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Abstract. Learning games often fail in taking into account the extensive knowledge adult learners often have on the 

subject taught. This paper reports from a reconfiguration of a current learning game on leadership styles called 

LEADER, which on basis of ideas from web 2.0, is reconfigured to include the current and practical understandings 

brought by its participants. By inviting the participants into a semi-design process, the participants are asked to 

construct the game-content they would otherwise be playing. Results indicate that apart from being more time-

consuming, LEADER 2.0 offers an effective approach to using games to teach in a case-based manner while allowing 

participants to develop an operational understanding of the underlying theories of the game. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

When using learning games for leadership training, one of the key factors to take into account, is the knowledge that 

the participants already have on the subject. As Knowles’ (1986) andrology has pointed out, adult learners learn in a 

significantly different manner than children, and in order to be effective, adult learning games must be adopted to how 

adults learn. A key factor in this process is, according to Ausubel (1968) the knowledge that the participant already 

has as it forms the basis for what understandings can and will be established with the learner. Learning games are 

often constructed as bodies of knowledge, from which the participant is to learn (Henriksen, 2010), often with little or 

no regard to the learner’s existing knowledge. 

This paper presents an example of how a learning game can be configured into complying with the preferences of 

adult learners. To do so, the learning game LEADER is reconfigured by using some of the ideas behind web 2.0. The 

aim is to provide an example on how to create game-based learning processes that makes use of the participants’ 

current knowledge on both leadership and performing leadership in a particular context, and at the same time, allows 

the participants to participate in generating the contents of the learning game. 

The game in focus for this reconfiguration is the Danish learning game LEADER, which is owned by Relation 

Technologies. The game is about making leadership decisions while trying to establish a work climate in the 

organisation. The theoretical structure of the game is based on Goleman, Boyatzis & McKee’s (2002) 6 leadership 

styles; visionary, authoritative, affiliative, democratic, pacesetting and coaching, which in each their manner affects a 

series of factors in the work climate in terms of responsibility, rewards, engagement, flexibility, clarity and standards. 

Using a particular leadership style will, according to their research, stimulate the work environment in a particular 

manner. This makes it important for leaders to be able to decode situational needs and master the different styles. 

What LEADER does is to provide its participants with a case and a series of choices, which allows the game to 

provide the participant with feedback on how his or her choices affect the work climate. This allows for different goals 

to be set and pursued. 

A simulator is used for providing feedback on management, allowing the participant to both learn the theory, and to 

develop an operational understanding of it (see Figure 1).  Less emphasis is placed on involving the participants’ 

knowledge in the game. This is instead done by didactically designing the way that the game is being used. The key 

question is then, how the processes of involving the participants’ knowledge can be moved from being a part of the 

didactic design, to instead becoming an active part of the game. To do so, the processes of reflecting and discussing 

the game’s theory, its implication to the participants’ practices and how the implications of the game’s theory is 

moved from being a part of the didactic design, to instead becoming a part of the game mechanics. 

Figure 1: Screenshot from the LEADER Simulator 



  

 

2. FROM WEB 1.0 TO WEB 2.0 

When trying to apply web 2.0 technologies to learning games, it is important to clarify both those technologies and 

what parts of the learning game they are applied to. Simulation and Gaming has provided numerous proposals to how 

to understand learning games, and a particular emphasis has been paid to the distinction between games and 

simulations. While learning simulations often attempt to create a realistic image of the reality it simulates, games 

attempt to create its own confinement, in which certain rules or mechanics apply (Henriksen, 2010).  

When thinking in terms of web communication, web 1.0 has been characterised by having an author who defines the 

content of a web page – typically by authoring a text. According to Wheeler (2010), web 2.0 is characterised by being 

open to its user, thereby allowing him or her to generate the content of that particular web page. From this distinction, 

the web pages of most authorities can be seen as 1.0-based as they attempt to communicate a particular message to its 

user, regardless of what he or she might know or think. In contrast, Facebook can be seen as an example of a 2.0 based 

web page, which provides a structure, but leaves the content production to the user. As the 1.0-based page seeks to 

facilitate a particular understanding with its user, it comes to resemble what Ellström (1992) describes as a close 

learning process with given questions and given answers, whereas the openness of the 2.0-based page allows for the 

participant to bring his or her knowledge to use, and by it provide solutions based on the learners knowledge. The 

question is whether technologies from web 2.0 can be used to qualify the use of learning games in terms of making the 

knowledge of the participants an active part of the process. 

2.1 LEADER and its didactic design 

LEADER is a part of a didactic design called 6Styles, and is being used for teaching leadership on basis of Goleman, 

Boyatzis & McKee’s (2002) theory on the relationship between the 6 leadership styles and the 6 work climate factors. 

The didactic design of 6Styles is rather extensive, combining theory presentations, profiling exercises, playing 

LEADER, reflective processes and coaching sessions. Each of these didactic elements provides a different 

contribution to the learning process as a whole; the theory presentations provides a theoretical understanding, the 

profiling tools are used to create focus and incentive, LEADER is used to provide a practical understanding of the 

theory, and the coaching sessions are used for helping the participants in putting this new knowledge to use in 

practice. A key point of the combined learning arrangement is that an authoritative approach can be used for creating 

activity, while a visionary can be used for creating commitment, making the key challenge for leaders to a) identify the 

specific need in a particular situation, and b) to be able to exhibit the appropriate style in that situation. 6Styles was 

originally developed for facilitating leadership training in private organisations, but continual development has 

developed in different versions for e.g. public management, school leaders, project managers and healthcare 

professionals. 

LEADER is usually played on a shared computer in groups of 2-3 participants. Playing the game is succeeded first by 

an introduction to the theory and then by a number of profiling exercises. This means that the participants already 

know the underlying theory and their own leadership preferences before playing the game. The game itself is case-

based, meaning that the participants can play different scenarios, e.g. a case about bringing a company out of a 

doldrums, helping a new leader to establish him as a new leader, or to lead the implementation of interactive 

whiteboards at a school. Playing the game is a matter of batch-processing decisions (see Lainema & Makkonen, 

2003); the participants are provided with a situation they have to lead and a number of options. Those options are 

given as statements to choose between, and underlying them are the different leadership styles. 



  

To aid them in their decision, the participants are shown the status of the work climate. The challenge in playing this 

1.0-based version of LEADER is then to assess the situation and determine which style would be most appropriate, 

and then choose the statement that reflects the appropriate style. The game then processes the decision and provides 

the participants with a new situation to assess and lead. Playing a case usually involves leading 5 situations and 

making 8 decisions, and in order to encourage reflection and discussion, each decision is followed by a number of 

screens with reflective questions. 

3. RECONFIGURING TO LEADER 2.0 

During the spring 2010, learning game designers from Relation Technologies started developing more knowledge 

inclusive means for game-based learning. The key incentive for those designers was to develop a game-based 

approach for teaching leadership skills that did not come into conflict with the knowledge that the participants already 

had on the subject. As a designer put it “Managers rarely like to be told what their decisions do – they prefer to tell it 

themselves”, thereby making the challenge of finding and designing means for acknowledging and including in the 

learning game the participants’ understanding of causes and effects. 

The key challenge in doing so was to move authority of the subject from the designer to the participant, but doing so 

in a manner that did not result in a relativism of understandings. Instead, LEADER was as a learning game based on 

three components: 

1. An academic content 

2. Game-mechanics that made it work as a game 

3. A participatory incentive 

In case of LEADER, the academic content had different faces: a) an overall understanding of Goleman et.al.’s theory 

of leadership styles, b) an understanding of the relationship between the styles as causes and the climate factors as 

effects, c) the specific statements as examples on how to express the different styles. The game-mechanics were based 

on the relationships between climate factors and leadership styles. The participatory incentive was partly established 

as a matter curiosity on seeing the effects of personal style preferences (as established by the profiling exercises prior 

to playing LEADER) and an established social incentive to be able to beat the case. 

3.1 From web 2.0 to learning games 

A key shift from web 1.0 to web 2.0 was in the shift from sender to recipient. Whereas the content of a classic web-

page was designed and made available, the web 2.0 format allowed the user to dialogue with the web-page, add his or 

her own knowledge, and eventually upload own contributions. As a consequence, a web-page is no longer solely 

designed by its sender as the new platform allows the user to generate his or her own contribution.  A prominent 

example of this would be facebook, whose sender makes available a frame and a set of tools, allowing its users to 

generate and personalise content. This shift from sender- to recipient-oriented communication constitutes a challenge 

to the redesign of the LEADER simulator in order to make it become more recipient-oriented in its content. 

3.2 School 2.0 and staff room management 

The first experiments with 6Styles 2.0 was presented at the School 2.0 conference at the Danish School of Education 

in 2010. Rather than providing a seated presentation, the 43 participants were sent through a series of exercises; first 

to familiarize the participants with the underlying theory, then a case-presentation on technology-implementation in a 

public school. This case described how a school had purchased and installed Interactive Whiteboards, which were not 

being used, much to the regret of the headmaster and project manager. This case provided the participants with the 

challenge of getting the teachers to start using the boards. 

The aim of this exercise was to invite the participants inside the game-mechanics. Rather than trying to communicate 

Goleman’s theory of the relationship between style and climate, the participants were asked to propose their own 

understanding of the relationship between the two factors. As a sender, it was possible to retain a part of the structure 

(through the styles and barometers), but rather than telling the participants how to understand their interactions, the 

game invited them into designing a localised version of the relationship. It might seem a bit odd from a learning 

perspective to remove the causality model and instead to ask them they think the model should look like, and it holds a 

risk of ending in unconstructive subjectivism when replacing knowledge with guesses. However, it is important to 

notice that the model is a generalised understanding of the relationship, based on Goleman’s experiences with 

American companies, which cannot be expected to provide a precise image on how the styles would affect the work-

climate in a public school in Denmark. In addition, it is important to notice how the aim of the process is to create a 

learning process with the participants, and not to provide a scientifically correct model of the relationship. 

3.3 From complete to user-generated answers 

The second experiment was conducted at a seminar for headmasters, vice-principals, heads of departments, and heads 

of after-school care facilities in a Danish municipality. The first experiment only had 1 hour at its disposal, whereas 



  

the second had 3½. This allowed for the whole of the first experiment to be repeated, and subsequently for inviting the 

participants into participating in other parts of the 6Styles 2.0. In this experiment, a particular emphasis was placed on 

the LEADER simulator, which was first used in a classic, 1.0-based learning game, and then in a 2.0 version. In the 

1.0 version, the participants were expected to learn from the game, whereas the subsequent 2.0 version merely 

provided a framework for the learning process. 

The key reconfiguration from LEADER 1.0 to 2.0 was a removal of the statements in the game. As seen in table 1, for 

each decision, participants were to read, analyse and choose between 6-12 statements, which each reflected one of the 

6 styles. In LEADER 2.0, the statements were removed and replaced with the name of the underlying style: 

Table 1: Statements from the two LEADER simulations 

LEADER 1.0 (Case: Deadwater) LEADER 2.0 (Case: Classroom Management) 

’I formulate a wide and very innovative strategy for 

developing the company’ [extract] 

’Visionary choice’ 

[Formulate how a visionary statement for the given situation] 

 

In this new version, participants would easily be able to make the correct choice by choosing the appropriate style, and 

easily win the game. But the point is no longer to win the game, but to facilitate discussions between the participants 

on how they would express each of the 6 styles in that given situation. This shifts emphasis from learning how to 

recognize a particular style in a statement, to instead construct situated expressions of those styles. When all 6 options 

were formulated, one was picked, and the generic effects of the style were shown. The participants were then asked to 

describe the various effects, e.g. in terms of the case-narrative, management- and college reactions. In this sense, the 

simulator ceases to act as a classic learning game in a setting, but rather becomes a mean for discussing certain cases 

in manners both informed by the underlying theory and the participants’ current knowledge on how to manage those 

situations. The aim was both to enhance participant learning by allowing them to act as co-designers (see Druckman & 

Ebner, 2008), as well as to propose a qualitative shift in the learning process, from recognizing to constructing, and 

the reconfiguration of LEADER seemed to facilitate this shift very well. 

4. LEADER 2.0: EFFECT AND MEASURE 

No firm data was gathered during the first, conference-based test run of LEADER 2.0. The game generated a lot of 

activity, but as Kirkpatrick (1976) notices, it is less relevant if the participants fail to learn anything. On the second, 

course-based run, the game also managed to generate vivid activity, but this time, the statements produced by the 

participants in the game were collected and analysed. By playing LEADER 2.0, the 7 groups produced a total of 52 

statements while trying to reflect a particular leadership style. Three experts subsequently made their independent 

evaluation of those statements on whether they a) matched the intended style, b) mixed the intended style with another 

style, or c) failed to match the intended style. The expert evaluations can be illustrated as seen in table 1. 

Averaged evaluating of the independent statements Count % 

Matches the intended style 31 59,62 

Mixes the intended style with one or more other styles
a
 13 25,00 

Fails to match the intended style
b
 8 15,38 

Sum 52 100,00 
a)

If 1 of the 3 evaluated considered the statement as mixed, it was placed here. 
b) 

If 1 of the 3 evaluated considered the statement as failing, it was placed here. 

 

Although the test sample is small, the results are staggering in ways. First, the quality of the statements is very high. 

While 59,6% were considered to match completely and a summed total of 84,62% managed to make a partial match, 

only 15,38% failed in expressing the intended style. These results are likely to have been higher if they had addressed 

the participants’ ability to recognize the style underlying a particular statement, but one have to bear in mind that the 

statements are produced in order to express a given style, which is considered more difficult. Second, the 7 groups 

only managed to produce a combined total of 52 statements, which is an average of 7,43 statements per group, or little 

more than one set of 6 statements each. When playing a game of LEADER 1.0, participants exposed to and analyze 48 

statements while making a total of 8 decisions, often using less time than the 2.0 participants had available. Combined 

with the previous quality assessment, the results indicate that the 2.0 version of the game managed to stage both 

qualified and lengthy discussion among the participants, thereby making LEADER 2.0 an effective tool for facilitating 

case-based teaching.  

As the participants were asked to state how they would express the different styles in the participants’ own working 

practice, the participants were encouraged to draw upon and include existing knowledge on management in both their 

statements and decisions. In effect, the participants would be discussing their management practice on basis of the 

6styles theory. 



  

5. CONCLUSION 

The illustrated case provides an example on how some of the user involving ideas from web 2.0 can be used for 

thinking and designing learning games in a 2.0 manner. The illustrated case also provided an example on how to take 

an existing learning game, such as 6Styles, and by making minor changes in the game and reconfiguring its didactic 

design, allowed the game to be used in a 2.0 style. By making these two kinds of changes, LEADER 2.0 facilitated a 

process which was not based on the game-designers understanding of management, but on those understandings 

emerging between the understandings held by the game and those held by the participants.  From a learning 

perspective, LEADER 2.0 facilitated a shift of emphasis, from learning games as a matter of interactive exploration, to 

a more constructivist-based understanding of learning while helping the participants in developing an operational 

understanding of the underlying theory. 
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