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Abstract: This article examines the process of change thrdahg narratives that two
teachers tell to describe their journey over timealevparticipating in the Statecraft X
game-based learning program. Data from post dialsgssion interviews is used to elicit
the challenges and areas of improvement that tesétientify. The two teachers, whose
case-study is being used in this paper, had cdimgasxperiences to share with respect to
their professional goals and motivations. One @ tbachers did not experience many
perturbations, while the journey for the other teacwas loaded with personal and
professional struggles. Insights from teacherstataes indicate some patterns of change
that made appropriation successful for one and rfeszhso for the other. These include (a)
moving from not adhering to lesson plan to reaktithinking on the feet’ (b) shifting from
teacher centric to student centric classrooms(@ritetting go of control’ to facilitate more
active student learning. These changes have intigitea for teacher professional
development with respect to game-based learningeachers’ readiness for 2tentury
classrooms.
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Introduction

Digital games have been used in classrooms ovgrasiefew decades with mixed reviews
about its success. One of the challenges in advgigeime-based learning is the preparation
of teachers for handling innovative pedagogy [lheTintroduction of innovative
pedagogies in schools often requires educatorssartents to make substantial shifts in
their teaching and learning process. This is ney ead requires constant reflection and
support. In this paper we focus on experiencesvofteachers through their narratives as
they enact the Statecraft X (SCX) game-based legqmiogram.

1. Need for meaningful professional development

Digital games provide a powerful platform for ‘aatitic learning’ where learners get an
opportunity to experience complex situations firatkd as opposed to merely using these
games for instructional and review purpoddewever adopting and integrating serious
games in the regular teaching and learning prdeas$iad a history of challenges, and the
teacher’s role in facilitating this uptake has bearfaced as an important requirement. A
definitive shift in mindset is required for teachdo take-up game-based learning in the
classrooms. However, this does not always comeilyeadften support is needed in
understanding how to ensure effectiveness of garsesn class [2].

For game-based learning, effective professionatld@ment needs to be provided in
terms of training, hands-on experience with gamd,@portunities need to be built in for
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reflection and reconstruction of knowledge as \aslfor follow-up support. This is where
professional development often lags and new pedagognisinterpreted. To overcome
these barriers and to provide meaningful profesdidevelopment support to teachers in
the SCX game-based learning program, we plannedhasepbased professional
development program. We began by conducting adayrworkshop, where teachers were
acquainted with the theoretical underpinnings oé tgame-based curriculum and
experienced playing the game. During the enactmfethie SCX curriculum, we supported
their development through reflective, reflexive,idpd appropriation model (RRGA)
proposed by Chee [3]. In the model, reflection ref® the process of looking back and
thinking upon one’s actions, and reflexivity is thepacity to make one’s own actions the
target of critical interrogation with a view to imgwing existing practice. RRGA stresses the
process of reflection that teachers need to ddheim teaching practice along with being
reflexive. This process aids in scaffolding andrappation of an enhanced practice.

2. Research background and purpose

The current SCX project emanated from an earliejept that focused on development of
the SCX game, its curriculum, and classroom intetieas. The preceding project led to
theorization of game-based learning in terms ofehronstructs - play, performance, and
dialog [1] and demonstrated efficacy with respeditudent learning. One of the felt needs
of the previous project was to better prepare #ercliers to enact the game-based
curriculum in a manner consistent with the learndegign. In light of this, the current
project aimed to level up teachers’ capacity tocengame-based learning in their
classrooms. In order for teachers to be readyic2ntury classrooms, they need to make
significant shifts in their practice. As a conseuees there have been numerous demands for
preparation of teachers. Our approach to teacludegsional development was guided by
the following research questions: (a) What arestecific challenges that teachers face in
implementing a game-based learning curriculum, had might these challenges be
addressed? (b) What are the trajectories and esofif teachers’ appropriation and
ownership of game-based learning pedagogy in #esgbom?

3. Research setting and method
3.1 Participants

For the purpose of this paper we have chosen taches participants, X and Y (names
withheld to maintain confidentiality) from two sable where the SCX curriculum was
implemented. Case study approach was followed aonéxe teacher’s experiences “under
the microscope.” This approach also supported tingysof factors that enabled them to
change their practices, their personal challerayes challenges they faced in the context of
the school system. We chose these particular dasesuse they provide meaningful
understanding of the teachers’ journey and alsm fimisightful cross-case comparison. X
and Y were social-studies teachers in the age rah2®@-30 years. Both believed that it was
their responsibility to teach students the requicmhtent and that a well-managed
classroom facilitated this process. The teachers welf-motivated and were willing and
active participants in the project, and their s¢b@upported implementation of the SCX
program. Yet, from the beginning of the interventithey differed in their teaching goals,
their beliefs, motivations and their expectatiorsf students. These differences led to
different trajectories of the change process.
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3.2 SCX game-based learning program

The SCX game-based learning program focuses onptimeiples of citizenship and
governance that are a part of the social studiescalum at secondary three level in the
Singapore school system. The game is played oneApplones, where players govern their
towns, manage their resources, and thus performoteeof governors. In doing so, they
enact citizenship as opposed to learmatgut citizenship. Central to the SCX curricular
program is its dialogic pedagogy that is used teaade the understanding of citizenship
and governance. Dialogic pedagogy draws on therdhieal idea of dialog in the
Bakhtinian sense, where ideas are exchanged agul dind are full of personal values and
judgments [4]. In dialogic pedagogy, understandsngo-constructed in the classroom and
students learn concepts in personally meaningfuylswdeachers serve as facilitators of
dialogue by helping students make connectionsablife situations.

The SCX curriculum comprises six sessions spreadtbree weeks. The first session
is introductory, where students are acquainted thighgame and a pre-intervention survey
is administered. The next four sessions are diaJagiere each teacher facilitates a session
comprising 20 students who are engaged in the gdaye-The final (sixth) session
comprises of student speeches, a summative assds@ssay) and a post-intervention
survey. The summative assessment is also admeustera comparable control group,
where students are taught Citizenship using tltktibaal method.

As a part of professional development, teachere weerviewed by the researchers
once before the start of the intervention and tfrem sessions two to six, using a
semi-structured interview guide. Each interviewicgfly lasted between 30 to 60 minutes.
It was audio recorded and later transcribed. Tisearhers observed all the classroom
sessions.

3.3 Narrative Analysis

Narrative analysis refers to a variety of approacfee studying the “storied nature of
human development” [5, p. x]. Clandinin and Comnédl] draw on a Deweyan view of
experience as characterized by situation (plaa@)jtiruity (past, present and future) and
interaction (personal and social) to view narraivBlarratives provide a way to keep
experience and action unified. This allows for ¢geanderstanding of experiences [7]. In
our study, we examined teachers’ narratives toiobdabetter understanding of their
professional development during implementatiornef $CX curricular program.

Narrative analysis has temporality as an imporimracteristic. It differs from
discourse analysis which deals with the structdrspoken language and is organized in
specific ways to make a particular reality appeaal’. Narrative analysis entails systematic
interpretation and representation of informantsriss. The process includes attending,
telling, transcribing, analyzing and reading theexiences [8].This approach appeals to
educators and has become an influential researtttod@ogy within teacher education [9].

4. Data analysis

This segment of the paper centers on the analysiaratives of the two teachers who
participated in the SCX program. In the sectioras thllow, we focus on teachers’ journeys
while they enacted the SCX program. We highliglet ¢bntrasts in their experiences and
account for reasons that made their journey scerdifit. These comparisons help us
understand what the process of teacher changentaih e
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4.1 Teacher X's journey enacting the SCX program

X decided to become a teacher early on in her 8fgee had about six years of teaching
experience. Her decision was based on practicaleras of stability and her personality fit.
She emphasized the importance of imparting values worked towards making her
students independent thinkers so that, ‘evenakétmyself out of the classroom, - the end
goal would be [that] they are people who [will lad)le to come to a certain conclusion on
their own.” Teacher X was personally open to trymegv pedagogies, but with caution. She
was not a gamer and was initially against the mfegames. She saw them as, ‘eat[ing] her
curricular time’ until she was convinced of theuabf SCX by experiencing it herself.

X was nervous about facilitating the first SCX ldgic session and confessed to
spending many hours on preparation. After her sestsion she felt that the lesson had gone
‘better than her expectations’ as her studentspaaticipated actively. In the post session
interview, she elucidated the challenges with rég&n physical arrangements of the room
that she faced. After the second session, she skeguite disheartened with the fact that she
was not ‘getting it’. Realizing this fact, in secbpost dialogic session interview she said:

But | still feel like | haven't gotten the hangtbé whole technique, just that whole
fluency, the whole process, it's still not there.yebut I'm a bit more conscious, a bit
more aware ... still need to figure out how you knowonnect all those dots.

As an experienced teacher, X believed in plantiaglesson beforehand. For her,
careful and meticulous lesson planning was esdetatiguality teaching. She found it
‘annoying’ when her session did not go well eveergblanning. This fact was surfaced by
her early in the program when in the second padbgic session interview, she said, ‘I
think as a teacher you don't feel very professigoalg in not knowing exactly what's going
on because most of the time the slides are preparadvance].’

From the third session onwards, X started to im@rand she realized it herself. She
got away from adhering to a pre-prepared lesson. [Bae relied more on working from
student’s responses and holding a meaningful ceatien with them. She consciously
sought to bring about a change in her practiceclvheduced her stress. In the final post
dialogic session interview, she said:

| don't prepare. | really don't. ... And | realizeathit takes the burden away...
preparation is ongoing ... | am more interested itk going on. ... You don't really
have to sit there and plan per se how the wholegtis going to unfold.

In the same interview, she reflected on some ef dlactices and ideas that she
previously had and how they had changed over tgy#ha advanced with the SCX program.
Her refined notion about questioning was that sttel@esponses guided her to pitching her
guestions. She stated:

| think in the past | used to think of scaffoldagysome form of structure, format, from
step 1 2 3 4, but the interesting thing about tlaodic session is ... how | want to
scaffold the lesson according to the responsesgiveyme ... So actually the kids are
the ones who are building up the entire lesson.

Toward the end of the SCX program, X also realibad in the process of reflecting on
her practice and being self-aware, she had addygeteaching style to the needs of her
students and achieved better engagement. In thkifiterview she commented:

| just see them [students] as individuals, they imaye different needs or they learn
slightly differently... So engagement may not necdgsmme in form of academic
kind of talk and | think sometimes they need breakbetween. So | am quite
conscious of that, so with the 3D [referring todstats in one class of the Sec 3 level]
| do sidetrack a little bit sometimes — we talk@tlbmur shoes, hair, | think that helps.

Our observations of her sessions showed thatdeiiberate change in her practice, the
learning environment in her class had changed, sedsions becoming more intense and
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fluid. Students in her class performed well in soenmative assessment task. X explained

her journey through the SCX game-based learningrpro by a narrative that highlighted

her personal growth and change:
You know how a pearl is formed—you have a graisaofd—it's like you know you
have an oyster and then there is this grain of seoches in and you are really
irritated by it, really annoyed that there is tlggain of sand but of course you kind of
allowed that a grain of sand to come in. ... someetimn and that's how the pearl is
formed when it hardens. And then you become tlad,gbat's something precious,
and | think my journey is something like that.

4.2 Teacher Y’s journey enacting the SCX program

Teacher Y had completed a year of teaching atithe of the intervention. Her desire to
become a teacher was to help struggling studenpsdwding the ‘right teaching method'.
She placed great importance on education due lsoqe experiences and believed that
education was the route to earning: ‘I see mysgfparents are not educated so... | know
how hard it is. ... It really motivated me to workrtler because in Singapore you have to
study hard and when you study you get a qualificaéind that's how you earn money.’ Y
wanted to try game-based learning pedagogy in llass dor aiding students to ‘visualize
something about governance and stuff.’

It was observed that in Teacher Y’s school theas & perceptible lack of student
involvement in the game. This could be attributedhe school choosing to use the web
version of the game over the iPhone version. Ant@aél reason might be that the number
of hours students were permitted to play the gam& rather low. As a consequence, in the
first session, only one student had played the ganmer group. Despite this, Teacher Y
was content with her lesson and asserted that dayfs lesson did go quite okay for me,
but it's just that | didn't get the feedback.” Sthentified the strength of her session as her
ability to carry out the entire session with onhecstudent’s experience of the game.

Y also prepared her lesson in advance, and shédvwmse some questions to the
students during dialogic sessions. She was cortfidhet these questions would help her
students to understand the game better. She cahdésagpointment in not being able to go
through all the questions. In the interview after first dialogic session she said, ‘... wasn't
very happy... a bit sad, that my lessons did notgyplanned. Today ... for example | had
some questions right, this is what | wanted thenellane, but ...” As the intervention
progressed, Y’s sessions did not improve, and tikgests remained largely uninvolved
both in game-play as well as in the dialogic sessi&he justified their non-involvement by
blaming it on excessive homework that the studeatsto deal with. Y was content that the
SCX sessions gave her a platform where she cowdausurriculum innovation (A)
developed by her school. She was convinced thablmbing the two programs, she would
be able to meet the requirements of the schookdisaw that of the SCX project. From Y’s
interview after the third dialogic session, it vegeparent that she found this mixture fruitful.
She commented:

I'm feeling better than the previous lesson becaus#hat I'm feeling is that | can

make use of the Statecraft game at the same tareihfuse my A package in order to

understand governance. So | am feeling very good.

We observed that throughout the SCX program, Y bl reflect deeply on her
pedagogical practices and dwelled largely on thenegmechanics. Throughout the
program, Y held on to her belief about planningteah for her lessons. During the
interview after her third dialogic session, she aslsed what she would tell her colleagues
if she was asked about the SCX project. Her respdmghlighted the importance of
preparing in advance.
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What | basically told them is we have to prepardecause the questions are very
important for dialogic. ... So it's about questioitis,about preparation in a different
way — not like worksheets, but it's the other watis-more very high-level thinking.

As Y progressed to the fourth dialogic sessiom f@und that dialogue facilitation
required more preparation and that her studentshaderself was bored with it. For Y,
dialogic sessions were inflexible and restrictedtb@sking questions in each session. After
the final dialogic session, she was asked if th& $@riculum had delivered what she had
wished. Her answer was:

| felt about the facilitation being more work foerbecause my students are not the
type that talks much. ... they do discuss about Hraeg but | have to always
constantly make sure that they ... don't go off lineafter two sessions we realized
that we must do something different ... | mean waatdpe repeating the same thing
again and again, and it can get boring for us.

We observed that Y’s sessions were very teachdriceand students spent most of
their time answering questions posed to them. Aerotioncern that Y shared in the final
dialogic session was that despite her remindetudests, they ‘did not take down notes’
during the session, hence, they would ‘forget’.

To summarize, Y’s journey enacting the SCX prognaas relatively uneventful,
characterized by dealing with challenges. As olmsrwve sensed that, even towards the
end of the program, Y was not successful in engpadier students dialogically. The
performance of her students in the summative asssggask was not very different from
the control group students.

5. Discussion and implications

The two teachers had different motivations for entgthe teaching profession. They had
different expectations of their students, due irt patheir personal background. During
their participation in the SCX game-based learnpiggram, X and Y had different
experiences: X metamorphosed and Y wanted the@6gtam shortened. In the case of X,
an observable change in her classroom practicegwadsnt. During interviews, she could
consciously reflect on what it meant to be an ¢ifecteacher. For Y, her classroom
practices did not change materially nor was sheesstul in reflecting on her practices.
This section highlights the key reasons that cbuated to making the journey of the two
participants so different.

5.1 From adhering to lesson plan to real time ‘thindgion the feet’

Classrooms are places that are in a constantofttiex. Teachers often make the mistake of
meticulously planning their lessons in advancethed getting discouraged if their plan is
not fully adhered to. The idea of teachers havilgsaon plan ready is culturally rooted.
During pre-service training, teachers are encourdageplan their lessons in detail. Often,
schools expect teachers to account for everyttiag</he will do in the form of detailed
lesson plans. However, this strategy works agdimstdialogic spirit that needs to be
nurtured in 21 century classrooms where students’ independemiitly is valued.
Teachers need to move away from strictly followiagson plans to conducting sessions
with greater openness of purpose. This requirehtza to work with student’s ideas and to
create an active learning environment in the ctassr In the SCX intervention program,
initially both X and Y acknowledged following a ks plan. However, X soon realized that
this strict structure was holding her back, andrsloged away from it. In contrast, Y held
on strongly to the idea and prepared questionth@sessions. Due to Y’s strong adherence
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to the notion of lesson plans and X's flexibility‘go with the flow’, it was easier for X to
modify and adapt her practices.

5.2 Shifting from teacher centric to student centrigssirooms

The teacher-centered classroom is associated chvéfl the transmission of knowledge.
At the beginning of the SCX program, both X andawghemselves as central figures in the
classroom. We saw evidence for this conceptioreathing in the way both the teachers
structured many classroom activities as teachecthd tasks and walked students through
them.Shifting responsibility to students was not easytiie teachers. X struggled to find a
balance between how much she needed to talk ancevgh&dents needed to take a more
active role in their learning. As the SCX interventprogressed, X came to believe that her
central responsibility as a teacher was to be ditédor. She modified her scaffolding
strategies and realized the flexibility that diatbgessions offer. Our observations of her
sessions provide evidence that she went througbep grocess of change, whereby she
came to understand what it really meant for a teatthbe a facilitator. On the other hand, Y
continued her sessions using the format of askiaggred questions. This shift of mindset,
from thinking that teachers are the source of kedgé to acknowledging that learning
occurs when students communicate amongst themsatveke class, is crucial for
‘authentic learning’ to occur.

5.3 ‘Letting go of control’ to facilitate more activéuglent learning

Studies in various fields have reported teacheiffitdlty in letting go of control in the
classroom [10]. Efforts to give up control are oftassociated with fundamental and
difficult shifts in conceptions of teacher and &ndroles. To shift to a facilitator’s role
requires time, awareness, and being able to refieact question one’s practice and
assumptions in a given context. With the stratefjyyeflection and reflexivity adopted
during post dialogic session interviews, X begaerdime to see value in getting students’
to question, argue, and negotiate amongst thensseBlee described it as ‘letting go of
control’ in her classroom, where she would ‘stepvdofrom the authority position of a
teacher and be a facilitator at the same levehasstudents. She expressed her eventual
comfort with this strategy by saying, ‘I am verynoimrtable letting the kids talk.For
game-based learning pedagogy to make its impdastngcessary to allow students greater
agency over their learning, with teachers actinfpatitators. It was difficult for Y to think

of any other ways of facilitating a dialogic sessExcept posing ready questions to the
students. Consequently, she engaged in substdaier talk during most sessions, while
students listened. The outcome was that activeestddarning did not place, and there were
not many takeaways for them.

6. Conclusion

To summarize, X and Y participated in the SCX gdmased learning program where they
sought to learn how to facilitate student dialog&ssions as a complement to students
playing the game. To support teachers in the implgation of game-based learning
pedagogy, formal training and hands-on experieneeevprovided. Using the RRGA
model, opportunities for reflection and reflexivityere built in. This provided constant
support and guidance to the participants duringpttogram. Both the teachers received
same training materials and had support from thehiools, yet both teachers enacted the
curriculum differently. These differences were Eygdue to differences between X and Y
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as teachers and as people and to their personatisits. Despite these differences, both
teachers had manifested a common concern for diigemformance in standard tests, and
they felt that ‘drilling’ the students was the besty out.

Based on our observations of the SCX game-basedram, we realize that
professional development that engages participant&rrative inquiry can help them in
reflecting concretely on their practices. In doswg professional development becomes
meaningful to the participants. In this study, RRRGA model for professional development
worked differently for the two teachers. While ielped both teachers develop an
understanding of what game-based learning enth#sintricate connections that teachers
make with the pedagogy plays a significant paitaw they enact the curriculurti.should
also be noted that professional growth requirestamitial time and effort and that teachers
need to be given time to reflect on their practicAsy approach to professional
development must thus be flexible and continuowsn&based learning, which is finding
its way into schools and classrooms of th& @dntury, needs to be supported in ways in
which its benefits can be maximized. The succegmofe-based learning depends largely
on the ability of the practicing teachers to taldk ddvantage of it. Teachers needed to be
convinced that “alternatives to present practiasteand are worth trying” [11].

Based on our study, we find that for teachersffectvely appropriate game-based
learning pedagogy, teachers must enact a shifitqia) adhering to lesson plans to real time
‘thinking on the feet’, (b) from teacher centriagsrooms to student centric classrooms, and
(c) from dominating the class with teacher talaailitating active learning. Supporting
teachers’ professional growth at the start of trtegmam and during its implementation is
critical to an enriching and sustainable use of gdased learning in classrooms.
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