the role and aims ofebeher or the relevance of the game
epistemology to the curriculum. Consequently, itas unusual that the play frames of educational
games to occasionally break down or become re-tlafe instance, in order to promote critical
reflection among the game participants. In this vemlucational games must be flexible concerning
disturbances from their surroundings as they aendéss “game-like” than the recreational (board)
games described by Goffman. In spite of these rdiffees, Goffman’s analysis of dramaturgical
performances, gaming encounters and frames dreatibble when analysing the roles, rules and
“world-building activities” of educational gaming.
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4.3.5. Social competence

As mentioned, Dewey’s theoretical framework camged to understand educational gaming as
scenario-based inquiry and to formulate key asp#Efcitudents’ scenario competence. At the same
time, Dewey’s theory only offers limited “expressigotential” for mapping the roles and social
interaction of educational games (Strike, 1974 s lbased upon the theoretical frameworks of
Mead and Goffman, it is possible to understandcriles and analyse how students ersacial
competenc&vhen participating in educational game scenarios.

The term social competence is defined in a myrfatifterent ways, for example, in
relation to the need for social competence in thekplace, the role of social competence in
educational contexts, or the lack of social compegeamong children and at-risk young people
(Persson, 2003). Many attempts to define socialpsience are based on the assumption that
individuals need to become integrated with paréicgroups or group identities. However, my
definition of social competence primarily focusestberelational aspectsf the social interaction
among educational game participants. Based upomi'Sl@deractionist perspective, one of the
central characteristics of games is the way theatgrk are able to take on particular roles and
experience the perspective of “the generalisedrotheelation to a socially constituted self.
Similarly, but with a more external view of thefsal Goffmanian perspective suggests that game
encounters enable a “focused” form of interactidrere participants perform in relation to
mutually negotiated rules, norms and frames. Bapet these perspectives, | define social
competence abe ability to take on the perspectives of otherd perform through the norms and
expectations of situated roles in relation to pautar knowledge domaindore specifically, my
analysis ofThePower Gamesessions illustrates how the students enacted alitthted their roles
when performing in front of their classmates, and lthey experienced the perspectives of others
by relating to different ideological positions (chapter 8). Similarly, the analysis in the followi
describes how the teachers had to take on the Soatewfamiliar role as facilitators in order to
stage and evaluate the game scenario (cf. chapter 7

4.4. The discourse of educational gaming
The two preceding sections have presented theakggespectives for understanding game-based
inquiry and interaction. However, a final dimensisrstill missing from the analytical framework

concerning theliscursiveaspects of educational gaming, which is particyleglevant when trying
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to understand the meaning-making processes of@lgbates. Dewey, Mead, and Goffman all
stressed the importance of communication and laggyuasocial interaction (Dewey, 1916, 1925;
Mead, 1934; Goffman, 1981). But none of these thiskleveloped a coherent framework that can
be used to describe and analyse the interplayldigad discourse in relation tdhe Power Game
which is the empirical focus of this study. Thigngs me to back to the philosophy and language
theory introduced in chapter 3 of Mikhail Bakhtwhose work has been used as a valuable
inspiration for analysing various aspects of edooal discourse (cf. Wertsch, 1991; Dysthe, 1996,
2006; Ongstad, 1997, 2007a, 2007b; Smidt, 2008s2003; Skidmore, 2006; Matusov, 2007;
Wegerif, 2007; Alexander, 2008).

As mentioned, Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy canused to formulate dialogical
game pedagogthat addresses important aspects of teachinggaities, i.e. the
centripetal/centrifugal forces of teaching and gagnthe reconfiguration of teacher authority, the
multiple voices of a dialogical game space, and games can be used to promote understanding
by taking an outsider’s perspective (cf. chapteiN&)reover, Bakhtin’s work also introduces a

theory of language and discourse which is encafeiila his notions of “utterance”, “speech

genre”, and “position” (Bakhtin, 1986). Based oadé terms, the educational researcher Sigmund
Ongstad has attempted to formulate a Bakhtin-iegipositioning theoryn order to analyse the
speech genres, positionings, and ideologies o$iam interaction (Ongstad, 1997, 2007a, 2007b).
Thus, as | will discuss below, positioning theoayn e used to understand the discursive aspects of
educational gaming in combination with Mead andf@ah’s interactionist perspectives (Smidt,

2002).

4.4.1. Speech genres and positions

In his now famous essay on “The Problems of Sp&amires”, Bakhtin presents the outline of his
“translinguistic” theory of language (Bakhtin, 198®he essay, which was written around 1952-3,
is driven by a polemical attack on two dominaticg®ls among Russian linguists, namely
Saussurean structuralism and Vosslerian stylisissa contrast to these formalist approaches,
Bakhtin wishes to reject the primacy of the sengéegnad the word as units for the analysis of
language us& Instead, the idea was to pay careful attentidmte language is realised as

“utterances” and how utterances are related toeéspgenres”:

% Due to his focus on everyday language-in-use, Bakias sometimes been termed a “pragmatist” (HsigR002)
and his ideas have been compared to Dewey’s pr&imphtlosophy (McCarthy & Wright, 2004).

101



Language is realized in the form of individual caete utterances (oral or written) by participantshie
various areas of human activity. These utteraneesct the specific conditions and goals of eaathsu
area not only through their content (thematic) lmglistic style, that is, the selection of lexical
phraseological, and grammatical resources of lagguaut above all through their compositional
structure. All three of these aspects — thematiterd, style, and compositional structure — are
inseparably linked to theholeof the utterance and are equally determined bygpleeific nature of the
particular sphere of communication. Each separ#eance is individual, of course, but each spiere
which language is used developsrékatively stable typesf these utterances. These we may calll
speech genre@Bakhtin, 1986: 60).

As the quote demonstrates, Bakhtin defisigsech genress the conventional uses of language by
social groups, which range from everyday dialogual narratives, writing, military commands,
business documents and political commentary torthj@r genres of the novel. Moreover, speech
genres are constituted byteranceswhich should be seen as a “whole” or a “unitspéech. Thus,
an utterance is “clearly deliminated by the chaofggpeaking subjects, which ends by relinquishing
the floor to the other or to make room for the othactive responsive understanding” (Bakhtin,
1986: 71).

Bakhtin’s concept of genre dynamicas it presupposes an active speaker who, with
an individual and subjective “speech plan”, is ablehoose among particular speech genres. At the
same time, the speaker’s utterance is also “shapedaleveloped” within the generic forms of the
particular speech genre. In this way, the relatignbetween genre and utterance reflects a dynamic
relationship betweeagencyandstructure betweemmicro andmacra Furthermore, this dynamic is
based on Bakhtin’s notion of addressivity and titeerentlydialogical dimension of language that
allows genres to be forged in a ceaseless exchatgeen speakers and listeners across time and
space (cf. chapter 3). However, Ongstad’s closgimgaof Bakhtin’s dense essay reveals another
important concept, which has a more clearly delated meaning than “dialogic” (Ongstad, 1997).
For Ongstad, the key to understanding Bakhtin’styef language, discourse and communication
is the ternposition According to Bakhtin, all people express and oespto various positions

through their utterances:

Each rejoinder, regardless of how brief and abrgs, a specific quality of completion that expresse
particular position of the speaker, to which one/ mespond or may assume, with respect to it, a
responsive position (Bakhtin, 1986: 72).

102



Bakhtin further defines a position as “the relatadrihe utterance to the speaker himself (the autho
of the utterance) and to the other participantgp®ech communication” (Bakhtin, 19&gt). A
position is anetaphorfor describing “the place” from which the spealdtters and interprets his or
her own utterances, as well as being responsitieetatterances of others. Furthermore, the
utterance is characterised by three featusdsrentiality, expressivityandaddressivityBakhtin,
1986; Ongstad, 1997). In any utterance, the utfgsitions himself or herself in three ways: in
relation to the topic (referentiality), in relatiom the given ways of speaking about the topic
(expressivity), and in relation to expected listsna readers (addressivity).

Due to the paradoxical nature of language, whigttinoally fixes and changes
meaning, it is both possible and impossible to kiean an “objective” position (Ongstad, 1997:
160f). To illustrate this essential dynamic of coomeation, Ongstad uses the verb “positioning”,
which can also be seen as a noun: “positioningssitn and positioning are puraiglational
concepts, which makes them empty or devoid of nmegfiiThus, they only become meaningful
when applied to the actual aspects of concreteamtes. By using positioning as a theoretical and

analytical concept, Ongstad is able to analyseheracand students’ “self-positionings” through
written and verbal discourse in different educadiarontexts. Moreover, Ongstad argues that
Bakhtin’s theory of speech genres should be undedsas driadic model of communication as
teachers and students’ mutual positioning alwayslve referentiality, expressivity, and
addressivity. In this respect, Bakhtin’s theoryrglsdriadic similarities with the communication
theories of Buhler, Habermas, and Halliday (Ongsi&87, 2007a, 2007b). At the same time,
Ongstad fully acknowledges that “the concept oitpmsng can make sense without having to

relate explicitly to a triad” (Ongstad, 2002: 350).

4.4.2. Roles and positions

As Ongstad suggests, there are numerous ways lyirgppositioning theoryto the analysis of
classroom discours®.My main inspiration for using positioning theorystudy the discourse of
educational gaming is based on an article by Odgstalleague Jon Smidt, who explicitly

connects the dialogical writings of Bakhtin witretimteractionist tradition of Mead and Goffman:

% In this respect, they are similar to Goffman’simotf frames, which is also a relational conceptgection 4.3.4).
37 As Ongstad notes, Rom Harré and his colleagues tieveloped another version of positioning theatyich is
based on the problems and issues of social psygh¢@avies & Harré, 1990; Harré & van Langenho@99; cf.
Ongstad, 1997). Thus, it is important to distinguietween Ongstad and Harre’s approaches, as @isgggeasion of
positioning theory is far more oriented towardgliistic and semiotic aspects of communication.

103



Whereas the tradition from Mead has characterizedoles we assume when presenting ourselves in
everyday life (see Goffman 1959/1990), the tradifimm Bakhtin (1986) has focused on the way
peoplepositionthemselves dialogically in their utterances (Sp@02: 422).

As Smidt notes, Ongstad criticises the sociologicaiception ofolesfor being “too static”
(Ongstad, 1997: 166-7). A similar critique has bessed by social psychologists such as Rom
Harré and Michael Billig, who also believe thater¢heory and the notion of roles represents a
somewhat deterministic view of social actors (BillL996; Davies & Harré, 1990; Harré & van
Langenhove, 1999). As Billig notes, the role of apdtor in Goffman’s dramaturgical sociology
implies that everything happens on a stage, whaaofores focus from the discursive practices that
precede and follow a particular “performance” (Gadih, 1959; Billig, 1996). In order to overcome
such analytical problems, Ongstad proposes thatdtien of roles should be replaced with a
dynamic genre concept and a flexible conceptigpositioning. In this way, the commonsensical
notion of roles such a “mother”, “friend”, or “remeher”’ can be seen as fixed positionings or
stereotypes that can overcome changes acrossa@igiand genres. In spite of such criticism,

Smidt finds thabothrole and position are useful terms in his researcktudent writing:

| use the terndiscourse rolegor textual role$ to refer to the discoursal presentation of sebféered
by culturally patterned ways of writing as studemiters try their hands at being political
commentators, entertainers, philosophers, writefietion, or journalists. | uspositioningsn
reference to the students’ unique and always charegancesvithin these roles and genres and in
relation to topic, form, expected readers, andhthrens of school writing. Thus, the overlapping
concepts of positionings and discourse roles eniph#se connection between the unique utterance

and the cultural expectations of speech genresdiS&002: 424).

Similarly, Smidt’s use of “discourse roles” and §onings” can also be used to understand the
roles and positionings of educational gaming,hiav students perform and communicate through
the roles and speech genres of professional pafisowithin the context ofFhe Power Game
Unfortunately, Smidt’s definition of discourse relas “discoursal presentation of selves” that
follow “cultural patterns” is somewhat vague adaes not specify what it means to represent a
role. Furthermore, Smidt mostly refers to roleg tieéate to students’ writing processes, which
downplays the importance of spoken discourse aoidlsateraction among teachers and students

in a classroom context.
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As Ongstad, Harré and Billig suggest, the concépole is often avoided as a
theoretical and analytical concept even thoughdhma is widely used in everyday educational
discourse, for example, when speaking of teachetesit roles (Dale, 1998). One explanation for
this omission is that the notion of a role is fregily associated with the functionalist role thesri
of social psychology which have been more or Ibssdoned due to their static assumptions about
family roles, gender roles and roles in the workplécf. Biddle & Thomas, 1966). However, as the
sociologist Hans Joas argues, it is possible tiefare role theory in more “critical” terms by
revisiting Mead’s concept of role-taking, whichbigsed upon eelational understanding of how
social interaction occurs in particular contextsagl 1993; Mead, 1934)his means that roles are
continually defined and re-defined in relation ke tsituated enactment of norms and expectations.
Thus, Joas defines a role as “the normative expetaf situationally specific meaningful
behavior” (Joas, 1993: 226). Furthermore, Joashdiein implies that expectations toward roles

arereflexiveas:

...the individual acquires the ability to see a ditwranot only in his or her own immediate perspeziti
and not only, through role-taking, in alter’s pexsiive but to adopt a third perspective in whiao th
context of both actors is reconstructed as an titsgeone. This is what Mead had in mind with hiedad
of ‘the generalized other’ (Joas, 1993: 226-7).

From this contextualised perspective, roles areetpyémodels of conduct” that cannot “cause”
behaviour. Moreover, roles do not exist as pre{gietities buemergethrough participants’
continual reflection on mutual expectations of nem@nd values at the very level of situated social
interaction. Thus, the degree of voluntarism oedatnism, which is so often attributed to the
concept of “taking a role”, is essentially not adhetical but aempirical question —i.e. the
difference between students’ everyday roles anid dssigned roles within the contextie
Power Gamé®

In summary, Joas’ Mead-inspired definition représendynamic alternative to the
static “role theories” rightly criticised by OngdtaHarré and Billig. In this way, there is no reaso
to restrict a theoretical and analytical focus ocia agency to the purely discursive (semiotic)
epistemology of Ongstad’s positioning theory (OadstLl997). Consequently, this thesis assumes

that the meaning-making processes and practicedumfational gaming should be understood as an

3 |n discussions on Mead and Goffman’s view on agekiead is often presented as a “voluntarist” andfiGan as a
mediator between Mead’s voluntarism and a Durkhigispired structuralism (Kristiansen & Jacobsen,200
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interplay between different aspects of social interactiote@) and discourse (positions). In this
respect, | agree with Smidt that roles and positigpare valuable concepts that can mutually
support each other (Smidt, 2002). Thus, roth andpositionare analytical metaphors, which
merely address different aspects of agency, meanaigng and validation criteria in relation to the
knowledge forms of educational gaming (Barth, 2@f82chapters 2 and 3). Below, Table 4.1

summarises the different metaphorical aspectsle$ and positions:

Metaphorical aspects Role Position

Agency Social interaction Utterance

Meaning-making Socially constituted self Referentiality, expressivity and addressivity
Validation criteria Norms and expectations | Genre-specific

Table 4.1: Conceptual comparison of role and pasiti

As this table suggests, it is possible to anallgsesbcial interaction and discourse of educational
games by foregrounding (and backgrounding) diffeaspects of roles and positionings. Thus,
roles and positionings are bahalyticalandrelational concepts that bridge the divide between
micro and macro perspectives. To illustrate: Tlaehers and students in this study adopted roles
(i.e. as facilitators and performers) in order tesent themselves in ways that fulfilled the norms
and expectations dthe Power Gamwithin a classroom setting. Similarly, the sameheas and
students also positioned themselves through ggreef forms of discourse, which referred to the
content of the election scenario (referentialipgrticular emotional and stylistic ways of speaking
(expressivity) and transformed particular spealesrér relationships (addressivity). In this way,
the overlapping notions of roles and positions rsakpossible to conceptualise and analyse
complimentary aspects of discourse and socialant&m, which are crucial for understanding how
educational games are enacted and validated witiriicular educational contexts.

To further illustrate the close relationship betweeles and positions, | conclude with
one of Bakhtin’s own examples. As mentioned in ¢&ap, Bakhtin assumes thaw meanings
emergen the tension between authoritative discoursen@iagism) and internally persuasive
discourse (dialogism). Thus, there is a closeimgiahip between the authoritative “image” and

creative discourse of the person speaking:

Certain kinds of internally persuasive discourse lza fundamentally and organically fused with the
image of a speaking person: ethical (discoursedftlse image of, let us say, a preacher), philoggbhi
discourse (discourse fused the image of a wise sanjopolitical (discourse fused with an imageaof

Leader). While creatively stylizing upon and exp@nting with another's discourse, we attempt to
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guess, to imagine, how a person with authority mégimduct himself in the given circumstances, the
light he would cast on them with his discoursesuich experimental guesswork, the image of the
speaking person and his discourse become the adjectative, artistic imagination (Bakhtin, 1981:
347).

There are at least two interesting points to mat fthis quote. First of all, the “image” of an
authority who speaks (i.e. politician, priest oflpgopher) has a striking resemblance to Mead’s
notion of the generalised other (Mead, 1934; dftisa 4.3.1). In contrast to Mead, who is mainly
concerned with the social dynamics of role-takiBgkhtin emphasises how individuals orient
themselves toward thdiscourseof representative authorities. Bakhtin also inelsid more
ideological aspect to the image of the generaligbdr. Second, the quote also implies that authors
of novels and the students participating e Power Gamboth usecreative imaginationn order

to “stylize” and “experiment” with the “sociopoldal” discourse of authorities, for example, in the
ways that the students in this study adopted tealspg image of professional politicians (cf.
chapter 8). In this way, Bakhtin demonstrates th@tmage (role) and discourse (positions) of
speaking persons are closely connected.

4.4.3. Communicative competence

Whereas sections 4.2 and 4.3 focused on scenasedaquiry and social interaction, this section
primarily describes the discursive dimensions afaational gaming. By drawing upon Bakhtin’s
theory of speech genres, utterances and positidrescomes possible to analyse and understand
how communicative competencan be enacted and validated within the dialogipace of a game
scenario.

Similar to social competence, numerous definitiexist of the term communicative
competence which range from linguistic framewoi®be@msky, 1965; Canale & Swain, 1980),
ethnography of communication (Hymes, 1966/1979)suwiological approaches to communication
theory (Habermas, 1981; Bundsgaard, 2005). In aetto psychological approaches, Wilson and
Sabee regard Bakhtin as an important theoretiflakeince for understanding the social and
relationalaspects of communicative competence (Wilson & Sa2@@s3: 29f). Likewise, Baxter
and Montgomery base their descriptions of “inteéaaal competence” on Bakhtin’s view of human
communication as filled with dynamic contradicticarsd a dialogical multivoicedness (Baxter &

Montgomery, 1996). These two latter aspects aricpéarly important in relation to the dialogical

107



space of educational gaming, which is charactetsdueterogeneous tensions between the
emerging voices of a given game scenario.

Based on Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy, | defoeanmunicative competenesthe
ability to understand and respond through genreefffreutterances within the context of a
dialogical spaceFrom this perspective, communicative competesecadre than just a matter of
acquiring “skills” such as being able to masteadipular speech genre, i.e. the social language of
professional politicians. Instead, the game padicts inThe Power Gamhbad to be able to
understand and respond through the transformedespblaarer relationships of the classroom
context, which tried to imitate and re-create tlaagjical space of a parliamentary debate. This
process involved important tensions between th&itagal/centripetal logics of gaming and
schooling. Thus, the teachers that facilitatedgdsme scenario had to be able to “authorise” the
students’ game discourse in relation to the golilseogame (i.e. winning the election) and the
learning goals of the social studies curriculunmi&irly, the participating students had to be dble
represent, present and debate assigned ideol@gisaions to their classmates and their teachar in

convincing manner.

4.5. Understanding the educational use of games
In this chapter, | have presented a theoreticaleanadytical framework for understanding
educational game encounters. The framework is baséde assumption that teachers and students
make meaning from educational games through a dignaterplay betweemquiry, interaction
anddiscourse However, the framework does not try to creatgrateesis of these three theoretical
perspectives. Rather, the aim has been to prdseeicomplimentaryperspectives, which can be
used to foreground (and background) various knogdeaspects of educational gaming. Moreover,
| assume that educational game scenarios enableeguule participants to enastenario
competencesocial competencandcommunicative competencenhus, the subsequent analytical
chapters explore how the upper secondary socidiesttieachers and students in this study enacted
and validated their game practices by facilitatimgl performing within the context ®he Power
Game However, before moving on to describing my methodical approaches and empirical
findings, | will summarise some overall aspectsheftheoretical framework.

First of all, the framework presented here impéesntextualisedpproach to
educational gaming. Even though Dewey, Mead, Gaffraad Bakhtin write from different

theoretical perspectives, they share a common focuke ways in which social actors make
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meaning byactivelyengaging with the world. This can be illustratgdlieir use of performative
metaphors: Inquiry, dramatic rehearsal, role-takirme, front, backstage, utterance, position,
voice etc. All these concepts assume that measipgriormativeand createth situthrough
concreteactionsand various forms of symbolic communication. Tleef@rmative metaphors also
highlight how the meaning-making processes of etilutal gaming depend on the participants’
ability to creativelyimaginecomplimentary forms of inquiry, interaction andahsrse. Thus,
educational gaming representsamtinuumbetween everyday educational activities and thedao
building activities of game encounters, which inpecific assertions, modes of representation
and social forms of organisations to be negotitettachers and students within the local
classroom context of a particular game sessiontlfiBa002; cf. section 4.2.1 and 4.3.3). In this
way, this framework clearly emphasises socioculfpeaspectives on learning aganing-making
processeshat background “classical” psychological appraacto educational gaming such as
cognitivism and behaviourism (Egenfeldt-Nielsen0@0

Second, the theoretical and analytical model ptesmere iselational because it
does not focus on individuals or groups, but ratrethe mutual relationships between the social
actors of educational game encounters. Thus, gantieipants can be seen as social actors who are
relatively free to experience and play with theeaissns, modes of representation and social
organisation of a particular game world (Barth, 20Qlabbers, 2006; cf. chapter 2). At the same
time, the actual actions of game participants e iafluenced by the inquiry-based problems of
particular game scenarios (Dewey, 1916), the n@masexpectations of their roles and their
generalised others (Mead, 1934), the interpreti@més and rules of the game encounter (Goffman,
1961a), and the speaker-hearer positionings aditilegical game space (Bakhtin, 1981, 1986). In
this way, the framework presented here tries toamrae the dichotomy between structure and
agency as it assumes tlealucational games are enacted by participamtdthe participants also
become enacted by the very same gaifias relational perspective emphasises how theterent
and validation of particular game scenarios invet@ntingentandtransformativeprocesses of
meaning-making that cannot be determined in advalrtugs, even though student competencies are
often viewed asdividual abilities they are always evaluated and validétedughsocial
relationships (Persson, 2003).

Third, the theoretical and analytical frameworlpisnarily descriptiveas it aims to
understand the meaning-making processes of ednahfiaming as they emerge through teachers

and students’ enactment of particular game scemariwus, the framework is not intended to
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describe how students’ game competencies may keaped to pursue particular goals, i.e. teacher
goals, curricular goals, societal goals etc. (lohpter 3). Instead, the framework presents a
generalised perspectivan inquiry-based learning, interactional roles distursive positioning

within the context of educational gaming. Trangatethis study, the framework is used to
examine how teachers and students enact and \atliaelection scenario ®he Power Game

within the context of Danish general upper secopdducation by mapping the “messy” details

and processual interplay of knowledge aspectsucatnal gaming.

Finally, the framework has broader implicationgtlaaalysing and understanding the
educational use of debate games, which is the gammat studied in this thesis. Thus, the
framework is based on the pragmatist assumptidnttlsaimpossible to identify thessential
qualities of different games even though differgatnes certainly may imply different barriers and
opportunities for learning (cf. chapter 2). Givee enormous variety of game designs and
educational contexts, it is naive to believe thattheoretical framework presented here can or
should be relevant when trying to understand ardlyasanyform of educational gaming.
Arguably, the framework is particularly relevantevhstudying game scenarios and educational
contexts that involve a dynamic interplay betwew®quiry, interactionanddiscourse However, the
framework needs to be further developed with addéi theoretical and analytical perspectives in
order to address the educational use of other gammats — i.e. computer games, which involve
mechanical feedback mechanisms and participati@mugfn multimodal interfaces (Linderoth,
2004; Harr et al., 2008; Silseth, 2008). In thispect, the relationship between meaning-making

processes and particular game configurationsn&éds to be further explored.
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5. Methodological approaches

This chapter presents the methodological approacess in my explorative study of educational
gaming. The first section discusses how | combieeniethodologies of design-based research and
discourse analysis, which are based on enginearnidgnlightenment models of research. In the
second section, | argue that these models of re@sshiare a series of common pragmatist
assumptions on the interdependence of knowledgaetiwh. The third section provides a more in-
depth presentation of design-based research, wihiate used to generate empirical data and
explore theoretical assumptions on educational ggrhirough a series of design interventions. The
fourth section presents a methodological frameviorianalysing my empirical data through an
ethnographic approach to classroom-based discanedgsis. In the fifth section, | frame the

overall context of my fieldwork, which involved fimg schools and teachers for collaboration.
Next, the sixth section specifies analytical sgaes and methods for collecting, coding and
analysing my empirical data. The last section dises the notion of validity in relation to my
analytical questions, analytical perspectives amdlined methodological approaches.

5.1. Multiple methodologies — problems and possiliiles
This explorative study of educational gaming isdobgn a combination of two methodological
approaches. First of all, the empirical data preskand analysed here was generated through a
series of design interventions usifige Power Gamm classroom contexts which involved
iterative processes of design, use and re-desiggiation to my initial theoretical assumptions. In
order to further analyse the empirical data | pented a discourse analysis of how teachers and
students enacted, interpreted and validated tlagiicppation in the five game sessions. Thus, my
multi-methodological approach combirgssign-based researatith an ethnographic perspective
on discourse analysis

In brief, design-based research is an emergingadethgical paradigm within
educational research which explores learning pssses relation to the use of actual designs for of
learning (The Design-Based Research Collective3R0thus, design-based research is based on
“design experiments” in which researchers, desgjraard educators collaborate in an attempt to
elaborate theories of learning by designing, stuglyand refining rich, theory-based innovations in

realistic classroom environments (Brown, 1992; BaaSquire, 2004). The strength of design-
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based research is that the approach is interdisarglas it is open to different analytical
approaches (i.e. design methods, ethnography,dise@nalysis, grounded theory etc.) to design-
in-use, which all acknowledge the importance ofdlassroom context. On the other hand, this
analytical pluralism is also a weakness as desaged research only offers few guidelines on how
and for what reasons concrete design experimentddbe conceptualised in relation to particular
theoretical and analytical frameworks. As a consega, design-based research is by no means a
“fixed” paradigm, but should be seen as a methagloéd umbrella term for design interventionist
approaches to educational research (van den Aklatr, 2006).

In order to provide a coherent framework for asely and understanding educational
gaming, this study also draws upon an ethnogrgpdrispective on discourse analysis (Gee &
Green, 1998). The label discourse analysis is arionisly polysemantic term containing many
different meanings within a variety of disciplinesd research communities (van Dijk, 1997). In
this dissertation, discourse analysis is usedasranon reference for classroom-based forms of
discourse analysis which not only acknowledgesrtiportance of teachers and students’ spoken
dialogue, but also pays close attention to the viryghich their discourse is socially constructed
through actuahctionsrelated to particular practices and to the useagbus cultural artefacts and
semiotic resources. This ethnographically and stcaiby inspired approach to discourse analysis
is mainly based on Judith L. Green and James Pegik@nalytical framework (Gee & Green,
1998), but it also draws upon similar approachet s Mediated Discourse Analysis (Scollon,
2001; Norris & Jones, 2005), positioning analySdegstad, 2007a, 2007b), frame analysis (Ensink,
2003), and a microethnographic approach to clagsiiecourse analysis (Bloom et al., 2005).
More specifically, this study explores how teaclard students enact and validatee Power
Gameby foregroundingandbackgroundinglifferent aspects of their social interaction €s|
dialogical discourse (positionings) and inquirygexence) — cf. chapter 4.

Sections 5.3 and 5.4 describe my approaches igndeased research and discourse
analysis in more detail. But first | will outlin@se of the problems and possibilities that arisenfr
combining these methodologies as they are basedrapwhat different aims and assorted
assumptions aboknhowledgeand how it should be studied. In a discussion papéhe status of
the social sciences, educational researcher Maétynmersley describes the difference between
design-based research and discourse analysisasiart between two different models of research:
The “engineering model” and the “enlightenment ntbi@gammersley, 2004). According to

Hammersley, thengineering modekefers to research that “develops new policied)rigues, or
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forms of practice and/or evaluates how well theykivmuch as engineering research produces
tools, technologies or physical structures of uasi&inds, or methods of testing the performance
these” (Hammersley, 2004: 7). He relates the ennergef design-based research as an educational

research paradigm for current international treftists,

...many governments now see social and educatiosaireh as contributing to their policymaking and
serving as a basis for improving educational pcactAnd some researchers, seeking to close what the
believe is a credibility gap between research aadtjge, are promoting forms of inquiry that embody
the engineering model. This is true, for examptehe various kinds of design-based research
(Hammersley, 2004: 8).

Hammersley then contrasts the engineering modél théenlightenment modelvhich “generally
treats the impact of research as more diffusetla@@fore as more contingent and uncertain in
outcome” (Hammersley, 2004: 7). A common aim oféehéghtenment model is to:

...supply a new mode of viewing the world that repathe spontaneous and ideological ways in
which policymakers and practitioners are normailglined to view things. For other advocates of the
enlightenment model, however, the contributionesferarch is seen as much more uncertain and small-
scale: it is a matter of providing ideas and infation that policymakers and practitioners can made

of as resources; as, when, and how they find fhsapriate. In other wordeowthose resources are
employed is not built into the research itselfthia way it is supposed to be for the engineeringeho
(Hammersley, 2004: 7).

Hammersley offers no discussion of whether or hoegé¢ two models can be integrated. Still, the
methodological approach taken in this study assuhast is possible toombinethe engineering

and enlightenment models of research, even thduggetapproaches differ in their orientation
toward either improvement or critical re-descripgsaf the world. In spite of these their

differences, | believe that these methodologiesbeareconciled as they share fundamental
assumptions on the close relationship betwemwledgeandaction A complimentary approach
offers valuable possibilities for exploring the qalex relationship between theoretical assumptions,
processes of design and re-design, and a mordedetaialysis of how game scenarios (or other
types of learning resources) are enacted and vatlday teachers and students in particular
educational contexts. In this way, the two reseanodels can be reconciled througpragmatist

epistemology.
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5.2. A pragmatist foundation for educational reseach

The meaning of the term “pragmatism” was originddismulated by the philosopher Charles S.
Peirce, who argued that in order to attribute megid concepts one must be able to apply them to
existence (Peirce, 1955; Biesta & Burbules, 2003° &hus, the core assumption of pragmatism is
that an intimate connection exists betwkrowledgeandaction, which corresponds well with the
present study’s attempt to explore how knowledgeasluced and validated through educational
gaming. Moreover, Peirce also introduced the ingdrtoncept odbduction which represents a
more commonsensical form of reasoning than indoaiod deduction. In the context of modern
science, abductive reasoning seeks to offer expars including causal explanations that differ
from systematic descriptions (Klausen, 2007). Tagidinvestigative logic of abduction is that one
should look forthe best explanatioof a given phenomenon. Thus, abduction meansmglati
certain phenomenon (i.e. particueridencgto a hypothesis that, if true, would represegbad
explanation of the phenomenon. This means thatcivéuscience allows hypothesis making and
investigation on the grounds of non-observable ph@mna so that phenomena can be inferred,
although not directly observed, leading to the gs¢jgn of an explanation. In the words of

Dannermark and colleagues:

Abduction is to move from a conception of somethimg different, possibly more developed or deeper
conception of it. This happens through our pla@ng interpreting the original ideas about the
phenomenon in the frame of a new set of ideas.abaluction builds on creativity and imagination
(Dannermark et al., 2002: 91f).

Let me give two examples of abductive reasoninmftbis study. The first example is based on my
design interventionist approach to fieldwork. Asmti@ned in chapter 1, this research project
started out with the somewhat vague assumptiontthets possible to explore the meaning-making
processes of educational gaming by designing distied election scenario where the participants
could inquire into political ideologies through timeagined roles of professional practioners. Since
the students were assigned particular roles (pialits, journalists, spin doctors and stakeholdérs),
assumed that these roles would frame their “reeliskperience of the game scenario through

social interaction and discursive positioning. Hoere as my observations and subsequent

% Peirce’s definition of pragmatism is inspired bgri, who referred to the situation in which knovgedind action
are strictly separate as “practical” and the situain which knowledge and action are intimatelycected as
“pragmatic” (Peirce, 1955: 252).
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interviews indicate, the students reacted quitkedihtly to their assigned roles. Based on several
negative responses from teachers and studentasiolwious that the role of the stakeholder was
too obscure and passive, which explains why it ieasoved from the election scenario after the
fourth game session. Consequently, the processaésigning the game scenario was subject to
abductive reasoning in order to create an elesti@mario that was not only “realistic” nelevant
to the participants (cf. chapter 6).

The second example is based on my discourse anapgroach to the game sessions.
After transcribing and coding the post-game in@ma and video recordings of the game sessions, |
explored patterns of variation and invariation awithe students interpreted their roles and
ideological positions. Thus, by comparing and casting the students’ political performances, |
identified four different ideological voices amotig students playing politicians: Reproductive
voices, professionalised voices, personalised goied parodic voices (cf. chapter 8).
Furthermore, comparing these different voices weponses from the teachers and the classroom
audience made it is possible to describe pattdrrdationships in relation to how the students’
communicative competence was validated within tr@ext of the dialogical game space. In this
way, my discourse analytic approach provides tleengges for a range of abductive insights on the
relationship between the students’ roles, ideoklgiocices and game competencies.

As the two examples show, this study explores difi@rent knowledge aspects of
The Power Gameere enacted and validated through empirical arsaéysd abductive inferencing,
which lead to the re-design and re-conceptualisaifdhe election scenario. Unlike deductive and
inductive research, “there are no fixed criter@rrwhich it is possible to assess in a definite way
the validity of an abductive conclusion” (Dannerknat al., 2002: 81). Obviously, whether my
findingsactuallyrepresent valid knowledge is a matter to be decttisclirsively by a wider
community of scholars and other potential usemdoicational research, which relies on the basis of
my theoretical assumptions, methodological appresemd the documentation offered in the
subsequent analyses (cf. chapters 6, 7 anfl e examples offered above represent valid
abductions (as | truly believe they do), the argoihean be made that a pragmatist foundation for
educational research reconciles the engineemmghe enlightenment model of research.

Put differently, a pragmatist epistemology addreske empirical aim of this study,
which isto generate new knowledga the meaning-making processes and practicesunfatidnal
gaming Again, the underlying assumption is that knowkedgintimately related tactionand

should be conceptualised as something we use @1 todive, work, and act in the world. This
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corresponds with Dewey’s view on educational redgasr “educational inquiry” as he termed it,
which involves creating or seeking out indetermersituations for the sake of advancing
knowledge (Biesta & Burbules, 2003: 67). Howevbke, tfresults” of educational inquiry cannot be

converted into immediatellesfor educational action:

If we retain the word “rule” at all, we must sawtlscientific results furnish a rule for the conidoic
observations and inquiriesiot a rule for overt action. They function nateditly with respect to
practice and its results, but indirectly, througl medium of an altered mental attitude (Dewey9192
15).

Thus, the aim of a pragmatist approach to educatigame research is to enrich designers and
educatorsabilities to judgeby providing them with a wider range of alternasfrom which to

select when dealing with individual game desigrs situations. In this way, the pragmatic
philosophy of Dewey and Peirce provides theoreticalinding for conceptualising educational
research as educationatjuiry that is not based on claims of truth but ratheth@viability of
theories to describe phenomena and produce chanlge world. This can be done by exploring the
contingentelationship between the “ends” and the “meansgdafcational gaming. In the

following sections | provide more in-depth desddps of how this pragmatic foundation can guide

the methodological approaches of design-basedrasaad discourse analysis.

5.3. Design-based research

As mentioned, the empirical data presented ingtudy was generated through a series of design
experiments, where | as researchied designer developed and applied a particular garsigey
intervening into a field on the basis of assumgion“local theories”. More concretely, this study
is based on a series of design interventions wgarticular debate gameFe Power Game

taught and played in social science classroomsdardo explore, confirm or re-construct initial
assumptions on the meaning-making processes oatdnal gaming. This approach to educational
“design experiments” was initially formulated bytaing researcher Ann Brown in the early
nineties, but has since been further explored ¢np@ing number of educational researchers
(Brown, 1992; The Design-Based Research CollecB063; Barab & Squire, 2004). Thus, design-
based research may be defined as “a series ofagm@s, with the intent of producing new theories,
artifacts, and practices that account for and p@tynimpact learning and teaching in naturalistic
settings” (Barab & Squire, 2004: 2).
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To some extent, the origin and practice of desigeeld research can be seen as a
response to the behaviourist and cognitive resqaacddigms that have dominated educational
research, and especially American educational relsefor the last three to four decades (Greeno et
al., 1996). Even though these “experimentalist’rapphes are able to provide valuable insight on
isolated phenomena (i.e. by testing students’ dorepecific knowledge in particular subjects),
such methodologies are unable to describe or atdoutne complexity of real-life classroom
contexts. In this regard, design-based researcksw@@ontextual turrwithin educational research,
which can be illustrated by Kurt Squire and SasheaB's comparison between design-based

research and “experimentalist” approaches (Bar&gdire, 2004). See Table 5.1 below:

Category Psychological experimentation Design-based research

Location of research Conducted in laboratory settings Occurs in the buzzing, blooming
confusion of real-life settings where
most learning actually occurs

Complexity of variables Frequently involves a single or a couple Involves multiple dependent
of dependent variables variables, including collaboration
among learners, available resources,
system variables

Focus of research Focuses on identifying a few variables and Focuses on characterizing the
holding them constant situation in all its complexity, much of
which is not now a priori

Unfolding of procedures Uses fixed procedures Involves flexible design revision in
which there is a tentative initial set that
are revised depending on their
success in practice

Amount of social interaction Isolates learners to control interaction Frequently involves complex social
interactions
Characterizing the findings Focusing on testing hypothesis Involves looking at multiple aspects of

the design and developing a profile
that characterizes the design in
practice

Role of participants Treats participants as subjects Involves different participants in the
design so as to bring their differing
expertise into producing and analyzing
the design

Table 5.1: Comparison of psychological experiméneand design-based research methods. Adapterkaiséd from
Barab & Squire 2004: 4, cf. also EIf, 2008.
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As this comparison suggests, design-based resatierhpts to tackle the complexity that arises
when trying to understand tlise ofdesignan classroom settings. Here, design-based research
marks a radical break with psychological experimaBah due to itpragmaticphilosophical
underpinnings. Thus, thalueof a theoryin a design-based inquiry is “based upon actuahgks”
in the local classroom setting (Barab & Squire,£20). In this way, design-based research
assumes a close relationship between knowledgenautd abductive reasoning.

5.3.1. The aims of educational design research
According to van den Akker et al. educational desegearch tries to accomplish three goals: 1) to
increase the relevance of research for policy aadtige, 2) to develop empirically grounded
theories, and 3) to increase the robustness afjl@sactice (van den Akker et &006: 3-4). The
first aim fits well with Hammersley’s observatidmat design-based research tries to “close the
credibility gap between research and practice” (hamsley, 2004: 8). However, this goal
inevitably leads to dilemmabetween the agendas of researchers, designeeslandtors. Seen
from a researcher’s perspective, design-basedratsisatheory- and policy-driven, and aims to
explorethe impetus of particular innovative learning rases. This is also the case with this
particular study, which analyses the design andtisedebate game in two Danish upper
secondary schools. On the other hand, design-lvasedrch also tries to meet and match concrete
design specifications, teachers’ pedagogical nestddent interests, curricular goals and the
knowledge traditions of the local school cultur@anvtlen Akker and his colleagues argue that
design-based researigable to create a stronger link between researchpeaaadice when it
manages to provide educators with appropriate kedgd and relevant designs for learning (van
den Akker et al., 2006). This claim can be backeddveral studies that indicate how educational
reform does not lead to any significant changesstachers, being primagatekeepersf the
school subjects, engage in the reform process @nallawed to do so in innovative and creative
ways (cf. e.g. Hargreaves, 1994; Randi & Corno,7189f, 2008). Thus, educational research and
policy-making with a change agenda need to have fénet solidly placed on the ground and
acknowledge “the primacy of classroom culture” (iBgjet al., 2003).

The second aim of design-based research concermietielopment of empirically
groundedheories This is quite a broad aim as there is no conseosuhe ontological and
epistemological status of the theories to be geéeerhirough design experiments (van den Akker et

al., 2006). Consequently, the drive towards thdmryding raises a number of questions in relation
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to the validity of “local theories” and to what deg such theoretical findings can be generalised.
One of the problems is that the design-based reflsel@ntervenesn real settings with the intent of
provoking a possible new social reality throughtbe of a given learning material. A stake is put
in the ground, so to speak, which to some degreemégures the local practices and culture of the
classroom setting (Barab & Squire, 2004). Howedesjgn interventions are different from other
interventionist approaches such as action reseatubh directly attempts tohangethe practices

of a given setting (Nowotny et al., 2001). Admitiediesign-based research does attempt to
engineerthe production of meaning making processes, bubteeall aim is to “naturalise” the
relationship between a given design and its usgrefining the design experiments in a particular
setting over an extended time period. To quote Baral Squire, design-based research must
attempt to characterise the “complexity, fragilityessiness, and eventual solidity of the desigth, an
doing so in a way that will be valuable to othgiBarab & Squire (2004: 4). But the validity of
design interventions ultimately depends upon thigyalo producenew theoretical insights

...the validation of a particular design framework@ simply intended to show the value of a
particular curriculum. Instead, design-based re$esirives to generate and advance a particulaf set
theoretical constructs that transcends the enviemtah particulars of the contexts in which theyaver
generated, selected, or refined. This focus onrazing theory grounded in naturalistic contexts sets
design-based research apart from laboratory expetsror evaluation research (Barab & Squire, 2004
5).

In this study, the aim of producing new theory hasn pursued by exploring hypotheses on a
“realistic’ game design through a series of fiveiga experiments with five different teachers in
five different classrooms in order to demonstrateihvariances and variances of findings that
emerge from variable settings and agents expost teame designed material. By studying the
same game design in five different classrooms,dtuidy assumes that the empirical findings
should be able to reach beyond the local contexferdmulating new theoretical perspectives on
the processes of teaching and learning througha(delgames.

In spite of this theoretical aim, design-basedasdeonly offers vague guidelines on
how to advance theory thatgsoundedin naturalistic settings. Some design-based rekess
advocate the use of particular analytical framewatkch as grounded theory or ethnomethodology
for generating new theoretical concepts (Barab &i®g2004; Koschmann et al., 2007). However,
as several critics have argued, the rigorousnessatf micro-oriented approaches easily “misses

the best” ofqualitativeinquiry as they reduce the interpretation of megfmnaking processes to the
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abstract logic ofjuantifiablecoding schemes (Thomas & James, 2006: 790). Ehmrgh grounded
theory and ethnomethodology can be used fruitfioltyvarious purposes, | find it highly
problematic to assume that design-based reseaocitdstelya priori on these methodological
approaches as post-positivistic guarantors of igli€onsequently, my adaptation of design-based
research assumes a more holistic theoretical pergpehat not only refers to the actual design-in-
use, but also broader sociocultural perspectiveb@hinowledge aspects of gaming, teaching and
learning as well as the “folk psychologies” of trrticipating teachers and students (Barth, 2002;
Bruner, 1990).

The bottom line is that the design interventionthis studydid aim to generate new
theoretical perspectives on educational gamingtiBaitheoretical contribution is not solely based
on an isolated analysis of hovne Power Game/as enacted asdesign— i.e. as a concrete design
for teaching and learning. The process of enaetimyvalidatingrhe Power Gamimvolved a wide
range of different knowledge aspects and complétepes of relationships among the game
participants which can be understood as a dynamtecglay of inquiry-based experience, social
interaction and dialogical discourse (cf. chapleiTis move from loosely formulated theoretical
assumptions of exploring a “realistic’ game desmudeveloping a theoretical and analytical
framework forunderstanding theneaning-making processeseducational gamingepresents a
form of abductive reasoning (cf. section 5.2).His respect, | disagree with rationalist assumygtion
of being able to “test” theory, which is the teronee design-based researchers use when they
describe the “application” of designs and theoedtinodels (Cobb et al., 2003: 9). From my
perspective, the pragmatist agenda of design-br@sedrch must acknowledge tigentivenature
of meaning makers in the local field of classrooffrtaus, teachers and students will always already
remake, albeit in very different ways, the educalalesigns offered to them through dynamic and
heterogeneous processes. This remaking cannotdeestood simply as “test”, “application” or
“implementation”, but should rather be thought sfamadaptationthat reflects how the social
actors transform available designs and semiotouregs and create new meanings through
interaction, dialogue, and inquiry-based experigiRandi & Corno, 1997).

The third and final goal of design-based reseas¢h increase th@bustnes®f
designs and design practices. However, the airatismerely to create “effective” designs or
distribute new types of learning resources, bgeierate knowledge and “explicit learning that can
advance subsequent design efforts” (van den Akikal,e2006: 4). In a joint article with other

design-based researchers, we have visualised deasgu research as two cyclical processes of
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research and design, which attempts to generadeyth@d actual designs on the bases of a
common problem (Ejersbo et al., 2008). This “ospiatiodel is presented below in figure 5.1:

Hypothesis Desimn
Heuristic level

Problem

Production level

Peers Markets Validation level

Figure 5.1: The “osmotic” model illustrates how ig@sbased research attempts to balance artefadhandy
generation. The left circle mimics traditional wapfsdoing education research, which is aimed atgéehe right circle
mimics a production cycle, but with stronger invartvent of user feedback. Ideally, a design resganaject moves in
synchronous circular movements, starting from #ngre and going in both directions. However, tiischronicity
rarely happens in practice (Ejersbo et al., 2068)1

The model represents an idealised “macro view’af kesign-based research involves mutual
processes of design and research that both ansvagudrticular problem. Thus, my research
project represents an attempt to qualify the edmicak use of games by developing and exploring
the adaptation ofhe Power Gamm relation to a particulgsroblem which is the lack of
contextualised descriptions and theoretically infed knowledge on the actual enactment and
validation of educational gaming. Moreover, thislgem is related to my development of
theoretical assumptions, design hypotheses anactibal design and re-designTdfe Power Game
At the same time, the cyclical dynamics represemtéldde model are also inadequate as they
downplay the “messiness” of educational design-dassearch, which involves multiple and

contingent outcomes that are extremely difficultedngineer” or predict (cf. chapter 6).

5.3.2. Design-based research applied to this study

For the purpose of this research project, | hawggded and intervened with a particular game
design in five consecutive game sessions overdhese of a year. This process involved designing
the election scenario, co-designing the game weelasth DR Education, classroom observations as
well as collecting material from and dialoguingwihe social actors of the field, especially thve fi
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teachers and the social studies students thatezhtiet scenario athe Power GameBefore each

of the game sessions, | held preliminary meetinigjs thie participating teachers and e-mailed the
game instructions, which offered relatively detaditkescriptions of the goals and phases of the
election scenario. The game instructions impliedde range of epistemological, pedagogical,
curricular, technological, and social commitmehtst iheeded to be interpreted and adapted by the
teachers and students.

As mentioned, the aim of my design interventiorss woqualify the educational use
of games by exploring a particular debate gameavigmentary elections within the context of
Danish upper secondary education. This approactsaragwhat loosely based on an open-ended
game design, Dewey'’s theory of inquiry-based leay@ind a competence-oriented approach to
educational gaming (cf. chapters 2, 3 and 4). Ttigsinitial aim of this research project was a
holistic exploration of how the participating teackhiwould facilitate the game scenario, and how
the students would enact various forms of knowlegly® competencies in order to meet and
validate the domain-specific demandsToke Power GameMoreover, the design of the game
scenario was based on twesign hypothesdsf. chapter 6). First, | assumed that the gansgyde
should be “realistic” to ensure that the teachasstudents would accept it as a “serious” or
legitimatedesign for teaching and learning. Furthermorediésgn was based on the hypothesis
that the role-playing scenario could benefit fromegrationwith various forms of online game
resources. Hence, the students were expecteddtodievant information and key political issues
on the real-life political parties’ websites. Moveo, the students were also expected to use a game
website designed in collaboration with DR Educatith a selection of video clips on their
different roles within the game including varioegts on parliamentary elections.

As my fieldwork only involved a limited form of d#aboration with the participating
teachers and DR Education, there were clear liomthe amount of time and resources, which
could be expended on using and re-designing the gasources. Moreover, the two upper
secondary schools that | worked with had relatiweflexible time schedules when it came to
finding an entire day for playinghe Power GameConsequently, | had almost no influence on the
final dates of the game sessions which meanttheds quite difficult to plan how and when |
would analyse the empirical data and refine themakassumptions between each of the five design
experiments. Due to these practical constrainigd eventually unable to fulfil all the ambitious
goals of design-based research, which assumesam@ationship between theory building,

iterative cycles of design and re-design, and a@pgianalysis. Instead, my design interventions
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represented a pragmatic approachréining the game desigandgenerating empirical datan
educational gaming. Thus, after observing each gaasgsion and conducting post-game interviews,
| only made minor revisions in the game design thasepragmatic considerations of what game
elements that did or did not “work” in the eyededichers and students. This process of informing
the design and re-design tie Power Gamis documented in chapter 6, which presents the
analytical findings of this study as seen fromhesign perspective

Parallel to the process of designing and re-desiptiie game scenario, | was faced
with a considerablaterpretivegapbetween understanding how the game design “worad’a
broader understanding of the interaction and comeation between the participating teachers and
students. Simply putt was difficult to understand how the social astenacted and validated the
game scenario without considering wider pedagogesilies and discursive practices of the
classroom contexDuring the design interventions, | became incraglgiinterested in the teachers’
pedagogical approachasthe game scenario and the students’ debate praccBgdocusing on
these aspects of the game sessions, | decideectmoeptualisdhe Power Gamiom being a
role-play to a debate game (cf. chapter 2). Moredveegan to formulate initial assumptions of a
dialogical game pedagogy, which addressed diffeaspécts of teacher authority and student
voices (cf. chapter 3). After finishing the desigterventions, | then re-elaborated my initial
theoretical assumptions, which resulted in a metaittd framework for understanding the
meaning-making processes, knowledge aspects aaticpsaof educational gaming as an interplay
of inquiry, interaction, and discourse (cf. chapteMNext, | transcribed and analysed the empirical
data from the five game sessions with particulapleasis on my video recordings and post-game
interviews. Based upon my re-elaborated analyfreahework and the emerging patterns of
interaction in the empirical data, | decided togerd the analytical findings fromt@acher
perspectiveand astudent perspectivief. chapter 7 and 8). Thus, the teacher perspedescribes
how the five teachers in the study facilitatedhaused, and evaluat&the Power GameSimilarly,
the student perspective maps how the studentshgiggliticians performed, communicated and
experienced the election scenario through theigaed roles and ideological positions in relation
to their game competencies.

The brief research narrative presented above deschiow this study has only
partially followed the ambitious aims of design-based rete&een in retrospect, the refinement
of the open-ended game scenario toward a moreuliseérning resource followed a rather

pragmatic line of reasoning that was mainly reldategarticulardesignfeatures and the actual
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design-in-useAfter the design interventions, my gradual shgtof theoretical and analytical
perspectives was based on an attempt to grapgietivatcomplexity of théeachersandstudents’
educational game practices within a classroom gbn@bviously, this approach does not follow
the somewhat idealised cycles of design-basednaspeesented in figure 5.1, which underplays
the constant friction between empirical researdahthe parallel refinement of theory and design.
Instead, | have tried to follow another aim of dgesbased research, which is to “acknowledge the

primacy of classroom culture”:

...contextualizing the curriculum is ultimately a #@henomenon that arises as a result of a nuniber o
factors, including students’ needs, students’ gdatchers’ goals, local constraints, and teacher’s

pedagogical values (Squire et al., 2003: 468).

Thus, this study conceptualises educational gaasngransformativeprocess, where teachers and
students are working together in a classroom conityjnbg mutually constructing and negotiating
the content, whiclmayor may notinvolve particular aspects of the game design gady 2004,
Bloome et al.2005). Consequently, teachers and students arepbmtlicers and interpreters of
meaning when enacting and validatiflge Power GameAs mentioned, design-based research
offers no coherent framework for analysing or ustierdinggthe meaning-making processes of
educational gaming. In this sense, design-basedures is first and last design interventionist
approach forgeneratingempirical datain order to refine theoretical models and partiautgesigns
for teaching and learningn the next section, | present my methodologagadroach to discourse
analysis that | have used to analyse and intenmetthe teachers and students adapted and
transformedlhe Power Gamm relation to their everyday ways of “doing” scthoo

5.4. Discourse analysis

As mentioned above, two out of the three analytbtalpters in this study are based on a discourse
analytic approach on how the participating teachasstudents enacted and validaited Power
Gamescenario (cf. chapters 7 and 8). But why chooseodise analysis as a methodological and
analytical approach? My answer is that the cemirality of The Power Game and other forms of
debate games — is the production and receptiaiisoburseshrough domain-specific debate
practices. In this way, discourse analysis reptssamobvious starting point for the analysis ef th
meaning-making processes in this form of educatigaming. In contrast to design-based research,

which tries to “engineer” educational research tigloactual design interventions, discourse
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analysis is based on an “enlightenment” model, whiee aim is to understand and provide
(re-)descriptions of particular social phenomenar(ithersley, 2004; cf. section 5.1). Thus, this
study employs discourse analysis as a methodologpgaoachand an analytical framework for
understanding how teachers and students enactedhddted the discursive practices, scenario-
based inquiry and social interaction of the fivengasessions.

A myriad of different methodological and theoretiapproaches to discourse analysis
exist (van Dijk, 1997). However, in this study, absirse analysis primarily refers to classroom-
based approaches to discourse analysis withinahiext of educational research. As the literacy
researcher David Bloome and his colleagues argluieagional researchers “have created their own
history of research on the use of language in iasss that is distinct from but complements that
in the disciplines of anthropology, linguisticscemogy, and social psychology” (Bloom et al.,
2005: xv). More specifically, then, this study deaan James Paul Gee and Judith L. Green’s
comprehensive methodological framework that adaptethnographic perspective on discourse
analysis (Gee & Green, 1998).

5.4.1. Ethnographic perspectives on discourse asay

In their extensive review article on the relati@ivieen discourse analysis, learning and social
practice, Gee and Green describe how educatios@hrehers “often combine discourse analysis
with ethnographicapproaches in order to examine questions of wlatts as learning in a local
setting” (Gee & Green, 1998: 119). Ethnographylamefined as “a particular research
perspective that is characterized by an episten@abgommitment to explicit and holistic
interpretation from a bottom-up perspective” and émpirical interest in first-hand exploration”
(Schrader et al., 2003: 64). However, Gee and Gstens that as discourse analysts they do not
claim to be conducting ethnography per se. Rathey, wish to argue that the “cultural perspective
guiding ethnography can be productively used ioalisse studies” (Gee & Green, 1998: 126). This
claim is based upon Spindler and Spindler’s con@@ation of ethnography as the study of “the
dialogue of action and interaction” (Spindler & Sglier, 1987: 2). More specifically, the term
dialogue refers to an intricate relationship betwa&iscourseandaction Thus, discourse analysis

guided by an ethnographic perspective:

...forms a basis for identifying what members of eiglogroup (e.g., a classroom or other educational
setting) need to know, produce, predict, interpaat] evaluate in a given setting or social group to

participate appropriately... and through that pagpttion, learn (i.e. acquire and construct the caltu
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knowledge of the group). Thus, an ethnographicpestive provides a conceptual approach for
analyzing discourse data (oral or written) fromeanic (insider’s) perspective and for examining how
discourse shapes both what is available to bedéaand what is, in fact, learned (Gee & Green, 1998
126).

Similarly, this study employs a discourse analgfproach talescribenow teachers and students
participated through the roles, discourses andepiogies ofThe Power Gamend how the
participantanterpretedtheir game experience in terms of learning andedge production as
seen from an emic perspective.

Gee and Green further identify three key taskafoethnographic perspective on
discourse analysis. The first task concexxgloration ofpart-whole, whole-part relationship$his
means that the goal of ethnographic perspectitte iarrive at a holistic understanding of the
overall historical, cultural, or social context, &ther that whole be an entire society or the
beginning of a single lesson” (Erickson, 1979: Uoted by Gee & Green, 1998: 126). Translated to
this study, my discourse analytic approach explboeg different aspects of the teachers and
students’ meaning-making processes are linkede@virall classroom context of the enacted
game scenario and vice versa. This analytical po€linking part-whole and whole-part
relationships is analogous to the pragmatist natfcsbductive reasoning (cf. section 5.2).

The second analytical task set out by Gee and Gegamdghe use otontrastive
relevancea term which the authors have borrowed from Blglhes, founder of the ethnography
of communication. By focusing on contrastive rele the ethnographic perspective on discourse
analysis tries to demonstrate the functioesvance of the “bit of life, or language and as
within that bit” (Hymes, 1977: 92). More specifiyalcontrastive relevance provides a way of
examining and identifying what counts as culturabledge, practice and/or participation
constituting a particular “bit of life” within a gup. Thus, contrastive relevance depends on the
analysis of talk and actions among members frornaig (insider’s) perspective. In this empirical
study, contrastive relevance is used to explore panticular actions and utterances of the game
participants’ mark aifference- both within the context of each of the singlengasessions and in
relation to everyday school practices. As Gee argk@Gargues, the contrast between various
meanings is not fixed to a specific analytical ybiit can occur at any level of analysis. Rathner, t
“key is to show theelevanceof this contrast in understanding what teacherssamdients are doing
together” (Gee & Green, 1998: 126; emphasis added).
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Finally, any form of discourse analysis involvesestain understanding oéflexivity,
which refers to “the way in which language alwaslsats on a specific meaning from the actual
context in which it is used, while, simultaneousig|ping to construct what we take that context to
mean and be in the first place” (Gee & Green, 1929). In other words, reflexivity refers to
assumptions about how language (and other forrdssoburse) botheflectsandconstructghe
situation in which it is used. Thus, my conceptidmeflexivity is based upon BakhtintBalogical
perspectiveon utterances, positions, speech genres and sgeader relationships (Bakhtin, 1981,
1986; cf. chapters 3 and 4). Briefly summarisekHdia does not view speakers and hearers as
separate entities as each is implicated in thergi{speaking and hearing) of the other. What
follows, then, is thathe aim of discourse analysis is to focus on ineggdion and the meaning
construction of particular speaker-hearer relatibinss. As Bakhtin argues: “in reality any
communication... addressed to someone or evoking thamge has a particular purpose, that is, it is
a real link in the chain of speech communion iragipular sphere of human activity or everyday
life” (Bakhtin, 1986: 83). In relation to this stydhis means that the discourse generated by
teachers and students can be seen as a chaiermaingt:s, which involves mutual positionings

between speakers and hearers in relation to thagtial game space of the election scenario.

5.4.2. Logic-of-inquiry
By adopting a discourse analytic framework, thiglgtassumes a close relationship between
theoretical perspectives and methodological appremdGee and Green quote anthropologist Ray

L. Birdwhistell on the danger of separating theang methodology:

The interdependence of theory and methodology ednidden by exclusive focus upon either
philosophy or technique. Once separated, only thst sDphisticated can reconstitute them into

investigatory practice (Birdwhistell, 1977: 104).

In order to avoid this separation, the researchestm@rticulate his or her study akgic-of-inquiry;
which addresses the contingent relationship betwesoretical perspectives and empirical-
analytical approaches (Gee & Green, 1998: 120)idisly, countless ways of relating theory and
methodology exist. Gee and Green address thisgobl/ proposing a general framework entitled
“The MASS System”, which can be used to analyswengituationin relation to the Material
aspects, Activity aspects, Semiotic aspects, antb8atural aspects (hence the name MASS).

Furthermore, these aspects can be analysed ioretatdifferent “building tasks” as people always
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communicate and build meanings in relation to paldr purposes. These building tasks include:
“world building”, “activity building”, “identity bulding”, and “connection building” (Gee & Green,
1998: 134-9). Based on a wide range of theoretisalimptions on the relationship between the four
MASS aspects and the four building tasks, Gee aeéitscreate a matrix that poses an impressive
array of analytical questions such as “What areste systems being used in the situation (e.g.
speech, writing, images, and gestures)?” etc. Agsg¢hder may imagine, this framework is quite
comprehensive and extends far beyond the analytiod of this study. Gee and Green are well
aware of this: “No single study or analysis wilewsl of these elements or questions. Rather, in
each analysis, the researcher selects those theglavant to the questions being examined and the
data being analyzed” (Gee & Green, 1998: 139). Ttis study is only partially based on the
many analytical aspects of Gee and Green’s framewor

To sum up: In order to analyse hdwe Power Gamwas enacted and validated, this
study has followed a logic-of-inquiry that relates ethnographic perspective on discourse analysis
with my theoretical framework presented in chagtefhus, my analyses assume that the practices
and meaning-making processes of educational gacaindpe understood as a dynamic interplay of
inquiry (experience), interaction (roles), and diat discourse (positionings). These theoretical

perspectives can be conceptualised as three aralgtiestions:

» Interaction: How did the social actors adopt their assignedsrate interact within the context of the
educational game encounter?

» Discourse:How did teachers and students position themsehresigh the available discourses of the
dialogical game space?

* Inquiry: How did participants experience and reflect upanatms, processes and outcomes of their scenario-

based inquiry?

As these questions indicate, my primary aim isascdbeprocessuahspects of educational
gaming. Furthermore, my approacheational as it does not focus on particular social groups o
individual actors, but rather the dialogical redaghips between the social actors in classroom
settings. Following a sociocultural approach, uass that educational gaming represents a
dynamic interplay between discourse, interactiash iaquiry, which means that these aspects of
knowledge arenterdependenandmutually constitutivéBarth, 2002; cf. chapters 2 and 4).
However, since it is not possible during an analysipresent all these aspects simultaneously, it i

necessary ttoregroundparticular aspects whileackgroundingthers when analysing particular
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phenomena in the empirical data (Gee & Green, 1988). For heuristic purposes and the sake of
analytical clarity, the following sections provideparate descriptions of how the three theoretical
perspectives are related to my methodological aggtroThese analytical dimensions entails a
particular “expressive potential”, which delimithatcanand whatannotbe described when

trying to understand the meaning-making proceskedurational gaming (Strike, 1974; quoted by
Gee & Green, 1998: 121).

5.4.3. Analytical units: Social actions and practis
As illustrated in the model of my theoretical amélgtical framework, this study vievebcial
actionas the primary analytical unit for a discourseli@mapproach to educational gaming (cf.
section 4.1). Thus, my analyses of the game sesai@nall based on the attempt to foreground
various aspects of interaction, discourse and mgqairelation to particular social actions, ileet
way in which a particular teacher introduces theetent roles ofThe Power Gamscenario or how
students respond to their roles by speaking thr@ugarticular ideological voice. This “action-
oriented” approach to discourse analysis is ingpethe interdisciplinary area of Mediated
Discourse Analysis (MDA), which argues that dissauanalysis should explore how concrete
forms of social action constitute particuaactices(Scollon, 2001; Norris & Jones, 2005).
According to Scollon, a practice refers to the acglated experience of a social actor, which is
“recognizable to other social actors as the sarorlsaction” (Scollon, 2001: 149). Thus, by
mapping how different social actions are interpiteté&hin the educational game context, it
becomes possible to identify teachers and studentstging practices within the context of the
educational game encounter.

The point of using social action as the analytigat in this study is to avoid viewing

the teachers and students’ “game practice” as sineah concept. Instead, teacher and student
participation in the game sessions is exploredsset aflocal practicesas a count noun) within the
educational game setting. This means that the lsactiars in this study are not simply seen as

“doing school” or “playing the game” when they eggan the educational game scenario. Rather,
their actions within the game session i@lated to both the myriad of existing pedagogical
practicesandthe available repertoire of different professiomalctices suggested by the semiotic
domain of the election scenario (Gee, 2003). Tthesgame sessions can be seen as a re-enactment

of a range ofamiliar practicessuch as teachers giving instructions or studeialdng
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presentations in front of the class. At the samme tithe game sessions also introduckamiliar
practicessuch as the teachers’ facilitation of the game@age and the students’ debate practices.

As these examples suggest, educational gamingecanderstood as part of a process
of continuityandchangeover time and place: “Both continuity and changginee work; people in
interaction with each other must interactionallyrkvto construct continuity and similarly so with
change” (Bloom et al., 2005: 99). This dynamic hkestw existing practices and new practices can
also be encapsulated by viewing educational gamasng form oplayful knowledgeas it implies a
tension between emerging knowledge forms and eegryways of enacting and validating
knowledge within a classroom context. Moreover,ghactices of teaching and playing games are
regarded as being more or lessnpetent both in terms of schooling and gaming (cf. chegpie
and 3).

5.4.4. Analysing interaction

As mentioned, an ethnographic perspective on disecanalysis pays close attention to the
interplay between discourse aaction(Gee & Green, 1998; Scollon, 2001). This corresgomith

the pragmatist assumption that playing, thinkingj Bearning must be understood in relation to
concrete actions (cf. sections 4.2 and 5.2). Timugrder to study the meaning-making processes of
educational gaming, it is necessary to account@idynamic and contingent ways in which
discursive practices and patterns of social inteva@re closely connected (Scollon, 2001). In
order to understand this complex relationship,alisse analysis must be careful not to collapse the
analytical distinctions betweecial practices andiscursivepractices, for example, by claiming
thatall social practices are discursive practices (Chdal& Fairclough, 1999).

As an answer to this methodological problem, Rooll8c suggests that discourse
analysts should be ablefaregroundpatterns of social action as a way of understanthie
relationship between discourse and action (Sco2601). Following this line of thought, the
analysis should start by asking “What is/are theats that is/are being taken here?” and onlyrafte
answering this question go on to ask “What is tte of discourse in this/those action/s?” (Norris
& Jones, 2005: 9). This analytical point is highdyevant to my discourse analytic approach since
the teachers and students in this study were drentpengaged in various linguistic or semiotic
practices but also isocial interactionthrough variousoles, which were continually constructed
and re-constructed in relation to situated norntstae expectations of the educational game setting
(Mead, 1934; Goffman, 1959, 1961a, 1974, Joas, ;1&98hapter 4). In this way, the analysis
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foregrounds aspects of the participants’ sociaratttion that areelevantfor understanding how
the game scenario was enacted and validated. frhyanalysis explores how the teachers had to
adopt and adapt a relatively unfamiliar role as gdacilitators which required them to stage the
election scenario and scaffold the students’ undeding of the expected tasks and aims of the
game session. Similarly, by shifting to a studesrspective, | analyse the interpretive framing of
the election scenario and how the students perfdthr@ugh their assigned roles as politician by

adopting various strategies for self-presentatiwhface-saving practices.

5.4.5. Analysing discourse

As mentioned, my discourse analytic approach isdas adialogical perspective on educational
discourse (Bakhtin, 1981; 1986; cf. Ongstad, 128D,7a; Wegerif, 2007). Thus, when analysing
the discourse of educational gaming, | am primantgrested in understanding the speaker-hearer
relationships between the social participants efgame sessions. This means that the analysis
principally explores how teachers and studgotstionthemselves through spoken discourse,
which refers to both the emerging speech genrekas$room talk and the domain-specific
epistemologies ofhe Power Gamdn addition to spoken discourse, the analysis @lsludes

other relevant forms of “semiotic resources”, fustance, when teachers or students refer to the
real-life political parties’ websites or presentatvideos (Scollon, 2001; Gee, 2005a). Similarly,
the teachers and students’ discourse was alsodlhgptee location of particular cultural artefacts,
especially the organisation of tables and chaitkiwithe classroom setting.

The participating teachers and students in thidystepresented different perspectives
on the game sessions which can be conceptualigedms of a dialogical game pedagogy (cf.
chapter 3). Thus, the analysis of the teachers'camh to the election scenario mainly focuses on
the dialogical notion cduthority, which addresses the centrifugal/centripetal terssbetween the
logics of the election scenario and the teachexdagogical approaches. This dialogical notion of
authority does not refer to sociological asymmetaépower between teachers and students, but
describes the dynamic tension between open-endaddutal) and fixed (monological) forms of
meaning which are continualtysansformedwithin the discursive context of the election scema
(Matusov, 2007). Similarly, my analysis of the stats’ articulation of the election scenario focuses
on their discursiveoices which refers to the ways in which they orient axgress themselves in
relation to particular ideological values, i.e.itressigned ideological positions, their personal
beliefs, and the expectations of their teacherscéambmates (Dysthe, 1996; Ongstad, 1997, 2007a).
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In this way, it becomes possible to describe hanstindents playing politicians responded to their
roles and the available ideological positions ef game environment (Smidt, 2002). The students’
discourse also reflects a process of self-positgm which they try to find aublic voicewithin

the context of the parliamentary election scen@axter, 1999).

5.4.6. Analysing inquiry

In addition to foregrounding patterns of interantaind discourse, my discourse analytic approach
also explores how teachers and students experiemzereflected upon the aims, processes and
outcomes of their scenario-based inquiry (Dewe{6)9The teachers and students’ inquiries were
not limited to individual perspectives. Rather ithgarticipation representedsaaredinquiry as

they oriented toward each other through intersdiecommunication (Wegerif, 2007; cf. chapter
3). Moreover, the shared inquiry of educational gnalso representsdaalogical inquiry, which
implies that teaching and learning is promoted diglbgues through which knowledge is
constantly being constructed, deconstructed armhstucted” (Wegerif, 2006: 60). In this way,

my discourse analytic approach foregrounds diffeaspects of how the social actors experienced,
reflected and validated the epistemologies of tadical game space.

Obviously, spoken discourse only provides one wayaming analytical access to
teachers and students’ scenario-based inquirgring of debate games, however, it is relevant
mainly to conceptualise and describe inquiry imigof dialogical inquiry since discourse forms
thecentral aspect of communication, interaction, amémmng-making in this particular game
format. More specifically, my analysis of the teaxhand students’ dialogical inquiry is primarily
based on the teacheegpistemological viewsn the game scenario and the students’ creative
exploration of differenknowledge aspecthrough the continual construction and re-consimacbf
domain-specific hypothesebhis analytical approach is based on a compari§panticular game
phases — especially the teacher introductionssttieents’ debate practices and the end-of-game
discussions — to the post-game interviews, whaskéd the participants to reflect upon and
evaluate their experience of the game sessions.

5.5. Framing the context

Before moving on to the actual methods that haes lused for collecting and analysing the data in
this study, | will describe the overall contextér@ming of my fieldwork first. This involves criter
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for selecting the educational setting for my desigarventions and the different aspects of my
collaboration with particular schools and teachers.

5.5.1. The setting: Danish general upper secondacool

Formally speaking, the proposal for this researchept was formulated within the organisational
context of the DREAM consortium (cf. chapter 1)isTimplied a set of obligations on my
empirical work as | was expected to study the deaigl use of learning resources within the
context of Danish upper secondary schools. Moreifipally, my design interventions took place
in generalupper secondary schools, also known as stx, whkiohne out of four types of
gymnasiumén the Danish educational systéfs with the other three forms of upper secondary
school (hhx, htx and hf), stx takes three yearotaplete in order to gain formal competence to
continue at the tertiary educational level. Wherdshts begin in stx, they are approximately 16
years old and have attended school for 9-10 yédtes: stx, the majority move on to different
forms of higher education.

My main reason for choosing stx as an educatiogtiihg for my studies was based
on aconvenience@rinciple, which is rather common approach for conductieggfvork within
design-based research (Squire et al., 2003; EIBR@ hus, stx was a convenient choice as it is the
most common type of upper secondary education, avithverage of two-thirds of all upper
secondary students enrolled every yéatocusing on the most popular type of gymnasiumninea
having more schools to choose from when tryingrtd potential teachers to collaborate with on
my research project. Ideally, this choice coula aigake it easier to generalise my findings in
relation to upper secondary education as such.

Arguably, it is possible to usehe Power Gamand other types of debate games in a
wide variety of different educational contexts, éxample, in secondary schools, other types of
upper secondary schools, higher education, aftewsedgrogrammes etc. (Snider & Schnurer,
2006). However, instead of comparing educationaligg acrossdifferent institutional settings, |
decided to narrow my scope to a particular ingahdl context. The idea was to generate a more
consistentange of empirical data, which would allow me talgse and compare how a similar

group of teachers and students enacted and valittedesame game scenatrio.

0 Stx is short fostudentereksamemwhich corresponds to the General Certificateafd®dary Education (GSCE).
“1 Updated information about stx and other formsper secondary education is available on the Davlisistry of
Education’s websitevww.uvm.dk
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5.5.2. Finding schools and teachers

When planning the research design of this studyaimywas to conduct design experiments at two
general upper secondary schools with studentswaitfing sociocultural backgrounds. By
comparing two contrasting schools, | assumed thatld produce “rich” data for analysing how
teachers and students would endee Power Gamscenario. Thus, the aim of my qualitative study
was not to find a representative sample of schmaigo explore patterns of variation and
invariation in relation to analytical themes tharesgeneral to the upper secondary school context
(Patton, 2002). However, finding schools that weileng and able to collaborate with me proved
to be challenging. As EIf and other design-basedarchers have noted, many educational
researchers tend to follow the tradition of seteg@lready known teachers/schools for their design
experiments who often have relevant experience thigrdesigns to be studied (Elf, 2008; Squire et
al., 2003). As a newcomer to educational reseandit@the relatively closed world of upper
secondary education, | had no existing networkxpeeenced teachers or relevant schools to pick
and choose from.

My contact with upper secondary schools was furtleupted by the imminent
“implementation” of the extensive 2005 reform ofep secondary schools in the 2005-2006 school
year, which is when | planned to conduct the mairt pf my empirical studies. Thus, for a number
of logistical reasons it was difficult to find satle and teachers that were willing and able to
collaborate and allocate an entire day (“block diayife minimum amount of time necessary to run
the game sessions, in their schedules and curnicplanning. My original intention was to conduct
the design experiments in the crossdisciplinaryexrof Danish (Mother Tongue Education) and
social studies, both of which are related to theicular “content” ofThe Power Gamscenario.

This aim was backed by on-going research on theatmal role-play game callédbmicidethat
indicated that game scenarios could be well-sddedrossdisciplinary teaching (Magnussen,
2008). However, the combination of Danish and datialies appeared to be quite problematic as
the 2005 reform still had not been implemented wirteied to contact schools and teachers. Thus,
it was difficult to combine elective courses (secial studies) and mandatory courses (i.e. Danish)
Faced with the risk of not being able to find a bamation of Danish and social studies teachers
that were willing and able to participate, | chesasimplify my research design and merely
concentrate on finding social studies teachers.

Next, | tried a number of different approacheénd social studies teachers who were

interested in participating. | contacted the Minjisif Education’s official consultant for social
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studies in stx and announced my project on the iebsthe social studies teachers’ official
organisation (FALS) and dBMU Samfundsfagvhich is a state-sponsored online repository for
learning resources in social studies. These atemete futile as they did not provide a single
response or contact with any teachers or schaotbel end, | followed the recommendations of my
supervisor and a colleague and contacted two ssltbal they regarded as “progressive” and likely
partners for collaboration. The direct contact @eto be a fruitful strategy. Through e-mails and
phone calls, | established contact with teacheRealville School and Hillsdale School who where
interested in trying to teach wifhe Power Gam#& Built in the 1970s and located in the suburbs
of a Danish city, the schools were somewhat sinbdarach other in terms of architecture and
demographics. At the same time, the schools didferéerms of the percentage of students with
mixed ethnic backgrounds. At Redville School apprately 40% of the students were bi-lingual,
whereas this percentage was approximately 10%llstllie School. Because of this difference
between the two schools, | assumed that | woulahbe to describe how the students’ game
experience could be influenced by wider sociocaltigsues.

As a part of my initial research question, | alsoused on the relationship between
educational gaming and the way that teachers ani@sts made use of ICTs. On their websites and
in their advertising material, both schools claintleat they were up-to-date with the pedagogical
use of ICTs. In practice, however, the teacheHiligdale School turned out to have far more
experience using ICTs on a daily basis. For exangiuleng my observations they frequently used
video projectors to show online resources or thapaged the distribution and feedback on student
assignments via the local Learning Management 8y@t®1S). The difference between the two
schools was confirmed by Joan from Redville Schwbb remarked that “we only advertise our
use of computers to attract a wider group of sttgldRedville School, field notes]. For her,
Redville School’s greatest strength was that thehters were dedicated to handling the pedagogical
problems that might arise from having a large grotipi-lingual students. This pedagogical focus
was difficult to take advantage of in an educatidnearketing” context when trying to attract new
students.

5.5.3. Teacher collaboration
All'in all, five social studies teachers agreegé#oticipate in my design experiments — Joan and
Karen from Redville School, plus Marianne, Thomiad Roul from Hillsdale School. Combined,

*2 For ethical reasons, the names of the particigatimools, teachers and students have been fiitieda
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they represented a relatively homogenous groupeaswere all experienced teachers with an
average of approximately 20 years of teaching egpee each. However, there were also some
difference among the teachers in terms of ICTditgrand game experience. In contrast to the
Redville teachers, the three teachers from Hills@dhool were more familiar with using ICT as a
part of their teaching. Moreover, Poul and Thome imore experience than Marianne, Joan and
Karen with different forms of games and simulatiohs some degree, these different levels of
experience with ICT and games influenced the taatpedagogical approaches when they adopted
and adaptedhe Power Gamscenario in relation to their everyday teachingpcas.

One of the lessons to be learned from design-b@ssdrch is that teachers are often
reluctant to participate in intervention projecteedo time constraints and work pressure (Squire et
al., 2003; Barab & Squire, 2004; EIf, 2008). Thisdy confirms that finding because my project
was clearly seen as an extra work-load in additiaime teachers’ everyday duties and assignments.
Even though Joan, Karen, Marianne, Thomas and iRab&ll agreed to collaborate with me as a
part of my research project, this collaboration wasunproblematic and involved different forms
of negotiation As a part of my design interventionist approdatid expect some form of
resistance from the field when my research ageaddghe teachers’ interests met. Tensions were
bound to arise when, as an inexperienced outdidsked the teachers to collaborate with me on a
series of design experiments involving a relativatyamiliar design for learning, namely an ICT-
supported debate game. In this way, my teacheatmmiation always involved a certain risk of
failure as the teachers had the option, at anyngimement, to expel me as a researcher from their
field of practice. In other words, my presence assaarcher relied on a mutual contradrast,
where all | had to offer them was the chance t@atngw type of learning material and possibly
develop their own teaching practices. In that semseteacher collaboration represents a more
limited form of collaboration than the somewhat extenaeth$ of collaboration often described by
design-based researchers which often involve erggearch teams with several researchers,
teachers and designers (Squire et al., 2003).

Seen from a broader perspective, fieldwork is néséure proof as it always involves
therisk of being banned from the field, which may limietpossibilities for generating new insights
(Schragder et. aR003). At the same time, resistance from the foald also be used to conceptualise
and describe emic perspectives on the practicesvaridviews of the social actors in a given
study. In the following sections, | briefly sumns&isome of the empirical findings that emerged as

a part of my collaboration and negotiation with teachers participating in this study. My

136



collaboration and negotiation with the five teacherainly consisted of three aspects: 1) adjusting

expectations, 2) logistics, and 3) exploring thkngwn.

5.5.4. Adjusting expectations

As mentioned, the teachers in this study decideghémd time on my project basedpmersonal
interest During the preliminary meetings at Redville Sdraxad Hillsdale School, the teachers
described how they hoped to learn more about ednedtgames, develop their pedagogical use of
ICTs and/or extend their knowledge in relationdoial studies education. The teachers’
expectations toward my project were expressedtherageneral terms, which is understandable as
my own research goals were loosely defined atstaige in my fieldwork. Furthermor&he Power
Gamescenario only existed as a design sketch, whickentatifficult to provide detailed
descriptions of the game sessions. Neverthelesse#ithers accepted that the research questions
and the game design were relatively open to raviaitd agreed to collaborate with me.

At the same time, the teachers were well awarediwatollaboration was based on an
asymmetriaelationship as they were basically helping medmplete a research project without
being paid for doing extra work. For some of thecteers, this asymmetry between “me” and
“them” became more explicit when they found out thaad no previous experience teaching in
upper secondary schools and that my education&bbaend was in the humanities, whereas they
each had a master’s degree in the social scieBeesg one of the preliminary meetings, Karen
told me that my lack of a similar educational backed “disappointed” her as she had expected
that I, as a “researcher”, would be able to providewith up-to-date “school subject-related
knowledge” on political communication as a parbaof collaboration [Redville School, field notes].
This comment indicates the important status of schobjects in the teachers’ self-image as
professional practioners within the institutionettsng of upper secondary education (Dale, 1998).

Even though all the teachers expressed an int@eresy project, they clearly had
different levels of expectatiarisor example, the teachers from Hillsdale Schaewnore hesitant
about my proposals for fieldwork than the teacliiens i Redville School. There are at least two
explanations for this difference in the level ofalvement. First of all, the two groups of teachers
had different expectations about being part of egsearch project. Joan and Karen from Redville
were quite “excited” about the idea of being abl@articipate in a research project, while the
teachers at Hillsdale were somewhat used to onggeisearch projects at their school on the

pedagogical use of ICTs. In this way, Thomas, Mar&aand Poul viewed me and my research
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project as one researcher and one project amony others. Second, Thomas, Marianne and Poul
were all deeply involved with preparing for theawh, whereas Joan and Karen would not be
teaching any new “reform classes” in the upcomi®@522006 school year. Thus, Joan and Karen
were less burdened by extra preparation work, wihielnt that they had more resources available
for my project.

As these examples suggest, the teachers at Refehieol became quite engaged in
my project, while the Hillsdale teachers more @sleaw themselves as doing me a favour and often
set clear limits on their conditions for particijpait To some degree, this difference of engagement
influenced my data collection as it was often @dsieme to gain permission to do participant
observations or receive feedback on the game resefmom the teachers at Redville School. In this
way, | continually tried to adjushy expectations toward the teachers in relation e thillingness

to collaborate.

5.5.5. Logistics
One of the major obstacles of design interventisribat they have to “fit” into teachers’ everyday
practices and the curriculum planning at the Ischlool level. | have termed this analytical aspect
logisticsas my fieldwork involved a lot of correspondencd atanning with the social actors of the
field before each of the five game sessions. Adttablishing contact with the participating
teachers, | arranged meetings at each of the sshmaitroduce and discuss my project, which also
involved project presentations in each of the paeticipating classes. Moreover, | had to get
written consent from the principals and all of gagticipating social studies students to do video
observations. In addition to this, | tried to caaate my fieldwork with my collaboration with DR
Education, which involved the design and re-desiigihe game website (cf. chapter 6).

One of the main logistical problems of this projeeis to allocate one-day blocks of
time for game sessions with each of the partiaiptiasses at the two schoblaVithout a
coherent time frame of five-six hours, it woulddi#ficult and possibly meaningless to run the
election scenario. Moreover, the game sessions eveogl to my project as this is where the
empirical data that documented the use of the giergin would be generated that would allow me
to analyse the meaning-making processes of eduehimaming. At the same time, planning the
game sessions was highlylnerableto the curricular structures, time schedules atmdiaistrative
procedures at the local school level, which werigeddifficult to control or even grasp from my

3 Moreover, the date for the first planned gameisassith the election scenario was cancelled asiitcided with a
student strikedic] at 94 upper secondary schools against too highaglin the classes, &olitiken14-10-2006.
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outsider’s perspective. As mentioned, the diffeeehetween mandatory and elective courses meant
that | abandoned my idea of exploring the gamei@esas a crossdisciplinary form of teaching and
limited my scope to social studies. Moreover, idiadn to the fixed time schedule at the schools,
there was an on-going series of organisationalcandgicular changes occurring due to the
implementation of the 2005 reform. In summarytladl dates for the game sessions were changed
two or three times, often only with a few weeksicatin order to tackle the scheduling, Joan from
Redville School even offered to conduct the ganssiea on a Saturday, but this idea was
eventually abandoned as too few students werengyitir able to turn up at school on a weekend.
As mentioned, the limited flexibility of my fieldwk was particularly problematic in
relation to the logistics of my design interventgirapproach, which aimed to provide sufficient
time between each game session to analyse theieahpiata and refine the game design and my
theoretical assumptions (Barab & Squire, 2004).niwaly, | had to accept that | had virtually no
control over the planning or selecting of datestiiergame sessions. My lack of influence on the
dates for the game sessions also meant the carmeld the collection of additional forms of data
that could be used twntextualisehe students’ experience of the game sessionexXaonple, |
eliminated a short online survey on the studentsvidedge of politics and media which also
involved a blog, where the students would be astdeep diary on issues related to politics and
the media. These methods for collecting data wesnded to explore the relationship between
students’ formal and informal learning processdsclvl assumed would be relevant in relation to
their experience of the election scenario and ne2ryday knowledge of the media and politics
(Buckingham, 2000; Sefton-Green, 2004). Finallgisb cancelled a series of design workshops
intended tanform the design process of the game website througimoésement of teachers,
students and designers from DR Education (Facerildavison, 2004). These changes meant that
my original planned process of theory-driven desige, and re-design had to be reconceptualised.
Hence, | adjusted my expectations and concentratedhatever feedback the teachers and students

would provide before, during and after the five gasessions.

5.5.6. Exploring the unknown

As the aforementioned examples indicate, there s@veral clashes between my research agendas
and the schools’ everyday constraints. Thus, tiggtutional setting meant there were difficult
conditions for exploring and developing new typékearning resources such as an ICT-supported

debate game. The responses from the participagaghers made it clear to me that educational
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games represented a relatively unfamilianioknowntype of learning resourcéMoreover, since |
was unable to try the multi-player election sceméefore the actual game sessions, the process of
enactingThe Power Gamalso represented amknown object of stud§o before having observed
the first game session, it was difficult for mecammunicate and explain the actpebcessof
enacting the election scenario to the teachergcgmating in this study. Similarly, the teacherslha
to use theiscenario competenge order to imagine the goals, roles, rules, resesiand possible
outcomes of the election scenario and then retatgetgame elements to their existing teaching
practices and educational goals (cf. chapter 4ysTturing the initial phases of my fieldwork, it
was quite challenging for the teachers to pictur@ @nderstand the implications of the game
scenario. This can be illustrated by an examplertdkom the preparation phase prior to the first
game session.

Even though the teachers had told me that thepalidhave time to be involved in the
design process, Karen, who ran the first game @gsdecided that she would respond to my first
drafts of the game instructions in order to enshiaThe Power Gamscenario would “work”. In
this way, she and | hoped to avoid chaos and canfus the first game session, which we both
viewed as a crash test. During two phone conversstKaren gave valuable feedback on the game
instructions, which she eventually approved aftead written more detailed descriptions of each
phase of the game. Still, she was quite insecuratabaching with the election scenario as she had
no prior experience with game-based teaching. Kasenespecially reluctant about using the game
website and she repeatedly tried to persua€t teach instead of her. However, from the start o
this study | had decided that | would not teachalnse doing so would severely reduce my
opportunities for documenting teacher and studartigapation.

Karen’s insecurity culminated with a lengthy “emamgy” phone call the Sunday
evening two dayssjc] before the game session, which had been arrasmegtal months in
advance. On the phone, Karen started out by salyaighe had decided “not to teach” withe
Power Gameas she could not “see herself in it” [field ngté&3uring our phone conversation, it
became clear that she was patrticularly troubled ti¢ prospect of using the game website in
relation to the election scenario. In the end, Kaagreed to teach with the game materials as
originally planned, if she could also use an ovathprojector to present the game scenario and skip
the game website. Furthermore, | promised to hetlp any practical problems that might arise in
the game session.
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As this example illustrates, it was difficult folaken to imagine how the game
resources should Enacted especially the use of the game website. Evenginétaren had
approved and even praised the final version ofjirae instructions, she still felt insecure about
adapting the materials when she actually haatéparefor the game session. In this way, there was
considerable difference between reading or commeratin the game instructions and actually
trying to “see herself” teaching the game scendilos points to ondilemmaof conducting a
research project with a teacher who had no pripeggnce with the actual object of study, which
in this case was an ICT-supported debate gameh®arte hand, Karen’s emergency call provided
me important insight into understanding tihae Power Gameepresented a rather unfamiliar type
of learning resource, which meant that other te@cimght encounter similar problems when trying
to see themselves the same game design. On the other handqitiiie likely that Karen might
have overcome some of her insecurity if we hadodisteed a closer collaboration before the first
game session, for example, by giving her a guidad af the game website and discussing how it
could be used in relation to the game scenario.a¥ew a closer collaboration might also have
prevented me from understanding how she would hesfgonded to the material within a more
naturalised context when she had to sit down aagagse for the game session. In the analytical
chapters, | return to how Karen and the other tet@cbhose widely different approaches when

adapting the game to their teaching practices.

5.6. Methods for collecting and analysing data
As mentioned earlier, this study combines the tvathodological approaches of design-based
research and discourse analysis. Moreover, thity stlso involved a range of differemiethod<or
collecting and analysing data. Chronologically, ¢nepirical part of the study falls into two phases.
In the first part of the study, the empirical datasgeneratedhrough a series of design
interventions that aimed to follow the theory-drniv&eps of design, use and re-design as outlined
by design-based research (Barab & Squire, 2004gction 5.3). In the second part of the study,
the data was transcribed, categorisedaralysedn relation to the methodological framework of
discourse analysis (Gee & Green, 1998; cf. se&idh

In order to understand the scope and the progress$ithe study, | briefly summarise the
different phases of the fieldwork. The detailedjpcoplanning started in late 2004 and involved
technical, logistical and instructional preparasionhe fieldwork involved an extensive phase of

project management, including establishing a pesinp for the PhD project with DR Education as
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well as finding teachers and students willing tdipgate. The actual data collection, which took
place from January 2005 to May 2006, was divideo &% phases:

1. Design process: The initial design phase included a review of existing educational games and
relevant literature. Next, | specified the design of The Power Game scenario and the game website
in collaboration with DR Education. After the game sessions, | interviewed members of the editorial
staff at DR Education. In order to limit the scope of the thesis, | have decided not to include these
interviews in my data analysis.

2. Project presentations and observations: In this phase, | made initial project presentations for the
participating teachers at Hillsdale School and Redville School. In order to familiarise myself with the
world of upper secondary education, | was allowed to observe the teachers’ everyday forms of
teaching. In addition to this, | also presented my project in each of the five participating social
studies classes.

3. Design workshops, blogs and online surveys: These phases of the fieldwork were planned in
order to inform the design process and contextualise the students’ game experience in relation to
their perception of politics and media. Due to lack of involvement from DR Education and the
teachers as well as a low feedback rate from the students, these phases were eventually eliminated
and they are not described further in the thesis.

4. Game sessions: Between October 2005 and May 2006, The Power Game scenario was played
five times at Hillsdale School (three sessions) and Redville School (two sessions). Each of these
game sessions, which lasted between five to seven hours, were documented using field notes as
well as video and sound recordings. This phase of data collection generated the main empirical
material of the study.

5. Post-game interviews: Shortly after each game session, | interviewed the teachers in relation to
their experience and evaluation of the game scenario. Selected groups of students were interviewed
one or two weeks after each of the game sessions in order to contextualise their game experience.

6. Follow-up observations: In an attempt to compare the students’ participation in the game with
similar pedagogical work forms, | also made follow-up observations of project work on the

Muhammad Cartoons in the two participating classes from Redville School.

In the sections below, | describe how differentmoels were chosen to generate, collect and

analyse the various forms of data from my fieldwork

5.6.1. Design processes
The design process leadingTtbe Power Game/as mainly inspired by Jonas Léwgren and Erik
Stolterman’s approach to interaction design (LowgkeStolterman, 2004). The aim of the design

process was to create a “design vision” of the gaomeept which should be gradually refined
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during iterative processes of design and re-de§igning the whole design process, | wrote a
design log, which contained an analysis of thead@tudies curriculum, reviews of existing game
designs and relevant literature, sketches for #meayscenario and reflections on possible changes.
From the outset of the design process, | intendaéddude feedback from teachers, students, and
designers from DR Education to help improve the @aesign. In order to structure the feedback, |
planned two design workshops in relation to a wagkprototype of the game, but these were
cancelled due to lack of time, resources and wgiigss to participate. Still, both teachers and
students provided valuable comments on the gamerialaind game website, particularly during
the end-of-game discussions and the post-gameienes. In this way, Informedthe design and
re-design of game elements after each game sdsgiocluding the participants’ experience of the
game scenario (Facer & Williamson, 2004). This apph to “informant design” is a less ambitious
and less demanding method than more participatocgltaborative forms of design, which are
notoriously difficult to realise within educationabntexts (Scaife et all997). The design process

is described in more detail in chapter 6.

5.6.2. Observing the field

In order to explore educational gaming from an epeispective, | tried to familiarise myself with
the participating teachers and students’ worldvilereugh field observations. In many ways, | was
a “stranger” to the institutional world of uppercsadary education, to use Alfred Schiitz’ famously
cited term (Schuitz, 1964). According to Schitz, haorbeings more or less consciously represent
different “types” when they perceive and interghadir surroundings. Thus, as a type, the
“stranger” sees beyond the lived experiences afyelag life, but is not so detached as to lose
contact with the people being studied. As a nosmaal scientist, | tried to use my position as a
stranger as a bridge between creating a socialtf@eaccount and the everyday experiences of the
teachers and students being studied. Even thohghd a general upper secondary education, | had
graduated more than 15 years earlier. Furthernhbial no teaching experience within the context
of upper secondary education. In this way, there avelear distance between “me”, being a novice
researcher with a rather loosely formulated hypgithen the educational value of game scenarios,
and “them”, which included experienced teachers pwibfessional identities embedded in the local
culture of their school setting, and social studieslents who tried to fulfil the goals, roles and
rules of “schooling”.
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In contrast to longitudinal, ethnographic studigsere the researcher remains in the
same setting for several months or years, thisystuastly focused on the “world-building
activities” within the relatively short time spaheach standalone game session (Goffman, 1961a).
In order to contextualise my findings from the gasessions, | also observed everyday classroom
interaction. In this way, | was able to observe tbevgame scenario both reflecthtinuityand
changein relation to the teachers and students’ exigtedagogical practices (Bloome et 2D05).
On one hand, the game scenario fit into the coityirad classroom life as all the participating
teachers and students accepted the game scenarrelasant way of “doing” social studies. On
the other hand, the game scenario also requirekdohers to re-configure their everyday ways of
teaching. Similarly, the students had to play alaity the framing of the game scenario and its
domain-specific election practices which involvddalogical conflicts, rules, roles and
communicative resources (mainly speaking and rgadin the post-game interviews, | discussed
some of these observations with the teachers adérsts in order to compare my interpretation as a
“stranger” with their insider perspective.

During my fieldwork, | shifted between differermtci for empirical observation. The
anthropologist James P. Spradley distinguishesdstwbservations that atescriptive focused
andselectivgSpradley, 1980: 33-34). Thus, my initial obsemasi of social studies classrooms
were mainly descriptive as the aim was to get aralvimpression of existing teaching practices
and the students’ patterns of social interacti@m&teachers clearly enjoyed the regulated
dialogue of classroom instruction, whereas othactiers were more interested in teaching through
project-based work forms. After having observeéw fessons, | decided to create focused
descriptions of how particular forms of teachinfgetied the social interaction of the classroom.
Although the students were relatively quiet durihegssroom instruction, they did not necessarily
direct their attention toward the teacher. Instsageral students would “secretly” play card games
on their laptops, pass notes about what to do aftevol, send text messages on their cell phones,
yawn, look out the window or comment on my preseeeing group work and project work, the
students would often engage in many different &sts/at once, frequently shifting between chit-
chat, internet searches and more focused discussietation to their assignments. Based on these
observations, | formulated working hypotheses @nréationship between different teaching
practices and the value of the students’ learnatiyiies. In my post-game interviews with
teachers and students, | returned to these hypstlaasl asked the participants to compare their

game experience with different forms of teachirgpeeially project-based group work.
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5.6.3. Observing the game sessions

The next phase of observations after the projextgatations in each class centred on the actual
game sessions, which represent the main empiratalaf this study. During the five game
sessions, | shifted between descriptive and fodeskxttive forms of observation. Furthermore, |
had invited a colleague to assist with practicpkass of the video observations during each of the
game sessions. For example, he or she would helpitinglacing the video camera in the right
positions, changing tapes and ensuring that tresteyere organised correctly. Moreover, each of
my assisting colleagues was also asked to makeajerieservations of the overall interaction in

the classroom. Thus, after each session, | bregftgpared my own impressions to both the
assistant’s observations, and the teacher’s exyperief the game session. As mentioned, | was
unable to actually trffhe Power Gamwith upper secondary students before the first gemssion.
This meant that the first game session was alstritegime the game had ever been played which
is why | decided to describe as many different etspas possible of the game activities. In the next
four game sessions, | shifted betweldferentareas of focas the game progressed through the
differentgame phased.he main areas of foci were the teacher presenwtstudent ICT-based
group work, student performances during the presentand debate phases, and the final teacher-
led discussion of the game result.

During the group work phases it was often diffidoldecide what to observe, as four
to six groups of students were working simultangouihus, during all of the five game sessions, |
found myself shifting perspectives between theedéiit groups as it was difficult to find a fixed
focus when observing the on-going interaction. €hasservations were further complicated by the
fact that each of the groups represented diffgrelitical ideologies and each of the students was
assigned a particular role, which they more or ietespreted freely. Moreover, the group phases
were characterised by a high level of activity, ethmade them even more complex to observe.
Faced with this overwhelming complexity, | decidednainly focus my observations on patterns of
interaction that involved the whole class wherediaogue was either centred on the teacher or one
of the students. Thus, my observations of the gegssions mainly concentrated on the teacher’s
presentation, the students’ debate practices andrt-of-game discussion. This choice was partly
made for pragmatic reasons in order to reducedhgltexity of the observations and focus on
isolated or “visible” forms of speaker-hearer relaships. More importantly this choice of focus

was backed by my observations of the end-of-gas®udsions and responses during post-game
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interviews, which made it clear that the teaches students were particularly oriented toward the
collective dialogical space of the election scemationsequentlythis study does not attempt to
analyse the students’ shared inquiry at the grayel, but mainly focuses on the dialogic inquiry at
the collective level of the classroom.

In addition to these different choices concerniagipipant observation, | was also
partlyinvolvedin the enactment of the game scenarios. As appaniy collaboration with the
teachers, | had agreed to help them with any malgbroblems that might arise in relation to
“using” the game resources diie Power GameThis included everything from printing out game
instructions and helping distribute hand outs tmlents during the game sessions to trying to solve
technical problems, for example, with Internet cections. During the game sessions, | was
sometimes confronted witilemmasn relation to the teachers’ facilitation of thenge scenario. In
some cases, the teachers would unknowingly skipiomup important game information —i.e. the
premises for the final voting procedure. In thasgasions, | would ask myself: Should this be seen
as a practical problem that | ought to help coroecthould | simply study this as an integrated par
of the teachers’ pedagogical approach?

Initially, my research project mostly focused oa gtudents’ game experience, which
meant that | had downplayed the role of the teachiérus, in the first game session, the teacher,
Karen, often addressed me directly when givingutstons and expected me to intervene in the
game session whenever necessary. This also explhynsinterrupted Michael and Nazema’s
heated debate on immigration politics after thet foresentation round as thaesof the election
scenario stated that they were not allowed to @elbatt only to ask critical questions in this phase
[GS 1: #3]. However, after realising the important¢éeachers agatekeeperfor deciding whether
to use educational games as well as the imporwintteir widely differenfpedagogical
approachesl decided to intervene less and divide my resefibcus more evenly between teachers
and students. Still, it was difficult for me asesjner of the game to overlook the way in which
teachers facilitated thatentionsof the game scenario and sometimes omitted imptortan
information when instructing to the students. Tdlesh between my intentions as a researcher-
designer and the teachers’ interests was partiguarious at the end of the game sessions.
According to the game instructions, the teachem®wapposed to conduct an “end-of-game
discussion” — i.e. by discussing the realism ofdletion result and relate it to curricular topics
However, once the election result had been annausm®e teachers such as Karen and Thomas

were about to finish off and cancel the end-of-galiseussion. Still, at the end of all the five game
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sessions, | insisted that there should be a dispus$ the game results even though that some
students were exhausted after a whole day of galitampaigning. This was based upon the
assumption that the end-of-game discussions waggatly important as a way to promote the
students’ critical thinking in relation to the gamesult, subject-related issues and the real wadrld
professional politics (Dewey, 1933; Klabbers, 20€f6chapters 3 and 4).

Similar intervention dilemmas arose in relationite students. When introducing the
game, the teachers all mentioned that my role wads$erve and not to participate in the game
sessions. However, when the students were in diadait the tasks and objectives of their roles,
they would sometimes turn to me as the game dasfgnelarification. In order to avoid
unnecessary intervention, | often responded tcethegstions by re-directing the students to their
teachers, who, for the most part, were able to testudents’ in their interpretations of what was
expected of them in their roles as politiciansyqalists, and spin doctors within the game setting.
Sometimes the students’ questions turned into reggots, for instance when Ramon, who played a
journalist, repeatedly asked me and the teacheydionission to spy on the other groups’ key
political issues [GS 1: #2]. At other timésyould interrupt the students’ on-going group warid

ask them simple questions on what they were disogiss how they interpreted their roles.

5.6.4. Video and sound recording
Theprimary source of data for this study is based on vided &@und) recordings of the five game
sessions. A decade ago, video analysis was salbéively exotic phenomenon within educational
research (Jordan & Henderson, 1995). With videbrtelogy becoming more accessible to
researchers, recognition of the advantages of wvideardings when analysing participants’ patterns
of interaction and discourse has grown (Rgnhad.e2003; Norris, 2004; Goldman et al., 2007).
One of the main advantages of video recordingsasit is possible toeviewparticular video clips.
Consequently, | used the video clips to help supmgrmemory of the game sessions, which often
involved several activities going on at the sametiFurthermore, video technology made it
possible to show selected video clips to otherare$eers in data sessions tmilaborative
discussions of analytical strategies and possittérpretations.

Like any other technology for data recording, widéso has drawbacks. Since | only
used one camera, it was sometimes difficult to enghecontinuityof the video data, especially
when changing video tapes. In order to solve theblem, | equipped each student group with a

small MP3 sound recorder, which was used to doctithersound of a full game session in a fairly
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good sound quality. In this way, | was able to ta#eabackup of the students’ dialogue, which was
used to support my transcriptions whenever the dofithe video recordings was lacking or
insufficient. Another problem with video recordinigghat the analyst easily becomes swamped
with the massive amount of data generated (Codfired., 2004: 19). Thus, it was both difficult to
framethe events to be recorded using different cameséipns and difficult teselectdata for more
detailed analysis. This was particularly a problanelation to the group work phases of the game
scenario, where | was faced with a dilemma of gytmfilm four to six different political groups of
students with one video camera. Deciding which gsao film and from what angle the group
activities should be framed was a quite complek.tAs mentioned above, | eventually decided to
focus the video recordings and my video analysigame phases where the teacher and the
students had a shared focus of attention at thectiwke level of the classroom, especially the

teacher introductions, the students’ debate prestnd the end-of-game discussions.

5.6.5. Video analysis

In section 5.4, | described general methodologispkcts of an ethnographic approach to discourse
analysis — i.e. the contingent relationship betwdisnourse and action, the use of contrastive
relevance, a holistic conceptualisation of thedfieind the reflexivity of dialogical speaker-hearer
relationships (Gee & Green, 1998). Furthermore]dbe-of-inquiry of my video analysis is based
on theoretical assumptions about the interplay eetwnquiry, discourse and interaction within the
context of educational gaming (cf. chapter 4). Hesvein order to apply these theoretical and
analytical perspectives to my video recordings itecessary to consider the constraints and
possibilities of interpreting recorded data frorasdroom settings. In an article entitled
“Interactional Ethnography”, Judith L. Green and b@leagues in the Santa Barbara Classroom
Discourse Group discuss how to conduct video arsatysthe basis of an ethnographic approach to
discourse analysis (Green et al., 2007). Inspigethé article, this study has focused on the

following analytical issues.

5.6.6. Video data as text and action

Video recordings representext— a form of discourse. Thus, what is capturedideo/recordings
are the actors (teachers and students) and thedsvamd actions within the sociocultural context,
as well as visual texts related to the physicatepaobjects and graphic artifacts of the classroom

However, the actors are also “texts for each othest merely for me as a researcher, as they
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“discursively and socially signal to each other"atktheir actions mean, what counts as appropriate
and/or expected actions, and how the actions obdexre connected to prior and future activity and
knowledge (Green et al., 2007: 118).

In this study, my main focus is not on particuladividuals or groups, but on the
interplay or meaning-makinglationsbetween individuals and the classroom collectivilgre
specifically, | have analysed how the teacherssindents enacteolesthrough social interaction,
how theypositionedthemselves through various speaker-hearer redtips, and how their
experience of the game sessions can be descrilsedcamario-basadquiry (cf. chapter 4). In this
process, they created specific opportunities faressing individual voices as well as different
epistemologies and forms of knowledge productidusl my analysis of the video data unfolded
by examining chains of interactions in a particyghase or sequence of activity — such as the
teachers’ introductions to the game scenario osthéents’ parliamentary debate performances. In
this way,the analytical aim of the video analysis was tplese the agency of individual members
as they spoke, performed and interpreted the drseofprimarily spoken dialogue) at the collective

level of the classroom.

5.6.7. Transcription and coding
Thetranscription and coding of the more than 30 hofiradeo data from the game sessions was
quite comprehensive as the video recordings inbhaaltiple actors (teachers and students),
multiple forms of social interaction (i.e. dialogueolving the whole class, group discussions and
individual performances), multiple semiotic res@ag¢i.e. spoken language, texts and video clips
on websites) and various artefacts such as tatiles;s, pen, paper and computers. After reviewing,
transcribing and codingll the video recordings from the first game sessamp(oximately six
hours of game activities), | narrowed my focus amg phases where the participants hskleaied
focusof attention that referred to tloellectivedialogical space of the classroom setting. Thas, f
the remaining four game sessions | only transcrdyeticoded the game phases, where there were
visible speaker-hearer relationships in terms eftéacher introductions, student debate practices
and end-of-game discussions.

Inspired by Jordan and Henderson'’s discussionft#rdnt forms of coding, all the
video transcriptions were coded by using the foitmcategories: time codes, meaning-making
processes (interpretations), action and discoui@el§n & Henderson, 1995). This process was

guided by the field notes that | had taken duringawn observations, and by the analytical themes
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that had emerged in relation to the post-gamevigerss with teachers and students. The actual
coding of the data is illustrated below in Tabl2,%sing an excerpt taken from the second tape of

the second game session [GS 2: #2], where Marigitreges her introduction to the game scenario.

()

introduction. Contextual
framing of the election
scenario.

()

of game introduction
(shown via overhead
projector).

()

Time code Meaning (interpretation)  Action iscourse
[GS 2: #2] Marianne is reassured Teacher speaks to me and | (...) We'll just jump into it and get a head
09:40 that the game has been the students. start... Well, it's good that it's been tried
tried before. with another class. | think that’s quite
reassuring, that’s really good. So that...
so that's fine.
09:50 Formal start of the game Turns and looks at slide #1 | And we’ll stay with the election theme, you

might say. Now, it's not a municipal
election, it's a parliamentary election that
is in focus today. The whole day.

()

Table 5.2: An example of how the video data wasdod

Since each of the five game sessions followed dah@esgame instructions fdhe Power Game
within similar educational settings, it was possitd make relatively direct comparisons between
particular phases of the different game sessionthi$ way, the video data was both organised
according to aertical structurethe progression of each game session) dmatiaontal structure
(comparison between the different game sessio$3.cfeated a data set with the same selected
phases from each of the five game sessions, whatided five different versions of similar
teacher introductions, similar debate practicessamilar end-of-game discussions.

Based on these principles for selection, trandonpand coding, | gradually started to
explore and develoanalytical themes relation to different analytical perspectiveggign
perspective, teacher perspective and student pinggeand in relation to the logic-of-inquiry of
my study described above (cf. section 5.4.2). Qutims phase of my data analysis, | also compared
my preliminary findings with data from my post-gameerviews in order to contextualise my
analytical themes. In this way, a number of ane@ftthemes emerged regarding different aspects of
enacting and validating educational games, for gt@nmow the game design was required to enact
a form of relevant realism, the teachers’ diffeneetlagogical approaches and the students’ attempts

at playful exposure during the parliamentary debété chapters 6, 7 and 8).

150



5.6.8. Selecting key situations

Having identified a series of analytical themethen selected kesituationsfrom the video data

that reflected the analytical themes in relatiomioresearch question and the informants’ own
interpretations of the game sessions. Accordin@de and Green, a situation can be defined as “a
segment of social life”, which is chosen on theidba$a particular logic-of-inquiry (Gee & Green,
1998: 134). Thus, the situations chosen in thidysteflect how educational gaming can be enacted
and validated as an interplay between inquiry,alisge, and interaction analysingparticular

forms of social actions, practices and competen&gsgations include, for example, the way a
particular teacher presented the role of the paiti or how a student playing a politician
positioned him- or herself through a personalised parodic ideological voice when presenting
political issues to the audience of classmates/satihin the dialogical game space of the election
scenario.

The key situations selected were then used to areckeries of analyses of the
discourse and actions in prior or subsequent exanigell as similar events from other game
sessions, which followed the principlesocointrastive relevancandpart-whole, whole-part
relationsdiscussed above (cf. section 5.4.1). This forrhadistic and contrastive analysis could
involve backwardand/orforward mappingrom a key situation or anchor point (Green et al.,
2007). Based on the relatively fixed procedureheffive game sessions, it was possible to compare
the same phases across each of the five gamersedsithis way, Karen’s introduction to the role
descriptions of the game scenario was comparalMat@anne, Thomas, Joan, and Poul’s
introductions. Similarly, it was possible to compaiow different students-as-politicians from the
National Party chose to present their key politisalies. As the analytical findings show, there
were both significant patterns of variance and iiiarece between the individual teachers and

students’ ways of interpreting and realising thengacenario.

5.6.9. Video responses

Methodologically, videotaping in a school presefitsmmas becauseiitterfereswith classroom
practices. The presence of a video camera easilysdthe attention of students in an educational
context. However, even though | video taped fivegaessions with five different teachers and
five classes with a total of about 90 studentsrande than 30 hours of film, | did not experience
episodes that made me seriously question videadmgpas a valuable approach for exploring the

meaning-making processes of educational gamingedar, | did not receive any negative

151



responses from the students in relation to beidgoataped. Even though the students expressed no
concerns about being filmed, they were well awhat their participation in the game sessions was
being recorded. From time to time, some of theesttg] especially some of the boys, would react
to the presence of the video camera by “acting outjiving exaggerated performances in front of
the lens. This often occurred if I, or my assisttofjeague, were absent when the camera was
recording. Hence, these performances can be sedtie@sresponse® my presence as a researcher
and the presence of the camera. These perfornratetions are quite similar to findings
documented in other studies based on video resaanohg Danish general upper secondary
students (Slot, 2008; Frglunde, in press).

The only negative response | received from beilmgeiil came from one of the
teachers, Marianne, from Hillsdale School, who waite concerned about the ethical aspects of
video recording. Similar to the other four gamesaass, the students or their parents had to provide
written permission stating that they had consetadzking filmed as a part of my research project.
However, when | presented my project in Marianmess, she interrupted me and claimed that the
consent forms | wanted the students to sign wegyaliequestionable [Hillsdale School, field
notes]. This took me by surprise because | hademdlile consent form to her in advance for
approval. More specifically, Marianne insisted tthe consent form explicitly stated that the video
recordings would only be shown in “closed resedoc&’. In the end, | agreed to amend the text to
be able to continue my project, which means thatwitleo recordings from this class can only be
shown to other researchers.

In a brief conversation after my presentation, ldlianie explained that she was
concerned about any ethical problems that migkedrom recording and showing video data of
the students’ participation. She assumed thatttieests’ emotional behaviour during the game
might be harmful to them if their performances wexposed in a compromising context. As
Marianne had predicted, many studatitktbecome emotionally engaged in the five game sessio
especially in relation to winning or losing thealen. In spite of this, none of them expressed any
concern about playing the game or being filmedelad, they often made jokes about their
performances and the presence of the camera. Borpa, when there were conflicting
interpretations of what had or had not been saifthduhe debates, the students referred to the
video camera recordings as a possible way of fjdut “what really happened”. Marianne’s
somewhat protective reaction toward video recordizng also be seen as an expression ob\war

fear of losing “face” (Goffman, 1967a). When shierrupted my project presentation, she made the
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following comment to the students about her owe ad a teacher in the ensuing game session: “I
am definitely going to make mistakes. Then Thorkihdl other researchers can sit and laugh at
them [ic]!” [Hillsdale School, field notes]. As this selle@recating remark indicates, Marianne was
not fully comfortable with the idea of playing thame and being filmed as it involved the
possibility of being “scrutinised” by me or oth@searchers. This negative reaction to video
recording also indicates how the teachers were whiatereluctant about accepting my presence as

a “stranger” in their professional field of praetiSchiitz, 1964; cf. section 5.5.2).

5.6.10. Teacher interviews
As mentioned, the empirical analyses in this swoyot aim to explore teachers or students as
individual persons, but rather to exploedational aspects of how the social actors of the field
enacted and validated the game sessions. Howewverger to contextualise the participants’
experience of the game sessions, | conducted segmost-game interviews with all the teachers
and with selected groups of students from each gassion. The five teacher interviews were
semi-structured and followed the same procedurie @pen-ended questions related to their
experience of the game scenario (Kvale, 1996; Ra2@02: 344). The interviews were all based on
the same interview guide containing ten questi®hs.first seven questions focused directly on the
teachers’ game experience, i.e. the teacher’sip@sihd negative reactions toward teaching with
the game scenario, the relevance and the planiitig @ame sessions in relation to curricular
goals, pedagogical aspects of teaching with theegéme integration of the game scenario with
computer media, and suggestions for improving Hreeydesign. The final three questions, in
contrast, addressed more general aspects of eglu@lagiaming, for example, how the game
scenario could be seen as a competence-orientadoficeeaching, the educational value of role-
playing, and barriers for using educational gamagpiper secondary education. The aim of the
teacher interviews was two-fold, as | both hopeld@ble to use the teachers’ interpretation to
contextualise my own interpretation of the gameises, and to be able to explore general
problems and opportunities for teaching with edioca games as seen from a teacher perspective.
Each teacher interview was conducted shortly afeh of the five game sessions in
order to take advantage of the teachers’ vivid ntgrobthe game experience. As the interviews
did not focus on personal or biographical detafsst teachers preferred that the interview took
place in the relaxed “backstage” atmosphere ofdhehers’ common room (Goffman, 1959). This

meant that colleagues of the teachers being ireed would sometimes come by and interrupt the
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interviews. On average, the interviews were schestitd last 30 minutes. However, there was a
significant difference in the teachewgillingnessto be interviewed and this is reflected in thegtén

of the interviews. Thomas and Karen were intervigtfgg about 25 minutes, Joan for 45 minutes,
and Poul and Marianne for approximately 60 minubaging the interviews, the focus of our
conversation shifted between the teachers’ ovaraipretations of the game sessions, their
formative evaluation of the game design, and geémperapectives on the status and role of games
within an educational context. In this way, theemiews represent a mix betweeheameneutic
approach, where the aim was to let the teachergidesand interpret their game experience in their
own words (“emic” perspective), and a m@ragmaticapproach, where the aim was to evaluate,

improve and/or inform possible re-designdTbe Power Gamscenario (design perspective).

5.6.11. Group interviews with students

As mentioned earlier, my analytical aim was to déscand interpret relational aspects of the
students’ participation within the educational gasnatext. So instead of portraying the students
through individual interviews, | decided to condgobup interviewswith two selected groups of
students in order to explore patterns of variaéind invariation regarding their game experience
which could be related to their membership of patéir groups within the game sessions (Morgan,
1997; Halkier, 2002; Patton, 2002). Thus, by manitg the original groups from the game
sessions, | hoped to re-create and explore differgpects of the social interaction, discourse and
inquiry that had shaped their game experiences.

One or two weeks after each game session, | coadlacgroup interview with two
groups of students. The groups were chosen onatsie bfcontrastive relevance order to explore
different patterns of variation in the studentsngaexperience. My overall criteria for selecting
groups were to include one example of a “winnedugr and one of a “loser” group in relation to
the results of the game. Thus, | assumed thattigests’ interpretation of the game scenario, to
some degree, was influenced by the emotional lagkddows of winning and losing the election
(Goffman, 1961a). Furthermore, in the first fout otithe five group interviews, | decided to
include the group that represented the NationdlyRance nearly all the students distanced and
positioned themselves in relation to this ideolagmosition. In the last game session, there were
six instead of four political parties, which paréyplain why the National Party did not have the
same political influence on the game session. TimesNational Party was not included in the last

interview. Some students did not show up for vasimasons because they were ill, taking driving
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lessons, at the doctor’s, had an appointment \wetcareers teacher etc. On average, there were
between six to eight students present in eachviet®r which corresponded well with Halkier’s
recommendations for conducting group interviewslKleéa 2002).

In order to explore patterns of variation betwesndroup members’ interpretations
of the game sessions, | structured the group i@ess/around the discussion of the following

topics:

What was your overall experience of participatinghe Power Gante
How can role-play (and other game types) be usedfasm of teaching?

How do the roles in the game relate to your owiitipal experiences?

A

How realistic waghe Power Gamm relation to a real-life parliamentary election?

These questions formed the basis of the differeases of the five group interviews, which all
lasted between 50-60 minutes. Seen in retrosgecthird question was somewhat problematic as it
was quite abstract and often required me to regghitsseveral times to be understood as well as a
high degree of reflection from the students. Cousatly, this question often generated quite
different answers that reflected a wide diversitdifferent political experiences and opinions
among the students.

In contrast to the semi-structured teacher int@rsjehe group interviews were more
loosely structured and often touched upon othdacsaihan | had predicted. For example, some of
the students were very keen on discussing gamgrdasd came up with numerous suggestions for
“improving” the design ofThe Power Gamscenario — i.e. by elaborating the role descrition
extending the time limit of the game. In this wehe group interviews were also usedrimrm the
design and re-design ®he Power Gaméf. chapter 6). In addition, at the end of theugro
interviews, | showed the students two presentatidaos from the game website made by the
Danish People’s Party and the Red-Green Alliance @t of the 2005 parliamentary election. |
selected the two clips in order to promote reftattind a discussion of the students’ views of
contrasting political ideologies, which was a remg theme in the game sessions. Finally, |
assumed that the students’ interpretation of twdewiclips could be used to relate their experience
of the game sessions with a broader perspectitbeooomplex relationship between young people,
politics and news media (Buckingham, 2000).

During the group interviews, | mostly focused omittbe students that had played
politicians interpreted the election scenario he&ytoften were the centre of attention during the

155



game sessions. Focusing on the politicians wasdéfifscult to avoid as they were usually more
talkative than the other students in the grouprwiegvs. Thus, their high response rate to my
guestions indicates that the students who playétigems were more engaged in the game than the
students who played other roles. At the same tinadso suggested that the students who played
politicians were generally more used to giving elabed answers within a school context. This
interpretation was backed by the teachers’ comnmanthe game sessions, which often categorised
the politicians as belonging to an “active” grodstudents. To prevent the politicians from
dominating the group interviews, | also encouraitpedstudents who had played other roles (i.e. as
journalists, spin doctors, stakeholders) to contglwith their perspectives. Moreover, | often aske
group members to comment on whether they agredisagreed with each other’s opinions. In this
way, | assumed thatdialogue between differing perspectivesuld help ensure the validity of the

interviews by generating converging and/or coniingsnterpretations (Halkier, 2002).

5.7. Validation
The final methodological issue in this chapter @ns the question of the validity or
“trustworthiness” of my empirical-analytical findjs (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This explorative
study is based ogualitativeresearch methodologies, which imply that validstyot something
that can be measured or evaluated on the basigothetical deduction common to the natural
sciences (Patton, 2002). Instead, the validithf $tudy should be evaluated on the basis of the
quality and trustworthiness of my findings in reatto my logic-of-inquiry, which involves my
research question, theoretical perspectives andadelogical approaches. The main research
guestion of this dissertation is to explore hovagtipular game scenario was enacted and validated
within a particular educational context. This qi@sis based on the theoretical perspectives
discussed in chapters 2, 3 and 4, which assumeduagtional games — especially debate games —
are able to facilitate meaningful forms of dialogsecial interaction and inquiry-based learning.
Empirically, the research question has been exgloreelation to a series of design
interventions with a debate game on parliamenteagtiens within the context of Danish general
upper secondary education. As described abovee ttessgn interventiongenerateddata on
educational gaming, which are analysed from a dgségspective (chapter 6), a teacher perspective
(chapter 7), and a student perspective (chaptdidjiple methods have been usecttilect
different forms of data that have been transcrinedl coded in order to identify analytical themes to

be explored through these perspectives — mainligaesethods, participant observation, video
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observation, and post-game interviews with teachedsstudents. In this way, this study aims to
achieve validity and trustworthiness throughangulation of different theoretical-analytical
perspectives and different data types when exmjdhie social phenomenon of educational gaming
(Denzin, 1978). The point of triangulationnet “to demonstrate that different data sources or
inquiry approaches yield essentially the same te@@atton, 2002: 248). Rather, the aim is to
explore consistencies by searching for “convergameeng multiple and different sources of
information to form themes or categories” (Cresv8eMiller, 2000: 126). Thus, the different data
sources, themes and perspectives are tessitliate the phenomenon of educational gamirg as
research objecfcf. chapter 1). In this way, the multiple methaasl multiple forms of data involve
a careful reflection of the particular points (eéw) that are used to triangulate the phenomenon,
which both refers to the "location” of my reseairtierest and the phenomenon itself.

At the same time, the triangulation of multiplealaburces and multiple methods also
increases the complexity of validating the emplrisalings in this study. This results in the
potential danger of analytical incoherence whengf@ample, dividing the analysis into a design
perspective, a teacher perspective and a studespggmtive on educational gaming in spite of the
fact that these perspectives are closely connestdanutually constitutive. The problem of
analysing different perspectives in relation to saene empirical data can also be described as a
problem ofcontext(Dourish, 2004). Thus, the term context both refersnderstanding the design-
in-use (i.e. students reading game hand-outs ohéga presenting the phases of the game scenario)
and understanding how the teachers and studemts gaactices were related to existing ways of
“doing” school. In order to confront this divergend will summarise how design-based research

and discourse analysis implies two different buhpbmentary conceptions of context and validity.

5.7.1. Validity and context when doing design-basedearch

As mentioned earlier, this study combines the nuthagical approaches of design-based research
and discourse analysis which are based upon tseeamlogies of the “engineering model” and the
“enlightenment model”, respectively (HammersleyQ20cf. section 5.1). By following different
rationales these two approaches offer slightly differenbeatl complimentary, views on context

and validity. Seen through the lens of design-basseéarchcontextrefers to different aspects of
design-in-use. Thus, when Barab and Squire dettlaté¢’context matters”, they imply that design
experiments should be contextualised by explorimg teachers and students actuakgparticular

designgBarab & Squire, 2004: 1). Furthermore, tadidity of design experiments ultimately

157



depends on the ability to produce new theoretitsights (cf. section 5.3). In this design
interventionist study]'he Power Gamscenario was designed, used and re-designed intorde
validate my initial theoretical assumptions on ¢deicational value of a “realistic’ game design (cf.
chapters 3, 4 and 6). By conducting a series agdesxperiments in upper secondary classrooms,
both the game design and my theoretical perspectivelld gradually change. Thus, the validity of
the design interventions is founded upgeragmatistexploration of the relationship between
theoretical assumptions and the use of a knowlbaged game design for teaching and learning.
Interestingly, even though design-based researditens insist that “context matters”, this
methodological approach offers no coherent thezaktir analytical framework for validating
design-based findings in relation to the practaed epistemologies of the social actors in an

educational context.

5.7.2. Validity and context when doing discourseadysis

In contrast to design-based research, which assarolese link between context and validity in
relation todesign-in-usgethe discourse analytic approach taken in thidystiews context as a
“relational property” of social interaction and ciisirse per s@Dourish, 2004: 22). This means that
the different aspects of an educational game coatexdynamically defined and emerge in relation
to particular forms of social action, i.e. the wayvhich the teachers and students’ game
experience and knowledge aspects were continuadiged and re-shaped through different forms
of inquiry, interpretive frames, role-taking, ideglcal positionings and domain-specific speech
genres (cf. chapter 4). Thus, the aim of my disse@nalytic approach is to describe and
understand he Power Gamsessions by contextualising how the dialogicalradBon and shared
inquiry between teachers and students weigotiatedhrough particular speaker-hearer
relationships.

According to Gee and Green, the validity of a disse analysis is not constituted by
arguing that the analysis “reflects reality” in aignple way (Gee & Green, 1998: 159-160). As
humans, weonstructour realities, although what is “out there”, beydndanan control, places
serious constraints on this construction. Thuslitg' as such is not “only” constructed (Hacking,
2000)** Furthermore, just as language is alwaftexivelyrelated to situations so that both make
each other meaningful, so, too, a discourse arsal{ls¢ing itself composed in language, is
reflexively related to the ‘language-plus-situatitms about” (Gee, 2005a: 113). As an analyst, |

*4 This pragmatist approach to discourse analysisatsanbe described discursive realisn{Schrader et al., 2003: 45).
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have interpreted my data in a certain way, andetlilasga, so interpreted, render the analysis
meaningful in certain ways and not others. ThuBdigis never once and for alhs all
interpretations are open to on-going discussiondasylite. Neither is the analysis completely
“subjective” or “relativist”, as there will be alwa be criteria, which can be used to judge the
validity of a discourse analysis.

Gee and Green propose three criteria that candmbtasvaluate whether a discourse
analysis is valid. The first criterion t®@nvergencewhich means that a “discourse analysis is more,
rather than less, valid... the more different anadyaiethe same data or related data, or different
analytic tools applied to the same data yield simmésults” (Gee & Green, 1998: 159). This
criterion clearly echoes the notion of triangulatatescribed earlier. Thus, the validity of the
discourse analyses presented in this study demsntie degree to which the analytical themes and
different perspectives converge in relation to wyid-of-inquiry.

Agreements Gee and Green’s second criterion which implied &nalytical findings
are more convincing the more ‘native speakershefdocial languages in the data, or other
discourse analysts, agree that the analysis reflemt such social languages actually function in
such settings (Gee & Green, 1998: 159). This studg to reach agreemely presenting my
preliminary analytical findings to the social act@f the field, especially in the post-game
interviews, which were based on my successive aafation of experience during my design
experiments. However, since the teachers (and stsideere not willing or able to participate in
closer collaboration, they were not directly invadvin the detailed data analysis. My collaboration
with each of the teachers simply stopped after gaohe session and succeeding post-game
interview. On the other hand, potential disagreegmbatween “me” and “them” on the
interpretation of the data would not necessariialidate the findings presented in this study.
Based on Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy and Schiittion of the “stranger”, | will argue that the
findings presented here provide a valuahlesider’'s perspectivavhich can be used — or might
even be necessary — in order to understand howdesaand students enact and validate game
scenarios within actual classroom settings (Baki@86; Schitz, 1964).

Gee and Green'’s final criterion for validityageverage which refers to the extent to
which the analysis can be “applied to related sofrtdata” (Gee & Green, 1998: 159). This includes
being able to make sense of what has come befdraftar the situation being analysed and being
able to predict what might happen in related situnest Thus, in this study | have tried to achieve

coverage in my analysis by comparing and contrgstifierent situations — both across and within
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each of the five game sessions. Coverage may algedxribed as possibilities fgeneralisingthe
analytical findings in this study. As with other ailrssample forms of qualitative research, the
generalisation of classroom research “has nothurdptwith representativeness” due to the fact that
gualitative studies do not live up to the samp#esequirements necessary to match this objective
(Schrgder et al., 2003: 148). Following Schrgdex .ethe criterion of generalisation in classroom
studies can take two forms. One is to miernal generalisationabout the findings, as when my
analysis shows that the students performing asi@ahs throughrhe Power Gamscenario in five
social studies classrooms can be conceptualisadasye of different ideological voices. In order
for such generalisation to be meaningful, “therptetation should remain sensitive to the diversity
and possible ambivalences of the data” (Schragdal,@003: 170). At the same time, the analysis
presented here also tries to reduce this diveisigyform that provides a platform for recommended
practice — especially in terms of game design amdegpedagogy. This aspect is closely connected
with the second criterion for generalisation, whodmcernsexternal generalisatianThus, one of

the aims of my analysis is to generalise my findimgrelation to broader perspectives on

educational gaming and educational game research.

5.7.3. Validating validity

According to Barth, any tradition of knowledge gextes specific criteria foralidating knowledge
(Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2). Thus, my way of dogayicational game research also implies
particular criteria for validating the validitgig] of my analytical findings. For the purpose ofsthi
project, | have aimed to answer my research quebtjaccombining the two methodological
approaches of design-based research and discoalysia as | believe that they are able to offer
valuable and complimentary analytical perspectoreshe educational use of a particular debate
game within the context of Danish upper seconddugcation. As these two approaches suggest, the
meaning-making processes of educational gaming tefeoth the social actors’ adaptation of the
actual game desigandto emerging patterns of inquiry, social interactand discourse — which
could be directly or only indirectly related to thame design. Below, Table 5.3 summarises how

these two methodologies imply different researohsaand different notions of context and validity:
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Focus Design-based research Discourse analysis

Research aim Generate knowledge and explore theories Understand social phenomena through
through iterative design interventions analytical perspectives (logic-of-inquiry)

Context Account for pragmatic aspects of design-in- | Describe the meaning-making processes of
use within educational settings particular social actions and practices

Validation criteria Refine theoretical assumptions and designs | Trustworthy (re-)descriptions of social

in relation to actual design-in-use phenomena

Table 5.3: An overview of the design-based reseanthdiscourse analytic approaches applied irsthidby.

As the table shows, the different aims, contexts\alidity criteria of design-based research and
discourse applied in this study can be used toyaaalomplimentary aspects of educational
gaming. Moreover, the methodologies are both fodradethe pragmatist assumption that the
meaning-making processes of educational gaminbased on an inextricable relationship between
knowledgeandactionwhich can be traced and understood through vaaoa$ytical strategies for
abductive reasoning (cf. section 5.2).

Depending on the perspectifgesign, teacher or student), the analytical cdntkes
on different meanings in the analytical chaptetsictv also implies different premises for the
constitution of validity. Obviously, the distinctidoetween the different perspectives is not clear-
cut, and the division into perspectives primardpresentganalytical strategiesor exploring
different aspects and analytical themes in the gogpidata. The question, then, is how to validate
the validity of these perspectives. According thoEMW. Eisner, a good qualitative study can help
us “understand a situation that would otherwiserigmatic or confusing” (Eisner, 1991: 58).
Ideally, then, readers of this study should be &bkdopt the same viewpoint as articulated by me
as the researcher, and be able to reconstructéngges for my analytical findings on educational

gaming whether they agree with them or not.
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6. Designing the game

This chapter analyses the pragmatist process ajrdeg and re-designinfhe Power Gamas a
learning resource. The chapter is divided intopsiks structured on the chronology of my design
interventionist approach. First, | describe oveaslbects of the design process leadinfh® Power
Game which includes a short review of existing gamed eelevant research literature, the
generation of two design hypotheses and my col&lmr with a major Danish developer and
distributor of learning materials. The second sectescribes main features of the game scenario
and the game website. In the third section, | disdwow the design interventions in this study can
be understood from a pragmatist perspective byoeixyg two analytical themes. Thus, section four
analyses the discrepancy between the intendedsm@aand the actual relevance of particular
game elements ifhe Power Gamscenario. Similarly, the fifth section describesvitbe

integration of game activities and online vide@slresulted in a clash between interpretive frames.
Finally, the chapter concludes with a tentativeadgdrinciples for the further design of educationa

game scenarios.

6.1. Framing the design process

From the outset, this PhD project has been paiteoDREAM consortium, which has implied
certain obligations. Thus, the project was inifialpposed to explore the design and use of
edutainment software in close collaboration with Bicro Lab Mikro Veerkstedet AjSa
Scandinavian provider and distributor of educaticadftware. Second, my empirical studies were
to be conducted within the context of Danish ugs®mondary education. However, after my first
meeting with the Micro Lab in August 2004, it be@aatear that the company had no experience
with or any plans for developing products for uppecondary education, which was seen as a
smaller and more demanding market than primaryadrc Instead, the director of the company
suggested that | could re-design and explore taetitheir online debate platforirne Web
Parliament(Webparlamentgt which had been developed by the researcherussigppe
Bundsgaard® The Web Parliameris basically a content management system (CMS)fiaddo

facilitate online parliamentary debate on differaics (i.e. animal rights) among secondary

% The Web Parliameris located at this addressww.webparlament.dk
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school pupils, who are assigned positions as bathgr for or against certain issues. As an
optional part of the debate scenario, the pupilg atso go on to present arguments and proposals
to real politicians. Based upon an action reseapgtoach, Bundsgaard had been able to engage
teachers, students and local politicians in pariatary debate vithe Web Parliament
(Bundsgaard, 2005). Nevertheless, | was somewleatisal about basing my design interventionist
study on this particular learning resource.

First of all, the actual design ®he Web Parliamens primarily text-based, which
could result in a rather low aesthetic and emotiappeal to potential users (Norman, 2003).
However, my main reservation concerned the opereadns and organisation of the debate
scenario. Thus, it was difficult for me — as a paigd user, researcher and re-designer — to
understand and conceptualise how the actual odébate procedure could be integrated with
particular classroom activities. More specificalljeared that many upper secondary teachers
would find the debate scenario too complex and toresuming, especially the idea of involving
local politicians as well as students and teachersss different classes and schools. Consequently,
the debate scenario resembled a standalone degigriraent more than a “blackboxed” learning
resource that could be transferred to differentexs and distributed to a wide audience (Fishman
et al., 2004). Finally, any major re-design of thiectionalities and debate featureslibie Web
Parliamentwould depend heavily on the goodwill and abilitésts sole designer, who at this early
stage of my research project was busy finishing?hi® dissertation. After weighing the pros and
cons of this learning resource, | decided to enccoikaboration with Micro Lab and design an
educational game scenario from scratch. Ideallg,approach could provide me with greater
flexibility when designing and re-designing gameneénts in relation to my research question and
theoretical assumptions.

As mentioned in the introduction, my personalri@st in educational games mainly
revolves aroundebate games.e. “opinion-based” game scenarios where p@ditis are assigned
roles and positions in order to debate particdpics. Thus, | assume that debate games are able to
facilitate the dialogical “interanimation and stglig between one’s own and another’s word” in
relation to educational goals and practices (Bakli981: 269; cf. chapter 3). For the purpose of
this design-based research project, | was partigulaterested in designing a game scenario based
upon parliamentary election — a political phenomeh&h is sometimes referred to as the ultimate
“power game” of a representative democracy (Brueed@e & Lawson, 1976; Smith, 1996).

According to my working definition of games (cfgire 2.1), parliamentary elections have obvious

163



game features:

«  Conflict-based scenario : Opposing political parties try to constitute a new government in their favour

« Well-defined goals: Participants attempts to win the election by advocating their key political issues

¢ Rules for debate: Discursive ground rules for conducting parliamentary debate

«  Contingent outcomes: Difficult to predict how the individual votes will determine the outcome of the election
. Multiple roles : Politicians, journalists, spin doctors, stakeholders and voters

« Resources: Participants communicate their ideologies through various forms of semiotic resources

¢ Validation: Public evaluation of who will win/has won the election and for what reasons

As this overview suggests, a parliamentary eleatpmesents an obvious topic for an educational
game scenario. Thus, parliamentary elections haea b well-known phenomena within
educational contexts for several decades, and goendary schools around the world quite
commonly arrange “mock elections”, i.e. in relattorupcoming parliamentary or municipal
elections (Holck, 2005; Bgrhaug, 2008). By buildumgpn a familiar game phenomenon, | assumed
that teachers and students would be more willingtognise and accept the game scenario as a
legitimate learning resource.

At the initial stage of my research project, | ohbd relatively vague assumptions
about why and how to design a parliamentary eleajimme for upper secondary education.
Nevertheless, | formulated a serieslesign goaldased upon my own research interests, the
limited resources of my project and my assumptadysut the demands and goals posed by the
context of upper secondary education. The primemnycd the game design was to create a scenario
that would allow student® enact the debate practices of a Danish parliatagnelectionby
researching, presenting and arguing in relatigpatticular political issues. In real-life Danish
elections, professional politicians often presaéeirtkey political issues and confront their
opponents in order to persuade potential votepeaally during “duels” and “party leader
rounds”, which are broadcast on national televisidius, the idea was to let these performative and
competitive aspects of a Danish parliamentary igledb represent the core game elements of upon
which The Power GameConsequently, the “quantitative” aspects of digaentary election
should only form secondary design elements, i.&iléd analysis of voting procedures, funding for

the election campaign, political budget proposais%e

%6 Again, this design choice should be understootimithe context of ®anishparliamentary election — i.e.
fundraising arguably plays a far more explicit raf¢hin the context, for example, of an Americaaation campaign.
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Furthermore, the game design had to meet a rangegmatic criteria. Thus, it
should beadaptablewith existing teacher practices in upper secondahpols. Moreover, the
game was intended to suppenerging forms of knowledg¢ ensure relevance for different
educational aims and contexts. Finally, the elacsicenario should bre-designablen relation to
my research question and my explorative, desigrvehtionist approach. In order to conceptualise
the actual game design, | reviewed a series aérdifft sources, which included a comparative
analysis of related game designs, research on Daardiamentary elections, and research on the
relationship between young people, news media alitics. Due to time constraints, this review
process was not thoroughly systematic, but mostiyexl as background knowledge that could
inform the conceptual design ®he Power GameBased upon the initial design specifications and
reviews, | formulated the two design hypothesedard in this study. My first hypothesis
assumed that the game design should be “realistiofder to be relevant for upper secondary
social studies teachers and students. The sec@uih®gis assumed that it would be possible to
“blend” the game environment with online media rdex to support the students’ learning

processes. The next two sections describe thess#heges in more detalil.

6.1.1. Design hypothesis: Realistic game design
On a global scale, myriads of different debate géommaats exist that are mainly targeted at English
speaking audiences (cf. chapters 2 and 3). Howexem analysing existing debate games that
could inform the design process, | narrowed myaewvio Danish game titles. | subsequently
refrained from making complex comparisons betwéendebate practices of Danish and Anglo-
American parliamentary discourse and election cagmgdllie, 2004). The review also excluded
educational computer games as this game formatdamufar too costly and time-consuming to
produce or even re-design within the limited scape budget of my project. Furthermore, many
educational computer games, especially edutaintitkas, are often based upon rather
behaviouristic and cognitivist assumptions of l@agnwhich implies a narrow conception of
“skills” and “facts” (Egenfeldt-Nielsen, 2005; Wegfe2007: 197). Thus, | assumed that it would
be difficult to use an educational computer gammegdaching students tlttwmpetenciesequired
for understanding, enacting and reflecting upondkeelogical conflicts and debate practices of a
parliamentary election scenario (cf. chapters 34nd

Eventually, my review focused on relatively low-tgame formats that offered

flexible possibilities for design and re-designisTimcluded the ICT-supported role-playing game
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Homicide(Drabssag/Melveyd the online debate gamé&dobal IslandandTake Part Topthe
parliamentary role-playing gante the Service of the StafieStatens Tjeneskteand the
aforementioned online debate platfofime Web ParliamenBased upon my analysis and
experience with playing these games, | categotiseh according to different knowledge aspects
(Barth, 2002), as well as how they could provaggportunitiesandlimitationsin relation to the
design goals of this study. Below, Table 6.1 sunearthis preliminary analysis:

Game title Knowledge Opportunities Limitations
aspect
Homicide Assertions Students use math, science and social Difficult to match the narrative frame
studies to solve a murder mystery with existing curriculum
(Drabssag/Melved)
Modes of The students’ roles and tasks are The game design is costly,
representation | supported by the game website comprehensive and quite complex
Social The school setting is transformed into Breaks the interpretive frame of
organisation an inquiry-based crime lab everyday school practices
Global Island Assertions Students may debate across different Based upon pre-defined debate
classrooms, schools and countries topics
&
Modes of Online access at anytime from The game interfaces are complex
Take Part Too representation | anywhere to the debate environment and difficult to comprehend
Social Students are required to evaluate other Difficult to get an overview of the
organisation students’ online “speeches” actual process of playing the game
In the Service of Assertions A political role-playing game in which Mostly focuses on voting procedures
the State students vote on different issues instead of being able to debate
(I Statens Modes of The game activities are framed by The roles are limited to pre-defined
Tjeneste) representation | relevant roles and video clips characters with pre-given tasks
Social Relatively easy to understand and The drama pedagogical approach
organisation facilitate the voting scenario turns the game into political theatre
The Web Assertions Adversarial debate between students on | The aims and content of the debate
Parliament real-life political issues scenario may be too open-ended
(Webparlamentet) Modes of The debate is facilitated through a CMS | The text-based game design may
representation | on the basis of background material have low aesthetic appeal
Social Supports shared inquiry between Based upon a design experiment,
organisation students (and real life politicians) which is difficult to reproduce

Table 6.1: A preliminary comparison of knowledgeexss, opportunities and limitations of differedtieational games
in relation to the design goals of this study.

Obviously, this overview doesot represent an exhaustive interpretation of thesgegscenarios
and their actual uses, but merely documents havalyaed them in order to inform the design
process that lead fthe Power GameéAfter weighing the limitations and opportunitiesthe

different game formats, | decided to base the ga@segyn upon an ICT-supported role-playing
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format. This configuration hence seemed to proeidelevant way of exploring students’ game-
based competencies as well as high flexibilityalation to the pragmatic constraints of conducting
design experiments within upper secondary education

In tandem with my review of different game formdtalso mapped the “semiotic
domain” of parliamentary elections involving paui@r practices and distinct forms of political
communication (Gee, 2003). From a dialogical pesspe, parliamentary debate does not represent
a universal or transparent form of communicatidndleapter 3). Instead, debate cultures are
constituted by different debate practices and (nooless) ritualised forms of communication
embedded into particular, often national, conté®@isson, 2004; llie, 2004). To illustrate this pin
consider a Danish parliamentary election, whiclsriam three weeks, whereas the full presidential
election procedure in the United States, beginmiitly pre-primary campaigns and ending with
inauguration day, lasts for more than a ysa].[ Confronted with such cultural differences, |
narrowed my review of parliamentary elections @amish context that included textbooks for
social studies in upper secondary education (Raseny4997, 2007; Friisberg, 2004; Kromanne,
2001) and relevant research literature on the gapie (Jargensen et al., 1994; Jgnsson, 2001;
Femg Nielsen, 2004). Based upon this body of liteea my research question and my design
goals, | formulated a working hypothesis for thiiahgame design. Thus, | assumed that the game
design should be based upmrnealistic scenario with emerging forms of knadge that could offer
students engaging roles and positions, be adaptabéxisting teaching practices, open for re-
design, and promote critical thinking.

This design hypothesis was based on a series afameh assumptions that related to
both the affordances of the game format (ICT-suigabdebate game) and the goals, practices and
knowledge forms of parliamentary debate within laost setting. Thus, the game scenario had to be
realistic to ensure that students would be able to enacpetancies that related to the social
studies curriculum. As games represent simplifiedlets of real-world conflicts, | presumed that a
realistic game design might prevent the electi@nado from being perceived as an event or “mere
fun” compared to more “serious” forms of knowledgpresented by textbooks within the school
subject related context of upper secondary edutéBee, 2003). The design was also intended to
offer emerging forms of knowledgjgat allowed teachers and students to transforpipexand
guestion the “content” embedded in the game soeimarelation to different purposes. In contrast
to textbooks or printed material, the computer metdwas able to provide a generic quality to the

content of the game. Thus, as a part of the gaemasio, the students should be able to find key
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political issues by conducting “web quests” onwebsites of the real political parties (Dodge,
1995). As a result, the generic content of thetelascenario would be continually updated to
match the ever-changing events and issues in thiengent world of professional politics. Hence,
instead of basing the game upon fixed facts albauéxisting political parties, the students would
have to frame and formulate their own political radges by interpreting their assigned ideological
positionsandthe political issues found on the websites ofrda-world parties. The students
would thus be able to explore the knowledge-bassertionf the election scenario from multiple
points of view (Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2). Consamly, the game design was based upon a
inquiry-based view of learning which assumed tltaintent” cannot simply be transferred to the
learner. Instead, the students’ game-based leawasgassumed to unfold as a continual
construction and re-construction of knowledge tilgioan active process of generating and
exploring particular hypotheses in relation to ¢fection scenario (Dewey, 1916; cf. chapter 4).

In order to support their inquiry-based learninggasses, the students would be
assignedolesandpositionsthat could help them identify with and perform gaspecific tasks
from different perspectives (Mead, 1934; Bakhti®88). Consequently, the students would be able
to experience the election scenario and communibedegh the interpretive frames of politicians,
journalists, spin doctors, and stakeholders. Irofdr the game to “work” as a learning resource in
a pragmatic sense, the game also had adbptablewith existing teaching practices (Squire et al.,
2003). Furthermore, the game scenario should be fopee-designin relation to my design
interventionist approach, which refers to my reseauestion, theoretical assumptions and the
limited design resources available for my PhD mbfef. chapter 5). Finally, the game design
should not only offer an engaging and meaningfaitiaeng experience, but also try to promote
studentsctritical thinkingin relation to the educational purposes of thetelacscenario (Dewey,
1933). Thus, | assumed that the students’ critliaking could be promoted through teacher-
guided reflection, i.e. through a discussion ofdiiefing” at the end of the game session, which
compared the game result with real-life parliamgnédections and curricular aspects of the game
scenario (Klabbers, 2006).

Parallel to formulating a design hypothesis, aglesketch foThe Power Game
gradually emerged. The design researchermas Lowgren and Erik Stolterman argue that agdesi
process represents a futlynamic dialecti®etween three levels of abstraction: the visiba, t
operative image, and the specification — cf. figout below (LOwgren & Stolterman, 2004).
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Figure 6.1: The three abstraction levels of thegitegrocess (Lowgren & Stolterman, 2004: 17).

In relation to my design interventionist approatiedesign visiomefers to an organising principle
for structuring attempts to respond to my desigalgand research question. Thus, the goal of
creating and exploring the educational use of dgmaentary election game represents the initial
design vision in my project. However, this desiggion was both “elusive” and “contradictory”, as
there were several different options fealisingthe vision (LOwgren & Stolterman, 2004: 18).
Consequently, I tried to sketch and externaliskeéht versions of my design vision in order to
create aroperative imageFor Lowgren and Stolterman, there is always ‘itarisbetween the

original vision and the operative image that fortesdesigner to shift between the abstract and the
concrete. From the outset, | tried to sketch agihetfiat could be used to explore the working
hypothesis formulated above. But the relationsleippvieen the vision and the operative image was
also dependent upon exterior demands to the dasigithe reification of the designed material.
Lowgren and Stolterman refer to this third aspét¢he design process as thgecification In my

case, the specification of the game design waseshlap how | presumed that teachers and students
would be able to adapthe Power Gamas a new type of learning resource. Furthermoee, th
specification of the design was also highly depaehdeon my collaboration with DR Education

(DR Undervisniny the Danish Broadcasting Corporation’s educatiand, which | will describe

in section 6.1.3.

6.1.2. Design hypothesis: Blended game environment
As mentioned above, my original aim was to desigeducational game on parliamentary elections
that was realistic, engaging, adaptable to exidtiaghing practices, open to re-design, allowed for

emerging forms of knowledge, and supported studernital thinking. In addition to this, I also
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aimed to study whether, or how, digital media cdu#dntegrated with the game activities of the
election scenario. This sub-question was anotharalgpremise of my PhD project and the
DREAM consortium as such, which aims to exploreitherplay of “new” and “old” media in
relation to various forms of learning resources lagning environment¥. Thus, in addition to the
students’ use of the real-life political partiebsites, | decided to explore the possibilities for
blendingthe students’ game activities with online videpghithin the interpretive framework of
The Power Gamgf. chapter 2).

Theoretically, endless possibilities exist foregtating game formats with interactive
media (Hanghgj, 2007). Based upon my review okdfit game formats, | narrowed my focus to
the integration of role-playing activities and odivideo clips, a combination that has been applied
in different educational game designs suchlasnicide, In the Service of the State, Environnienta
DetectiveandSavannahThus, | assumed that adjusting and re-desighiegdle-playing activities
of The Power Gamscenario would be relatively easy in relation tdipalar video clips. |
accordingly aimed for a high degree of flexibilityrelation to my research question and iterative
processes of design and re-design. However, thiselheft me with a new batch of design
problems: What video clips should be included? Whaould produce them? How should they be
integrated into the role-play? And, most importgnithy should they be included?

To answer these questions, | decided to contacE@ation which had recently
established itself as the only major state-spomkdigributor of online video clips to Danish
schools via annual subscriptions to a resourceaathool(/skolg, which is basically a collection
of digitised video clips from the Danish BroadcagtCorporation’s archive®.Editors and
journalists at DR Education thus continually impadeo clips intd'schooland frame them for
educational purposes by grouping them into themes*fistory”, “physics”, “literature” etc.) and
by writing teacher guidelines. When | contacted BdRication in late 2004, the organisation had
considerable success with sellilsghoolsubscriptions to Danish primary schools. As a tefR
Education assumed that they could address uppendax schools through a similar initiative
entitled/upper secondary scho@ymnasiurjy which also could provide a platform fohe Power
Game

Even though the comprehensive DKK 323 million depment project that led to the

creation of'schoolhas been well-documented, the actual ugseabfoolby teachers and students’

*" Seewww.dream.dkor more information on the aims of DREAM.
“8In late 2004, the newly creatésthoolarchive awww.dr.dk/skolehad about 12.000 video clips. As of 13-11-2008,
this number had increased to 23.374 video clips .
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was and still remains relatively undescribed (ITNB04). One exception is a study of learning
materials in Danish upper secondary education cesioned by the Danish Ministry of Education
that compares the use of textbooks with DR Educaiaheme-based collection of video clips
entitledimages of PowefMagtens billeder (Olsen, 2005 Olsen’s study found that even though
this interactive learning resource differed frora tamiliar textbook approach to the concept of
“power”, both teachers and students were quiteusndistic about working with the website.
Furthermore, Olsen praised the desigimmdges of Poweior providing an “overview through a
structured collection of materials, including lifik&hich “promoted problem-oriented discussion”
(Olsen, 2005: 95). Thus, the video clips in thisrenlearning environment afforded possibilities
for transfer between the theoretical concept ofw@d and the students’ everyday knowledge of
the same phenomenon. However, teachers and stwdsotemarked that this type of learning
resource required a sufficient time frame, whichamehat it was ill-suited for isolated use in a
single lesson and was more relevant in relaticextended project work.

Even though Olsen’s findings were somewhat prelamninthey clearly indicated that
online video clips could be a relevant learningtese for social studies in upper secondary
education. Similarly, research on media educati@hymung people’s conception of politics also
suggested that news clips could be a valuable resdor understanding parliamentary elections
(Buckingham, 2000; Andersen, 2003; Olsson, 20043ed upon this body of research, |
formulated my second design hypothesis, which asdufmtstudent understanding of a
parliamentary election scenario could be suppottedugh the “blend” of game activities (role-
playing) and the interactive use of online videgpsfrom DR'’s archivedn relation to my first
design hypothesis, | was particularly interestedxploring how particular video clips might help
students identify with their roles and frame treammitted participation in the election scenario.

6.1.3. Collaboration with DR Education

When | first contacted DR Education, | assumed tth@tdevelopment process could benefit from
their professional staff of web designers, programand journalists as well as the Danish
Broadcasting Corporation’s rich media archives,olfdontain thousands of digitised video clips.
In addition, DR Education, which has an effectiv&@ribution network and is widely regarded as a

well-respected Danish public-service brand, migiipime to establish contact with upper

“9 Find Images of PowefMagtens Billederatwww.dr.dk/magtensbilledefThe video clips are all based on a series of
documentaries that reflect different aspects ofa@d in relation toThe Power RepoffMagtudreningeh a publically
sponsored inquiry into the power structures in Bamsiociety (Christiansen et al., 2003).
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secondary schools and teachers. However, sinceddRaEon is a part of the Danish Broadcasting
Corporation’s large scale organisation, its produncprocesses were quite complex and costly. My
attempt to understand the intricacies of the edoicak unit was complicated by an on-going
organisational re-structuring, which meant thabweferred back and forth between three different
editorial sections. Thus, during my first roundneéetings with DR Education in late 2004, they
suggested that | should test and improvetineges of Powewebsite described earlier (Olsen,
2005). But since the website had no video clippaniamentary election, this idea was too far from
my design goals. In a second series of meetingghaneditor at DR Education proposed designing
an educational computer game on parliamentaryiefecbased upon DR Education’s existing
edutainment game entitlé&bwer Play(Magtspi) on thelmages of Powewebsite in which players
are randomly quizzed about their knowledge of s’ BasingThe Power Gamen this game
format, however, was quite problematic, as it iegla rather simplistic learning environment. In
this way, | would not be able to my objective odating a realistic and competence-oriented
election scenario that should be relevant to theupecondary social studies curriculum.
Eventually, | was attached to a project group #uated to develop a theme-based
collection of video clips entitled “Media and Pald” for /upper secondary schadsoth they and |
were interested in exploring how this website cdagdntegrated with my proposed educational
role-play on parliamentary elections. Furthermare,agreed to design an online newspaper entitled
“Political Party Press” that could be used eithéhin the game scenario or as a separate learning
resource. By the end of 2004, a contract was wrtgablishing a more formal collaboration
funded by DR Education, DREAM and the Danish Mmyistf Education. According to the
contract, my main tasks were to specify and co-dgvihe conceptual design and content for the
game resources, which would be owned and distmbloyeDR Education. Furthermore, | had to
ensure that the design could be related to tharesguestion, hypotheses, and empirical fieldwork
of my PhD project. After a series of meetings,da@fied the aims and features of the three game

resources in a design document, which can be suisedaas follows:

< The Power Game: Instructions and hand-outs for the role-playing game on parliamentary elections
« Media and Politics: Collection of relevant video clips and texts on parliamentary elections, primarily based on
the Danish parliamentary election in 2005

« Political Party Press: Online newspaper for presenting different political parties during an election

Y The Power Playgame is located atvww.dr.dk/magtensbilleder/undervisning/magtspil.htm
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The design of these three resources was base@ @sshhmption that they could either be used
separately or in combination. Based upon my limkedwledge of upper secondary teachers’
preferences and level of ICT competence, | assuhsddh tool box containing different learning
resources on politics and the media would be absatisfy the different teachers’ variety of needs.
However, as | will return to later in this chaptins assumption was quite open-ended and
ambitious in relation to the teachers’ everydaycfcas and demands.

Even though the project group at DR Educationresged a clear interest in my
research project, the actual design process atabooition posed several challenges mainly
related to: 1) the constraints of the templatelierweb design, 2) creating content for the “Media
and Politics” website, 3) the lack of resourcesdesign workshops and other ways of generating
user feedback during the design process, andatkeof coordination between DR Education
production plans and my design interventions atuyper secondary schools. Starting with the web
design, DR Education’s production processes prowéx quite inflexible concerning design
solutions differing from their existing CMS desitggmplate forschooland/upper secondary
school However, since this design template had primdrélgn developed for showing texts and
video clips through a rather fixed configuratianyas quite difficult to use the template as bé&sis
a single web page that integrated all three gas®urees (instructions, video clips and an online
newspaper). In the end, the web designer on thegtreplit the original concept into three web
pages, which meant that the “Media and Politicsbsve had a layout that was similar to the other
themes orupper secondary schqdPolitical Party Press” was moved to a separgtaie
environment” that required a log-in, amtle Power Gammstructions were presented on a third
page. This solution was clearly a compromise, h@neit an internal review of the finished
website, a visiting editor from DR Interactive, #mer department of the Danish Broadcasting
Corporation, praised the content, but criticisezldkierall web design for being too fragmented as
there was “no proper integration” between the pbAng game, the online newspaper and the
video clips [field notes]. This critique illustra&some of the problems associated with presenting
new types of learning resources within a rathezdidesign template.

The second challenge concerned the content ofahne gvebsite. In addition to
writing instructions for all the game resourcelsatl agreed to select the video clips for the “Media
and Politics” website. Selecting from the hundrefirelevant video clips from DR’s archives
covering the parliamentary election in 2005 protete reasonably demanding. Many of the

journalistic news clips represented a rather drameaitsimplistic view of a parliamentary election,
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a tendency documented in a research report on Dariss media coverage of the 2005 election
(Bro et al., 2005). Thus, most news journalistsl(iding the Danish Broadcasting Corporation’s)
prefer to discuss different political aspects @& tim-going election by highlightingersonalaspects
(i.e. politicians’ personal victories or defeats)olitical processe$i.e. “revealing” examples of
spin or showing “brand new” exit polls), instead@tusing on the politicatontentat stake in a
parliamentary election. Consequently, it was diffico find news clips that represented counter-
views to the journalistic mainstream, i.e. onesnghg the powerful role of political stakeholders or
the opinions of minor political parties. Havingesgted the video clips for the website, | wrote shor
explanatory texts for each of the sub-categorielsemth of the video clips.This task was also
quite challenging, as the texts and video clipstodue relevant for botlfihe Power Gamscenario
and for separate use.

Third, my collaboration with DR Education sufferiedm a lack of resources for
design workshops or other initiatives that coulovte feedback from potential users on early
prototypes of the game resources. Initially, | megd a close collaboration with DR Education that
could help me to understand their production preegsind provide the editorial staff with details
on my research aims and empirical findings. In Way, | assumed that both they and | could
benefit from a collaborative design process wheimdrto integratélhe Power Gamecenario with
their design template. However, DR Education omgt B minimum amount of resources allocated
for my project and expected me to deliver my péthe contractual agreement without further
involvement on their part. This meant that | onadta limited amount of time and opportunities for
discussing the initial design visions and concdpkatches that formed a crucial part of the early
stages of the design process (Stolterman & Lowdt@d4). Furthermore, the lack of resources
made it impossible to involve DR Education’s stafiesign workshops or other ways of
generating responses from teachers and studeotgythan “informed” design process (Facer &
Williamson, 2004). Consequently, no pre-runs ofghene resources took place, and the first game
session became a “crash test” of both the actl=iplay and the game website (cf. chapter 5).
Obviously, these constraints also made it diffitalpredict or specify teachers and students’ &ctua
needs in relation to the design of the game ressurc

The fourth and final challenge posed by my collation with DR Education

concerned the lack of coordination between thadpction plans and the time schedule for my

*1 To ensure high quality explanatory texts, | codiatied with an author affiliated with a Danish psibér of social
studies textbooks, but our collaboration eventuedijapsed as the publisher rejected that DR Edutahould have
right to edit any of the publisher’s original tefts online publication.
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fieldwork. Thus, even though | had made the inti@ign specifications by March 2005, DR
Education decided to postpone the actual productidghe game website until a few weeks before
their official launch ofupper secondary schow October 2005 at a national exhibition for
educational technology. This meant that | was unabliew and present teachers with a working
prototype of the game resources until the desigmtiead created a final version two weeds| [
before the first game session. As | would be untbtest the game resources within a classroom
setting before the actual game sessions, | fehsgarticipating teachers and students would
encounter frustrating technical bugs, especiallgnvasing the online newspaper. Furthermore,
when the teacher at first game session, Karenfinady presented with all three resources, she
claimed that it was impossible to include the omlewspaper in the planned one-day game session
[GS 1, field notes]. Eventually, | decided to skig online newspaper for all the game sessions as
the time frame of the game sessions was too restrio risk major failures caused by technical or
usability problems, teachers’ lack of ICT competes@nd/or unstable broadband connections.
Instead, | narrowed my empirical focusTtbe Power Gamecenario and the video clips on the
“Media and Politics” website. Seen in retrospefterehaving observed the students’ intense level
of activity in the five game sessions, | agree Widren that my initial plan of combining all three
learning resources was too ambitious in relatiotéolimited time frame of the game scenatrio.
Thus, the actual use of the online newspaper, wehdtis to be used as a separate module or
whether the game session should be extended bélyermhe-day time limit, has not been explored

as a part of this project.

6.2. Game resources

In this section, | go into more detail about theussptions and main featuresTidie Power Game
scenaricand the “Media and Politics” website that comptlse empirical focal point for this design
interventionist study. Links to both of the leamiresources were e-mailed to the participating

teachers before each of the five game sessionsictedifrom November 2005 to May 2006.

6.2.1. The game scenario

The Power Gamscenario is an ICT-supported debate game on eteptocesses and political
communication that spans a roughly five to sevaur lime frame. The game scenario is classroom
based and divides students into either four (ADBF) or six political groups (A, B, C, D, E, F)

representing different ideologies within the comteixthe Danish political landscape. Each political

175



party refers to both idealised ideological posisidne. the Socialist Party, the Liberalist Pattty)e
and the political opinions of real-life Danish pgmal parties. The relationship between the in-game

parties and their real-life counterparts is showaible 6.2 below.

In-game political parties Real-life political parti  es

A: The Socialist Party F: Socialist People’s Party (Socialistisk Folkeparti or SF)
@: The Red-Green Alliance (Enhedslisten)

B: The Social Democratic Party A: The Danish Social Democrats (Socialdemokraterne)

C: The Social Liberal Party B: The Danish Social-Liberal Party (Det Radikale Venstre)

D: The Liberal Party V: The Danish Liberal Party (Venstre)

E: The Conservative Party C: The Danish Conservative Party (Det Konservative Folkeparti)
F: The National Party O: The Danish People’s Party (Dansk Folkeparti)

Table 6.2: The relationship between in-game anldlifegoolitical parties inThe Power Game

The progressive phases of the election scenaribeaummarised in ten phases, which involve

different game activities, cf. Table 6.3 below.

PHASE ACTIVITY (DURATION)

1. Teacher introduction Walkthrough of the game phases and roles with the support

of power points or overheads (20 minutes).

2. “Exit poll” Initial voting based on the students’ own political opinions (10
minutes).
3. Distribution of groups / roles The teacher presents the four to six political groups.

Descriptions of roles and parties are distributed. The students

choose their roles (10-20 minutes).

4. Group work Each group uses the real-life political parties’ websites to
discuss and prepare three key political issues and a strategy

form winning the election (100-120 minutes).

5. Presentations and questions The classroom is re-arranged so that the politicians form a
panel in front of the classroom audience. Politicians present
key political issues for each group. Journalists are allowed to

ask critical questions (40 minutes).

6. Negotiation between parties Discussion between the different groups about possible

political alliances (20 minutes).

7. Final political debates The politicians go back to the panel and summarise their key
political issues. This is followed by questions from the

audience and debate between the politicians (40 minutes).
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8. Voting procedures Voting ballots are distributed. The students both have to vote
according to their own political opinions and on the most
“persuasive” political party. The second category determines

the outcome of the election (10 minutes).

9. Constitution of government A new government is formed by the political parties, who

receive the majority of the votes (10 minutes).

10. Discussion of game result The teacher-guided discussion of the game result should both
be related to real-life politics and to particular curricular goals

(20 minutes).

Table 6.3: The game phasesltie Power Gam@dapted from the game instructions).

As will be discussed further in chapter 8 and fneof these phases were more important than
others in relation to the election scenario’s iptetive framing and overall aims. Thus, the main
activities of the election scenario were clearlgtoed on particuladebate practices.e. through
preparing, presenting, questioning and debatingiqallideologies.

The aim of assigning students to imaginary politpzaties was to make them
experiencandreflectupon the relationship between their personal fsgltbe idealised ideological
positions and the opinions of real-life politicarpes. Consequently, | assumed that the upper
secondary students would be able to understanthaagine the in-game political parties as “a
generalised other” (Mead, 1934). Obviously, the gacenario could have been modelled directly
on idealised ideological positions (i.e. textboekiwitions of “socialism”) or restricted to the
present opinions of the Danish political partieswiéver, inspired by Dewey’s theory of inquiry-
based learning, my aim was to give the studentsrypities to actively explore, interpret, discuss,
guestion and critically reflect on the complex tielaship between different ideological
perspectives (Dewey, 1916). Thus, instead of mesgyoducing the opinions of the official parties
or the theoretical definitions of the different adiegies, the students were expected to turn their
understanding of political ideologies into practiyeenacting differenrgjame competenci@s terms
of their scenario competence, social competenceaminunicative competence (cf. chapter 4).
Simultaneously, | was aware that the open-endedirfigiof this task could cause confusion among
the students. As a result, when playing the SatiBlarty, the students could choose key political
issues fromwo real-life parties: the Socialist People’s Pag&{)(and the Red-Green Alliance
(Enhedslisten Furthermore, the division into a pre-determisetlof parties could also be
problematic if new political parties emerged, ite recently constituted centre party New Alliance

(Y), which entered the Danish Parliament after26@8 election. However, in order to balance the
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amount of “left” and “right” wing parties in relatn to the average number of students in a Danish
upper secondary class, the game scenario wastedtto either four or six parties.

In addition to membership of the in-game politipatties, each student was also
assigned aole that represented professional practices duringhargéelection. In order to engage
the students in a “realistic’ game setting, folesovere created: politicians, journalists,
stakeholders, and spin doctors. The aims and tdske roles were described in general terms in
short hand-outs to be distributed among the stgdent. Table 6.4 below.

Role Goals Responsibility

Politician To communicate political Determine the final political
messages to the voters programme and lead negotiations

Journalist To give a critical but fair coverage | Prepare and ask questions to
of the election different politicians

Stakeholder | To promote a particular political Persuade others to adopt a
cause or interest particular political key issue

Spin doctor | To advice the politician on his or Promote and evaluate political
her communication strategy issues

Table 6.4: The assigned rolesTdfe Power Gamédapted from the game instructions).

The role descriptions were relatively brief as shedents were supposed to identify with a
generalised image of their roles instead of beneggnted with full-blown “characters” that might
distort the focus of the game on political ideoksgf As a resultThe Power Gameepresents a
somewhat functionalistic or pragmatic approaclote-playing, which is part of the explanation
why | have re-labelled the game as a “debate gasmece this term carries fewer drama
pedagogical connotations (cf. section 2.5).

Furthermore, the election scenario representstais@ierarchyamong the four roles.
Thus, the politicians play the most important radethe outcome (votes) of the election is based
upon their ability to present and debate polittogics. The journalists, spin doctors, and
stakeholders, in contrast, only play supportingsoFrom the outset, | was ambivalent about this
role hierarchy, as it does not provide the studetits equal status and equal opportunities to speak

and listen within the dialogical game space. Onatiher hand, the role hierarchy reflected my

2 For the educational role-play in the Service of the StateStatens Tjenestestudents are given profile sheets for
the characters that include background historyes@aformation and sub-plots unknown to other play However, |
would argue that although such pre-designed chemsantay add “fun” to the game play, they may alsvent the
students from making their own interpretation & itieological content of the game scenario.
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design goal of creating a “realistic’ game since fibles should imitate real-life parliamentary
elections where politicians usually represent aenpmwerful group of social actors than spin
doctors, journalists and stakeholders. At the staame, it was difficult to predict how this role
hierarchy would be interpreted by the teachers fehmed the students’ political groups, and how
the students would interpret the different gamegah relation to the existing “repertoire” of rele
in a classroom context (Lyng, 2004).

It may be argued, as many teachers and studenis thid post-game interviews, that
a social hierarchy is an inevitable part of classrdeaching. Thus, some students will always be
more “active” than others, i.e. by raising theintla and speaking up in class. As | only had limited
prior knowledge of the students in each game sesbkdecided not to explore the details of the
complex dynamic between their everyday studentratel their game roles. Instead, each teacher
was asked to form student groups based on hisrawre approaches to the game scenario.
Furthermore, the teachers also decided whethestdha students should be allowed to pick their
own roles within each group. In the initial foumga sessions, all the students were allowed to pick
their own roles. However, for the final game sesskoul, a teacher from Hillsdale School, decided
which role the participating students would havééwinterviewed after the game session, he

described his selection criteria as follows:

Poul: Yes, I've chosen them on the basis of my ggpee with, how should | put it, how eloquent they
are; | mean when they give verbal presentatiohave some experience with that. That's why...
Thorkild: Yes. You know them a bit in that sense?

Poul: Yes. | simply stuck rather strictly to thaingiple. There are some students who | know have
difficulties with saying something coherent, yowlneh... Who are very insecure and prefer not to
say anything objective or related to the schoojexttlor objective in front of the class. And | ased
them as politicians. And then... | sat [down] ... tkatthere | started. Then | went through the list and
said to myself, now we need a leader, who coultdlib@ Eh... And then a bit... a bit in relation to thei
opinions. | generally went for some sort of suppiaght, in relation to what | thought their opiniavas

[GS 5, teacher interview].

As this quote suggests, Poul preferred to “plaafe” as he chose the most articulate students to
play politicians and positioned them in relatiortiie opinions they were likely to sympathise with.
Other teachers chose quite different criteria wt@mposing groups and would deliberatively try to
challenge particular students in relation to tipeiitical opinions, for example, when Joan assigned

Martin, an “active” student with explicit socialigpinions, to the National Party (cf. chapter &)eT
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difference between the teachers’ selection criiéustrates the importance of creating a game
design that could badaptedto different goals and interests. Thus, the desitgrventions in this
study did not aim to promote a normative ideallasroom dialogue, i.e. by striving for “ideal
speech situations” and “the force of the betteuargnt” (Habermas, 1981; cf. section 3.2). Instead,
| aimed to explore and describe and understandteaghers would facilitate the game scenatrio,
and how students would enact different competernthiesigh the available repertoire of roles and
contrasting ideological voices.

In addition to being members of a particular parg assigned roles as “election
professionals”, the students were alsters Thus, shortly after the teacher had finishedhiser
introduction to the game scenario, the studentdavoel asked to participate in an exit poll where
they had to vote anonymously for one out of thepsiltical parties/ideologies (A, B, C, D, E, F)
that they identified with the most. Afterwards, trees were counted and the result written on the
board as a public announcement. The aim of thepeXitvas two-fold. First of all, it was intended
to engage the students in the ideological aspdws'¢ontent”) of the election scenario by asking
them to take a personal stand. Second, the reasltmbe used for comparison with the final voting
at the end of the game session. After the exit godl groups and roles would be distributed, aed th
students’ role as voters would be put on the backdr until the final voting procedure when the
students had to fill out a voting ballot dividedariwo sections. In the first section, the studéatd
to vote (once more) for the party coming closesh&ar own political opinions. However, in the
second section of the voting ballot, the studargs)g Aristotle’s three rhetorical forms of appeal
(ethos, logos, and pathos) as their evaluatioer@ithad to vote for the party that had made,ron a
overall level, the most persuasive performancestatie, 1991 [350 B.C.]; llie, 2004). This final
vote was crucial to the students’ experience oelbetion as it determined tlh@tcomeof the game
scenario. Thus, the political party that made thst land/or most persuasive performance would win
the election.

Splitting the final voting procedure into two refted a number of design choices.
Most importantly, the decisive votes of the gameemet to be based solely upon the students’
own opinions before and after the debates, asréqpderance of socialist and social liberalist
voters among the general upper secondary studest$ikely to make the election result far too
predictable. Thus, one of the educational aimfi@fgame scenario was to let the students
experiencandreflectupon rhetorical aspects of political communicati®mce the three rhetorical

forms of appeal (ethos, logos and pathos) formoastdisciplinary part of the Danish upper
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secondary curriculum, | decided to base the dexigdte of the election scenario on them.
However, | was also sceptical about this solutamit risked putting too much emphasis on the
rhetoric (“form”) at the expense of the ideologieapects (“content”) of the political debates.
Furthermore, ethos, logos and pathos are comptieen overlapping analytical concepts, and the
students only had limited amount of time for anaigghe politicians’ rhetorical performances and
arguments within the game frame (llie, 2004). Sgbsaetly, students could have difficulty
providing detailed arguments about why a particptaitician was persuasive in terms of an ethos,
a logos and/or a pathos appeal. Finally, the rlestibiorms of appeal do not represent a core
element in the social studies curriculum, but aoeentommonly taught within school subjects such
as Danish or philosophy. Even though my study engbeldeing limited to social science
classrooms, | kept these criteria for evaluatidnsT™ecision was backed by the new reform
requiring upper secondary teachers to use moreires®on planning and teaching through
crossdisciplinary modules that was being implengemtben | did my fieldwork (Danish Ministry
of Education, 2005c).

Below, Table 6.5 summarises the design goals am gdements ofhe Power

Gamescenario in relation to Barth’s three aspects @wiedge (cf. chapter 2).

Knowledge aspect The Power Game

Assertions Students are expected to participate in a mock parliamentary election where the aim is to
find, prepare, present, debate, and evaluate key political issues according to personal
beliefs, assigned political ideologies and rhetorical forms of appeal. The political parties that
receive the majority of the votes for the most persuasive presentation win the election. The
overall educational aim of the game is to let students experience and reflect on how
political ideologies, election campaigns and parliamentary debates are enacted in practice.

Modes of representation | The election scenario is enacted on the basis of a set of game instructions (for the teacher),
role descriptions for the students, and access to key political issues on the websites of real
political parties. However, the main semiotic resource of the election scenario is the
students and teachers’ spoken language.

Social organisation The teacher must facilitate the election scenario by introducing the various phases, roles,
and student tasks, as well as by moderating the debate phases and the end-of-game
discussion. Seen from a student perspective, the game alternates between various group
activities and activities at the classroom level where particular students (especially
politicians) present and debate key political issues in order to persuade potential voters.

Table 6.5: Overview of different knowledge aspexft$he Power Gamscenario.

As the reader may imagine, my attempt to createalistic” parliamentary election resulted in a
rather complex game scenario, as it involved nuoeedifferent phases and activities. However,

many of the game elements were also quite fandidine participating students and teachers, who
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were used to various forms of “mock elections” &l \as project work, group presentations and
political discussions in the class.

6.2.2. The “Media and Politics” website

In order to explore my second design hypothesithenntegration of game activities and online
video, my objective was to design a website wittewi clips that could support student
participation in the game-based learning envirorimiEme resulting website “Media and Politics” is
located on DR Education’s websitgper secondary schoahd is primarily based on short,
digitised video clips from the Danish Broadcast@gporation’s archives, which have been
“remediated” from their original context as partn&fws stories or documentaries, and
supplemented by explanatory texts to support eduatpurposes (Bolter & Grusin, 1999). In
order to meet DR Education’s requirements, the webss designed to serve two purposes. First
of all, it is to be used as a separate learningureg by teachers and students working with “Media
and Politics”. In this regard, the website is quitailar to the DR Education’s existing themes on
/upper secondary schotiiat include topics such as “Animation Island”h&l'Vietnam War”,

“Outer Space”, “Innovation and Design” etc. Secahd, website was part of my design
interventionist study aimed to explore the integrabf video clips withThe Power Gamscenario.
The clips on the “Media and Politics” website areuped into three overall categories with a range
of sub-categories:

« Roles: Politician, Spin doctor, Journalist, Stakeholder, Voter
« Election: Highlights, Exit polls, Presentation videos, Participation

¢ Communication: Professional politics, Examples of spin, Rhetoric and trustworthiness

Each sub-category under the different “Roles” cmst&wvo video clips, whereas the remaining sub-

categories contain more video clips, but a maxinefiten. See figure 6.2 below:
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Figure 6.2: A screen dump from the “Media and Riditwebsite with explanatory text for the roletbé politician. A
thumbnail image for the first video clip is showtrtlze bottom of the pagevivw.dr.dk/gymnasiumh

In collaboration with a journalist from DR Educatjall the clips were selected from a large
database of news clips from the Danish Broadca§torgorations are archives primarily dealing
with the then recently finished Danish generaliparentary election in February 2005. Each news
clip is framed from a journalistic perspective dasts approximately two minutes. One exception is
the Danish political “Presentation Videos” from 2@05 general election in which each of the
political parties running for election was giveriveeen four and five minutes to present
themselves. By dividing the clips into differentegories, | assumed that the students could use
clips within the category “Roles” to “add realisafd identify with their roles and tasksTihe

Power Gamescenario. Furthermore, | assumed that teacherd csel some of the clips in the

“Election” and “Communication” category to introduthe election scenario to students.

6.3. A pragmatic perspective on design, use and design

As mentioned earlier, this project is based on esgige design interventions in five different sbcia
studies classrooms witthe Power Gamand the supplementary website “Media and Politics”
These design interventions were guided by bothitmat to refine a theoretical perspective on

game-based competenceaesd an attempt to design and re-design the game soeifiius, this
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chapter focuses on tipeagmaticrelationship between my design hypotheses, theabdesign of
the game resources and how they were enacted aw@s$igned in relation to the actual game
sessions and analytical findings. By taking an evgilve approach to a rather open-ended game
design (ICT-supported role-playing), my objectivasmot to develop or “test” a specific theory
which could be inferred from the game design in aayow sense (cf. section 5.3.2). Instead, the
aim of my design interventionist approach was enidy relevant theoretical and analytical
perspectives that both related to the actual gaesyd and the teachers and students’ realisation of
the educational game scenario. Due to the conttrairmy collaboration with DR Education and
the participating teachers, this study involveeéa risk of failure as the game design might have
ended up being “unplayable” or unable to meet #aggiirements of a learning resource to be
distributed and used within the context of uppe&oséary education. Since | had the main
responsibility for designingihe Power Gamas the researcher/designer, the actual design
interventions became driven by a pragmatic andistgzifocus on making the game design “work”
according to the demands, expectations and respohsiee participating teachers and students.
Subsequently, the processes of design and re-desg@me less focused on developing new
theories than on an attempt to understand how ¢eaemnd students wouddioptandadaptthe

game scenario in relation to existing classroonctpres.

Seen in retrospect, this pragmatic aspect of migdesterventions can be described
as “informant design”, as | viewed the participgtteachers and students as “experts” or “native
informants” whose response to the game design wintddn me on key issues that related to their
experience of the game scenario (Facer & William2004: 4). Initially, | had aimed for design
workshops before the actual game sessions, whidd poovide me with feedback on the early
prototypes of the game resources, especially tbktigs and Media” website. Due to a lack of
interest and resources from teachers and DR Educadtivas unable to realise this phase of the
design process. Instead, the procedure | followellided keeping a design log that motivated the
design choices, making extensive field notes onmeents made by teachers and students on the
game design during the game sessions, and questitgacher and student interpretations of the
game resources in the post-game interviews. Basélese responses, | tried to identify analytical
perspectivesn the pragmatic interplay betwettre intendedyame desigand theactualrealisation
of the game scenaridhus, the actual process of designing, observidgeasesigning he Power
Gamewas largely based on pragmatist assumptions atdwait aspects of the actual design would

be (or not be) meaningful to the teachers and stgdevolved. Analytically, re-describing every
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meticulous detail about the minor design changedent@ the game scenario before, during and
after each of the five game sessions would be lgsmitinstead, | will focus on twamalytical
themeghat emerged in relation to the pragmatic desige,and re-design @he Power Gamé&.he
first analytical theme concerns trealismof the game scenario which describes how somieeof t
game elements were seen as irrelevant by teacheistadents in relation to the educational goals
of the game. The second analytical theme conclafsamingof the game activities in relation to

the students’ interpretation of the online vidapsbn the “Politics and Media” website.

6.4. Analytical theme: Relevant realism
As mentioned in section 6.The Power Gamwas intended and designed as a “realistic” game
scenario that imitates the real-life practicesroff@gssional politicians, spin doctors, journalistel
stakeholders in a Danish parliamentary election fikéy impressions from observiriche Power
Gamebeing played was that the participating studentsupe quiteactive i.e. by talking together
in groups, finding information on websites, makemwmparisons between groups etc. This
impression was confirmed several times by teachérstudent comments about the game sessions
that often described the election scenario as gaging and relevant form of teaching and learning.
At the same time, there was significant variatiothie teachers’ facilitation of and the students’
participation in the game scenario, which | willuma to in chapter 7 and 8. For now, | focus mainly
on thepragmaticaspects of the intentions and realisatioiitod Power Gamas a learning
resource. In order to frame this analytical perépegcl focus on how the teachers and students
perceived the relevance and the “realism” of vagigame elements within the election scenario.
When observing the five game sessions, some @jahee elements proved to have
little or no significance for the students’ overaiperience of the election scenario. One exanfple o
such “irrelevant” game elements was the “call flecgon”. Once the students’ in-game political
groups had been formed, a politician from either$ocial Democratic Party or the Liberalist Party
was asked to toss a coin in order to “call for #tec. This ritual was supposed to imitate Danish
real-life elections where the government in powagyspclose attention to whether the opinion polls
are in their favour before calling an election wittheir four years term of office. However, within
the classroom context of the election scenarig,dbsture turned out to be empty ritua) as it had
no consequences in terms of advantages or disadyentwithin the game setting. After three game
sessions, this game element was deleted from the gaenario to leave more space for other

activities within the restricted time frame.

185



My next example of an “irrelevant” game elemema@rns the role of the
stakeholder, who was supposed to promote a simyl@élitical issue in relation to his or her
assigned political ideology. However, many studéoisd it difficult to relate to this role as they
had no clear image of what it meant “to be a staldh” within the context of a parliamentary
election (cf. chapter 8). Michael, who played atpman in the first game session, expressed his

critiqgue in these terms:

Thestakeholderfor example, his role was very, you kndsurry, | think, and it never became clear to
us what he really should do... Ah and | think, | methat sort of affects your work ethic, | think,
because then you start thinking, well hey, thendhtnas well sit down and do all sorts of othents

[GS 1, group interview].

Another student, Martin, offered a similar view:H8re are no consequences or anything and in that
way the role of the stakeholders becomes compleatsignificant” [GS 4, group interviewl].
Interestingly, some of the girls who the teach&scdbed as either “weak” or “quiet” were fond of
this role as it allowed them to hide in the backg and observe the debate practices of the
election scenario unfold at a safe distance. Howewece most of the teachers and students shared
the overall impression that this role was too pesst was removed from the game design after the
fourth game session.

The third example of problematic game elementsents the making of election
posters. This game activity generated a more migsponse that can be divided into three different
views. Some students, especially high-profile poéihs such as Michael, felt that “the poster
thing” should be scrapped from the game scenaravder to have more time [GS 1, group
interview]. Other students, mainly girls, for exdmyMichelle, felt that the process of making

election posters was not given sufficient priontiyhin the game session:

Michelle: The thing about having to make postersas fairlydisappointedhat we did not have more
timefor it, because... trying to make it a bit funniersmmething by being a hiteative

Thorkild: It wasn’t commented on either, after...

Michelle: No, but we were told that we should beative and such and then we had eight minutes to
do it. That was sort of bad! [GS 2, group intenjiew

A third group of students was more compromising suggested that the election posters should

simply be a collective task for each group thasrparallel with other activities. Eventually, |
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decided to remove the election posters from theegseenario after the fourth game session as both
teachers and students emphasised the limited ambtinte available in the game. This decision
was further backed by the teachers’ lack of foqushe election posters during the end-of-game
discussion. Even though Marianne, Karen, Thomaslaad all appreciated how the students
became quite involved when making their posteragraf these teachers spent time commenting on
or discussing the content, aesthetics, or rhetoajgaeal of the actual posters during the final
evaluation of the game result. As a result, thdestts’ production of election posters within the
context of social studies education was mostly sesea “creative” and “fun” activity with only a
minimal amount of subject-related content in cornguar with more important game activities.

My final example of an “irrelevant” game elemennhcerns the constitution of a new
government at the end of the election scenarics §lame phase was clearly the most chaotic, as
there were no fixed procedures or guidelines on tiendifferent political parties were to agree on
and present a new government. Thus, at the ertedirst game session, the students who won the
election spent a lot of time and energy on “flogdout” by letting out emotional responses and
taunting their opponents instead of simply constigua new government (Goffman, 1961a; cf.
chapter 4). The problem persisted during the neatgame sessions, which is illustrated in the

following comment from Thomas, the teacher in thiedtgame session:

That's also wherghegame has its weaknegshink. It's in thefinal part with... theconstitution of
governmenand it may be that | have not read it properly futigg understood how to go about it, the

thing that should look like a normal constitutidhigovernment and such... [GS 3, teacher interview].

This criticism led me to leave this phase out mfiburth game session in consultation with the
teacher (Joan), who preferred a shorter versigheobverall game scenario. However, Poul, who
lead the fifth game session, was quite interesteda actual negotiations, voting procedures and
constitution of the new government. For him, thestvities formed a central part of the election
scenario as the experience of negotiating and itotist) a new government was very “difficult to
replace” with other forms of teaching [GS 5, teadheerview]. In order to make up for the lacking
structure of the activity, Poul decided that thecteer should act as a mediator between the ditferen
political parties when constituting a new governm&hus, instead of letting the winning parties
indulge in their victory through improvised thea#l performances, he collected notes written by

the political parties listing which parties thegoenmended for possible collaboration in a future

187



government. Consequently, Poul was able evaluatehwgolitical parties could constitute the new
government through a simplified version of the “©u's round of consultations®.

By describing the response to and re-design odlifierent game elements mentioned
above, it is possible to identify a discrepancyaein thantendedrealism of the game scenario
and the students’ actuaxperienceof game elements and learning goals within theatonal
context (cf. also Harr et al., 2008). It is widaelgsumed that educational games may provide
students with learning environments that give playgechance to solve simulations of meaningful
problems and to do so in “realistic” ways (Shaff06). However, since educational games imply
a simplification of real-world practices, it is inftately a contradiction in terms to create a fully
realistic game. When designififpe Power Game had to limit the number of game goals,
resources and activities to make them fit withia time frame of the election scenario. The notion
of “realistic” game design hence also implies ajgmaticparadox If the design oThe Power
Gameincluded too many details from real-life electiortsyould become too complex, too
“unrealistic” in a pragmatic sense, to be realige@ learning resource by teachers and students
within an everyday school setting. Returning toekamples above, the response from the
participating teachers and students indicate thyaihitial game design ofhe Power Gameas too
focused on imitating the procedures and practi€esad-world elections in order to create a
“realistic” setting. Some game elements facilitatgblent performances that had no implications or
consequences for the main game activities. Substguthese “realistic’ game elements were
merelyrepresentationabs they did not connect the students’ possibéslof action with the
overall educational goals of the game scenariol¢@aly, 2004; Linderoth, 2004). Thus, during the
end-of-game discussions and post-game interviesth, siudents and teachers mostly valued or
emphasised the game elements that supported tineganraie activities, i.e. researching key issues,
presenting, negotiating, debating, and voting. Asm@sequence, the “irrelevant” game elements
have either been re-designed or removed from thremmuversion of the game scenario.

As suggested by my examples, it is impossibléeterminan advance whether a
game design is actually “realistic” or “authent{€etraglia, 1998). Thus, the educational value of a
realistic game design ultimately depends on howhews and studenéxperienceat as being
meaningful or “relevant” in relation to particuleducational goals. When designing and re-
designingThe Power Gamd had to consider a variety of relevance criténoan different
perspectives. Seen frondasign perspectivéhe game should be playable and fulfil a range of

3“The Queen’s round” is a formal part of a Danistliamentary election in which the Queen constiésgolitical
parties in order to constitute and approve a nevegonentda.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dronningerunde
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design specifications involving an online desigmpéate, robustness and opportunities for
distribution. From deacher perspectiveéhe election scenario should address subjecenfatim

the upper secondary curriculum and be adaptat#gisting teaching practices. Finally, from a
student perspectiyéhe game environment should provide an engagidgr@eaningful game
experience related to both the students’ own vadnelsexperiences as well as the goals and
knowledge forms of the educational context. As mxgreples demonstrate, there was an important
discrepancy between the intended game goals, giememts and the realised game scenario. The
teachers and students’ response to particular géneents indicates that what counted as relevant
was far more important than designing or playingaisticgame. Thus, the tension between the
intended realism of the game design and the ppaints’ interpretation of the realised game

elements can be described as a questioale¥ant realism

6.5. Analytical theme: Frame clashes

The aim of the second design hypothesis of thdystvas to explore how the game activitieSbe
Power Gameould be integrated with relevant video clips frtira game website “Media and
Politics” (cf. section 6.3). This empirical focusasvhaunted by teachers’ lacking ICT competence
and technical problems, which prevented the stsdeom observing student use of the video clips
for the first threegic] game sessions. As a result, the teacher forstegime session felt so
insecure about using ICT that she decided to disiter game website. Then, a faulty broadband
connection made it impossible to watch streamiig®iin the second session. During the third
session, the high level of security for the schetital firewall prevented the video clips from
being shown. Finally, during the fourth game sasdiloe students were able to use the video clips
as a part of the debate game scenario. As therggidgoup work progressed, however, they were
only marginally interested in using the video clipstheir research. During this preparation phase,
| asked the students what they thought of the vadigs, which they described as “interesting” and
“cool” [GS 4, field notes]. Nevertheless, the stoidespent considerable more time on discussing
and finding information on the political partiegal websites to be presented later on, which was
seen as a far more important goal. During the drghme discussion, Martin, who played a
politician for the National Party, even excusedihigal lack of participation by saying that he
“spent too much time on watching video clips” iregteof preparing his party’s communication
strategy and election programme [GS 4: #6]. Thhesytdeo clips were clearly not considered to be

arelevantresource in relation to the students’ immediatalgwithin the election scenario. Martin
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commented on this again in the post-game intervexplaining that he wished there were more
“concrete” video clips which were “good enoughheiinselves” [GS 4, group interview]. Anita,
who played a journalist for the Socialist Partyldaed up on Martin’s comments, adding that the
video clips were “fine”, but that she did not “habe time” and “couldn’t wrap her mind around it”
to “play the game and then relate to the videoschvat the that time didn’t ring a bell and then |
would just... forget them” [GS 4, group interview]sAhese comments suggest, the goal-oriented
logic of the game framing made the student dem&ordinding relevant information more pressing
than viewing video clips with experts and top poidns from a real-life parliamentary election
(Goffman, 1974; cf. section 4.3.4).

Observing the fourth game session made it cledrithvas problematic to integrate
the website “Media and Politicstithin the actual election scenario Thus, the game websise
“mis-used” when the video clips were simply addethe students’ in-game activities and goals. So
before the fifth game session, | decided to chahge&ontext for viewing the video clips. Instead,
the collection of video clips was to be usegiaparationfor the game scenario. More concretely,
a separate module (two lessons) was arranged sedtia student was given sufficient time for
exploring the website and writing a social stu@dissignment on the relationship between politics
and media based on their analysis of selected dlige Each student was equipped with head
phones and a computer, thus providing a more iddaliperspective than the mutual interaction of
the educational role-play. The students becameossgd in browsing, viewing and analysing the
video clips, and the only audible sounds in thessi@om reduced mainly to mouse clicking. Nearly
all the students approached the task of analysiagalitical presentation videos by choosing the
Danish People’s Partypansk Folkepar)ias their first video. This was interesting as ©political
opinions generally receive very few votes from abstudies students in upper secondary education
(Bruun et al., 2003). A brief description of thiarpcular presentation video is provided to aid in
understanding the students’ choice.

The Danish People’s Party’s presentation video ftloen2005 parliamentary election
is a low-budget production that cross-cuts betwaenpening scene where the three political
leaders, Pia Kjeersgaard, Peter Skaarup, and Krishalesen Dahl, present themselves as an
united party, and different scenes where the indiai politicians “coincidentally” stumble across
“everyday people” at, for example, a bus stop waditional Danish sausage cart. These ordinary
citizens ask the political leaders specific questiabout their key political issues, which the

politicians are more than happy to answer in a geéaged manner. The overall impression of these
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top politicians speaking with “everyman” can bersas a remediation of the humorous or joyful
approach of the somewhat dated Danish folk comexditge 1950s. When the students viewed
DF’s video, many of them started laughing while eta@ig, re-playing, pointing to, and discussing
the video with their classmates. After a while, stwedents switched to other political parties, and
eventually picked two videos that they watched smwemes before starting to write their analysis
on the computers and posting their notes in theashlearning management system. The rest of
the assignment was completed at home or at schguoeparation for playinghe Power Gama
week later.

After the fifth game session, | selected and ineared students about their response
to the game website and the election scenario.nguhis group interview, | was particularly
interested in the students’ interpretation of titkew clips they had analysed in preparation for the
game. My focus was both on how they perceived itieovclips as an interactive audiovisual
learning resource, and how the website could bd ase means of preparation for the rolesha
Power GameWhen asked about the social studies subject-retattmme of the election scenario,
one of the students responded that she “learnechdis€’ from preparing the roles by analysing the
video clips on the website and from writing theigissient [GS 5, group interview]. Another
student was especially pleased with how the websiteed gurposeas preparation for the game
scenario. The prospect of playing a game was ntotiyas “an extra carrot in reading it [the
website] in some way. Because you knew that youthade it for something, where it was
important to know, you know” [GS 5, group intervigwt this point in the interview, | tried to
focus on the students’ reflections on the overghlegience of the game scenario. Instead, the
students took over and spontaneously began to cobwnethe aesthetic form and meanings of the
political parties’ presentation videos:

Lise: | really think that those presentation vide@se surprisingly bad

Everyone: Yes! Ugh! Ooh!

Lise: They really were incredibly bad. Almost alltbem. A lot of them. And not very inventive
Thorkild: Maybe we can save the discussion abduhase clips for later?

Maria: And the acting!

Katrine: Especially the Danish People’s Party!

Everyone: kaughtey) ***

Katrine: {mitating voicg “Hi Pia!”

Maria: And this guy. Yeah, sure, he’s sitting bg thus stop, because he uses public transportation..
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Katrine: | also wrote that in my assignment in péheses: “Well, yes, what a likely place for him to
be”

Everyone: kaughtey) ***

Thorkild: | take it that you are referring to theuflsh People’s Party?

Lise: Kristian Thulesen Dahl

Thorkild: Many of you chose to watch this videasfirWwhy was it exciting to watch this one as thstfi
one?

Jens: Because it stands so much apart from the oties

Everyone: Yes

Marie: That video was so over-done, it was a joke

Everyone: kaughtey) ***

Marie: It must be some very naive people who waouddch that

Jens: It almost seemed like TV Shop [GS 5, grotgrinew].

This excerpt illustrates the students’ fascinatiatih the Danish People’s Party’s video
presentation. Even though the students stronghgdeed with the political message of the video,
they clearly also enjoyed the process of watchimgy@istancing themselves from the video’s
aesthetic expression (Buckingham, 2000). Thusstindents saw the crude plot, the use of an out-
dated film genre and the schematic compositiomeiaw-budget production as being involuntarily
funny and far removed from the professional stasglénat they were used to on TV. However,
when viewing videos from several of the other pddit parties, the students chose a far more
serious approach in their attempt to analyse aatliate the political messages.

As the examples above indicate, the students fhanfifth game session regarded the
video clips as meaningful and exciting, whereasstbidents from the fourth session mostly
perceived the website as a “waste of time” in refato the on-going game activities. Moreover, the
students from the fifth session gave the websgiesitive review in terms of usability, layout, text
and the actual selection of clips. The website tgasat” compared to other learning resources such
as books or videos shown by teachers, which easityout to be “boring”. Furthermore, the
students praised the lack of rules: “There wasmytlaing youhad to dd [GS 5, group interview].
Being able to click through the clips by followinglividual interests was seen as a positive feature
Simultaneously, the students also appreciatedhtiedteedom and open structure of the website

were matched by the restrictions and structurb@fissignment. Julia explains:

It was also nice to have that assignment, becéasethere was something to aim for. Then it's net |

a matter of sitting there and fooling around. Aratet a little here, and yes, this is probably very
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interesting. In a sense, you know, you have toiglise yourself or in some way, so that you take...

Even though it's not in the class, you're still fyeserious about it [GS 5, group interview].

This quote illustrates how the assignment playenigoortant role in structuring, supporting, and
“scaffolding” the students’ learning processes (Webal., 1976). Furthermore, it also echoes
Olsen’s findings on teacher and student use ofttages of Powewebsite, which emphasised the
importance of balancing structure and open-endptbeation (cf. section 6.1.2).

The contrast between forcing the video clig® the game and letting the students
analyse thenbeforeplaying the game shows how the students’ expegienthe same learning
resource was interpreted very differently in the ontexts. Even though the students in the fourth
game session were initially drawn to the videog;libey did not find them relevant in relation to
the actual goals dfhe Power GameThus, there wasfaame clashbetween the interpretive frame
of the students’ roles and goals within the elecioenario and the Danish Broadcast Corporation’s
news/journalistic framing of the video clips whislere not meaningful to the actual game activities
(Goffman, 1974; Green & Dixon, 1994). Using Ensinktation, this frame clash can be illustrated
as follows (cf. section 4.3.4):

[ election [ assigned rolefinding information] ]] € = [ student watching videq ]

From a pragmatic perspective, this also illustrétesoroblematic implications of simply “adding”
an extra learning resource on top of a game desiipout ensuring proper integration between
different goals, activities and modes of repregdenta

Seen in retrospect, a hint of this potential frastash was already visible in the first
group interview where | asked the students to cefipon what thegouldhave learned from
watching video clips at the initial phase of theotion scenario. Michael’'s answer to this
hypothetical question was that a video clip miglténbenefited him “a whole lot”, as it “could give
someideason how to argue and put forward your key issuesS [IG group interview]. However,
my critical re-examination of the actual video slign the different professional roles found on the
“Politics and Media” website showed that the clipgefly provide atmosphere and journalistic
interviews from the 2005 parliamentary electionu3the actual information on “how to do it” is
quite limited. This means that the video clips veblhve to be far more domain-specific to be of
immediate relevance for the students dimdctly address the goals and debate practices of

politicians, journalists and spin doctors tryingitim a parliamentary election (Gee, 2003). The
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social and cognitive game framing e Power Gambence downplayed possible actions and
available resources as irrelevant distractionisaf/tdid not support players/students’ interpretegio
of the immediate game goals. By comparing the stussponses on the use of the video clips in
the fourth and fifth game sessions, it can be atghateducational games may also constrain
student opportunities for learning by focusing tregtention too much toward particular or
narrowly defined game goal¥hus, attempting to design an educational gamethar types of
learning resources, implies that the designer (anmésearcher) must be scenario competent in
order to analyse how particular design choicesalwvays related to different knowledge aspects
(Barth, 2002).

As | was unable to conduct any design workshops poi the game sessions, it was
difficult to predict how the students would addjte Power Gamand the game website. However,
as a designer-researcher | am still puzzled astolwas unable to predict the “frame clash”
between the student participation in the electmenario and the news/journalistic context of the
Danish Broadcasting Corporation’s video clips. Ustendably, this mismatch of different
interpretive frames was not addressed by the édlitstaff in the DR Education, which had limited
experience with educational games and the usesofdivn learning resources in classroom
settings. It is more surprising that the teach&hg claimed that they had explored the game
website and the video clips prior to the game sassidid not question my assumption that the
game scenario and the online video ctipaldbe combined in a meaningful way. This points to
one of the key challenges for educational gamegdess designers, researchers and educators need
to move beyond an essentialist fascination of gare@arios as “magic circles” or “blackboxed”
worlds of their own (Huizinga, 1950; Latour, 198@g also chapter 1). Thus, by studying
interpretive clashes between different frameseddmes possible to understand how and for what
reasons game participants batanageandfail to make meaning through the “world-building

activities” of educational games (Goffman, 1961a).

6.6. Design principles

The aim of this chapter has been to describe aalysmthe design, use and re-desigmteé Power
Gamescenario and the game website “Politics and Mefilaat a pragmatic perspective. In order to
accomplish this, | have clarified what motivated degsign hypotheses, design choices and re-
designs in relation to teacher and student expeggewith and response to the game resources. This

led to two analytical themes related to challertbas arise frondesigningeducational games.
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Thus, the idea of designing “realistic” educatiogame environments has to be carefully re-
considered in relation to actual game elementseandational goals. In order to address this
challenge, | have introduced the analytical thenséeVant realism”, which aims to question how
and for what reasons educational games shouldlbdaimitate real world practices. Second, my
findings indicate how any att