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Abstract: This paper presents the didactic design of two deployments of the EIS Simulation, which is a learning 
game for teaching change management. Two models, the 1-2-1 and the TiA, are used as framework for 
analysing how didactic activities are used for supporting, focussing and facilitating the learning process, as well 
as how different didactic models are used for generating different results. The first model, the 1-2-1-model is 
used for addressing what didactic activities succeed and precede the game, as well as how these activities 
facilitate a particular mode of participating and understanding, both the learning game, and the process of game-
based learning. The second model, the TiA-model, is used for addressing how different didactic activities are 
embedded in the period spent playing the game and in particular how different reflective processes are used to 
facilitate a more reflective mode of participation, which is in contrast to the idea of trying to create a game-flow. 
By studying the two deployments of the EIS, two very different images of game-based learning processes 
emerge. The EURO deployment followed the 1-2-1 framework, where the learning process starts in a theoretical 
room, moves on to the practical experience, for then to return to the theoretical approach to the game subject, the 
game-based learning process can be seen as an attempt to facilitate an explorative process. The IKEA 
deployment followed the TiA model, resulting in a much more blended approach, which explicitly sought to 
facilitate reflective processes by disturbing the participants while playing the game, creating a more reflective and 
theoretically reflective approach to creating game-based learning processes. Together, the two models provide 
different images on how to blend inductive and deductive learning processes together with a learning game in 
order to facilitate particular learning processes with its participants. 
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1. Introduction 

Didactic design is an often overlooked discipline within the field of learning games. Emphasis is often 
placed on the game-design, on playing it and on the experience it creates. Less emphasis has been 
placed on the surrounding, didactic activities, although research indicate them to have a profound 
impact on the learning outcome (see Henriksen 2010). 
 
Since 1992, a particular emphasis has been placed on the debriefing following a learning game. 
According to Crookall (1992), this has been used both as a tool for resettling participants after an 
eventually stressful experience, and for facilitating learning through postexperience reflection. 
According to Lederman (1992), debriefing has been used for several different purposes, both to help 
those who did not take part in a particular experience to learn from it, to explain a particular 
experience to its participants, and to help participants learn from a particular experience. This latter, 
educational use, often takes place as a guided discussion, where participants discus and reflect upon 
an experience. This follows the pragmatic approach to learning found with Dewey (1938), later to be 
refined by Kolb (1984). This post-reflection is often framed as crucial to the game-based learning 
process (see van Ments 1983, 1992). This process is often framed as debriefing and as a post-
experience activity (see Lederman 1992; Petranek et al. 1992; Thiagarajan 1992), whereas 
educational studies have emphasised the importance of pre-activities in learning process (see e.g. 
Andreasen 2008). A combined approach is seen with Knotts & Keys (1997), who take a blended 
approach to learning while combining lectures, tests and reflections with a game for teaching strategic 
management. In general, emphasis is placed on the game, the debriefing, and eventually also on 
other postexperience activities (see e.g. Petranek et al. 1992). 
 
In this article, the term didactic design is used as an umbrella-term for the different didactic activities 
taking place before, during and after the game. In order to explore the use of didactic activities in 
game-based learning, this paper explores two deployments of the EIS Simulation. Emphasis is placed 
on the didactic design of those employments, and through the use of two models on didactic design, 
several didactic activities are identified and address. 
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2. Empirical foundation: The EIS Simulation 

The EIS Simulation (EIS) was developed at the French Business School Insead, and is used for 
teaching change management to MBA-students and middle managers worldwide. It is played on a 
computer where a team of 4-5 participants play a team of change managers, who try to implement an 
information system in an organisation. Their objective is to persuade the 24 characters of the game to 
adopt the system, and when all of them have been persuaded, the implementation is successfully 
completed. 
 
The game is played by selecting change initiatives, e.g. to post an article in the internal magazine or 
to seek advice from the CEO. Each initiative costs a number of game-days, which is subtracted from 
the 6 months that the team have at their disposal. The game runs for 90-110 minutes and typically 
involves some 20-70 decisions. As it is played in groups, the participants have to negotiate among 
them on what initiatives to start, and in what order. The game is very difficult, and it often incites vivid 
discussions in the teams. For further description of the EIS and the methods used for studying it, see 
Henriksen (2010). 

2.1 Two deployments and two models on game-deployment 

Two deployments of the game were studied; the EURO deployment, which hosted the game as a part 
of a course for young European managers, and a deployment with IKEA, who ran the game as an 
internal course on change management. Their deployments followed two different patterns, which can 
be described on basis two different models for studying didactic design, and are described below. 

2.1.1 The 1-2-1 model 

This model was originally proposed as a framework for analysing the didactic design of educational 
role-play (Henriksen 2004). The model splits the process into three parts; first a theoretical 
introduction, then a practical experience, and last, a theoretical reassessment of the practical 
experience. Although similar to Kolb’s circular model on learning, their points of departure are 
different. From a pragmatic perspective, Kolb’s model suggests that the learning process starts at 12 
o’clock with a practical experience, from which reflective observations and theoretical abstractions are 
made. On basis of these, active experiments can be made, and new, practical experiences emerge, 
hence allowing the model to recycle. The 1-2-1 model proposes that the game-based learning 
process starts, not with a practical experience, but with the didactic activities preceding it. In Kolb’s 
terms, the process take its point of departure in the theoretical abstractions that, according to von 
Glasersfeld’s (1995) constructivism, would serve as the basis for understanding the subsequent, 
practical experience. The game-succeeding activities would resemble Kolb’s reflective observations 
and theoretical abstraction. By making the latter both the starting and ending point for game-based 
learning, a more activity-including approach is proposed to studying didactic design of learning 
games. 

2.1.2 The TiA model 

This model emerged as a description of on how participants approach a problem that was presented 
to them through a learning game (Henriksen 2010). It proposes a framework for analysing how a 
particular problem is understood, and in particular how the particular understanding was established. 
This resembles the idea of educational constructivism (see von Glasersfeld 1995), which proposes 
that learners develop a personalised understanding of a particular experience, but do so on basis of 
their current knowledge. This follows Piaget’s conception of assimilation, where the learner 
understands the particular experience on basis of his or her pre-understanding. However, whereas 
constructivism emphasises the impact of the participant’s pre-understanding, the TiA seeks to 
emphasise how and through what activities such pre-understandings are established, and especially 
how particular understandings can be made central to the participant’s understanding. The model is 
therefore used to address how certain didactic activities are used for providing the participants with 
particular perspectives for understanding both the practical, game-based experience, as well as the 
theoretical activities. 
 
These two models are used for analysing the two deployments of the EIS, bringing different images of 
didactic activities to the analysis. The EURO largely deployment complies with the 1-2-1 model and its 
qualitatively distinct periods of activity, whereas the TiA model is more explicit in the IKEA deployment 
due to its frequent use of interruptions made to adjust participant perspectives. Using the 1-2-1 model, 
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the pre- and post-activities of the EURO deployment are addressed and analysed. This is used to 
provide a set of categories, which are then used to analyse the IKEA deployment on basis of the TiA. 

3. Addressing the pre-activities of the EIS 

The EURO deployment of the EIS was merely one among several activities at a workshop for young 
European managers. As the session deployment began, the game-facilitator entered the stage and 
began his presentation. This covered three issues; a presentation of change as a current and 
persistent challenge to organisations; a case-story about a company named EuroCom who were 
trying to implement an information system, and who served as the context for the game; and finally, 
an introduction on how to play the EIS, along with the rules and opportunities for interacting with its 
change-project. These sub-presentations are described below. 

3.1 The theoretical introduction 

The first introductive element seen at the EURO deployment was a theoretical introduction to change 
management.  
 
At the EURO deployment, a presentation on change management was made prior to the introduction 
to the game. Change was stated as something important for organisations to handle, which would 
only become increasingly important in the future. Second, due to failure rates as high as 75 %, 
change was presented as something difficult for organisations to succeed in. Third, the ability to 
successfully facilitate change projects was framed as a competency highly sought after, making it an 
attractive career opportunity for those who can do it. Fourth, on basis of several unsuccessful change 
scenarios, resistance was framed as the key obstacle to why so many change projects fail. 
 
This part introduced the participant to the basics of a planned change approach to change 
management (see Boonstra 2004), framing it as an important but difficult discipline to master, as well 
as the change agent as the person conducting organisational change. A key part of the introduction is 
the framing of resistance as the key factor for understanding organisational change, which provides 
the participant with a theoretical framework for approaching and understanding the change project at 
hand. In addition, emphasis is placed on persuading the key characters of the game, thereby both 
framing resistance as a focal point, and defeating it by convincing the resistor to adopt, key issues for 
successful change management. This provides the participants with a particular perspective for 
understanding the subsequent game-experience. In terms of philosophical hermeneutics, this 
attention towards ensuring that the participants understand the game in a particular manner that 
creates a deductive process while letting the particular be understood from the general. By 
didactically designing the process in this manner, the participants are expected to approach and 
understand the game with an attention towards resistance and how to defeat it. 
 
This way of didactically designing the game-based learning process resembles the instructional 
setting of laboratory experiments, in which the learner is expected to know, and eventually 
understand, the experiment prior to the practical experience. It has a deterministic effect, as it tends to 
suppress any understanding that would be in conflict with the applied perspective, but it also provides 
an opportunity for qualifying the participant’s perspective on and understanding of the subsequent 
practical experience. 

3.2 The narrative introduction 

This introduction begins with a story about two companies. The first is EuroCom, which has recently 
acquired several smaller companies and implemented an executive information system to manage 
the concern as a whole. The importance of this system is emphasised as crucial for the future of the 
whole concern. The second company is TeleSwitches, which is a very successful and recently 
acquired company, but while the rest of the concern has successfully implemented the information 
system, TeleSwitches has failed in doing so. To fix this, EuroCom sends a team of change agents to 
facilitate the implantation by persuading the managers of TeleSwitches to adopt the system, and it is 
as a member of this team that the play the game.  
 
Through the story about the two companies, their characters, problems and the projects comes alive 
as the participants are gradually introduced to the narrative. In the introduction of EuroCom and its 
information system, an opportunity for success is presented, while the introduction of TeleSwitches 
presents the problem that prevents this success from taking place. In the roles of change agents, the 
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participants are given an opportunity to fix the problem. This narrative introduction is used for framing 
the subsequent activities, thereby making them meaningful for the participants in two ways; 1) by 
making the subsequent change-decisions seem meaningful to make, and 2) as the participants are 
young managers in the beginning of their career, change is presented as a career opportunity, 
thereby making both playing and winning the game seem attractive. 

3.3 The ludological introduction 

After the narrative introduction, a ludological introduction is made to how the game works, using the 
game-interface as a platform for showing the participants how to interact with the narrative and the 
project. It also introduces the various kinds of actions available to the participants, as well as their 
available resources. 
 
The introduction can be described in compliance to Salen & Zimmerman’s (2004) definition of a game 
as “a system in which players engage in an artificial conflict, defined by rules, that results in a 
quantifiable outcome” (p. 80) as an introduction to both the rules that makes it possible to engage in 
and interact with the artificial conflict that was introduced through the narrative, as well quantifiable 
outcome that serves as a measure for evaluating the effort. This happens through the following steps: 
 
First, a language is established for assessing progress, turning adoption into a quantifiable measure. 
This is done by introducing Roger’s (1983) AITA-model, which is a 4-step model for adopting change. 
This model proposes 4 subsequent steps; aware, interested, trying and adoption, which a person 
must be guided through before adopting a change or a system as his or her own. Through this 
framework, the implementation becomes a matter of guiding all the 24 characters through the different 
phases of the model, thereby making the implementation process quantifiable. 
 
Second, a legitimate set of actions are defined, which provides the participants with opportunities for 
acting. In case of the EIS, this is done by presenting 18 different change-initiatives to choose from, 
ranging from putting an article in the internal magazine to asking the CEO for advice or sending out a 
directive. This range of opportunities allows the game to be played in three steps. 1) the participants 
agree on an initiative, 2) they type it into the game-interface, 3) they receive and assess the game-
provided feedback. Feedback is provided both as a quantitative shift in the AITA-based adoption 
pattern and as a qualitative text that explains the shift. While some decisions are aimed at particular 
characters, others target groups or eventually the whole organisation. 
 
Together, the theoretical, narrative and ludological introduction provides the participant with a certain 
mindset for approaching, participating in and understanding the subsequent game-experience. 

4. Addressing the post-activities 

As mentioned above, the activities following a learning game are often referred to under the umbrella-
term debriefing, which according to Lederman (1992) play an important part in the game-based 
learning processes. The process of debriefing is often described as participant-discussions (see 
Lederman 1992; Petranek et al. 1992; Steinwachs 1992; Thiagarajan 1992), but can also include 
other activities, e.g. journal writing (see Petranek et al. 1992). Rather than referring to the ensemble 
of post-activities as debriefing, these individual activities are labelled according to their context and 
purpose.  
 
In the deployments of the EIS, facilitator presentations were used extensively as post-activities. As 
with the introduction, this use included ludological, narrative and theoretical component, which are 
addressed below. 

4.1 The ludological assessment 

When the groups returned to the auditorium after playing the game at the EURO deployment, the 
facilitator asked them how many groups came back with 24 adopters. Through this question, the 
ludological element of the game was assessed, first in terms of a quantifiable outcome (how many 
adopters), second in terms of what particular actions the different teams made. On basis of the 
number of adopters, the facilitator could frame the performance as more or less successful, and in 
that light, assess the quality of the particular decisions. 
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The ludological assessment had various purposes. At the IKEA-deployment, the score was used for 
determining which team fared the better, and the team that managed to score 10/24 was celebrated. 
At the EURO-deployment, most teams had scored 0-7 adopters, which was compared to the 24 
possible and framed as a failure. At IKEA, the positive framing was used as a platform for discussing 
how certain initiatives could be used, whereas the EURO-deployment focussed on what to avoid in 
change management and why such projects tend to fail. 

4.2 The narrative assessment 

Following the ludological assessment, the EURO facilitator briefly placed performance, decisions and 
effects inside the EuroCom-TeleSwitches narrative, thereby providing a frame for making them seem 
meaningful. This moved the discussion from the general to the particular, and rather than concerning 
the validity of the game and its mechanics, the discussion became focussed on decisions and effects 
at TeleSwitches. This part of the post-assessment was rather short, but served as a platform for 
moving emphasis from critically assessing the game and its decision-effect associations, to being a 
discussion on how to understand them from within a particular frame. 

4.3 The theoretical assessment 

The shift between the narrative and the ludological assessment is not a clear cut, neither at the EURO 
or IKEA deployment. At the EURO-deployment, the facilitator began the theoretical assessment fairly 
quickly, which made it rather lengthy in comparison to the two previous. The key elements for this 
presentation were failure and how change should be managed, and a particular emphasis was placed 
on evaluation criteria often caused change-agents to resolve to push-strategies, often with disastrous 
results.  
 
This theoretical assessment can be seen as a continuation of the theoretical introduction, by which 
the facilitator re-explains the theory for understanding the game, thereby continuing the inductive 
approach. This is in contrast to Lederman’s understanding of debriefing, who states that: 

In conjunction with simulations and games, debriefing is not a didactic activity. The 
purpose of providing learners with experience-based learning situations is to overcome 
the limitations of the traditional didactic, lecture approach. The debriefing session, like 
the experimental activity, is learner based: it is discovering learning in which participants 
are provided with incentives to examine and analyse their inner thoughts and reflections. 
(Lederman 1992: 154). 

While Lederman proposes that the game-based learning process should emphasise the participant’s 
experience as the foundation for an inductive process, the theoretical assessment from the EURO-
deployment takes a different approach. By providing a theoretical presentation on how to understand 
the particular experience, this way of didactically designing the game-deployment attempts to create a 
particular understanding of change on basis of the game and the presentation. In addition, a 
difference could be seen in respect to what kinds of understandings the two deployments sought to 
facilitate. While the EURO-deployment sought to de-contextualise theoretical aspects in order to 
facilitate the development of particular, theoretical understandings, the IKEA deployment went a step 
further by asking participants to apply the already deduced understandings to current or future change 
projects. These two sub-categories are elaborated below: 

4.3.1 Theoretical assessment as de-contextualisation 

The de-contextualised understanding can be understood as a process of deduction, where the game-
based experience is used for making general assumptions about the subject. In the case of the EIS, 
the game was used as a practical foundation for experiencing certain effects and phenomena, which 
could be used subsequently for making more generalised assumptions about change. By de-
contextualising these effects from the game-context, generalised conceptions on how to handle 
change were deduced, e.g. in terms of proposing that ‘putting an article in the internal magazine’ is a 
good idea, whereas ‘sending out a directive’ is a bad idea. The de-contextualising process implies 
disassociating the cause-and-effect from the situation it has taken place within, both at a ludological 
level (e.g. the current pattern of adoption) and the narrative level (e.g. that it was experienced in a 
simulation of a particular company called TeleSwitches). The learning outcome of such de-
contextualisation would be generalised, theoretical understandings of cause-and-effect within a 
particular subject. 
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4.3.2 Theoretical assessment as re-contextualisation 

The re-contextualised understanding implies both the de-contextualised understanding, and its 
reapplication into another context or situation. In case of the EIS, this process could not be seen at 
the EURO deployment, but could be seen at the IKEA deployment, where participants were asked, 
first to consider how the (de-contextualised) understandings from the game would be effective when 
applied to their own organisation, second, how they would use them. In doing so, emphasis is moved 
from trying to understand the game or the theory, to instead trying to make a difference when trying to 
conduct organisational change. This turn proposes a very pragmatic perspective as emphasis is 
moved from the understanding the game and its surrounding theories, to instead focussing on how to 
put those understandings to use. 

5. Inside the game-session 

Playing the game is often described on basis of Callois (1962) as a sacred process not to be 
disturbed (see e.g. Koster 2005; Prensky 2001), and often leads to both impatience during the 
precedings and persistence for getting back to the game during the succeeding activities (Henriksen 
2010). By putting all the alleged learning activities before and after the game, as in the 1-2-1-model, 
the participants are left undisturbed during the game. While the term debriefing tend to frame the 
assessment activities as something taking place after the game, didactic activities are rarely placed 
inside the game-activity. The TiA-model was originally proposed to describe how IKEA deployed the 
EIS. Rather than having their employees immerse into playing the game for 90-110 minutes, for then 
to understand it afterwards, IKEA decided to pop the magical circle by dividing the game-session into 
thirds, and by separating them by theoretical assessments. The aim was to interrupt the participants 
as soon as they forgot about plans and strategies and slipped into a flow-based state of participation, 
and by providing them with the theoretical means for assessing their current or upcoming problems, to 
incite reflection and planning. The different didactic designs between the 1-2-1-based EURO and the 
TiA-based IKEA deployments are illustrated below: 
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The key difference between the model is a) whether the game-session is left undisturbed from other 
didactic activities or not; b) the emphasis on providing the participants with a particular perspective at 
particular times. 

5.1 Creating reflection breaks at the IKEA deployment 

At the IKEA deployment, two theory breaks were added to the didactic design, thereby moving 
particular elements of the theoretical assessment into the game session. Besides providing the 
participants with particular perspectives for particular situations in the game, the design sought to 
facilitate reflective processes. Henriksen (2006) proposes 4 different approaches to reflection in 
learning games; 1) pre-reflection, which concerns the planning on how to approach and understand a 
learning game and 2) post-reflection, which concerns the reflections made subsequent to the game. 
These two kinds of reflection can seen in the 1-2-1 illustrated in the figure above, first as the strategy 
building, where the participants planned how to approach their challenge, and second, in the post-
reflection. The two other kinds of reflection, which are respectively 3) reflection-in-action (based on 
Schön 1983), in which the participants are capable of reflecting on their approach while playing the 
game, and 4) break-away reflection, following theorists like Høyrup (2006) and Mezirow (1991), to 
whom reflection is a matter of stepping out of the action, making reflection a separate activity. 
Although Henriksen (2006: 12) states the facilitation of reflection-in-action to be the ultimate goal for 
learning game designers, IKEA facilitators found this impossible with the 1-2-1 setup and added 
theory breaks instead. 

5.2 Qualifying the participant’s perspective 

Another key contribution of the TiA analysis of the IKEA deployment was the attention towards the 
attempts made to qualify the participant’s perspective on the problem or practical experience at hand. 
By interrupting the participants and forcing their attention away from the game, an attempt was made 
to provide them with a particular understanding of the situation that they were in, or were about to 
encounter. This allowed them to analyse and make decisions in the game in a more qualified manner. 
In the two figures illustrated above, the theoretical points are placed different; the 1-2-1 places all of 
the theoretical components in the post-assessment, whereas the TiA spreads them out, placing them 
as close to the practical problem as possible. 
 
When seen from Kolb’s circular model on learning, this use of theory and reflection breaks can be 
seen as attempts to qualify the learning process. In his model, Kolb proposes a learning process that 
begins with the practical experience, from which reflections and abstractions are made: 1) concrete 
experience, from which the learner makes a series of 2) reflective observations. These observations 
are transformed into 3) abstract conceptualisations, which form the basis for an 4) active 
experimentation, which can form the basis for a new, concrete experience. When looking at the 1-2-1 
model from this perspective, the learning process begins in the theoretical room, in which the game is 
introduced from a theoretical perspective. In case of the EIS, this happens first as a theoretical, 
narrative and then ludological introduction. Then the game is played, forming the concrete 
experience, from which reflective observations can be made during the post-assessment, eventually 
leading to abstract conceptualisations in terms of an understanding of change. A key critique that can 
be made against this way of organising the didactic activities is that it only makes one round in Kolb’s 
circle. This resembles the problem that caused IKEA facilitators to reorganise the didactic design into 
what can be understood as the TiA deployment. When analysing the TiA on basis of Kolb’s model, 
this deployment seems to facilitate several rounds in the model, thereby creating several iterations of 
understanding by interrupting the game and initiating reflective observations through the presentation 
of abstract conceptualisations on change management. Although this does not follow the model by 
the letter, it proposes an image on how the reorganisation of the didactic activities surrounding a 
learning game can be used for qualifying the learning process of a learning game. 
 
By providing particular perspectives at particular places in the learning process, the participant is 
provided with a particular perspective for approaching, analysing, solving and understanding a 
particular problem or experience. While this can be used for facilitating the development of particular 
understandings of, e.g. in case of the EIS, on change management, it can also be used for avoiding 
the development of understandings that remain situated in the game. An example of such use can 
also be seen in the two figures illustrated above. In the 1-2-1 model, the participants are introduced to 
change theory, the EIS narrative and its ludology before making a strategy. At the EURO deployment, 
the participants developed a strategy that was largely based on particular initiatives. At the IKEA 
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deployment, facilitators sought to avoid this development, and instead try to facilitate the development 
of strategic approaches. To do so, the ludological introduction to the game and its initiatives was 
moved so that it followed the strategy-phase (rather than preceding it). At the IKEA deployment, this 
resulted in more strategic approaches to the implementation process, which made the strategy usable 
as a tool for subsequently implementing the change. In effect, the didactic re-design allowed the 
development of a more strategic approach, rather than merely a plan on which initiatives to choose. 

6. Conclusion 

The two models offer two different perspectives for analysing the didactic design for learning game 
deployment. While the 1-2-1 allows different didactic activities to be identified and analysed, it is less 
useful for analysing the game process and its interactions with the surrounding didactic activities. The 
TiA model offers an approach that emphasises the interactions between game processes and didactic 
activities, which offers a point of departure for analysing the game-based learning process. In case of 
the EIS, the two models allow several didactic activities to be identified, both in terms of game 
preceding and successive activities, as well as didactic activities taking place during the game.  
 
In combination, the two models offer an approach to both analysing and organising learning game 
deployments in a manner that facilitates particular kinds of learning processes. The identified, didactic 
activities can be used to didactically designing blended, game-based learning processes, which can 
be used for facilitating the development of particular learning processes and particular understandings 
of the subject taught. 
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