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On the following page: the LEGO-model of a participant on account of Luke 19: 1-10: 
‘Salvation has befallen us, regardless of what has happened in your life. Also with 
Zacchaeus, who led a life of deceit. He was, however, curious about Jesus. I was, and am, 
also. These [the LEGO-model, KtV] are all layers of my life. And Jesus manages to squeeze 
himself into everything, that's why the layers are so open. It's a new life. I am not 
separated from the past, but I also don't carry it upon my shoulders. It is a part of my life, 
but it has become beautiful because Jesus has performed his work.'1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
LEGO© and SERIOUS PLAY© are registered trademarks belonging to the LEGO-Group. The 
activities related to LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© performed in the context of this research, have 
not been authorized or sponsored by the LEGO-Group.  
 
© 2014 Kaj ten Voorde.  All rights reserved 

                                                                        
1 Translator's note: of all translated quotes I will provide the original Dutch version in the footnotes; ‘Redding 
is ten deel gevallen, ondanks wat er gebeurd is in je leven. Ook bij Zacheüs, die een leven had dat bestond uit 
bedrog. Hij was wel nieuwsgierig naar wie Jezus was. Dat was en ben ik ook. Dit (het LEGO-model, KtV) zijn 
allemaal lagen van mijn leven. En Jezus weet zich overal tussen te wringen, daarom zijn de lagen ook open. Het 
is een nieuw leven. Ik ben niet los van vroeger, maar ik loop er niet meer mee op mijn schouders. Het is wel 
onderdeel van mijn leven, maar het is mooi geworden omdat Jezus zijn werk heeft gedaan.’   
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Introduction 

In my congregation, I am part of a church small group (which I also lead). Due to time 
constraints I was once looking for a method that required little preparation. I decided to 
use a method of which I had just heard at the time. This method consists of reading a 
narrative section of the Bible, while various toy minifigures (Playmobil, etc.) are installed 
upon a table. Prior to reading, participants are asked to pick up one or more figures 
during or after the reading of the Bible-passage, of which they find that they match a 
character in the story. Everyone then explains why these specific figures are so 
appealing to them. At the time it led to a fascinating meeting. Through the choosing of 
the figures, and the explanations that the participants gave of their choices, all kinds of 
connections were revealed between the discussed material from the Bible and the lives 
of the participants. 
 
The meeting got me thinking. Apparently something happens when you challenge 
people to make a connection between the Bible and their own lives, and it helps when 
there are building blocks available that can serve as a metaphor. Robert Doornenbal 
pointed me towards the creative, metaphorical method of sociologist David Gauntlett. 
While doing research, Gauntlett noticed that people, when they are verbally asked 
about beliefs, motivations and feelings, are inclined to give "ready" answers. A process 
of which they are often unaware. Gauntlett experienced that precisely with non-tangible 
topics, you learn more about people, and people about themselves, if you let them do 
something with their hands and let them make use of metaphors. Based upon this he 
developed what he calls the "creative, metaphorical method"; which is a modified form 
of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©. LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© is a consultancy-method used in companies 
and organizations, where participants depict their vision for their company or 
organization using LEGO. 
 
Dr. Robert Doornenbal and I became interested in the question of how Gauntlett's 
method could be applied within church small groups. Would the method yield 
something in favour of these groups? This is how the idea for this graduation-project 
came around. 

Context 
This thesis is commissioned by and within the context of two small groups of the 
protestant St. Janskerk in Gouda. One of those groups (hereafter Group 1) is a so-called 
LEV group which Anita Vogelezang leads. The other group (Group 2) is one of the 
"regular" small groups of St. John's Church. The LEV group comes together once every 
three weeks to share a meal (LEV stands for leven, eten en vieren, which translates as 
live, eat and celebrate), after which there is room for a Bible study or meditation. The 
meeting is concluded with a short communal prayer or a celebration. Group 2 also 
gathers triweekly and begins the meeting - after having had coffee - with singing and 
praying together. Following this there is a Bible study or a similar activity. Both groups 
have had the same members for many years and the members have therefore become 
as friends to each other. Both groups are frequented by participants aged 25 to 40, most 
of whom regularly attend the services of St. Janskerk. 
 
In both groups there has arisen a need for greater depth in the application of discussed 
Bible-material upon their own lives. The commissioner therefore hoped that the 
method researched within this thesis would help reach this goal. 
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Research question 
Based on the above, I have formulated the following research question: 
 
 To what extent and under what conditions can the LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based 
 creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett help participants in a church small 
 group connect the Bible to their own lives as Christians in an existential way? 

 
Working Definitions 
▪ Regarding "the Bible", I have not researched what genres are best suited to be covered 
by a method like Gauntlett's. In my thesis I have used two narrative pieces of scripture: 
John 15: 12-17 and Luke 19: 1-10. 
 
▪ The phrase "To what extent" acquires meaning within a spectrum ranging from "not at 
all (1)" to "very much (10)". In the final conclusions of this thesis I will also clarify which 
(if any) drawbacks the application of this method has in small group, those of St. 
Janskerk in particular, and what (if any) adjustments to the method are appropriate. 
This is consistent with the phrase "under what conditions". 
 
▪ With "existential" (essential, holistic, not in the sense of substantial2) I am referring to 
the circumstance in which cognitive, affective and behavioural learning meet, where 
they are balanced, close to each other, so that the learned becomes one's own. If you 
want to examine and test the existential, then an individual's learning process can be 
looked at in three ways3: 
 
1. Cognitive    thought, memory 
2. Affective    experience, feelings, emotions (affect how you learn: you 
   learn differently when you feel happy, then when you are in a 
   melancholic mood) 
3. Behavioural    you learn to do things, perform 
 
Phrases like existential, holistic, "the self", go hand in hand with terms such as: self-
esteem (affective), self-knowledge (cognitive) and associated behaviour. As long as 
these are (still) far apart considering certain issues, the state of an existential plane has 
not (yet) been reached. 
 
In this thesis I have tried to gauge whether through applying the method of Gauntlett, 
the participants of the two small groups in St. Janskerk have familiarised themselves 
with something that has significance for their lives as Christians on this existential level. 
In Chapter 2 I have outlined a practical methodology of my research. I realize that my 
inquiries have been too short-term and too low in intensity to set my findings in stone, 
however, they have proven sufficient enough to determine the suitability and value of 
the method that I have examined. 
 
  

                                                                        
2 Translator's note: the original Dutch term is 'wezenlijk'. 
3 Eliot R. Smith & Diane M. Mackie, Social Psychology. New York: Taylor & Francis Ltd, 2007, h. 4. 

 

 



 11 

Sub-questions 
1. What does Gauntlett's LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical 

method entail? 
 

ad. 1. What is the current scientific status of Gauntlett's work, and what does this 
imply in regard to this research? 

 
2. While applying the creative, metaphorical method in the meetings of the small 

groups, what effect is detectable in individual participants and the group as a 
whole, pertaining to an existential connection of the Bible to their own lives as 
Christians? 
 

3. Between meetings, what do individual participants of the small groups 
experience as effects of the applied creative, metaphorical method in relation 
to existential connection of the Bible to their own lives as Christians? 
 

4. Are any adjustments, and if yes, which, required to connect the LEGO© SERIOUS 

PLAY© based, creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett to the context of a 
small group in general and the two small groups of St. Janskerk in particular? 

Goal 
This research has the goal to provide small groups, and the small groups of St. Janskerk 
in particular, with verified and founded information in regard to the use of the LEGO© 

SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett in such small groups. 

Research Plan 
For doing my field research and processing its results into this final report, I have set up 
the following plan:  
 

1. Literature Review (in preparation of the empirical research) 
 

2. Empirical research 
- Try-out sessions 
- Meeting # 1 - Introduction (Group 1 and Group 2) 
- Meeting # 2 - Friendship and John 15: 12-17 (Group 1 and Group 2) 
- Interviews: two participants per group (1-2 weeks after meeting # 2) 
- Meeting # 3 - Luke 19: 1-10 (Group 1 and Group 2) 
- Interviews: two participants per group (1-2 weeks after meeting # 3) 
 

3. Literature Review (for processing the empirical research) 
 

4. Writing of the final report 
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Presenting the Research Results 
The final report therefore consists of the following sections: 
 

1. The LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett (sub-
question 1) 

2. Substantiation of the research method 
3. Results of the field-research 

- Meetings (sub-question 2) 
- Interviews (sub-question 3) 

4. Evaluation, conclusions and recommendations (sub-question 4 and research 
question) 

5. Appendices 
- Overview of used LEGO-material 
- Survey lay-out 
- Interview set-up 
- Elaboration of the surveys (Dutch report only) 
- Elaboration of the interviews (Dutch report only) 
  



 13 

1 //  The LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based, creative, 
metaphorical method of Gauntlett 

In this chapter I will answer sub-question 1: 
 

What does Gauntlett's LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method 
entail? 
 
ad. 1. What is the current scientific status of Gauntlett's work, and what does this 
imply in regard to this research? 
 

David Gauntlett (1971) is a British sociologist. His field of research covers the media and 
the impact of media on people. The core concept on which Gauntlett's  research 
focuses is identity. He defines this as follows:  
 

‘We all have a complex matrix of ideas about ourselves, who we are and who we 
want to be. What can we say about this tapestry, this thing we call identity, 
including hopes and dreams, loneliness and love? In media studies and sociology 
we’re interested in what influences identity [...].’4 
 

Identity is an abstract concept, as Gauntlett shows, and sociology should seek access to 
people's experiences and their interpretation of these experiences in day-to-day reality. 
Qualitative research mostly happens through the medium of language, for example 
though means of interviews and focus-groups. Gauntlett notes that such surveys prove 
to be limited in their ability to collect data on what people find, think and experience. 
Gauntlett detects two problems: 
 

‘[...] researchers expect people to explain immediately, in words, things which are 
difficult to explain immediately in words; and that researchers often start with 
their own sense of a topic or problem (media, prejudice, economics or whatever) 
and then are frustrated when their pesky subjects do not seem to think that this 
subject matter is as important as the researchers do.’5 
 

Therefore Gauntlett went looking for a different research-methodology and came up 
with a method in which creativity and the use of metaphors were the two main pillars. 
He let people portray their identity with LEGO and reflect on this accordingly. It was a 
modified version of the so-called LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© methodology. In Creative 
Explorations he describes his creative, metaphorical method as follows: 
 

‘Creative Explorations therefore sets out to establish a somewhat different way of 
gathering knowledge – an approach which allows participants to spend time 
applying their playful or creative attention to the act of making something 
symbolic or metaphorical, and then reflecting on it.’6 

 
The above raised my interest to investigate whether this methodology would be of 
added value within the context of small groups. Below I will explain on what basis I 
                                                                        
4 Gauntlett, D., Creative Explorations. New approaches to identities en audiences. Abingdon: Routledge, 2007, 
p. 1. 
5 Ibid., p. 3. 
6 Ibid., p. 14. 
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assumed that the methodology of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© and David Gauntlett would have 
relevance for these groups. After this I will list the arguments Gauntlett has for the use of 
the methodology, show what the method looks like in practice and indicate what the 
results of Gauntlett's research itself were. Finally, I will show that Gauntlett's findings do 
not stand alone, but have found access into broader scientific discourse. 
 

The possible relevance of the creative, metaphorical 
method to small groups 
The method used by Gauntlett originates from the corporate world and is applied by 
him to sociological research. I see sufficient cause for gauging the applicability of this 
method to the setting of a small group, the following reasons apply: 
 

1. Gauntlett is interested in that which constitutes the identity of people, that 
which drives and influences them at existential levels. This is also the level at 
which conversation in a small group is ought to be conducted. The method is 
not looking for quick answers, but wants people to dig deeper. 
 

2. The responses of the participants in Gauntlett's survey show that the method 
apparently helps them open up, to learn more about themselves, their identity 
and the factors that influence their lives (see results of Gauntlett's research). A 
few even stated that it had a therapeutic effect on them, for example, because 
someone was able to reconcile with the past.7 If the effect within the context of 
a small group is similar, this would provide interesting perspectives. 
 

3. Participants in small groups are generally used to being asked to express their 
views verbally. For some participants, this is no problem, while for others it 
may prove to be more difficult. The creative process that Gauntlett aims for 
brings more balance herein. 
 

4. Just like how the effect of the media cannot be isolated from other factors 
which have an influence on the identity of people (see the results of 
Gauntlett's research), the Bible and faith can also not be isolated from other 
factors. In reality, a mix of different influences make that people are who they 
are. Gauntlett's method offers the opportunity to name and address these 
different influences. 

 
Furthermore, I see the following advantages of the application of Gauntlett's method 
when compared to the use of other creative methods: 
 

1. Although Gauntlett's is a creative method, it does not pose as artistry. This 
method is not aimed at creating something "beautiful" or participants being 
"good at it".  
 

2. LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© and Gauntlett provide a detailed roadmap which clarifies 
how participants get acquainted to building with LEGO and the use of 
metaphors. 
 

                                                                        
7 Gauntlett,  p. 164-175. 
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3. There is an online community where ideas and experiences are exchanged 
with regard to applying LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© in different settings and the 
usefulness of different LEGO-kits. Nevertheless, I have not found any examples 
of using LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© in the context of small groups and the wider 
church. It is precisely this that makes this study so interesting. 

Gauntlett's substantiation of the creative, metaphorical 
method 
 
Conscious and unconscious beliefs 
The identity of people and the way they communicate this identity verbally and non-
verbally, constitute a dynamic process that is characterized by a degree of elusiveness. 
Sociological research has no direct access to what passes within the minds of people.8  
In fact, people themselves also do not always immediately have an idea of what they 
think, but often need time to reflect.9 Convictions that people express directly are not 
always representative of what concerns them and makes them tick. Gauntlett based his 
conclusions in part on existing research into the functioning of the brain and how the 
conscious and subconscious relate to each other. Gauntlett bases this upon the so-
called Multiple Drafts Model, as described by Daniel Dennett:10 We have no direct access 
to our senses; what we experience is the result of simultaneous processes in our brains 
that interpret the "chaotic" content of our brain and offer this to our consciousness in 
the form of rough sketches. One sketch is more "up for grabs" than the other at any 
given time. 
 
In the long term, the senses do not only supply our active thinking, but also our 
memory. Memory is indispensable for the recording of rough sketches, and for retaining 
an awareness of ourselves, the world around us and, thus, for having an identity:11 
 

‘If you can’t “write it down”  then experience becomes wholly transitory and, 
therefore, irrelevant beyond the moment in which it is happening. All your plans 
and ideas about your life are in exactly the same boat – completely pointless 
unless “written down” in memory. [...] the stories we tell about ourselves are 
crucially important to identity.’12  
 

Approaches within sociological research that are in line with the above, are, according 
to Gauntlett, more likely to provide a fuller understanding of perspectives, experiences, 
emotions and beliefs of people, compared to research that does not search for these 
connections.13 Gauntlett's creative, metaphorical method aims to be the former. 
 
Metaphorical 
Identity is a subject not easily expressed in words. Therefore, according to Gauntlett 
metaphors are required to express our identity.14 In everyday life everyone uses 
metaphors. We compare one thing (a person, object, idea) to something else (X is as Y) 
                                                                        
8 Gauntlett, p. 9. 
9 Ibid., p. 2.  
10 Ibid., p. 84. 
11 Ibid., p. 87. 
12 Ibid., p. 89. 
13 Ibid., p. 101. 
14 Ibid, p. 151. 
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to gain a better understanding of X. For example, we say that a person's face "lit up", 
using the image of a light that is illuminated and shines. We see similarities between two 
dissimilar things and play with language and ideas to gain a deeper understanding of 
these things. Gauntlett cites linguist Lynne Cameron: 
 

‘A metaphor is a kind of package which compactly brings together two concepts 
and their properties, entities, relations, connotations and evaluations.’15  

 
The medium to construct metaphors may be language, but metaphors are not confined 
within words. Something visual can act like a metaphor in the same way, so a metaphor 
can also be created using our hands.16 This is where the metaphorical and the creative 
reinforce each other. 
 
Creative 
When Gauntlett talks about creativity, he is not referring to the production of artistic 
expressions (which would be limited to artists and "creative people"), but to making 
something physically in the most ordinary sense of the word. The creative activity that 
Gauntlett proposes, can be executed by anyone.17  The important thing is that we create 
something and thereby communicate something, give expression or discover 
something new. Within the human capacity to create something unique, the identity 
and unique characteristics of a person come forward. 

 
‘Individuals tend to feel a special sense of accomplishment when we have made 
something solid and visible – external proof of our own personal vitality.’18  

 
Creativity is not only an expression of existing emotions or beliefs, but also generates 
new insights. Gauntlett refers to neuroscientific research that shows that our hands 
have a unique status. Our hands gather information and manipulate our environment. 
But we also “think with our hands." Through the interaction of our minds with the 
outside world through our hands, we gain experience and we find solutions.19 The 
extent to which people dedicate themselves to something using their hands is also far 
greater than when they only use their heads.20 
 
Gauntlett divides the creative process up into three steps:  
 

(a) the process and thoughtful experience of taking time to make an artifact; (b) 
the artifact itself; and (c) the person’s own interpretation of the artifact.’21 

 
The artifact, within the creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett, is the LEGO that is 
used to serve as a metaphor. 
 
  

                                                                        
15 Gauntlett., p. 142. 
16 Ibid., p. 149. 
17 Ibid., p. 25. 
18 Ibid., p. 29. 
19 Ibid., p. 130. 
20 Ibid., p. 131. 
21 Ibid., p. 138. 
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LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© 
Gauntlett has acquired experience with various visual and creative methods. He 
reached the conclusion that - a modified form of - LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© was very useful. 
 
LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© is a consultancy-method used in businesses and organizations. The 
base concept is that in the way in which children use LEGO to depict their dreams, for 
example adults are assigned to build their vision for the future strategy of their company 
or organization. Because this concerns – non-tangible - ideas, their depictions should 
not be interpreted literally; participants do not build buildings or flowcharts, but 
symbolic and metaphorical displays. This methodology has arisen from the need to 
encourage business-people to let their thoughts run freely and to stimulate their 
imagination.22 It proved to be a more effective way of "getting people to talk" than when 
they were asked to express their ideas verbally. 
 
Gauntlett borrowed this methodology and modified it relative to the context in which he 
wanted to apply the method. In particular the assignments that participants received 
were different. Gauntlett applied the method in diverse, mostly spontaneously-formed 
groups, such as architects, health care staff and the unemployed. He let people form a 
vision of the how they saw their own identity and what – in their own opinion – was the 
strongest influence on them. The methodology proved to work in a satisfactory way. 
The outcomes of Gauntlett's research will be covered further in this report. 

Practical implementation of the creative, metaphorical 
method 
Gauntlett executed his research 
according to the following steps.23 
 
Preparation 
The first step of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©  
consists of acquiring the necessary 
skills. Participants need to become 
acquainted with the LEGO-pieces 
and receive explanation on the 
most important characteristics of 
the process, including the connection between head and hands and how to build 
metaphors. For this step, according to LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© guidelines, sufficient time has 
to be set aside. As I took over the set-up of the introduction from Gauntlett's book 
virtually unchanged, I would like to refer to the set-up of the first meeting in my 
empirical research. The main change I made to the introductory meeting is updating 
one of the assignments. Instead of asking the participants how they felt on Monday-
morning or Friday-afternoon, I ask them how they felt during the holidays. 
 
Building identity 
After the introductory meeting, Gauntlett transitions into the main operative: building 
your identity.  
 

• First assignment: "Build your own identity. Think of aspects of yourself that are 
visible to others and are important to your identity." Participants are not 

                                                                        
22 Gauntlett, p. 129. 
23 Ibid., p. 137-139. 
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required to needlessly expose themselves, as the assignment mainly refers to 
the way in which they try to present themselves to others. 
 

• Hereafter the participants are asked what influences structurally affect who 
they are. Each of these factors is called a factor or agent. The participants are 
explained that agents can be abstract, concrete, physical, psychological, clear, 
subtle, near, far, large or small. Participants will be prompted to start with 
three agents and to build and position them with respect to the identity model. 
After this another explanation follows. 
 

• In the following round the process is repeated with another two or three 
agents. 
 

• Participants are asked to fill out a two-page survey in which they, among other 
things, specify which elements of their identity they have portrayed in the 
identity-model, and how they have shown this using LEGO. 

The outcomes of Gauntlett's research 
The outcomes of Gauntlett's research consist of particular and diverse stories of the 
participants, based upon their identity-model. Gauntlett's evaluation showed that 
almost all participants were in favour of the method and were willing to don an open 
mindset. Gauntlett indicated that the construction of personal identities using LEGO 
worked well and that it yielded insights, in the first place for the participants 
themselves.24  
 
Gauntlett commenced his project with asking how he could do research into media and 
its effect on people. With his studies he firstly provided a general methodology for doing 
sociological research, regardless of the subject matter. Given the survey (the diverse 
stories of people) it proved to be difficult to derive ready-made information from this 
research about the influence of media on people, thus Gauntlett. 
 
The indirect impact of the media 
Only a very small portion of his participants mention the media as a factor affecting 
their identity. Sociological studies would therefore do well, argues Gauntlett, not to 
isolate the influence of (certain) media and the research on that influence, but to also 
focus on the broader social context. The reason for this is that, apparently, the media do 
not impact people's identities to the extent that research has sometimes suggested. Or, 
at the very least, that impact was not acknowledged or recognized as such by the 
participants themselves, Gauntlett concludes.25   
 
Gauntlett does not choose an easy way out of this lack of ready-made research material. 
Based on his research, he suggests that if there is an impact of the media, it is more 
indirect and therefore difficult to identify through empirical research. One possible way, 
he says, the media still exert influence is by delivering stories to which people can mirror 
themselves whilst shaping their lives. Gauntlett elaborates on this by referring to Paul 
Ricoeur. According to Ricoeur, narratives provide listeners the opportunity to reflect 
upon ethical issues. With ethical questions, Ricoeur mainly refers to the human need to 
be consistent, the questions of what constitutes a good life and what identity is worthy 

                                                                        
24 Gauntlett, p. 158-181. 
25 Ibid., p. 192-193. 



 19 

of pursuit. Drama, soap operas, films, games and reality-TV all constitute a "laboratory 
for thought-experiments' in which people can mirror themselves.26 
 
Gauntlett's other works and influence 

Making is connecting 
Out of Gauntlett's other work, Making is connecting is most related to Creative 
Explorations. In Making is connecting Gauntlett shows the importance of everyday 
creativity for human existence: 
 

‘The inherent satisfaction of making; the sense of being alive within the process; 
and the engagement with ideas, learning, and knowledge which come not 
before or after but within the practice of making.27’ 

 
Gauntlett takes different types of everyday, creative activities into account (such as do-
it-yourself and digital expressions) and shows that these are never pointless. Everyday 
creativity, Gauntlett argues, provides a grip on the world. People who realise that they  
can change something within their immediate environment, learn – also on a larger 
scale - to deal with personal and societal change. 

Gauntlett's Influence 
Gauntlett's works have found acceptance in the wider field of sociological research. His 
works (notably Creative Explorations and Making is Connecting) are referenced regularly 
within the theoretical foundations of studies using visual research methods. Examples 
include: a study into drawing as a visual research method among children and youth28, 
a study of the work-related identity of employees29, an investigation into the use of a 
graphical timeline in a project for weight-loss30 and an investigation into the use of 
graphical and art-based methods in interviews.31 
 
Moreover, Gauntlett's works are included in review-articles, for example an article about 
considerations whilst selecting visual research-methods32 and an evaluation of studies 
that rely on photographs and drawings of participants.33  
 
A critical note on Gauntlett can be found in an article that takes into consideration and 
evaluates several differentiations in sociological research-methods. The article brands 
Gauntlett's methods as so-called conceptual coupling, because he combines two 
concepts: making and telling. The authors acknowledge that his creative methodology 
is interesting and promising, but would consider it worrisome if the methodology would 

                                                                        
26 Gauntlett, Creative Explorations., p. 205. 
27 Gauntlett, D., Making is Connecting. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2011, p.24-25. 
28 Literat, I. ‘“A Pencil for Your Thoughts”: Participatory Drawing as a Visual Research Method withChildren and 
Youth,’ International Journal for Qualitative Methods 12 (2013): p. 84-95. 
29 Shortt, H., “Identityscapes of a Hair Salon: Work Identities and the Value of Visual Methods,” Sociological 
Research Online 17, 2 (2012): http://www.socresonline.org.uk/17/2/22.html 
30 Sheridan, J. e.a., “Timelining: visualizing experience,” Qualitative Research 11, 5 (2011): p. 552-569. 
31 Bagnoli, A., “Beyond the standard interview: the use of graphic elicitation and arts-based methods,” 
Qualitative Research 9, 5 (2009): p. 547-570.  
32 Pain, H., “A Literature Review to Evaluate the Choice and Use of Visual Methods,” International Journal for 
Qualitative Methods 11, 4 (2012): p. 303-319. 
33 Guillemin, M., Drew, S. “Questions of process in participant-generated visual methodologies,” Visual Studies 
25, 2 (2010): p. 175-188. 
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be used to make grand claims about social reality.34 The making and telling-visual 
methods, so write the authors, reduce reality into a simplified material model and next 
present that model as if it would say more than what its creator could express verbally. 
Visual methods, moreover, have limiting characteristics, for instance, LEGO-bricks must 
always fit into each other and are made up out of certain forms. Also, so say the authors, 
there is little known about how the participants in these types of investigations come 
upon their visual models (how they handle them, what steps they take and how this 
relates to what they subsequently tell). 
 
This review is of course to be taken seriously. Although the criticism is aimed at the use 
of this method in sociological research, can also be relevant for the use of the method 
within small groups. My experience within this study has been that reduction can also 
work beneficially: the physical model is indeed a simplified representation of reality, but 
it does belong to that reality and provides a window for further exploration. 

  

                                                                        
34 Housley, W., Smith, R.J., “Innovation and Reduction in Contemporary Qualitative Methods: The Case of 
Conceptual Coupling, Activity-Type Pairs and Auto-Ethnography,” Sociological Research Online 15, 4 (2010): 
http://www.socresonline.org.uk/15/4/9.html 
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2 //  Substantiation of the research-method 

In this chapter I will provide an account of the research method that I have used, with 
reference to the relevant literature. 

Nature of the qualitative research 
The fact that I applied an existing method within this study has largely determined the 
shape of my research. Exactly because I studied the applicability of the LEGO© SERIOUS 

PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett method, it seemed a necessary 
condition to approximate this method as closely as possible in terms of idea and 
execution. It goes without saying that my research has become a qualitative study, and 
it was obvious that I would use observation as one of my methods of data-collection. 
However, this does not mean that I can abstain from reflecting upon and substantiating 
my choice of research methods. Moreover, there are also aspects of my project which 
cannot be deduced from Gauntlett's method, such as the use of the Bible (scripture), 
the use of interviews, etcetera. 
 
Midway between focus-group-research and field-experiment 
The nature of my qualitative research is a cross between a focus-group-study and a 
field-experiment.35 In terms of setting it resembles a focus-group-study, because the 
participants were asked to talk about a certain topics, and because research-data was 
taken from the meetings. It is, however, also a field-experiment, because a deliberately 
planned change (i.e. the use of a different method) occurred within the existing practice 
of the small groups, while the remaining conditions (e.g. group composition) remained 
unchanged. A difference with a conventional field experiment was that the participants 
were aware of what was different and that they were also partakers in the experiment.  
 
Action research in small groups 
Andrew John Todd's dissertation, which was sent to me by my supervisor, taught me 
the relevance of what social sciences call "action research". Todd also conducted 
qualitative empirical research in small groups (albeit with a very different purpose). For 
this he used the principles of action research, because it suited his research and 
connected to practical theology well: it is aimed at improving the practice (in this case 
small groups) and offers space to reflect on the results of the research part-way, and to 
make adjustments if the need arises. Action-research is not a means of doing research 
(like how focus-group-research and field-experiments are), but determines a base 
attitude towards the research. 
 
Below I will further elaborate on the importance of action research and I will also 
provide my thoughts on the proximity of me as a researcher to the research-field of 
(participants) in small groups.  
 
Reasons for action research 
Action research is a stakeholder in the change and improvement of the (social) reality 
that it examines, and thus it does not take its distance. Being credible does not have to 
equate to objective and value-free gathering of knowledge. Instead, action research 
embraces the fact that social research wants to make knowledge available that is 

                                                                        
35 Baarda B. e.a., Basisboek Kwalitatief onderzoek. Handleiding voor het opzetten en uitvoeren van kwalitatief 
onderzoek. Groningen: Noordhoff, 2013, h. 2. 
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reliable, but also beneficial for improving the welfare of individuals and communities.36 
Some take this even further, by stating that social reality can only be researched and 
understood when it is changed through action.37   
 
My research aimed to bring about a change, as stated in the second part of my research 
question: [...] help participants in a Bible -small group connect the Bible to their own lives 
as Christians in an existential way. This does not mean that the research would have only 
been successful if this was the result. However as shown in the first part of the research 
question: To what extent and under what conditions [...]. A negative answer to the 
research question could also help improve practice. 
 
Whoever undertakes action research is usually someone who is himself rooted in 
practice, which is in accordance with the character of my training in Theology. 
Specifically the personal values and commitment of the researcher come in handy:   
 

‘These values (of the researcher, KtV) require action. Knowledge comes from 
doing. Action researchers feel compelled to act collectively on and with that 
knowledge.’38  

 
Action research shares herein the same orientation as practical theology, according to 
theologians John Swinton and Harriet Mowat: 
 

‘Both use a similar reflective process and both contain similar action-oriented 
and transformatively oriented dynamics and goals.’ 39  

 
Planning, acting, observing, reflecting 
Another characteristic – arising from the above - of action research is that it offers space 
for taking in account temporary findings of the research and making adjustments as you 
go.40 Action research consists of four phases, which are run cyclically: planning, acting, 
observing and reflecting, after which it alternates back to planning, etcetera. 
 
Depending on what was necessary, I could make changes to the method after applying 
it in a certain group, and then implement the adjusted version of the method in the next 
group (or the next session of the same group). This is a functionality I actually made use 
of, although I did made sure that the implementation of changes was not at the expense 
of the group-process. My aim was to create a good balance between steering, improving 
the approach and giving the group the space to work for themselves.41 It was also in the 
interests of the research that the meetings of both groups looked pretty similar, so that I 
could base conclusions on both groups. 
 
Proximity 

                                                                        
36 Brydon-Miller, M., "Why action research?," Action Research 1, 1 (2003): p. 9-28. 
37 Ibid., p. 15. 
38 Ibid., p. 14. 
39 Swinton, J., Mowat, H., Practical Theology and Qualitative Research. London: SCM Press, 2006,  p. 256. (citaat 
overgenomen van Todd) 
40 Martin, B., ‘“Living” Education: Action Research as a Practical Approach to Congregational Education,’ 
Religious Education 95, 2 (2000): p. 155. 
41 Vgl. Todd, A.J., The talk, dynamics and theological practice of Bible-study groups: A qualitative empirical 
investigation. Cardiff University, 2009, p. 51. 
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During this research, I have been part of the research-set-up, therefore I needed to take 
on a reflective attitude. Todd writes, regarding his own research: 
 

‘The key question was not, how do I participate sufficiently to understand Bible-
study? Rather it was, how do I generate sufficient critical distance from a familiar 
world, in order to “observe” it?’42  

 
Exactly because I was studying the lives of others and how they experienced their 
identity, I could not completely isolate this from my own outlook on life, and it was 
possible that my experiences would resonate therein. But an important aspect was that 
there was already a certain distance hard-wired into my research provided by the given 
method. The LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method intends for the 
participant itself to in the first place "deconstruct" his or her social context and provide 
a representation of it by means of a LEGO-model. In a certain sense, the participant in my 
research was himself or herself the researcher who sat in the front row to reflect on the 
research data he or she generated. Only after that, it would be my turn to step in and 
conduct my own research.  
 
The most important for me was to observe how the main participants showed a certain 
degree of reflection on their own lives (whether in relation to the Bible or not). Of 
course, I also took into consideration what they said (what topics were repeated, for 
example), but in this study I was not in the position to form a negative or positive 
opinion on this. 
 

Meetings 
 
My role during the meetings 
My main sources of research-data have been the meetings of the small groups. In 
addition, I conducted a number of interviews with participants, upon which I will come 
back later in this report. At the meetings I have engaged in what Baarda calls 'intensive 
participation'43, meaning that I dealt with those involved in the research-set-up 
frequently, and that I participated and took part in the group-process simultaneously. 
 
Baarda points out that during participatory observation you as a researcher should ask 
yourself to what extent your behaviour is influencing the participants.44  The fact that, 
besides observation, I also played a leading (guiding) role, provided me with an 
additional opportunity to reflect on this question and to think about the details of my 
role(s) during the meetings. Baarda distinguishes between a research role, a practical 
role and a personal role.45 

Research role 
The research role concerns the requirements that need to be met by the researcher, 
such as the capturing of research-data (without disturbing the research-set-up or 
creating an unnatural situation). In my research, this meant that, besides introducing 
and guiding the method, I also had to be able to observe what was happening and what 

                                                                        
42 Todd, p. 54. 
43 Baarda, p. 188. 
44 Ibid., p. 190. 
45 Baarda, p. 189-190. 
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was said. That is why I made audio-recordings, and took notes and photographs of the 
LEGO-models. At the end of each meeting I distributed an evaluative survey among all 
participants (see Appendix 2). 
 
During the collection of this research-data, I had previously informed the participants 
about the purpose and use of the data and I had determined whether they were in 
agreement with this. 
 
While observing, I paid special regard to, among other things, the following: 
 

1. What is my general experience of the atmosphere within the group? 
2. Can the participants follow the steps (during explanation and the exercises), is 

the learning curve not too steep and not too flat? 
3. Do the participants provide confirmation, verbally and non-verbally, that they 

understand the principles? 
4. To what extent are the participants focused on building their LEGO-model? 
5. Do (some) participants get stuck, and if so, how come? 
6. To what extent do the participants experience the use of the Bible as natural? 
7. What themes emerge in the LEGO-models and in the reflections upon them? 
8. What elements of the biblical passage are discussed in order to identify the 

LEGO-models? 
9. What do the participants indicate as to how they experience the method? 
10. Do the participants state whether they have come to new insights regarding 

themselves, the Bible and/or the application of the Bible to their own lives? 

Practical role 
The practical role consists of doing what is customary or expected within the practice of 
the research-set-up. In the small groups this meant foremost that I was a guest within 
the group. I participated in the usual activities, such as eating and celebrating with 
Group 1. In addition, it was expected of me that I would facilitate the method: I was 
actively present, explained what was intended and directed the participants to do 
certain exercises. Where necessary, I made adjustments if this was beneficial towards 
executing the method or if there were any questions or ambiguities. I also acted as a 
moderator during discussion of the LEGO-models that the participants had built. I would 
ask questions when necessary and/or directed group-discussion. I attenuated my role 
as a moderator during the research whenever possible, so that participants would be 
encouraged to direct the discussion themselves and ask each other questions. 

Personal role 
The personal role is, according to Baarda, about yourself as a person with your specific 
personal experiences, ideas, feelings. In participatory observation, your practical role 
can conflict with your personal role, but that has not been the case during my research. 
Furthermore, my personal role was also instrumental, especially when listening to the 
reflections of the participants on their LEGO-models, and when asking questions. 
 
Use of the Bible during meetings 

Do all answers originate from the participants? 
The brochure Introduction to LEGO® SERIOUS PLAY®46 states: 
 

                                                                        
46 “LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©, How To Get It.”, http://www.seriousplay.com/19483/HOW%20TO%20GET%20IT 
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‘LEGO® SERIOUS PLAY® begins with the assumption that the answers are “already in 
the room” [...].’ 

 
Due to the inclusion of the Bible in this study one could argue that given answers 
(possibly) do not only originate from the participants, but also from the biblical passage 
itself. I, however, did not consider this a real obstacle in applying LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© to a 
Bible- small group. For this research, it was not my expectation or intention that ready-
made answers would be taken from the Bible (if even possible), but that the participants 
would formulate a personal response. In my evaluation I will provide a broader 
reflection upon this topic, taking into consideration the results of my research. 
 
While including scripture in my research I paid special attention to the following:  
 

1. To the participants, the use of the Bible in this method should not feel as an 
“extra” added to the method, it should be substantially interwoven. 
  

2. For the participants, the idea that they use the Bible in a socially desirable 
manner must be minimized. What is important is not that the participants try 
to depict the Bible, but that they express the meaning that it has to them using 
metaphors. 
 

3. The challenge to portray (aspects of) one's own life and (aspects) of scripture in 
the LEGO-model should not be too complex for the participants (and not too 
easy of course). 

No background-information 
During the research no (background) information was provided on the biblical texts. The 
lack of this information has a practical argument, namely that there was insufficient 
time for it, but a more important argument is that it doesn’t mix well with the 
philosophy of the creative, metaphorical method. The acquisition of insight was to take 
place through the (building of a) LEGO-model, and the focus had to be solely on building. 
Adding to this, prolonged lectures on background-information would also have had to 
interrupt the flow (an important aspect of the LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© methodology). 

The point at which the Bible is discussed 
I saw two possible options with regard to the moment at which the Bible would be 
discussed at the meetings. For the sake of the experiment, both options have been 
given a place in the research. 
 
Meeting #2 – Orientation on the topic – reading scripture – relating scripture to own life  
In the first option, participants are asked to build a certain aspect of their own lives with 
LEGO, such as friendship or whatever is relevant in view of the scripture that follows. 
Participants are encouraged to take their time, so that they have the opportunity to 
really delve herein. After this, the participants provide explanations of what they have 
built. Then (for the second part of the meeting) a reading of the Bible-passage follows, 
and participants are challenged to relate the Bible to what they have built before (so as 
to involve the Bible in their own lives). An example of a challenge could be: represent 
within your LEGO-model what the text says about friendship in your own life. After this, 
again everyone provides an explanation on their LEGO-model. 
 
The advantage of keeping to this order is that the life of the participants is immediately 
"folded open". All kinds of little doors are uncovered (that each stand in relation to the 
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topic), after which it is easy to make a link to the Bible. Using this option, I choose a 
particular focus at the start of the meeting. However, this also means that I rule out 
other topics, which could also provide a possible focus based on the chosen scripture 
passage. This way I limit the ability of the participants to derive different topics from the 
text (although this is not prohibited altogether).  
 
Meeting #3 – reading scripture – relating scripture to own life 
The second option is that the participants start with reading the Bible, after which they 
are challenged to portray the meaning of the passage using LEGO and apply it to their 
own lives. An advantage of this approach is that the participants are still (relatively) 
blank slates at the time they hear the scripture, making it possible for them to find more 
different aspects therein. 
 
Meeting structures 

Structure of meeting #1 (method introduction) 
The first meeting was devoted to introducing the method. The purpose of this meeting 
was that the participants were familiarized with the principles of the method and the 
underlying philosophy, and that they were also capable of mastering the method and 
developing their skills. The structure of the first meeting was based on the guidelines of 
LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© and the structure that Gauntlett himself uses herein. It looked like 
this: 

Explanation of the research [15 minutes] 
a. Welcome 
b. Explaining the purpose of the research: 
- Explaining the confidentiality of the research and the use of research-data. 
- Requesting the participants to be present at each meeting for the sake of the 

research. 
- Explaining the course of the meetings and research. 

Warming-up [15 minutes] 
a. Warming-up LEGO-building: 
- Asking the participants to build a tower. 
- “Testing” a number of towers for stability. 
- Destroying one of the towers on purpose to demonstrate how you develop an 

emotional connection with something that you built yourself. 
b. Brief introduction of the concept of a connection between head and hands and 

a short discussion about the idea of metaphors. 

Exercise #1: building a metaphor [20 minutes] 
a. Asking participants to build a small creature (an animal). 
b. Circumventing the table to see what everyone has built. 
c. Asking participants to transform their creature, in two minutes, into a 

metaphor of how they felt during the holidays. (According to Gauntlett this is a 
crucial turning point, during which participants discover that they are really 
able to build metaphorical meanings out of LEGO.) Indicating hereby that there 
are no right or wrong answers, but that everything built and is said is good. 

d. Listening to everyone's comments again, asking questions about the whole 
and its details.  
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Exercise #2: storytelling [15 minutes] 
a. Asking participants to build something at random. 
b. Asking participants ‘out of the blue’ to explain how what they have built (X) is a 

perfect illustration of something else (Y). There must be cards available for Y 
inscribed with a number of arbitrary notions, like "marriage," "life," "my 
children", "fear". This way, participants become even better at working with 
metaphors and telling a story about their LEGO-model. 

Exercise #3: constructing a person's identity [15 minutes] 
a.  Asking participants to build the "most difficult person" they can imagine. 

Explaining to the participants that the purpose of this exercise is not to portray 
one specific person, and that the LEGO-structure also does not have to 
resemble a human being. (According to Gauntlett, participants generally 
understand this inherently.) 

b. Making a tour of the built LEGO-models. Through this exercise participants gain 
experience in building the identity of a person.  

Round-up [10 minutes] 
a. Asking a short response from the participants, answering possible questions. 
a. Briefly looking ahead at the next meeting. 

 

Structure of meeting #2 

Introduction [5 minutes] 
a. Welcome. 
b. Explaining the purpose of the research. 

Warming-up and a short review of the base principles [15 minutes] 
a. A short exercise to warm up. Going over the base principles in a few minutes. 

Orientation on the topic [30 minutes] 
a. Handing out the assignment.47  

 
Build a LEGO-model in which you show what friendship means to you. 

 
b. Explaining participants that they can state themselves as to what they do and 

do not want to talk about. Reminding participants that they are building in 
metaphors and that it is about who they are. If necessary, reiterating more than 
once that if they do not know what to build, they should just start building.48 

c. Participants build the assignment using LEGO. 
d. Making a tour along all the participants, hearing the stories of every LEGO-

model. Asking questions (and letting other participants ask them too). 
Indicating that these questions may only be about the LEGO-models (both the 
whole and its details) and not about the person himself. Questions forcing a 
participant to "justify" why he or she elected to tell or not to tell something 
through the LEGO-model may not be asked. This is an important principle of 
LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©. The focus should remain on the LEGO-model. 

                                                                        
47 It is important that the challenge is not to difficult, but also not too easy. The balance between these two 
extremes is called 'flow' within LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©, see also Gauntlett, p. 24. 
48 A standard encouragement with LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©, see “LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© Open Source Brochure.”, 2010, 
http://seriousplaypro.com/docs/LSP_Open_Source_Brochure.pdf, p. 18. 
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Relating scripture to own life [40 minutes]  
a. Explaining what is going to happen next, asking participants to focus on their 

LEGO-model again after hearing the Bible-passage and the assignment, and to 
not discuss the text or subject, unless they do not understand the assignment. 

b. Reading the passage twice. 
 

John 15:12-17 
'This is my commandment: that you love one another as I have loved you. No one 
shows greater love than when he lays down his life for his friends. You are my 
friends, if you do what I command you. I don’t call you servants anymore, 
because a servant doesn’t know what his master is doing. But I’ve called you 
friends, because I’ve made known to you everything that I’ve heard from my 
Father. You have not chosen me, but I have chosen you. I have appointed you to 
go and produce fruit that will last, so that whatever you ask the Father in my 
name, he will give it to you. I am giving you these commandments so that you 
may love one another.' (NIV-translation) 
 

c. Distributing print-outs of the passage. 
d. Formulating the assignment, encouraging participants to focus on the 

assignment and to refrain from trying to include all aspects of the passage. 
 
Now build additions or modifications to your LEGO-model that show where the 
Bible-passage challenges you and/or tags along on what you had already built 
regarding friendship.  

 
e. Participants build the assignment using LEGO. 
f. Taking a tour of all participants, listening to the story of each LEGO-model.. 

Evaluation and round-up [10 minutes] 
a. Asking the participants to fill in the evaluative survey (see Appendix 2). 

Structure of meeting #3 

Introduction [5 minutes] 
a. Welcome. 
b. Explaining the purpose of the meeting. 

Warming-up and a short review of the base principles [15 minutes] 
a. Warming-up by performing exercise 1, 2, 3 (from the first meeting) or a  

variation thereof. Repeating the base principles in a few sentences in order to 
refresh memory. 

Relating scripture to own lives [60 minutes]  
a. Explaining what's going to happen next, asking participants to focus on their 

LEGO-model again, after listening to the piece of scripture, and to refrain from 
discussing the text or subject, unless they do not understand the assignment. 

b. Reading the piece of scripture twice. 
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Luke 19:1-10 
'As Jesus entered Jericho and was passing through it, a man named Zacchaeus 
appeared. He was a leading tax collector, and a rich one at that! He was trying to 
see who Jesus was, but he couldn’t do so due to the crowd, since he was a short 
man. So he ran ahead and climbed a sycamore tree to see Jesus, who was going 
to pass that way. When Jesus came to the tree, he looked up and said, 
“Zacchaeus, hurry and come down! I must stay at your house today.” Zacchaeus 
came down quickly and was glad to welcome him into his home. But all the 
people who saw this began to complain: “Jesus is going to be the guest of a 
notorious sinner!” Later, Zacchaeus stood up and announced to the Lord, “Look! 
I’m giving half of my possessions to the destitute, and if I have accused anyone 
falsely, I’m repaying four times as much as I owe.” Then Jesus told him, “Today  
salvation has come to this home, because this man is also a descendant of 
Abraham, and the Son of Man has come to seek and to save the lost.' (NIV-
translation) 

 
c. Distributing printouts of the Bible. 
d. Formulating the assignment, encouraging participants to focus on the 

assignment instead of trying to incorporate all aspects of the piece of scripture. 
 
Build a LEGO-model in which you show what aspects of the text appeal to you, 
what aspects challenge or silence you. 

 
e. Participants build the assignment using LEGO. 
f. Making a tour of all participants, listening to the story of each LEGO-model. 

Evaluation and conclusion [10 minutes] 
a. Asking participants to fill in the evaluative survey (see Appendix 2). 

Structure of the try-out meetings 
In the try-out meetings I performed both the introduction of meeting #1 (after the break) 
and the contents of meeting #2 (at the first try-out) or meeting #3 (at the second try-
out). During the try-out - besides the aforementioned points - I paid attention to the 
following: 
 

• How much time is required by each participant to explain his or her LEGO-
model? What is a practical way to reduce the explanation per participant, 
without pressure being experienced? (Such a practical way will particularly be 
required for groups of approximately ten participants.) 

• Is enough LEGO available, and is there enough variation concerning the types of 
LEGO-parts? 

• What is a practical method of offering the LEGO-pieces in a way so that 
participants have oversight and easy access? 

• What feedback do participants have on my role? 
• What are other practical issues to be wary of? 

 
Preparation of the LEGO-material 
Robert Rasmussen, a former LEGO-employee and one of the architects of the LEGO© 

SERIOUS PLAY© methodology49, has made an overview50  available of the various types of  

                                                                        
49 “Rasmussen Consulting, Who We Are,” http://www.rasmussenconsulting.dk/who-we-are/ 
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LEGO-parts that are needed for LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© (see Appendix 1). In this it is made 
clear that a wide variety of bricks in different shapes and colours is needed, along with a 
variety of special items that are of importance due to the metaphorical meaning that 
may be imparted onto them. This gave the initial impetus for assembling the necessary 
LEGO-parts. In addition, I used the manual DIY LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© Kit for 10 Participants51 
available on the Serious Play Pro website. I have compiled a collection of LEGO 
accordingly. I have been able to borrow LEGO from my family, as well as (especially in 
order to obtain enough special items) purchasing LEGO through several online shops 
and via second-hand resellers such as Marktplaats.nl and Bricklink.com. The pictures 
below give an impression of the LEGO that participants had at their disposal. For 
additional photos of the LEGO used in this research, see Appendix 1. 

                                                                                                                                                                               
50 Rasmussen, R., “Brick Selection Criteria for Lego Serious Play Sessions”, 
http://seriousplaypro.com/2014/08/22/brick-selection-criteria-for-lego-serious-play/brick-selection-criteria-
for-lego-serious-play-sessions-by-robert-rasmussen/ 
51 Rillo, M., “DIY Lego Serious Play Kit For 10 Participants,” 2013, http://seriousplaypro.com/2013/08/25/diy-
lego-serious-play-kit/ 
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Contents of one of the boxes of LEGO© that each participant  
had at his or her personal disposal. 
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Contents of one of the boxes that was shared among three or four participants,  
containing special LEGO©-items 
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Interviews 
The interviews took place one to two weeks after each meeting. The purpose of the 
interviews was to find out, away from the meetings, what the lasting effect (if the given 
time-lapse allows such terms) was of the use of the creative, metaphorical method on 
the participants. The interview can best be described as the obtaining of information 
about the person in regards to the research-subject, and not so much as the systematic 
gathering of knowledge. I tried to find answers to the following questions: 
  

1. In what way do the participants look back on the last meeting of the small 
group?  

2. Do the participants remember what things they shared during the meeting 
(their LEGO-model and its story)? And if so, what exactly do they remember? 

3. What do the participants still remember about the contributions of others? 
4. Have they thought about what they brought up during the Bible-discussion-

meeting in the time after the meeting? Have they, in relation to this: 
a. Gained new insights or modified their existing insights? (cognitive) 
b. Learned or felt something new? (affective) 
c. Undertaken something, or resolved to undertake something? 

(behavioural) 
5. How do participants rate – in hindsight –the extent to which the use of the 

creative, metaphorical method has helped them connect the Bible to their lives 
as Christians on an existential level? 

 
Furthermore, the interviews gave participants the opportunity to ask for further 
feedback on the use of the method in their small groups, including the introductory 
meeting. For the interview-questions, see Appendix 3. 

Approach 
I conducted the interviews in a semi-structured manner. I maintained an interview-
schedule, but deviated from this by asking additional questions and/or using a different 
order of questions if there was reason to do so. 

Research 
For each meeting of each group I interviewed two contestants. In order to obtain a 
representative result, I have taken into account the following factors: 
 

1. Gender. After each meeting I interviewed a man and a woman. 
2. Replies in the evaluative survey. To the greatest extent possible, I interviewed 

participants who had given diverse answers to the question about the extent to 
which the method helped them connect the Bible to their lives. 
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3 //  Results of the field research 

Meetings 
In this section, I will show the outcome of the use of creative, metaphorical method 
during the meetings of the small groups. This chapter will provide an answer to sub-
question 2: 
 

While applying the creative, metaphorical method in the meetings of the studied 
small groups, what effect is detectable in individual participants and the groups 
as a whole, pertaining to an existential connection of the Bible to their own lives 
as Christians? 
 

I will show the results from all meetings that have been conducted for this study, 
making use of my own observation, the responses of the participants to each other's 
structures, the completed surveys (see Appendix 4 of Dutch report) and further feedback 
provided by the participants. In will illustrate the results using some LEGO-models of the 
participants and their explanations. Finally, I will provide my sub-conclusion in answer 
to the sub-question. 
 
Try-out meetings 
Two try-out sessions took place among group members from my own church. Below I 
will state the main findings of these meetings. 

Introduction is helpful 
During the try-outs the exercises proved to be understandable and doable. The 
structure which was brought forward by Gauntlett turned out to have the intended 
effect. Participants found out about the principles (such as working with metaphors) 
and discovered what was possible. Several participants indicated that performing the 
exercises was indispensable. Some exercises were experienced as more difficult than 
others, but this varied among participant. The explanation of the background of the 
method turned out to be useful, but should be very short and concise. Participants 
considered it important to be provided with some context - but no more than strictly 
necessary – of the "why" of the method, such as why a method from the corporate 
world is used in this setting. 

Participants know their way around the LEGO-material 
Working with LEGO was not met with resistance from the participants, many people even 
seemed to have a pronounced sympathy for LEGO. Several participants indicated that 
they had used LEGO recently, with their children or a nephew or niece. The participants 
were also able handle the available LEGO-material well. In the LEGO-models a 
combination of basic bricks and special items was used. It turned out to be a good 
decision to give all participants their own box of LEGO. This seemed to enhance their 
focus on their own construction. 

Reflecting is essential 
There turned out to be three ways to encourage the participants to reflect upon their 
LEGO-models, namely: 
 

1. Telling about their LEGO-model. 
2. Observing their LEGO-model. 
3. Being asked questions by participants and myself as a researcher. 
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After building, I almost immediately got the participants to start talking about their 
structures. Some participants had to quickly add the finishing touch to their structure, 
which led to a bit of a rush. Because of this the participants sometimes missed the 
opportunity to take a moment to relax and see what they had built. As a result of this 
finding, I asked participants,  at meetings # 2 and # 3, to become quiet after building 
before we moved on. For as it turned out, the leven of personal reflection increased 
when participants shortly pondered their own LEGO-model and their thoughts and 
feelings. Once this thought-process took off, participants responded by saying things 
like: "Now that I look at my own building, I notice that..." or "I see that I especially..." or 
"In every exercise I put myself in this place... " This reflection was initiated by 
participants explaining their own LEGO-model, asking questions and answering them. 

Questions directed to the LEGO-model or (also) to the person? 
The etiquette of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© prescribes that during question-asking, the focus 
should be on the LEGO-model:   
 

Use the LEGO® SERIOUS PLAY® models actively – look for answers in the models and 
look for details about the stories, the thoughts, ideas and reflections in the 
models. When the LEGO-models are used actively in the process, they are ideally 
suited as tools to promote constructive reflection and dialogue. Therefore, the 
facilitator should keep focus on the models, i.e. trust the method and return to 
the models when facilitating the process.52 

 
Questions posed by the facilitator and participants should thereby focus on the LEGO-
model and its story, and not on the "why" of the LEGO-model or its creator. 
 

The facilitator asks questions about the model and the story—not about the 
person. Focus must be on the model and the story around the model—not on the 
person describing the model. [...] Such questions must be aimed at exploring the 
model and/or the relationship between several models and the story told. Never 
ask questions that require the person to explain why they intended the model to 
express what it does [...] The models are ideal for bringing out more details and 
nuances in participants’ descriptions of their reflections; and helping participants 
focus specifically on the reflections they are sharing, rather than on the 
individuals involved.53 

 
From the early stages of my research on, this principle of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© proved to 
be at odds with the reality of a small group. During the try-outs, as a facilitator/small 
group leader, I focused my questions on the LEGO-model and asked about the meaning 
of certain elements of the model. I also tried to encourage the participants to proceed in 
such a manner. When a participant asked a question that was aimed directly at a 
person, I tried to deflect it (carefully). However, I noticed that this sometimes resulted in 
a forced situation, in which participants were inhibited in asking questions that to them 
were befitting to the topic and the atmosphere of the conversation. 
 
Several participants gave feedback focused on this issue. The reply of one of the 
participants can serve as an apt summary of this feedback: 
 

                                                                        
52 “LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© Open Source Brochure”, p. 18 
53 “LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© Open Source Brochure”, p. 18-19 
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'Sometimes someone says something and it just begs a question. 'What does that 
platitude mean to you.' Sometimes something begs further questioning. While 
the guidelines are resolute: we don't delve further [e.g. into personal motives, 
KtV]. But specifically in a Bible-group the principle is held that you're allowed to 
ask much deeper, people will have to draw their own limits.'54 

 
This finding aroused the suspicion in me that I was applying the rules of LEGO© SERIOUS 

PLAY© somewhat too strictly, i.e. it should perhaps be made more flexible in order to 
align the method with the context and atmosphere of a small group. I decided not to 
implement this with immediate effect, but to postpone it until after the introductory 
meeting of the two official groups of the study (session # 1) had taken place. That gave 
me the opportunity to observe whether I would again notice the same unnatural 
tension when asking questions, after this I would decide whether or not to soften the 
rule. 
 
Meeting #1 – Introduction 
Below I will summarize the findings of the first, second and third meetings of both 
groups of the St. Janskerk for each meeting (but not divided by group). 
 
Just as during the try-out meetings, it turned out that the explanation and the 
assignments at the first meeting of the small groups were helpful and that they taught 
the participants the necessary skills. The structure of the meeting and the alternation 
between the various (sometimes serious, sometimes light-hearted) assignments made 
for a relaxed atmosphere. There was an informal atmosphere at both groups, 
participants showed great enthusiasm for the further course of the research. The groups 
also had their own character and their own ways, for instance during start-up and 
closure of the meetings (meal, coffee, prayer, song, etcetera). I tried to join in as much as 
possible. 
 
Following meeting #1 
In the introductory meeting I noticed again that the participants regularly asked (follow-
up) questions that did not target the LEGO-model or the explanation that the person 
gave. Instead, these questions were about the person, and they were also obvious 
questions. Someone, for instance, answered an exercise in which a difficult person was 
to be depicted, by constructing something symbolizing a boring person. The first 
question asked was how this participant would define a boring person. At this moment I 
intervened by asking the participants to concentrate on the model (first) and ask 
questions about that. To which someone pointed out the white bricks in the model and 
asked about their meaning. The maker of the structure explained that he or she had 
difficulty with colourless people. So asking about (the details of) the building definitely 
provided more insight. At the same time it was, at this point, again possible to ask 
further questions – focused on the individual – such as: what do you mean with ‘a 
colourless people?; how does it come that you have such difficulty with that?; etcetera. 
But that was not possible if we stuck to the earlier mentioned rule of LEGO© SERIOUS 

PLAY©. Also, I found that is often felt forced not to ask further questions when a 
participant made a statement that clearly had the intention to ignite further 
 
                                                                        
54 'Soms zegt iemand wat en dat nodigt gewoon uit om een vraag te stellen. 'Wat betekent die open deur nou 
voor jou'. Soms nodigt iets uit om door te vragen. Terwijl de richtlijn strak is: we gaan er niet op door. Maar juist in 
een bijbelstudiekring geldt het principe dat je veel dieper mag vragen, iemand zal zelf zijn grens aan moeten 
geven.' 
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(group) discussion. After this introductory meeting a participant asked me if it was the 
intention that we would look for subconscious meanings behind what someone had 
built, i.e. that we derived more from the models than what their creators had meant us 
to. All these things made me realize that the guideline of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© needed to 
be handled more flexibly to ensure that natural conversation would (continue to) take 
place in the groups, in a way correlating with how small groups work and the eventual 
purpose of this research, I decided to do this as follows: 
 

1. First explore (the whole and the details of) the LEGO-model, because this is 
what the participant uses to tell his or her story. Try to understand what the 
participant is saying through his or her LEGO-model, and its story, by asking 
questions. 

2. Questions may be about the LEGO-model, someone's explanation of it, but may 
also be directed at the person who has built it. As long as it fits within the 
setting of the small group and the conversation, every question may be asked. 

 
At the next meeting (meeting # 2) it turned out that this modification had a direct 
impact. Out of the LEGO-model of one of the participants arose an in-depth group-
discussion about friendship and the incidental lack of heart-to-heart conversation. As 
will become evident further in the report, this conversation left a big impression on the 
group. So the adjustment proved conductive to the existential nature of the meeting. 
 
Meeting #2 - Friendship and John 15:12-17 

New insights into themselves and others 
During meeting # 2 the participants reflected on the question of what friendship meant 
to them personally. Different aspects of what participants appreciated, needed or 
perceived to need in friendships were put forward by them, such as sharing common 
interests, warmth, security, comfort, correction of each other and a shared dependence 
on God. When asked what insights the meeting provided them with, the participants 
reported that they were able to pause on the importance of friendship to them. Not only 
did they receive confirmation of what they already knew beforehand about themselves 
or others, but they also indicated that they gained a different or new certainty in relation 
to friendships. These new insights were generated by building the LEGO-model and 

Illustration of introductory-
assignment  “Built the most 
difficult person you can 
think of”: ‘For me these are 
people that don't love truth, 
and keep a lot of people 
tied up in their nets that 
way.’ 
 
(Dutch: “Bouw de lastigste 
persoon die je kunt 
bedenken”: ‘Voor mij zijn 
dat mensen die de 
waarheid niet liefhebben en 
daardoor veel mensen in 
hun net gevangen weten te 
houden.’) 
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sharing the story, but to a large extent also by hearing the story of others. Participants 
were surprised by the similarities in the ideas on friendship, and also by the different - 
and complementary - thoughts on this. 

 

New insights into and through the Bible-passage 
The way in which the follow-up assignment was received by the participants varied. 
Most participants were able to get to work quickly, for some the Bible-passage provided 
a new insight. They stated that they read the piece of scripture in a personal way, and 
that they had to reflect on how this affected their lives. Precisely because they were 
challenged to process the text in the LEGO-model, they thought carefully about 
themselves and about what the text contained. This resulted in a greater or smaller 
change in their LEGO-model, as illustrated by the photograph in the box. Participants 
considered it instructive to see the different interpretations of the Bible-passage and to 
hear the personal touches to it. 

Illustration of the 
assignment about 
friendship: ‘I am one of 
the pieces, and have a 
connection to other 
pieces. With every 
friend I have a few 
kickoff-points. I never 
put two pieces next to 
each other, because 
you are yourself and 
unique. I don't want to 
start looking like the 
other.’ 
 
(Dutch: ‘Ik ben een van 
de stukjes, en heb een 
aansluiting met andere 
stukjes. Met elke vriend 
heb je een paar 
aanknopingspunten. Ik 
heb ze nergens tegen 
elkaar gezet omdat je 
jezelf en uniek bent. Ik 
wil niet die ander gaan 
lijken.’) 
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To some participants, dealing with the Bible-passage felt less natural. They indicated 
that they did not fully understand the passage, that they found it a little too short, or 
that they had difficulty transitioning from the first assignment into the processing of the 
Bible-passage. For one of the groups, the remaining time to perform the second 
assignment was quite limited, which led to some experiencing the addition of a Bible-
passage - even though they were usually able to incorporate it – as something of an 
afterthought. 

Everyone joins in 
An important advantage of this method is that everyone joins in. Everyone turned out to 
know their way around the assignments. Most participants went straight to work, a few 
initially experienced some difficulty converting their own thoughts into a LEGO-model, 
but in the end this turned out better than expected. Some indicated that they were not 
completely satisfied with their construction, but everyone was able to formulate a 
response in the form of a LEGO-model. Participants indicated that in a positive way they 
felt compelled to build something and to elaborate on their creation, with the 
consequence that everyone was given a chance. This was appreciated greatly, both by 
those who tended to speak up regularly, as by those who tended to remain (more) in 
the background. 

Inviting questions 
Seeing the LEGO-structure and hearing their explanations provide an easy entrance into 
asking personal questions. This is a common response from participants. You acquire 
an understanding of the other and his or her thought process in a visual way. The LEGO-
structure also acts as support and as a medium for communication during the 
conversation. The threshold for talking about personal matters is lowered, because it 
has become possible to communicate indirectly, "through the LEGO". It is easier to talk 
about the (origin of) the LEGO-model that stands before you and the way it says 
something about you, then saying the same without the model present. The LEGO-model 
can also serve as a tool for others to ask questions. Subsequently there is opportunity to 
respond to the answers with follow-up questions. 

In-depth conversation 
Listening to the personal and sometimes vulnerable story of one of the other 
participants initiated an in-depth conversation on several occasions. In one of the 
groups, one of the participants spoke frankly about the lack of good conversations with 
friends that he or she sometimes felt. Without exception, the participants indicated that 
this personal story and the conversation that it brought forth had touched and 
confronted them positively. There was room to share things, the participants stated,  

Illustration of a changed 
insight  ‘At first I had 
surrounded myself with 
my friends, and among 
other things the text 
included “when he lays 
down his life for his 
friends …” Then I 
thought: why am I myself 
in the centre?  That was 
quite an eyeopener for 
me.[...] I have quite a 
large social circle, it 
almost feels like 
managing. Because of 
that text I knew: but 
that's not what's 
important.’ 
 
(Dutch:  ‘Ik had eerst mijn 
vrienden om mij heen 
gezet en in die tekst 
stond onder meer “als je 
je leven over hebt voor je 
vrienden …” Toen dacht 
ik: waarom sta ik zelf in 
het midden?  Dat was 
voor mij best wel een 
eyeopener.[...] Ik heb 
gewoon een grote 
vriendenkring , het voelt 
bijna als managen. Door 
die tekst wist ik: maar 
daar gaat het eigenlijk 
niet om.’) 
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which would otherwise (in a meeting with a different approach) have not been 
discussed. They found a shared desire within friendships for heart to heart discussion 
and, at times, ascertained a lack thereof within their own group. This group had been 
gathering for many years and thus has developed into friends, which will have caused 
the participants to also evaluate their own roles as friends critically. 

Relaxed and intense 
The meeting was characterized by a relaxed atmosphere, participants indicated that 
they considered it a fun and challenging method. The active and practical 
engagement was met with appreciation, because there was simultaneously a sense of 
depth to the method. It promoted openness, so the participants indicated. The fact 
that it was a new method proved to be a nice change for the groups. Besides being a 
calm and relaxed pastime, it was also experienced as being intense. Some 
participants were visibly tired at the end of the meeting. Passively participating in the 
method was not really possible, effort was asked from everyone. By some this was 
initially experienced as a small threshold (as was also evident from the interviews 
later), but afterwards they were glad to have taken the hurdle. The participants 
displayed a strong focus on building; getting started with the assignment was enough 
for them to get into the flow. It also took energy to listen to everyone's story. The 
relatively large size of the groups in this study also contributed towards this.  

Resolutions 
When asked what they would actually do with the yield of the session, the participants 
gave different answers. Some intentions were action-oriented, others more focused 
on further reflection. Some indicated that they wanted to consciously enjoy 
friendships that had been given to them and thank God for that. They also resolved to 
pay more attention to friendships in general and the mutual friendships of the group 
in particular. They also wanted, as they indicated, to reflect further on the topic, on 
what they had heard from others and on what they had depicted themselves. Some 
participants also expressed the wish to further discuss the biblical passage and to 
consider and/or follow what Jesus said. 
 

Illustration of a LEGO-model 
in regards to John 15: 12-17 : 
‘What struck me the most in 
this text, was the little 
sentence: “I don't call you 
servants anymore”. Jesus 
really says: “you are my 
friends”. You need to 
celebrate that together. 
Besides that I built “letting 
my hair down” [Translator's 
note: 'placing the flowers 
outside', Dutch saying] As a 
response to the question to 
elaborate on that: ‘Because I 
sometimes wonder: is God 
actually present there?’ 
 
(Dutch: ‘Wat mij het meest 
opviel in de tekst is het 
zinnetje “Ik noem jullie geen 
slaven meer”. Jezus geeft 
écht aan “jullie zijn mijn 
vrienden”. Dat moet je 
samen vieren. Daarnaast 
heb ik het “de bloemetjes 
buiten zetten” aan de zijkant 
geplaatst.’ Op de vraag van 
een andere deelnemer dat 
laatste toe te lichten: ‘Omdat 
ik soms weleens denk: is God 
daar wel bij aanwezig?’) 
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As a result of meeting #2 
 Between meeting # 2 and # 3 I was in contact with commissioner Anita Vogelezang 
concerning the progress of the research. Anita herself took part in the meetings of 
Group 1, her own small group (LEV). Following meeting # 2, we ascertained that the 
method was picked up well by the group. In addition, Anita gave me the suggestion to 
choose a Bible-passage with a more narrative structure for meeting # 3, as an addition 
to the passage of meeting # 2 (a teaching of Jesus, a more abstract piece of scripture). 
This seemed to be a good idea, so for both groups I chose Luke 19: 1-10 for the last 
meeting. 

 
Meeting #3 - Luke 19: 1-10  

Building is interpreting 
Participants used different approaches towards structuring the assignment. Some first 
imagined what they wanted to say and how they wanted to build it, before they went to 
work. However, most participants indicated that there was an interaction between 
imagining (thinking) and building. 

  

  
   

     
   

    
    

   
     

   
    

   
  

   
    

   
   

     
 

 
Illustration of LEGO-model in 
response to Luke 19 : 1-10 : 
"I imagine a crowd around 
Jesus of people who all 
agree with each other. They 
look in the direction in 
which they think Jesus also 
looks. And this [red cubes, 
KTV ] is a sinner, an 
apostate. [ ...] It is 
sometimes easier to pay 
attention to friends than to 
watch someone far away 
from you. The unprofitable 
in this society, for example. 
If I'm walking somewhere 
and I see a homeless 
person, it can ruin my day. I 
do mean ´ruin´ in a 
positive way, in that I worry 
about that person, that he 
ended up in a particular 
situation and I did not." 
 
(Dutch: ‘Ik stel me rondom 
Jezus een menigte voor die 
het allemaal heel eens 
waren. Ze kijken een 
richting op waarvan ze 
denken dat Jezus daar ook 
heen kijkt. En dit (rode 
blokjes, KtV) is een zondaar, 
een afvallige. […] Het is 
soms makkelijker aandacht 
te besteden aan vrienden 
dan naar iemand te kijken 
die ver van je afstaat. De 
onrendabelen in deze 
maatschappij bijvoorbeeld. 
Als ik ergens loop en ik kom 
een dakloze tegen dan kan 
dat mijn dag verpesten. 
Dan bedoel ik verpesten op 
een positieve manier, in dat 
ik me druk kan maken dat 
die persoon in een 
bepaalde situatie is beland 
en ik niet ’) 
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During building they came up with new ideas. When they were looking for the next step 
in forming their answer, they were sometimes inspired by the available building blocks 
(both the basic bricks and the special items). 
An important difference with the first assignment of meeting # 2, was that the answer 
was less easily reached Participants indicated that they immediately had several 
relevant thoughts when asked what friendship meant to them. The assignment of 
gathering # 3, however, needed an extra transition, some of participants stated: the 
transition of the text into themselves and to the construction of the LEGO-model. 
Sometimes they took a little more time think, but for many participants this was also an 
interactive process. Through building the model, its application came to be. At first the 
Bible-passage felt somewhat distant, but through the building process the message of 
the text became more personal. 
 
After the stories were shared, and a group-discussion about them had unfolded, a 
number of participants indicated the desire to build longer on their LEGO-model. This 
was because, during the discussion, they reflected upon their own story, or because 
they received new insights from the stories of the other participants. Some also 
indicated that they felt that there was still more to attain from the assignment. The 
suggestion was made that whoever wanted to build further on their LEGO-model would 
be given the opportunity, after which the adjustments would be discussed with those 
still present. However, time constraints did not allow for this to be carried out. 

 
Illustration of a Lego-model 
in response to Luke 19: 1-10: 
‘This is God’s hand stretching 
out to you. I don’t think 
Zacchaeus expected to be 
invited to come out of the 
tree. That is very special. God 
reaches out to every human 
in a personal way. He 
doesn’t look at you like other 
people look at you, but he 
sees who you are.’ 
 
(Dutch: ‘Dit is de uitgestoken 
hand van God naar jou als 
persoon. Ik denk niet dat 
Zacheüs had verwacht dat 
hij uit de boom geplukt zou 
worden. En dat is bijzonder. 
God kijkt naar iedereen 
persoonlijk, naar jou als 
mens. En niet zozeer naar 
wat iedereen ziet, maar naar 
wat Hij ziet in jou.’) 
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Various viewpoints 
Participants indicated that they were surprised by what could be derived by themselves 
and others from a story that was so familiar to them. Being engaged in this manner with 
the biblical passage created the opportunity to reflect upon it in depth. Although not all 
participants reported having gained a new understanding, they did indicate that they 
were surprised by the associations that other participants had with the piece of 
scripture. The variety of interpretations present was experienced as positive and 
instructive. An interpretation of another competitor with a completely different 
emphasis was perceived as a supplement to their own interpretation. It also got them to 
know each other better. One participant asked critically whether the (God, by means of) 
text spoke, or that it was mainly the imagination of the participants that was speaking. 
Most of the participants indicated that they had come closer to the biblical text. 
 
A notable difference with meeting # 2 was that dialogue was less lively and interactive. 
The thoughts about friendship and mutual similarities and differences during meeting # 
2 encouraged more and possibly deeper conversation. During meeting # 3 an in-depth 
conversation also unfolded, but the emphasis lay more upon the different parts of the 
story and listening to each other, and less on dialogue. 

Experience with God 
That the Bible-passage touched so many participants on a personal level, was signified 
by what they said about it. Some of them noted that the story of Zacchaeus (again) 
made them realize who Jesus is for them and wants to be for them, and that they 
experienced peace and gratitude because of this. For some, working with the Bible 
raised introspective questions. Thus, for example, participants experienced the 
outstretched hand of God and the need to address this, or felt that they fell short of this. 

Illustration of a Lego-model in 
response to Luke 19: 1-10: "The 
first thing that struck me was the 
salvation, which I have depicted 
with a boat and a minifigure lying 
in the water. That Jesus shows up 
for that one person. But what also 
struck me, was the crowd, that 
turned its back to salvation. Who 
only see a sinful person and go on 
with their lives. On the one hand I 
feel as if I am the one who is 
saved, but I can very well see 
myself standing in the crowd. You 
just continue with what you're 
doing. And turn your back even to 
those who believe in a different 
way." 
 
(Dutch: ‘Het eerste wat me trof,  was 
de redding, die heb ik uitgebeeld 
met een bootje en een poppetje dat 
in het water ligt. Dat Jezus juist die 
ene persoon opzoekt. Maar wat me 
ook wel trof, was de menigte die de 
redding door Jezus de rug toekeert. 
Die alleen een zondig iemand zien 
en voor de rest gewoon doorgaat 
met het leven. Aan de ene kant voel 
ik me degene die gered wordt, maar 
ik kan me ook heel goed in de 
menigte zien staan. Dat je gewoon 
doorgaat waar je mee bezig bent. 
En soms zelfs mensen die op een 
andere manier geloven, de rug 
toekeert.’) 
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Resolutions 
The question what participants would do with the particular gains of meeting #3, 
yielded less action-oriented answers than at meeting # 2. Some participants stated that 
they would not undertake anything in particular, but that they were happy with what 
they had pondered. Participants generally indicated that they wanted to think over the 
meeting further, or that they wanted to talk about it with others. Sometimes they had a 
specific thought/question in mind for this, such as how to get closer to God, or how to 
work more on following Jesus. Others saw a particular challenge in terms of being there 
for others, for example by standing up for the weaker people in society. The method 
also inspired some to look into possibilities to make biblical texts more personal 
(together with others). 
 
Conclusions of the participants expressed in a grade 
The participants were also given the opportunity to assign a grade to the following 
question: to what extent has this helped you connect the Bible to your life as a Christian? 
They were asked to answer this question three times, in regard to their achieved 
understanding (cognitive), their feeling/experience during the meeting (affective), and in 
regard to what they would do with their gains from the meeting (behavioural).  
 

  SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Average 
QUESTION    

1 (cognitive)         1   1 15 15 2   7,4 
2 (affective)         1 1 4 9 15 4   7,6 

3 (behavioural)       1   3 2 9 17 2   7,3 
Total  7,4 

 
Above table shows, for the three questions, the number of participants which has given 
each of the different scores (1-10). A total of 34 evaluation forms were completed after 
meeting # 2 and # 3. The participants gave an average grade of 7.4 to the degree in 
which the meetings had helped them connect the Bible to their own lives as Christians 
in an existential way. It is not visible in the table that participants often gave (almost) the 
same grade three times in a row, and that the average grades of meeting # 2 and # 3 
were close together. A number of times, a failing grade was given to on one of the 
aspects. For meeting # 2, three participants filled in one or more failing grades, on the 
following grounds: 
 
Participant 1: Knowledge/understanding: 4, feelings/experiences: 4, action: 5 => 'I 

didn't really understand the piece of scripture.'55  Noting that the 
method itself got a 10: “very good” (the reason why participants are so 
positive about this method will be covered later in this report). 
 

Participant 2: Knowledge/understanding: 7, feelings/experiences: 5, action: 8 => 
'Somewhat important because I wasn't really capable of translating 
my thoughts into a satisfactory+complete building. This feeling was 
amplified at seeing other buildings and hearing about their 

                                                                        
55 'Het stuk Bijbel (stukje op het eind) heb ik niet zo begrepen.' 
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meaning.'56 
 

Participant 3:  Knowledge/understanding: 7, feelings/experiences: 7, action: 5 of 8 => 
“Nothing could come from it.” (5) and “It could have huge 
consequences.”57 (7) 

 
Also at meeting #3 failing grades were given by three participants to one or more 
aspects, with the following motivation: 
 
Participant 1:  Knowledge/understanding: 7, feelings/experiences:7, action: 5 => 

“parroting”58(no other motivation). 
 

Participant 2: Knowledge/understanding: 7, feelings/experiences : 6, action: 5 => 
“When I look at last time, I think that reality is that I sadly don't use 
it.”59 
 

Participant 3: Knowledge/understanding: 7, feelings/experiences: 6, action: 3 => no 
motivation. 

 
It is worthy of note that especially for meeting #3 a few failing grades were awarded to 
the behavioural aspect. It is difficult to point a cause for this, because no motivation has 
been provided by the participants. 
 
For a single participant, the question to provide a grade provided an opportunity to 
wonder whether the Bible was really speaking and/or whether God had spoken, or that 
it was mostly an exchange of our own interpretations. It was taken into consideration 
that no Bible-study had taken place in the sense of joint analysis of the biblical text 
and/or providing background information. The suggestion was made to see to what 
extent it would be possible to combine the two. During the interviews this point will be 
addressed more extensively. In the evaluation of this research I will also readdress to 
this question. 
 
Sub-conclusion 
In answer to the sub-question, my sub-conclusion is formulated as follows: during the 
meetings the effect of the use of creative, metaphorical method is twofold. Firstly, the 
method helps to create the conditions for a meeting where it is possible to think (with 
each other) about yourself. Secondly, it is observable that the participants are also often 
capable of linking the Bible and their lives as Christians. Below I will explain the 
arguments for my sub-conclusion. 
 

The method helps shape the conditions 
It isn't necessarily common to link the Bible with the personal lives of the participants 
during a small group. The laying of this connection is a process that needs to be 
stimulated and to which a number of preconditions must be provided. During research, 

                                                                        
56 'Wat onmachtig omdat het niet goed lukte mijn gedachten te vertalen naar een tevreden+compleet 
bouwwerk. Dit gevoel werd versterkt bij het zien van andere bouwsels en het horen van de betekenis.' 
57 'Er kan niets uitkomen.' and 'Het kan grote gevolgen hebben.' 
58 'Napraten.' 
59 'Als ik kijk naar de vorige keer denk ik dat de praktijk is dat ik er helaas niets mee doe.' 
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it turned out that the method creates a significant number of these preconditions; I will 
list them below.  
 

1. Easy accessibility 
 
The method is experienced by the participants as easy-access in a number of ways:   
 

− Everyone seems to be able to build something with LEGO in order to tell a 
(personal) story. The introductory meeting helps create this precondition. 

− Sharing personal stories is facilitated, because this can be achieved with the 
LEGO-model as a reference point. Participants can speak through their LEGO-
structure when they talk about personal matters. 

− Participants have each other's LEGO-models as a starting point for asking 
questions. They can start asking questions about (the whole or details of) the 
LEGO-model of the other participants. Questions do not have to come "out of 
the blue", although that is possible and does happen.  

 
2. A playful, outspoken atmosphere  

 
There was a relaxed atmosphere at the meetings. Working with LEGO stimulates a certain 
playfulness that leads participants to feel free in building whatever they want and to 
experiment. Everyone realizes that they are dealing with serious issues, but participants 
experience fun from working in a practical way and looking at the fruits of each other’s 
work. 
 

3. Depth and focus 
 
The method appears to provide depth, according to the responses of the participants. 
Being engaged in a topic or a Bible-passage by manually visualizing this in a LEGO-model 
generates new insights. The process of building also helps participants focus, they do 
not need to be instructed to concentrate, this comes naturally. Showing off the LEGO-
models, and the conversation that regularly forms from this, provide further depth.  
 

4. Everyone takes their turn 
 

The method ensures that everyone’s story is covered, this is done in a natural way. 
Everyone builds and everybody speaks. 
 

5. Space for individual reflection 
 

Participants have enough space to think about the central question. They do not have 
to respond immediately, but they take the time to think and to model their response in 
LEGO. The participants indicated that, during building, they had moments of reflection 
upon themselves, the Bible and what they had built so far. 

Participants make the connection between the Bible and their lives as Christians 
The conditions were present, however, the question is whether this also led the 
participants to connect the Bible to their Christian lives in an existential way during the 
meetings. The answer to that question consists of three components: 
 

1. Participants acquired (new found) understanding of themselves (and each 
other). 
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Working on the assignments, sharing and listening to the personal stories and the often 
in-depth discussions arising from this, generated (new) insights. Participants were able 
to learn something new about themselves and/or others. These insights were mostly at 
the level of the affective and the behavioural. For example, participants expounded that 
they experienced warmth or desire (affective) in friendship, or indicated that they 
wanted to invest more time in others (behavioural). The cognitive level was also 
present, for instance when a participant realized how important it is to regularly meet 
up with a friend and/or call a friend. 
  
The participants expressed unanimously that they were able to think in a fundamental 
way about their own person at the meetings, and that they were able to discuss this 
together. They considered this to be one of the yields of the meetings. 
 

2. Participants (usually) knew how to make the Bible-passages their own 
 

In the assignments where participants were asked to give expression to the Bible-
passage and were asked in which way it spoke to or touched them personally, they gave 
evidence of having interpreted and implemented the passage. Each participant had a 
different approach. Some participants focused on one particular aspect of the text, 
because it appealed to them or touched them. Other participants allocated space to the 
overall view of the passage. Again others gave a freer association they had with the 
passage a place in their story. The insights about the Bible were on a cognitive, 
emotional and/or behavioural level. At both meetings a few participants had more 
difficulty processing the Bible, for several reasons. 
Regarding the structure of the meeting, some found it more comfortable to focus on the 
personal question first (e.g. friendship in their lives) and to then engage the Bible (like 
Jesus on friendship), others favoured the set-up of meeting # 3 (starting with a Bible-
passage) or gave no preference. 
 

3. Participants (often) indicated that they took their personal yield home. 
 
Most participants had a clear picture of what their (personal) yield from the meeting 
was. They indicated that they were happy with what they had experienced about/with 
God during the meeting. Participants also indicated to have been made aware of 
something for the first time or once again, to want to ponder the discussed issue 
seriously or to want to think over or talk about it with others (cognitive). For some 
participants the yields of the meeting transitioned into a concrete intention 
(behavioral). For instance praying for something (more), or spending more quality time 
with friends. 

The impact on the group process is a positive side effect 
Many participants emphasized the atmosphere and group dynamics during the 
meetings as a yield. Applying this method in a church small group to improve the 
connections between members and the atmosphere, can be a goal in itself. Both groups 
indicated that they had enjoyed the way everyone actively participated, and the 
openness that the method apparently generated. It has inspired them to orient 
themselves upon similar or other methods, in order to use them in their group.  
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Interviews 
In this part, I will show what the outcome was of the interviews I had with 8 participants, 
in regard to an earlier meeting of their small group. For the full transcription of the 
interviews, see appendix 5 of the Dutch report. This will answer the following sub-
question: 
 

Between meetings, what do individual participants of the small groups 
experience as effects of the applied creative, metaphorical method in relation to 
existential connection of the Bible to their own lives as Christians? 

 
I will indicate what my findings are, in relation to the sub-question, based on the 
interviews. Finally, in response to the sub-question, I will give my sub-conclusion. 

The interviewees are extremely positive about the effect of the method on the group  
Just as the evaluation of the meetings showed, the participants unanimously look back 
positively at the meetings. Among other things because of the relaxed atmosphere and 
the variance that the method provided. Where they mentioned areas for improvement, 
it was on aspects that they were already positive about, but perhaps could go even 
better. Something in the interviews worthy of noting, was that the interviewees 
mentioned the positive side-effect of the method on the group and the group-dynamics, 
even before they talked about the yield for them personally. They indicated that the 
method provided openness and provoked honest answers, and it lead to depth in the 
group-discussion. One interviewee stated: 
 

'I find it a great way to come together as a group. Because in a way, you are 
forced to think about certain things. At a group-meeting you can also be passive. 
And now you are simply forced to think. And to visualize it also. That's the second 
step. I actually find it a really positive thing to do together with the group. Yes, 
and it has some substance to it too. It’s not “so what did you just build?”, it´s 
really about “why did you build it?”. '60 
 

The interviewees were positive about the equal (equivalent) and active contribution of 
all the participants in the meetings. Many interviewees indicated that they saw another 
side of the other participants, who they usually had known for years. The different 
emphases that the other participants put in their story, were also often seen as 
something positive. The interviewees noted that the method was conducive to listening 
to and learning from each other: 
 

'You're all working in the same way with something, and of course you all have 
your own thoughts and what you want to put into it yourself. Then you see how 
different everyone thinks about something and that, I think, is really wonderful to 
see. It really connected us. Everybody had respect for each other's building and 
empathizes with the other, you normally do that with a Bible-study - when you 
speak to each other - you have the same thing, that you listen to each other and 
that you try to imagine their words... try to imagine their viewpoints, but I felt that 
stronger this time, and now I can also remember it better. What I just said, a 

                                                                        
60 ‘Ik vind het een leuke manier om bezig te zijn als kring. Omdat je toch wel gedwongen wordt om na te denken 
over bepaalde dingen. Je kan ook passief zijn op een kring. En nu word je gewoon gedwongen na te denken. En 
dat ook nog uit te beelden. Dat is stap twee. Ik vind het eigenlijk wel heel positief om het samen met de kring te 
doen. Ja, en het heeft ook nog inhoud. Het is niet van “wat heb jij voor leuks gebouwd”, het gaat echt om 
“waarom heb je het gebouwd”.’ 
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[LEGO-model in the shape of, KTV] a commutator of X or someone's story about 
friendship, what he or she does and does not miss and so on, that really sticks. 
Also because of these images.'61 

The interviewees usually remember the content of the meetings well 
When asked if they could remember what they had built and said at the previous 
meeting, half of the interviewees immediately manage to produce this information. The 
other half can remember what they built and/or said after a brief reminder. It is also 
remarkable that most interviewees not only remembered their own contributions, but 
also indicated that they could recollect the buildings of other participants.  
 
Most interviewees also remembered the Bible-passage, the scope or some of its words, 
(sometimes after a moment of thought). A number of interviewees repeated the words 
that "there is no greater love than to give your life for your friends." (John 15:13).  
 
Among those interviewed after meeting # 3 of both groups it was worth noting that 
some of the interviewees – prompted or not prompted – indicated that they still 
remembered their meeting # 2 well. One interviewee said: 
 

'That was quite a, well, not turbulent, but a good conversation about how some 
of us saw it. That one of our friends actually indicated how it was for him. Yeah, 
that really was an eye-opener. For him it's really different than the way it used to 
be in the past [in relation to friendship, KtV]. I am in a completely different phase 
at the moment, and that really shows at moments like that. I have to be really 
honest in admitting that I don't remember what I built. That conversation stuck 
with me, not my own creation. Because it was such an eye-opener.'62 
 

Other interviews also had vivid memories of what they built at meeting #2: 
 

'The second evening, about friendship, really stuck with me. Two people, each 
time, visualizing the way in which they see friendship. In friendship I see that you 
can have good conversations with each other, that you can have fun together, 
that you can correct each other, keep each other sharp, pray together [...] and eat 
together. Considering the scripture that was included with that, it gave me new 
insights, because you would search through the passage very closely, and along 
with that your question would be: What appeals to you the most? What is the 
most noteworthy to you? And therein a few things struck me concerning 

                                                                        
61 ‘Dat je allemaal op dezelfde manier bezig bent met iets en je hebt natuurlijk allemaal wel je eigen gedachten 
en wat je zelf erop wilt zetten. Dan zie je ook hoe verschillend iedereen bij iets denkt, dat is denk ik ook echt 
prachtig om te zien. Het verbond ons wel heel erg. Iedereen heeft ook ontzag voor elkaars bouwwerk en leeft zich 
in in de ander, dat heb je normaal met een bijbelstudie – als je met elkaar spreekt – heb je dat ook wel dat je 
naar elkaar luistert en dat je  probeert de woorden van de ander… dat je probeert zijn of haar standpunten in te 
denken, maar ik had dat nu wel wat extra en ik kan het me ook allemaal veel beter herinneren nu. Wat ik net al 
zei: zo’n [LEGO-model in de vorm van een, KtV] transformator van X. of een verhaal van iemand over vriendschap 
wat hij of zij wel en niet mist en zo, dat blijft wel meer hangen. Aan de hand ook van al die beelden.’ 
62 ''at was best wel een, nou ja niet heftig, maar wel een mooi gesprek over hoe sommigen dat zagen. Dat er 
gewoon een vriend van ons was die aangaf hoe het voor hem was. Ja, dat was wel echt een eyeopener. Voor hem 
is het heel anders dan dat het vroeger is geweest (ten aanzien van vriendschap, KtV).  Ik zit nu in een heel andere 
fase en dat wordt dan wel eventjes zichtbaar. Ik moet je heel eerlijk zeggen dat ik mijn bouwsel niet meer weet. 
Dat gesprek is me bijgebleven, niet mijn eigen creatie. Omdat dat (gesprek, KtV) juist zo’n eyeopener was.’ 
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friendship. That you visualize that in LEGO and start a discussion about that, is 
something I experiences as a piece of openness within the group.'63  

Some interviewees expressed that they had thought or talked about the content of the 
meeting 
When asked whether they had thought about their own contributions or the content of 
the evening, three of the interviewees said that they had not thought or talked about it: 
'I actually didn't think about it very much,' replied one of the interviewees. 'At that 
moment you do think a lot about the text, and how you portray what is important in it to 
you, and how you get it out.' Reality shows that your attention often goes to other things 
in the time that follows, the interviewee fills in: 'Then your life goes on.'64 
 
The other interviewees indicated that they had talked about it with someone else or 
that they had thought about it. A number of them indicated that it had contributed to 
the shaping of their thoughts, as one of them put it: 
 

'I thought about it since then, but it's not like I really undertook any steps like: 
that's what I want to do something with. I have thought of to what extent... We as 
a family are really searching at which church and where we would be in the right 
place. That is a quest for us at the moment. That's something I'm working on and 
that has to do with it. That's why I've thought about what I built, what is says 
about me and what direction I want to go into. But it's not as if I've found an 
answer to that.'65 

A number of interviewees indicate that the meeting changed something for them on an 
existential level 
In three interviewees an event or change can be detected that can be linked to what has 
been discussed during the preceding meeting. (In all cases this was after meeting # 2. 
Whether this was more or less accidental, or whether it was related to the structure or 
content of that night, was difficult to determine within the confines of this study.) 

A drink with friends 
One of the interviewees who indicated not to have thought about the meeting 
afterwards, added the remark that there was something that happened: 'What was nice, 
for others [of the same small group, KTV] it was also a matter of: we should meet more 
often as friends, and after all we did end up spending a night out in town for a few drinks 
together, so that was nice.' In answer to the question whether the decision to meet up 
with each other was a result of the meeting, the interviewee said: 'Maybe it was in 
response to the conversation. Something like: guys, we need to do a little more things 

                                                                        
63 ‘De tweede avond, rondom vriendschap, is me echt helemaal bijgebleven. Telkens tweetallen die uitbeelden 
hoe zij vriendschap zien. In vriendschap zie ik dat je goede gesprekken met elkaar kunt hebben, dat je lol met 
elkaar kunt hebben, dat je elkaar kunt terechtwijzen, elkaar alert houden, met elkaar kunt bidden […] en met 
elkaar kunt eten. Met betrekking tot het bijbelgedeelte dat daarbij zat, gaf het me ook nieuwe inzichten, omdat je 
heel specifiek het hele vers ging doorlopen en aan de hand daarvan was jouw vraag: Wat spreekt je het meeste 
aan? Wat valt je het meeste op? En daarin viel mij een aantal dingen wel op met betrekking tot vriendschap. Dat 
je dat dan uitbeeldt in LEGO en daar het gesprek over aangaat, heb ik wel ervaren als een stukje openheid binnen 
de groep.’ 
64 ‘Ik heb er eigenlijk niet zo veel aan gedacht’';  ‘Op dat moment denk je wel heel erg aan de tekst en hoe je dat 
uitbeeldt en wat voor jou belangrijk is en wat je eruit haalt.’; (‘Daarna gaat je leven ook wel verder.’) 
65 ‘Ik heb er nog wel aan gedacht, maar niet dat ik echt stappen heb ondernomen zo van: daar wil ik iets mee 
doen. Ik heb er nog wel aan gedacht in hoeverre... Wij zijn samen als gezin echt aan het zoeken naar waar welke 
kerk en waar we op onze plek zitten. Dat is voor ons momenteel een zoektocht. Daar ben ik toch wel mee bezig en 
dat heeft daar ook mee te maken. Daardoor heb ik wel gedacht aan wat heb ik gebouwd, wat zegt dat over mij 
en waar wil ik naartoe? Maar het is niet dat ik daar antwoord op heb gevonden.’) 
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together.'  Later in the interview the interviewee brought more nuance to this: 'Is it a 
result of that evening, or is it just because I thought it would be fun to meet up again? You 
don't know... but I am quite down-to-earth in these matters.'66   
 
Two other interviewees have detected a clear emotional or behavioural change within 
themselves as a result of what happened during meeting # 2. This I will explain below. 

What is God's mission for me? 
One interviewee tells what he had built: 
 

'I could build it again right away. In the first place we, of course, were to 
represent friendship. Well, then I had a small red brick with something on it. With 
four toy minifigures around it. And I had two fences around it, and a roof. That 
was my friendship. Involved with each other, and the centre brick was the fire of 
the warmth of  friendship.'67 

 
He did not remember what Bible-passage it concerned, but he did know that it was 
about  'sacrificing your life for someone else.'  The interviewee also explained how the 
Bible-passage (of the second assignment) changed his LEGO-model: 'That's why I added 
a flame, and a ladder and a doll. And travelling ... ' In his explanation of the LEGO-model 
the act of bearing fruit played an important role: 'That's where I had a basket also, which 
came back filled with fruit.'68 Giving your life for friends and bearing fruit are things he 
connects to being there for others. During the meeting, another participant pointed out 
and complimented him on the fact that he is indeed always ready to help others. 
 
During the meeting the interviewee did not expect that the discussed matter would end 
up meaning more to him. When the interviewee is asked to rate the extent to which it 
helped him connect to the Bible, he says: 
 

'I think that on Monday I gave a 6 or a 7, but if you think about it I'd surely give a 9. 
At that time I hadn't yet realized what it did to me. Because now I've started 
thinking about it you notice it in practice. On Monday I couldn't have imagined 
what I would have thought two days later.'69 
 

How it went later that week, he describes as follows:  
 

'I am naturally someone who likes to help. It's within me. Of course you know that 
it's a biblical assignment and stuff. But by directly linking the text, you start 
thinking about it: am I doing this now because this is my preferred behavior, or is 

                                                                        
66 ‘Wat wel leuk was, het was voor anderen [van dezelfde groep, KtV] ook gewoon wel: we moeten als vrienden 
toch vaker met elkaar afspreken en we hebben toch van de week nu een avondje in de stad wat gedronken, dus 
dat was leuk.’; ‘Dat was misschien wel naar aanleiding van het gesprek. Zo van jongens: we moeten toch wat 
meer met elkaar doen.’; ‘Is dat dan naar aanleiding van die avond of is het gewoon omdat ik het gewoon weer 
eens een keer leuk vond om af te spreken? Dat weet je niet maar… daar ben ik wel vrij nuchter in.’ 
67 ‘Ik kan het nog een keer bouwen. In eerste instantie moesten we natuurlijk vriendschap uitbeelden. Nou toen 
had ik een klein rood blokje met iets erop. Met vier poppetjes er omheen. En ik had er twee schuttingen omheen, 
en een dak. Dat was voor mij vriendschap. Betrokken bij elkaar en het blokje in het midden was dan het vuur van 
de warmte van de vriendschap.’ 
68 ‘Daarom had ik er een vlammetje bijgemaakt en een laddertje en een poppetje. En het op reis gaan…’; 
‘Daar had ik een mand ook bij, die met vrucht terug kwam.’  
69 ‘Ik denk dat ik maandag op een 6 of een 7 zat, en als je erover doordenkt kom ik denk ik toch wel aan een 9. Op 
dat moment had ik nog niet in de gaten wat het met me deed. Omdat ik nu erover na ben gaan denken en je 
merkt het in de praktijk. Ik had maandag niet kunnen bedenken dat ik er twee dagen later nog aan zou denken.’ 
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this something I need to deepen much more in my relationship with God? God 
gives me the ability to exhibit this behaviour. And from that I thought, that I'm 
actually being directed in my preferred behaviour, it becomes a kind of mission. 
That's how I have thought about it for myself. While I've actually never thought 
about it before. Friday night I was with a brother-in-law of mine who is 
depressed, so I had to help him a bit, because he could not do his work anymore. 
When we were talking about it he said that he was enormously embarrassed. He 
is 55 and has an administration-business - which he really can't do any more. 
Finally I said: that you turn to me for help, that's in your favour, but also in mine. I 
also enjoy that we're achieving something together. And it always returns to you. 
And then you start to see it more and more as a result of your faith. And yet it is 
intensely fulfilling, what you are doing. It's very funny how you draw directly from 
your life. If you would have asked me two weeks ago: what's God's command to 
you? I would have said: yeah, I don't know. I have no idea. I'd probably say: I'm in 
the church board and I do my bit. I spend a night a week and I work very hard.'70 
 

Later that week he would think about it again, when again someone pointed out to him 
that he is there for others: 
 

'It was very funny, because actually it comes back to you in practice: hey, what 
does that do to you. That's something I really like to see, that you are actually 
building in a "childish" way, while you can say something about it that has a lot 
of depth. I found that really surprising.'71 

Dedicating a little bit of your life to your friends 
For another interviewee, processing the Bible-passage changed both her LEGO-model 
and her thoughts about friendship: 'again I was really surprised by what comes out. [...] 
After the text I noticed what I had built, and I suddenly thought, hey, why do I look at it this 
way?' The interviewee explains what struck her about her LEGO-model after reading the 
passage: 'at first I had my friends centered around me and text was partly about 
dedicating your life to your friends... and then I thought: why did I place myself in the 
middle? So that was actually quite an eye-opener for me. [...] I just have a large circle of 
friends, it almost feels like managing. Now, because of that text, partly through how I saw 
that I had built it, but that's not really the point.'72  
                                                                        
70 ‘Ik ben van mezelf al iemand die graag helpt. Dat zit in mij. Natuurlijk weet je dat dat een bijbelse opdracht is 
en zo. Maar door direct die tekst te linken ga je erover nadenken: doe ik dit nou omdat dit mijn voorkeursgedrag 
is of is dit nou iets wat ik juist in mijn relatie met God veel meer moet uitdiepen? God geeft mij wel dat ik dat 
gedrag kan vertonen. En dat ik vanuit die gedachte, dat ik eigenlijk gestuurd word in mijn voorkeursgedrag, dat 
is eigenlijk een soort opdracht. Zo heb ik daar voor mezelf wel over nagedacht. Terwijl ik daar zo nooit over heb 
nagedacht. Vrijdagavond zat ik bij een zwager en die is depressief en dus moest ik even helpen, want ja zijn werk 
kon hij niet meer doen. Toen zaten we erover te praten en toen zei hij: ik geneer me er wel enorm voor. Hij is 55 en 
hij heeft een administratiekantoor wat -ie gewoon eigenlijk niet meer kan. Uiteindelijk zei ik: dat jij hier mijn hulp 
inschakelt, dat is in jouw voordeel, maar ook in mijn voordeel. Ik kan er ook van genieten dat wij samen iets 
kunnen bereiken. En telkens komt dat weer terug. En dan ga je dat steeds meer zien als een uitwerking van je 
geloof. En dan wordt het nog intenser genieten van dat wat je doet. Heel grappig dat je het daardoor heel direct 
op je leven betrekt. Terwijl als je me twee weken geleden had gevraagd wat is Gods opdracht aan jou?, dan had 
ik gezegd: ja weet ik veel, dat weet ik niet. Had ik waarschijnlijk gezegd: ik zit in de kerkenraad en ik draag mijn 
steentje daar bij." Het kost me een avondje in de week gemiddeld en ik doe hard mijn best.’ 
71  ‘Het was wel heel grappig, want eigenlijk komt het dan weer terug in de praktijk van: hé, wat doet dat met je. 
Dat vind ik dan erg leuk om te zien, dat je dus eigenlijk “kinderachtig” aan het bouwen bent, terwijl je daar met 
heel veel diepgang iets over kunt zeggen. Dat vond ik echt heel verrassend.’ 
72  ‘Ik was ook weer verrast eigenlijk door wat er uitkomt. [...] Na de tekst merkte ik, door wat ik gebouwd had, dat 
ik opeens dacht hé, waarom kijk ik er eigenlijk zo tegenaan?’ ; ‘Ik had eerst mijn vrienden om mij heen gezet en 
die tekst was ondermeer van als je je leven over hebt voor je vrienden … toen dacht ik: waarom sta ik zelf in het 
midden?  Dus dat was voor mij eigenlijk best wel een eyeopener.[...] ik  heb gewoon een grote vriendenkring , het 
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The interviewee does not think it would be self-explanatory to everyone that the first 
assignment (portraying what friendship means to you) and the second assignment 
(scripture) fit together: 
 

'You had to extract it yourself, it was a lot of text and that really struck me. Not 
like a bullet, but it did strike me, because it was actually very relevant for what I 
built. But I can imagine that if you put your heart and soul into your first structure, 
you would think: but I did something like that already. I can imagine that.'73 
 

Later that the week, the interviewee talked about it to her husband and she noticed how 
much it connected to her current life: 
 

'It's relevant now because I'm following education and I play in a tennis-
competition and that's pretty much in your week, and because it was about 
friendship, I now still feel like: now I really have to manage in a way, but then you 
think: So I'll refrain from contacting one or another friend of mine, but actually a 
phone call would have gone a long way.'74 

 
This was partly motivated because she had to think about the relevant Bible-passage 
again: 'It is still so fresh in your memory. That I thought: hey, but that was that text, so 
why shouldn't I do it?' That she was still able to be there for that friend, was, to the 
interviewee, in congruence with the Bible-passage: 'So you are dedicating a part of your 
life to your friends.'75 

The interviewees managed to connect the Bible to their lives, with a few caveats 
When asked again (in addition to the evaluation) to grade the extent to which they have 
managed to connect the Bible to their lives as Christians, the interviewees gave a 
passing grade (an 8 average). They motivated their grades by stating that they really did 
something with the Bible which they thought about later, or because they had been 
working on the Bible intensively during the evening. One interviewee puts it this way: 
'Because you have been working on it this way, you have been interpreting the text 
much more intensively than if you had just read it once.' Another interviewee said: ' The 
text came closer to us by thinking about it and voicing our opinion on it.'76  
 

                                                                                                                                                                               
voelt bijna als managen. Nu door die tekst, mede door hoe ik zag dat ik het gebouwd had , maar daar gaat het 
eigenlijk niet om.’‘Ik had eerst mijn vrienden om mij heen gezet en die tekst was ondermeer van als je je leven 
over hebt voor je vrienden … toen dacht ik: waarom sta ik zelf in het midden?  Dus dat was voor mij eigenlijk best 
wel een eyeopener.[...] ik  heb gewoon een grote vriendenkring , het voelt bijna als managen. Nu door die tekst, 
mede door hoe ik zag dat ik het gebouwd had , maar daar gaat het eigenlijk niet om.’ 
73 ‘Je moest het er ook maar zelf uithalen, het was best wel veel tekst en dit sloeg bij mij in. Nou niet als een bom, 
maar het raakte me wel, omdat het eigenlijk wel precies te maken had met wat ik gebouwd had. Maar ik kan me 
voorstellen als je al je hele ziel en zaligheid in je eerste bouwsel hebt gelegd dat je dan denkt: maar zoiets heb ik 
al gedaan, daar kan ik me iets bij voorstellen.’ 
74  ‘Het speelt juist nu omdat ik nu een opleiding doe en ik speel tenniscompetitie en dat is best wel veel in je 
week en omdat het over vriendschap ging, heb ik nu dus nog van: nu moet ik dus echt een soort managen, 
maar dan denk je: dan doe ik nu maar even niet contact opnemen met die vriendin of die, maar eigenlijk is 
een telefoontje misschien dan ook al goed.’ 
75 'Het ligt nog zo vers in je geheugen. Dat ik dacht: hé, maar dat was toch die tekst, dus waarom zou ik het dan 
niet doen?’; 'Dus heb je dan even een stukje van je leven over voor je vrienden.’ 
76 'Doordat je er zo mee bezig bent geweest, ben je veel intensiever met die tekst bezig geweest als wanneer je 
het gewoon één keer leest.’; 'De tekst is dichterbij gekomen door er zelf over na te denken en er een mening over 
te geven.’  
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One interviewee gave a failing grade, motivated by stating that the Bible-passage from 
meeting # 2 did not correspond enough with the first assignment of that meeting: 
 

'I think you […] really need to make sure that you find Bible-passages that are 
related to a specific topic, and then you start work based upon that. I think it 
might work in that case. But now it's more of a general medium and then you just 
throw some scripture into the mix.'77 

 
The overall positive feeling did not prevent a few interviewees from adding a critical 
caveat on whether the Bible itself had been able to speak (enough). They wondered if 
(God, by means of) the Bible-text had spoken or (on the contrary) if imagination played 
too large a role and/or it mainly revolved around the exchange of views on the Bible-
passage. One of them explained this as follows: 

 
'I have interpreted the Bible in my own way. I have read the Bible in this certain 
way, immediately within the context: what can I do with it? That doesn't mean 
that it is actually intended that way. I think that's a bit of a risk with this method. 
Your imagination can take its own lead for so long, without you having studied 
what the exact meaning is. I don't find that wrong in itself, because that's the way 
you get into a discussion about how you live and how you look at certain things, 
and when you're talking to people, you'll probably find out what exactly is 
important? Just, ehm, I have quite a lively imagination. When I read it I see him 
sitting in the tree, and I think of that tree and for instance what I still need to do in 
my garden. I can stray very far from the Bible and then, for example, build 
something that has to do with what I feel I still need to do in the garden. [...] But 
that is maybe my Achilles-heel, my mind digresses easily.'78 

 
Another interviewee has a similar point: 
 

'My question is: to what extent is it – stated bluntly - a debate-club with opinions 
about how something should be interpreted? Something that doesn't apply 
solely to this method. Or is it really a Bible-study in which we sometimes really 
(want to) hear God's word? Of course God's Word also reaches us through people, 
and you can come up with answers together. But in that case I purely have the 
question - and that does not detract from the method - is this enough to say: we 
have had a Bible-study evening with each other? Has God spoken to us? So has it 
worked ... has what worked?'79 

                                                                        
77  ‘Ik denk dat je [...] goed moet kijken dat je echt bijbelverhalen zoekt die gerelateerd zijn aan een bepaald 
thema en dat je dan aan de hand daarvan aan de slag gaat. Ik denk dat het dan misschien wel zou kunnen 
werken. Maar nu is het meer een algemeen middel en vervolgens gooi je er nog een bijbeltekst overheen.’ 
78  ‘Ik heb nu wel op mijn eigen manier de Bijbel geïnterpreteerd. Ik heb de Bijbel nu zo gelezen, meteen met het 
beeld: wat kan ik ermee? Dat wil niet zeggen dat het ook zo bedoeld. Dat vind ik wel een beetje het gevaar aan 
deze methode. Je fantasie kan zo ver zijn eigen weg gaan, zonder dat je je erin hebt verdiept wat er nou eigenlijk 
bedoeld is. Dat vind ik op zich niet verkeerd, want zo ga je ook met elkaar het gesprek aan over hoe je leeft en 
hoe je tegen bepaalde dingen aankijkt en als je met mensen in gesprek gaat, kom je er waarschijnlijk achter: wat 
is nu precies belangrijk? Alleen, uhm, ik heb nogal wel fantasie. Als ik het lees dan zie ik hem al in de boom zitten 
en denk ik al aan die boom en bijvoorbeeld aan wat ik nog in de tuin moet doen. Ik kan heel ver van de Bijbel 
afdwalen en dan bijvoorbeeld iets bouwen wat ermee te maken heeft dat ik vind dat ik de tuin wat meer moet 
bijhouden. [...]Maar dat is een beetje mijn valkuil, dat ik heel snel gewoon afdwaal.’ 
79  'Mijn vraag is dan: in hoeverre is het – zwart-wit gezegd – een praatclub met meningen hoe over je iets moet 
interpreteren? Iets wat niet per se alleen voor deze methode geldt. Of is het echt een bijbelstudie waarbij we 
soms ook echt Gods Woord daarin (willen) horen? Natuurlijk komt Gods Woord ook door mensen en kun je met 
elkaar tot antwoorden komen. Maar daarin heb ik puur de vraag – en dat doet geen afbreuk aan de werkvorm – 
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The question whether one can call this method a Bible-study is raised in an interview: 
 

'[...] that you had to extract very specifically what spoke to you, that I found very 
beautiful. But what I still wonder is: what did you intend this concept to be? At a 
Bible study you can say: together we're going to learn how God is from the Bible. 
Or you deepen it one step at a time, so that we can talk about it to each other. 
This has a different form, it's a different way. It's more a way of looking at 
yourself, looking at the other and looking at God. And those three things appeal 
to you now, but then the aspect of pure Bible-study will logically appeal to you 
less. Like: okay, we've really come together to explain a text. [...] I think we really 
need to look at: how do you implement the biblical texts in all of this and how do 
you pay attention to it [...] how can you interweave this with the Bible-verses even 
more.'80 

 
Another related point of one of the interviewees was that he or she (during session # 2) 
would have preferred a longer Bible-passage: 'A very small text on which you spend a lot 
of time, also from a text for which you have been building a really long time.'81 
 
Sub-conclusion 
In response to some of the questions, my sub-conclusion states that the interviews 
show that the method contributes towards participants remembering the content of the 
evening, their own contributions and those of others. This is an important condition, if 
the method wants to be able to contribute towards making a substantial connection 
between the Bible and one's own life. This doesn't mean for all interviewees that they 
were still reflecting upon the meetings during the following days or weeks, but most did 
give them thought or talked about them. For some interviewees, the meetings caused a 
significant change in their lives. For the other interviewees chances are good that there 
will be some form of continuation. It is not up to this research to investigate or make 
predictions pertaining to this. Almost all those interviewed were of the opinion that the 
method helped them connect the Bible to their lives as Christians. A number of them 
have some critical footnotes with regard to the interaction between themselves and the 
text; I will come back to this in the evaluation. Furthermore, the method has made a 
positive contribution to the functioning of the small groups, which again can contribute 
to future meetings of the groups. 

                                                                                                                                                                               
is dit voldoende om te zeggen van: we hebben een bijbelstudieavond of een bijbelkringavond met elkaar gehad? 
Heeft God tot ons gesproken? Dus heeft het gewerkt... wat heeft gewerkt?’ 
80 ‘[...] dat je heel specifiek eruit moest halen wat jou aansprak, dat vond ik wel heel mooi. Maar, wat ik me nog 
wel afvroeg: Hoe heb je dit concept bedoeld? Bij een bijbelstudie kun je zeggen: We gaan met elkaar uit de Bijbel 
leren hoe God is. Of stapje voor stapje een stuk uitdiepen, zodat we met elkaar in gesprek kunnen gaan. Dit is 
meer op een andere vorm, op een andere manier. Het is meer een soort van kijken naar jezelf, kijken naar de 
ander en kijken naar God. En dan die drie dingen spreken je nu dan aan, maar dan spreken als vanzelfsprekend 
het gedeelte je minder aan van pure bijbelstudie. Van nou oké, we gaan met elkaar echt een tekst uitleggen. [...] 
ik denk wel dat er gekeken moet worden: hoe implementeer je nou de bijbelteksten in dit geheel en hoe ga je er 
aandacht aan besteden [...] hoe kun je dit nu nog meer vervlechten met bijbelteksten.’ 
81 ‘Een heel klein stukje tekst waar je lang mee bezig bent, ook nog eens uit een tekst waar je dan heel lang voor 
aan het bouwen bent.’ 
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4 // Evaluation, conclusion and 
recommendations 

Evaluation 
An excellent method for small groups 
The reason for David Gauntlett of using a method based upon LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©, was 
that he was looking for something through which participants would gain insight into 
themselves by playfully focusing their creative attention onto making something 
symbolic or metaphorical, and then reflecting upon that. My research confirms that the 
method does indeed meet these characteristics. Its use led to a playful, yet serious 
atmosphere where the participants were absorbed in working out assignments by 
building LEGO-models, which received a symbolic or metaphorical meaning. The process 
of reflection after building was at least as important as the building itself, it took off 
without difficulty. In fact the building turned out to consist of a continuous interaction 
between action and reflection. A personal conversation regularly ensued and there was 
certainly depth. 
 
Even regardless of the question what exactly came to pass, the method has proven to 
be an excellent method of operation for small groups that aim to talk about personal 
topics, that seek depth and where a relaxed atmosphere and an equal input from all 
participants is greatly appreciated. The method is very approachable, offers all 
participants an opportunity to express themselves and does not require everyone to be 
of equal verbal strength. Although this research has focused on the yields of the method 
for the individual participants, the beneficial effects on the group turned out to be of 
equal importance to the participants. If only for these reasons, the method (albeit with a 
few adjustments, see below) is highly recommendable for use in small groups. 
 
The importance of play is evident 
As mentioned there was a playful atmosphere during the meetings. This is not solely a 
nice consequence or an accidental by-product of the method. To the contrary, the 
importance of the playful nature of the method should not be underestimated. When I 
speak of a playful mood, I do not mean something which is childish or the opposite of 
serious. It is a lot more substantial. Physician and psychiatrist Stuart Brown defines the 
characteristics that play satisfies, according to him. During the meetings I have seen 
these characteristics in practice: 

• Apparently purposeless. The construction was not a free activity for the 
participants, but an activity that - at first glance - was an end in itself. 

• Voluntary. The groups had voluntarily agreed to participate and did not regard 
it as a liability. 

• Inherent attraction.  Participants enjoyed being involved. 
• Freedom for time. The participants often lost their sense of time. 
• Diminished consciousness of self. The participants remained aware of 

themselves, but they were at the same time able to put other things aside and 
concentrate on building. 

• Improvisational potential. The method provided openings for acquiring new 
insights, making connections, considering new behaviour, etcetera. 

• Continuation desire. Although the participants lost their ability to concentrate 
after a while, many participants had felt the urge to go on. 
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Brown wrote a book titled Play, How It Shapes the Brain, Opens the Imagination and 
Invigorates the Soul. Therein he shows the existential importance of play.82 The need to 
play is biologically defined, as he shows, not only for children but also for adults. 
Ignoring this requirement is bad, if only because play contributes to our physical and 
mental health. While playing may seem to be an activity without obligations, it is closely 
associated to learning: 
 

‘Play creates new neural connections and tests them. It creates an arena for 
social interaction and learning. It creates a low-risk format for finding and 
developing innate skills and talents.’83 

 
I can endorse this conclusion by Brown considering the results of this research. Brown 
distinguishes different types of play which are relevant for adults and for children (for 
example, physical games). Two types seem be relevant to the creative, metaphorical 
method. The first one is playing with objects (Object Play). Participants have a curiosity 
for the LEGO-objects; building with the LEGO-objects is an intrinsically attractive pastime. 
According to brown, this is a characteristic of Object Play. Using our hands when playing 
with objects makes our brains evolve to better understand things and solve problems.84 
Another type of play that is recognizable in this method is that play where our 
imagination is stimulated (Imaginative Play). As children we learn at an early age to 
create a temporary, imaginary reality and thereby create a story. This proposed reality 
helps us, adults, to learn something about the real world. Stimulating imagination 
contributes, according to Brown, to our ingenuity and emotional flexibility.85 There are 
enough reasons to take play seriously, this study confirms. 
 
Participants learn to discover a personal application 
The reason for the commissioner to carry out this research in two small groups came 
from the desire to deepen the application of the Bible in people's own lives. That there 
was a sense of deepening is evident, as shown by the above. Both individually (in the 
execution of the tasks) as well as in the groups (during reflection and in-depth 
conversation) this effect was found to be there. The method's assignments were aimed 
at promoting the use of the Bible. At the first meeting participants were instructed to 
orient themselves upon a personal topic (the meaning of friendship) and to then apply a 
Bible-passage (John 15: 12-17) to it. The same went for the second meeting, only there 
the participants were asked to connect the topic to Luke 19: 1-10 (without prior 
orientation). 
 
It turned out that participants were generally well equipped to discover a personal 
application (in the assignments). They reflected upon their own lives and on the Bible-
passage and expressed how the passage touched upon their lives. The method 
challenged them to not work superficially, but rather to gain a deeper understanding of 
themselves and the Bible-passage. This had a positive impact and resulted in the 
participants gaining new insights about themselves, about the Bible and the way it 

                                                                        
82 My graduation-supervisor dr. Robert Doornenbal pointed out to me that this insight has also been 
expressed by, among others, cultural historian Johan Huizinga, in Homo Ludens, and more recently by 
practical theologian Robert K. Johston, The Christian at Play (1997). The importance of the  'element of play' in 
circles and the  practical-theological foundation thereof is recommended for further research.  
83 Brown, S., Play, How It Shapes the Brain, Opens the Imagination and Invigorates the Soul. London: Penguin 
Books, 2010, p. 49. 
84 Ibid., p. 85. 
85 Ibid., p. 86. 
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affected their lives. The participants were given the freedom to adopt a different 
approach to dealing with the biblical text. Some participants focused on one particular 
aspect of the Bible, others on the overall picture of the text and still others used freer 
association. Some in this study preferred to orient themselves upon the subject first (as 
in meeting # 2) and others found it more enjoyable to immediately start off with 
interaction with the Bible-passage (as in meeting # 3). Besides from their own 
interpretation and application, the participants learned at least as much to from the 
implementation of the assignment by the other participants. It were the different 
accents that were seen and heard, that also provided a further deepening of their own 
story. 
 
The personal application sometimes has an existential effect 
The method proved not only to achieve an effect at the meetings of the small groups, 
but the meetings also left an impression on the participants. The visual aspect of the 
method helped the participants clearly remember the content of the individual 
contributions; besides that, participants' thought process often didn't stop when they 
went home. They were left pondering, or it provided matter for further discussion. 
 
The evaluative survey and interviews indicate that it didn't remain as a snapshot in 
which they were engaged with the Bible and with themselves. Earlier, I mentioned that 
the content of the evening was taken home by the participants in their thoughts. For 
some, it appeared that after the meeting, or in the next few days, it had had an 
existential impact on them. Then knew how to indicate clearly what they had 
experienced with/about God during the meeting, they also indicated, for the first time, 
or again, to have been inclined to think about something, to want to continue to talk 
about a topic or to have formulated a concrete behavioural resolution. 
 
I interviewed eight out of the twenty participants of the research some time after 
meeting # 2 or # 3. Besides the meeting having stuck with them for various reasons, in 
two to three participants, at the time, something existential had occurred or changed 
that could be related to something that had occurred at the meeting (in all cases, # 2). A 
group of participants decided to meet up with each other for a drink and a chat. One 
participant came to a surprising answer to the question of what God's personal mission 
was for him, and another participant found out that not she herself, but Jesus, was at 
the centre of her friendships, and because of that she made a different decision in 
regard to contacting her friends. 
 
I was not able to interview all participants, and I cannot know of all interviewees what 
the effects of the method were in the long run. But it is certainly no exaggeration to say 
that the meetings, at least for some participants, have had a significant effect in regard 
to personal application. In addition, the method also raised the question in a few 
participants, whether the Bible itself had been heard (enough). 
 
Does the answer come from the participant or from the Bible, and… 
is there a difference? 
In the substantiation of the research, I paused at the question of what role the Bible 
plays within the method. One of the basic principles of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© is that the 
answers are already present among the participants, but that they only need to be 
found or formulated. Is this true if the Bible is read in regard to its applicability within 
the personal life of the participant? Can you maintain the principle that the answers 
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come from the participant if you account for the possibility that the Bible can change 
your mind and that God speaks to people?  
 
In the substantiation of the research I have made the assumption that the above should 
not be an obstacle for applying LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©. After all, the answers do not come 
directly from the Bible, but from the participant who interpret the Bible, and apply and 
formulate a response to the assignment(s) given during the meeting. 
 
Now that the results of this research lie before me, I will again take the question into 
consideration. This is because I, as a theologian, want to take a position concerning this 
matter, but also because it is a question that occupies the participants in the small 
groups. The evaluative survey and interviews show that some of the participants are 
seeking answers to questions such as: did (God) speak through the Bible-passage? Or 
did their own interpretations and opinions hold the upper hand? (These questions are, 
according to them, not only applicable to this method, but also to other methods that 
are used in the small groups). Also, in regard to the future use of this method, it is 
important to provide an answer to this question. 
 
The above can be summarized by the question of what is the locus is of meaning. Is 
there a specific meaning within scripture that still needs to be discovered (one extreme) 
or is there no fixed meaning and is a (new and/or other) meaning created each time a 
reader reads the respective Bible-passage (other extreme)?86 Both extremes have their 
proponents, and there are also positions that take the middle ground. Arie Zwiep, in his 
second volume of Tussen tekst en lezer87  he gives an overview of the different positions, 
in the discussion of the so-called reader-response criticism. Central to this movement is 
the weight that is given to the reader to interpret a text (and therefore the Bible). The 
creative, metaphorical method that is central to this study fits within the hermeneutical 
movement of reader-response. After all, the participants were asked to read the Bible-
passage and derive meaning from that.  
 
The research-results show that the participants have discovered many meanings. 
Sometimes the Bible brought the participant confirmation, but just as often the text 
brought him or her to a whole new understanding. Is it possible to, retroactively, hold 
the participants' interpretations of the Bible-passage to the light and make a distinction 
between personal, and therefore subjective, interpretations and objective 
interpretations? I think not, because I feel this is a false dichotomy. There is always an 
element of interpretation, also in other forms of Bible-study. The reader is not a blank 
slate that is inscribed by the Bible, but he or she approaches scripture with his or her 
own thoughts, assumptions, and etcetera88 and will engage in interaction with the 
biblical text. It is within that interaction that meaning become apparent, in a way the 
text needs the reader to become meaningful. 
 
I am confident that when the participants read the Bible-passage, that they were fully 
capable of making sense of it themselves. But to me this does not mean that there is a 
never-ending amount of possible interpretations. Although there is no single fixed 
meaning that can be discovered as of yet, it is also not entirely a subjective matter. 
Based on what Zwiep writes about the literary theorist Wolfgang Iser89, I endorse his 

                                                                        
86 Zwiep, A., Tussen Tekst en Lezer, deel II. Amsterdam: VU Uitgeverij, 2014, p. 331. 
87 Translated: Between Text and Reader 
88 Zwiep, p. 330. 
89 Ibid., p. 337-341. 



 61 

thinking on the implied reader and the blanks. According to Iser, texts have a certain 
indeterminacy. The Bible sometimes leaves things open to the imagination; The Bible 
assigns the role to the implied reader to fill in the blanks. But texts also have a certain 
coherence and consistency, which means that some interpretations are not possible on 
the basis of the text. The text itself does not condone all interpretations. 
 
In this study interpretations may have surfaced that are not in line with the consistency 
of the text, or perhaps were (too) one-sided, as can always happen whilst conversing 
with the Bible and each other. There was a kind of feedback visible. Participants 
experienced the accents that others laid as a supplement to their own opinion. Several 
times after the meetings, participants voiced the need to supplement their own LEGO-
model, or adapt it in response to the discussion. Questions also emerged when 
someone wondered how the text should be understood. Apparently, in the method, as 
we have applied it, there is also room to further assist one another in understanding the 
text to the fullest extent. In fact the congregation – manifested here in the small group – 
provides a good counterbalance for a potential pitfall, the danger of one-sided 
emphasis on the interpretation of the individual reader.90  

Conclusion 
At this point I have gathered enough material to answer the main question of my 
research: 
 

To what extent and under what conditions can the LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based 
creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett help participants in a Bible  small 
group connect the Bible to their own lives as Christians in an existential way? 

 
The study shows that the LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© based creative, metaphorical method of 
Gauntlett helps the participants of the partaking small groups connect the Bible to their 
lives as Christians in an existential way. This is evident from what occurred at the 
meetings, from the opinions of the participants and from what interviewees disclosed 
about the effect of the discussed topics and the Bible upon their lives. That this 
connection is significant, was shown by the fact that the vast majority of participants felt 
that they had been addressed at the cognitive, the affective and the behavioural level. I 
absolutely recommend the creative, metaphorical method to small groups that wish to 
reach greater depth in applying the Bible and aim for discussions on an existential level. 
 
Based on this research, it is difficult to provide a generally applicable answer to the 
question "to what extent" the method helps the participants of small groups to connect 
the Bible to their own lives as Christians. After all, it "only" covers two small groups and 
twenty participants. Still I would like to give an answer. If I were, just as how I asked the 
participants, to provide a grade to this, I would reach a grade of 8 points out of 10. This 
figure is, not entirely coincidentally, slightly higher than the average grade the 
participants gave. For I agree with the finding of the participants that the method 
certainly helped them (they reached an average grade of 7.5), and furthermore I see 
room for improvement in the application of the method, leading to a higher figure 
(hence the 8). I have delineated some suggestions for this improvement in the 
recommendations below. 

 
                                                                        
90 In regard to what happens hermeneutically and what is desirable in that regard at a small group, further 
research is recommended. 
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Recommendations 
During the research, it soon became necessary to adapt the method on a certain point, 
and it also became evident that there were other possible improvements or aspects that 
needed to be further investigated. For future use of the method in small groups of the 
St. Janskerk in particular, I make the following recommendations. This will answer the 
final sub-question: 
 

Are any adjustments, and if yes, which, required to connect the LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© 
based, creative, metaphorical method of Gauntlett to the context of a small 
group in general and the two small groups of St. Janskerk in particular? 
 

Adjust the introduction to the target audience 
The answers to the evaluative survey and the interviews showed that the participants 
had different opinions on the introductory meeting. Some participants indicated that 
they would not have been able to proceed without the introductory exercises, others, 
however, stated that the introduction could have been shorter. There was one 
participant who was unable to attend the introductory meeting, this participant 
experienced no problems joining in during the second and third meetings. I suspect that 
the need for practice also depends on the experience the audience has had with 
different methods of operation. My recommendation is, therefore, to adjust the 
introduction to the target audience. 
 
Allow questions aimed at the LEGO-model, the story and the person 
The try-outs and the introductory meetings showed that strict use of the guideline of 
LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© not to ask questions aimed at the person instead of the LEGO-
model, did not combine well with the context of a small group. In a small group 
participants are accustomed to asking personal questions, about motives, and - in a 
positive-constructive way – by aiming "ad hominem”. This needs to be maintained for 
the possibility for in-depth conversation and personal growth to remain. So the 
particular guideline of LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY© must therefore be used flexibly, like I did in 
this research. Based on this research, I propose to apply the rule as follows: 
 

1. First explorer (the whole and details of) the LEGO-model, because this is when 
the participant has a chance to tell his or her story. Try to understand what the 
participant tries to say through the LEGO-model and its story, by asking further 
questions. 
 

2. Questions may be about the LEGO-model, and the participant's explanation of 
it, but may also be directed at the participant itself. As long as it fits within the 
setting of the small group and the conversation, each question may be asked.  

 
Obviously for small groups it generally applies that anyone can decide what he or she 
does and does not want to tell, and it is necessary to respect this limit. 
 
Apply variation when it comes to the structure of meetings and 
(follow-up) assignments 
Given the limited amount of meetings in which I could perform my research (2 x 3 + 2 
try-outs), I could only apply two different variations in structure of the evening. As the 
results show, the participants had different preferences herein. Some preferred the 
structure of meeting # 2, others found meeting # 3 better. Especially after meeting # 3 
one of the groups was of the opinion that perhaps even more would have come from 
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the evening if there would have been a follow-up assignment. Some participants 
suggested working with several rounds, each with a short time for construction, so that 
you could always make adjustments to your LEGO-model. It is definitely a 
recommendation for further research to investigate which structures or variations 
therein may have a positive impact. Of course it is also possible to alternate the Bible 
texts and the content of the assignments. 
 
Provide a group leader 
In this research I (also) played the role of small group leader during the meetings. 
Several participants indicated that me acting as small group leader was helpful to them. 
Although the conversation more or less took off automatically, I do think it is 
recommendable for someone to take on the role of discussion leader. This is for 
practical reasons, such as the time per round, but also in order to take the lead in asking 
questions and keeping an eye on the "game rules". 
 
Try the method with various target audiences 
Several suggestions were made by participants to apply this method in other target 
audiences, such as older people, children, teenagers, people who do not know each 
other, church evenings, churches, small groups “of the old school". I agree with this 
suggestion and am curious to see what the findings would be. Similarly, it would be 
interesting to look at differences between religious denominations. 
 
Alternate the method with other methods of operation 
It is advisable to alternate the method with other methods of operation and ways to 
study and apply the Bible together. Some participants would have liked to continue for 
a couple of meetings, while for others it was enough for now. It is generally advisable to 
keep enough variety and also to appeal to the different learning styles of participants. 
This method places a strong emphasis on the (individual) reader of the Bible, other 
methods form good supplement to this when they emphasize group-wise discussion of 
the Bible and/or a hermeneutical approach (attention to the author of the text, the 
original context, etcetera).  
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Appendix  1 –  Overview of LEGO-material 

The picture above - provided by Robert Rasmussen to the open source-community - 
gives an impression of the required LEGO-material for LEGO© SERIOUS PLAY©91.   
 

Category A: Basic bricks in different formats and colours. 
Category B: Bricks featuring an irregular shape. 
Category C: Parts with multiple possible metaphorical meanings, such as bridges, 

stairs, fences, etcetera. 
Category D:  Parts with more restricted set of possible meanings, such as flowers, 

trees, etcetera. 
Category E: Transparent bricks. 
Category F: Minifigures and bricks with eye pattern. 
Category G: Parts to create movement, such as wheels, hinges, turntables. 
Category H: Plates ranging from large to small. 
 

Below a couple of pictures of the LEGO-material used in this research. 

                                                                        
91 Rasmussen, R., “Brick Selection Criteria for Lego Serious Play Sessions”. 
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Contents of one of the boxes used by individual participants. 

 
 



 

Detail 1 and 2 of the contents of one of the boxes used by individual participants. 

 
 

 



 

 Detail 3 and 4 of the contents of one of the boxes used by individual participants.. 
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Contents of one of the boxes shared by three to four participants, containing special LEGO-items. 
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Appendix 2 –  Format of survey 

After meeting #2 and #3, participants where asked to fill in this evaluative survey.  
 
(1a.) What knowledge or insight did you gain tonight?  
 
(1b.) To what extent did this help you in connecting the Bible to your everyday life? 

□ 1        □ 2        □ 3       □ 4       □ 5      □ 6        □ 7      □ 8      □ 9       □ 10 
Not helpful      (tick the box that is applicable)          Very helpful 
 
 
(2a.) What feelings/emotions did you experience during the construction or during the 
discussion? 
 
(2b.) To what extent did this help you in connecting the Bible to your everyday life? 

□ 1        □ 2        □ 3       □ 4       □ 5      □ 6        □ 7      □ 8      □ 9       □ 10 
Not helpful      (tick the box that is applicable)          Very helpful 
 
 
(3a.) What do you want to do with what you have learned during this meeting? Try to be 
specific. 
 
(3b.) To what extent will this help you in connecting the Bible to your everyday life? 

□ 1        □ 2        □ 3       □ 4       □ 5      □ 6        □ 7      □ 8      □ 9       □ 10 
Not helpful      (tick the box that is applicable)          Very helpful 
 
 
The following questions apply to meeting #2 
 
(4.) How do you appreciate using this very method as a small group? 
 
(5.) Do you have any questions or comments? 
 
 
The following questions apply to meeting #3 
 
(4.) How did you appreciate the first meeting, in which we did skills building? Do you feel 
it gave you sufficient skills to work with? 
 
(5.) Would you recommend this method to a church small group? Please motivate. 
 
(6.) What change would you suggest in using this method, if you would want to use it 
again as a group? 
 
The transcription of the surveys is available in the Dutch report only. 
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Appendix 3 – Format of interviews 

The following format was used interviewing some of the participants: 
 
I would like to ask you some questions about the last meeting we had as a small group. 
The goal is to see what impact it had (or did not have). Please keep in mind that there are 
no right or wrong answers. The research is aimed at finding out the usefulness of the 
method we used. Whatever answer you give, will be very useful for the research. Your 
answers will be used to find out more about the impact of the method. Anything you say 
will be used with care and will be anonymized in the final report.  
 
(1a.) How do you look at the last meeting, in which we used LEGO as a tool for 
discussion? Do you remember what construction you have built, and the personal story  
you shared?  
 
The last meeting is X days ago. Although that is not a long time, I would like to know if you 
have thought about last meeting. 
 
(2a.) Have you gathered any new insights as a result of last meeting? If so, which ones? If 
not, do you think there’s a specific reason for that?  
 
(3a.) As a result of the last meeting, have you experience something that caused you to 
have some kind of emotion? If so, can you tell something about that.  
 
(4a.) As a result of the last meeting, did you take some kind of action? If so, what kind of 
action? If not, do you think there is a specific reason for that?  
 
(4b.) To what extent did this help you in connecting the Bible to your everyday life? 
□ 1        □ 2        □ 3       □ 4       □ 5      □ 6        □ 7      □ 8      □ 9       □ 10 
Not helpful      (tick the box that is applicable)          Very helpful 
 
 
We now will be talking about the first meeting, in which the method was introduced and 
skills building was done. 
 
(5.) How do you look back at the first meeting? 
 
(6.) Do you have anything to comment upon? 
 
 
The transcription of the interviews is available in the Dutch report only. 
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The following additional appendixes are available in the Dutch report only: 
 
Appendix 4 – Transcription of surveys 
Appendix 5 – Transcription of interviews 
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