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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to examine how leadership styles will influence the 

team performance during a computer game training. In order to get a better understanding 

what leadership styles are going to be distinguished, researchers observed students’ 

interactions while they played a strategic computer game. In the study, a group of Stanford 

University graduate students participated in the training with a ‘real esate’ computer game. 

The participants’ task during the game was to manage an estate company in small teams. 

Students developed goals, discussed problems and tracked progress in order to win the game. 

The results showed that the teams had different leadership styles which affected their 

performance. The leadership styles that participants used and how they affected the teams’ 

performance are described in the paper.  

Introduction   
Increasingly, employers are demanding that college graduates have integrative skills (Stephen, Parente, & 

Brown, 2002) for an interdisciplinary understanding of the organization and business dynamics (Hartenian, 

Schellenger, & Frederickson, 2001). However, methods and tools commonly used for teaching this business 

dynamic in collages are insufficient to cope with the complexity of organizations and the unstable conditions of 

today’s market (Baker & O’Neil, 2002; Day, 2001; Lehtinen, 2002). Especially, it is difficult to teach 

leadership—a central competence for coping with these kinds of conditions—using traditional classroom-based 

methods of teaching (e.g., lectures). One solution for that problem is to teach about leadership styles through 

strategic computer games. Thus, more studies need to be conducted about the ways of teaching leadership styles 

in practice. It would be especially interesting to study how leadership styles influence team performance during 

computer gaming training. Previous studies have demonstrated significant linkages among leadership behavior, 

team efficacy, and team performance (Pescosolido, 2001). However, there has been a lack of integration 

concerning the relationship between specific leader behaviors and team performance outcomes (Burke et al., 

2006). 

This paper describes serious gaming session that aimed to teach students about business dynamics and 

about leadership styles i.e., which leadership style should be used in a specific situation to manage similar 

situations in their future workplace. Past studies have shown that serious games can successfully foster student 

learning (Kafai, 2006), engagement (Kiili & Lainema, 2008), and motivation (Hense & Mandl, 2009). It is 

worth noting that there is an evidence to suggest that playing games allows the brain to ‘work’ more efficiently 

and thus, to take in more cognitive material than it would in a more traditional setting (Jenkins, 2002; Perry & 

Ballou, 1997). In addition, games can be considered as powerful learning environments because of the 

following: (a) they are based upon active-learning techniques, (b) they favor activation of prior knowledge 

given that players must use previously learned information in order to advance, (c) they provide immediate 

feedback enabling players to test hypotheses and learn from their actions, (d) they encompass opportunities for 

self-assessment through the mechanisms of scoring and reaching different levels, and (e) they provide 

opportunities for critical thinking and problem solving skills (Oblinger, 2004). Furthermore, few examples of 

using simulation games to develop leadership skills can be found in the military sector (O’Neil & Fisher, 2004). 

The military sector also uses simulation-based games in flight and combat training (O’Neil & Andrews, 2000). 

For this study, a strategic computer game, “Build-a-lot” (see Appendix), was used in which players met face-to-

face in small teams to manage a virtual real estate company. Participants collaborated in teams in order to win 

the game, and group work helped them to share and develop alternative viewpoints. Furthermore, the use of 

teams to promote student learning in education has been proven to be fruitful (Michaelsen, Bauman Knight, & 

Fink, 2004). For example, in Light’s study (2001) of student learning at Harvard, he found student learning 

teams to be highly effective. On the contrary, small group research has identified a number of factors that 

negatively affect team performance and member satisfaction. These include over-dependence on a dominant 

leader (Edmondson, Bohmer, & Pisano, 2001). 

The computer game used for the study presented an enormous amount of complex operations in which 

a team leader needed to address the final decision to lead the team to win the game. This kind of computer 

game, involving many complex decisions, can connect the players to everyday life experiences. In addition, the 

time pressure in the game was crucial, and participants had to make decisions quickly in order to advance to the 

next level. The speed of the game was fast, and only quick decision-making could lead teams to win the game. 

This gaming environment was interactive, and participants interacted by solving the given tasks in the game. 
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Therefore, strategy and an appropriate leadership were needed in order to be successful. Furthermore, the 

training was competition-based and that also required implementation of leadership skills. The research 

questions were as follows: 1) what leadership styles (if any) could be distinguished during the computer game, 

and 2) how have leadership styles influenced team performance during the game? 

Leadership styles 
Most definitions of leadership claim that it is a process of intentional influence by one person over others “to 

guide, structure, and facilitate activities and relationships in a group or organization” (Yukl, 1998, p. 3). In other 

words, leadership is defined in terms of problem-solving activities directed at the generation of solutions that 

advance team goal attainment (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). Leadership is typically associated with more 

mystical, charismatic qualities such as the ability to influence, arouse, inspire, enthuse, and transform (Bass & 

Avolio, 1994; Goleman, 2000), qualities that exist outside of the ordinary and mundane features of daily life. 

Additionally, leadership is frequently theorized as the exercise of power, the setting of goals and objectives, the 

managing of cultures, and the mobilization of others to get work done (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2003; 

Gemmill & Oakley, 1992). In addition, leadership has been defined in terms of individual personality traits, 

leader behaviors, responses to leader behaviors, interpersonal exchange relationships, interaction patterns, role 

relationships, follower perceptions, task goals, organizational culture, and nature of work processes (Mello, 

2003; Rost, 1991; Yukl, 1989). Hence, leadership is an important component in business dynamics. Below, we 

specify four leadership styles in more details: transactional, transformational, heroic, and post-heroic leadership.   

First, transactional leadership is characterized by the clear specification of what followers are expected 

to do (e.g., Bryman, 1996) and it is based on a rational exchange relationship between leader and subordinate 

(Bass, 1985; Howell & Costley, 2001). The leader articulates what behaviors are required and what will be 

rewarded, and provides feedback to the subordinates about their behaviors. The subordinate, in turn, complies 

with these behavior requirements if rewards are desired (Yun, Cox, Sims, & Salam, 2007). In short, 

transactional leadership can be defined as a cost-benefit exchange between leaders and their followers and it is 

comprised of three dimensions: contingent reward, active management by exception, and passive management 

by exception. 

On the other hand, transformational leadership is characterized by concern with people. 

Transformational leaders lead by inspiring and stimulating followers; by creating highly absorbing and 

motivating visions; and by utilizing behaviors such as charisma and intellectual stimulation to induce 

performance of subordinates beyond expectations (Conger, Kanungo, & Menon, 2000; Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 

2003; Yun et al., 2007). Bass (2000, p. 21) states that transformational leaders “move followers to go beyond 

their own self-interests for the good of their group, organization or community, country or society as a whole”. 

Transformational leadership is comprised of the following dimensions: idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, charismatic and intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration.  

Third, heroic leadership is characterized by the following: feelings that leadership is based on superior 

knowledge and information (omnipotence); fearing failure (rightness); keeping up appearances at any cost 

including blaming others (face-saving); and viewing subordinates as inferior creatures in constant need of 

assistance and rescue (codependency) (Eicher, 2006). Two sub-classes could be distinguished in heroic 

leadership such as: autocratic and coercive leadership styles which have many similarities. The autocratic leader 

sequesters a high degree of control and makes decisions without consulting team members. The heroic-

autocratic leader determines all policies, techniques, and activity steps, and dictates the particular work tasks 

and work companions of each member. The autocratic leader tends to be personal in her praise and criticism of 

the work of each member but remains aloof from active group participation (Choi, 2007). On the other hand, in 

coercive leadership style leader demands immediate compliance and drive to achieve, initiative, and self-control 

(Goleman, 2000).  

Finally, post-heroic leadership takes place when the leader wants others to take responsibility and gain 

knowledge (empowerment), encourages innovation and participation even in ambiguous situations (risk-taking), 

seeks input and aims for consensus in decision-making (participation), and wants others to grow and learn even 

at the expense of becoming dispensable herself (development). Post-heroic leadership has thus become a 

concept used to describe a new conceptualization of leadership that refutes the top-down focus on the leader 

typical of most leadership literature and discourse (Bradford & Cohen, 1998; Eicher, 2006, Fletcher, 2004). This 

leadership style is well-suited to complex, changing, and inter-dependent environments. There are two sub-

classes in post-heroic leadership: democratic and shared leadership. First, democratic leadership style 

emphasizes high group participation, discussion, and group decisions based on consensus encouraged by the 

leader. By giving workers a voice in decisions, democratic leaders build organizational flexibility and 

responsibility and help generate fresh ideas. In addition, because they have a say in setting their goals and the 

standards for evaluating success, people operating in a democratic system tend to be very realistic about what 

can and cannot be accomplished (Goleman, 2000). Second, shared leadership occurs when all members of a 

team are fully engaged in the leadership of the team and are not hesitant to influence and guide their fellow team 
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members in an effort to maximize the potential of the team as a whole (Pearce, 2004). In summary, shared 

leadership represents teams whose members are empowered to share the tasks and responsibilities of leadership 

(Ensley, Pearson, & Pearce, 2003; Katzenbach, 1997).  

Methods  
In order to get a better understanding of how leadership styles will affect team performance during computer 

game training, three researchers observed students’ interactions when they were playing a strategic computer 

game called “Build-a-lot” (see Appendix). Researchers were taking detailed notes of all student dialogs and 

actions; each researcher had one team to observe and take notes of their interactions and dialogs. The goal of 

this observation was to determine what leadership styles (if any) students are going to use during the game and 

how this styles will affect team performance. All notes that researched made were transcribed verbatim. For the 

purpose of data analysis the detailed codes were developed which described each leadership style 

characteristics. The notes (i.e. each team dialogs and interactions) were coded using those leadership styles 

characteristics. Nine participants took part in the gaming session. They were divided into three teams, which 

competed against each other for one hour. Final scores of the game determined which team won. During the 

game, students made many decisions related to running a real estate company. Due to the game’s limited time, 

the participants became focused during the gaming session and were thoroughly engaged and immersed in the 

game. The time pressure increased the speed of their decision-making. The gaming session took place at 

Stanford University, California, USA in the autumn semester of 2007. 

Participants 
Nine participants took part in the study (two females and seven males). They were Stanford University graduate 

students from different academic backgrounds such as engineering and humanities. The participants in the teams 

did not know each other. There were three teams with three participants in each team. They did not consider 

themselves experienced users of computer games. The study was the first in which all of them took part in a 

gaming session. During the experiment, participants worked together in teams because only in teams could 

leaders be distinguished. Participants were unaware of the purpose of the study. 

Description of the game and setting 
Participants played “Build-a-lot” (see Appendix) in teams. Players represented real estate moguls whose task 

was to take over the housing market as they build, upgrade, sell, and buy houses for huge profits. The purpose 

of the gaming session was to teach students business dynamics, how to make decisions quickly. Their goal was 

to win the game; the team with the most profit and the highest achieved level won the game. From time to time, 

a message from the Mayor (of the city in which they were building houses) appeared on the computer screen 

with hints or tasks about the game. If a team managed to get every operation correct, they passed the level in the 

game and advanced to the next level. If a team failed a level in the game, they had to repeat that level from the 

beginning. Every team had one notebook computer to use along with a computer mouse. The teams played 

simultaneously for one hour. During the experiment, there were three researchers to observe the teams; each 

researcher had one team to observe. Researchers introduced the game to participants at the beginning and told 

them that they could look for help and instructions in the tutorial section in the game, but they could not ask the 

observing researchers any questions. Team members could ask questions of other teams. The aim of the 

researchers was to observe students’ interactions while playing the game (how they collaborated, how they 

made decisions, etc.) and to make detailed notes of all their dialogs and students interactions.  

Data Analysis 
The main aim of the study was to research how leadership styles which participants applied during the gaming 

session will influence the teams’ performance. The method of data analysis was discourse analysis (Silverman, 

2006). After reading through the transcripts of notes from observations and students dialogs, the transcripts were 

coded in terms of transactional, transformational, heroic and post-heroic leadership styles. These developed 

categories of leadership styles (each had subcategories referring to the given leadership style characteristics) 

were used to analyze the data. 

Results 
The conclusion drawn from the observations is that the teams had different leadership styles, which affected 

their performance. The following three sections describe each team’s leadership style and how it influenced 

performance and the game results. 

Team 1. 
The leadership style of Team 1 could not be described as one leadership style. The leader of this team applied 

different leadership styles such as transformational, heroic, as well as post-heroic leadership styles. In this team 
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there was an accountable leader who had superior knowledge; all wisdom was concentrated in him, and he 

displayed a sense of power and confidence. The leader knew what actions to take during the game, although he 

has not played that game before. He possessed superior knowledge which helped him to make the right 

decisions. The dialog below is an example of participant 2 (the leader’s) omnipotence:  

 Participant 1: ‘Do we need to train (workers)?’ 

 Participant 2: ‘Yes, but it is too expensive.’ (He is upgrading houses) 

 Participant 1: ‘How about (if) we build this one?’ 

 Participant 2: ‘Maybe not... we have to make more money.’ 

 

Participant 2 knew what to do in this situation, and he determined his teammates’ opinions to be less 

valuable at this point. In the dialog above, even if participant 1’s opinions were turned down by the leader, he 

agreed with it without insisting on his opinions and without trying to persuade participant 2, which could 

suggest that participant 2 (the leader) was respected for his knowledge and rightness. This behavior could be 

described as an idealized influence which is a characteristic of transformational leadership – leaders are 

admired, respected and trusted. At the same time, the leader of this team applied intellectual stimulation to 

manage his team. During the competition, participant 2 was the leader who controlled the mouse, read aloud 

game instructions, and tried to generalize the guidelines for the team. There were several times when two other 

team members brought up questions, and he answered them very quickly. Although he controlled the mouse 

during the whole process, he often asked his team members opinions before implementing ideas; hence, team 

members were included in the process of addressing problems and finding solutions. They participated in 

making some of the decisions, such as what to do next, but they depended on their leader to make the final 

decision. Thus, the leadership style was democratic and leader-centered at the same time. Group participation 

and discussion was encouraged by the leader. Below is an example:  

Participant 2: ‘Do you want a workshop?, then, he explains, ‘the strategy of this level is to build a 

 house and get cash, and you need to build a library.’ 

Participant 3: ‘We need more training.’ 

Participant 2: ‘Oh, mail! That’s good.’ (He opens the mail, team members look at the screen), then he 

 asks: ‘how do you feel about an upgrade?’  

 

 From the dialog above, it could be noted that participant 2 asked for his teammates’ opinions because 

probably he wanted to share the responsibility. Thus, the leadership style present in this team could be 

interpreted as shared leadership also. The leader shared his leadership to some degree with the team members; 

he asked them what they think should be done next and waited for their agreement to proceed further. However, 

this kind of leadership does not always have a good influence on team performance. Sometimes leaders cannot 

make any decision without getting input from their team members. This slows down the process and the 

organization cannot react quickly enough. In this team, participant 2 was often asking his team members for 

opinions (although not all of their ideas were adopted and implemented) that helped him to lead the team to win 

the game. The best leaders favor participation, but also know when they need to be directive or make decisions 

on their own. According to Lingham (2004), teams with high dependence on a single leader had lower 

performance, less member satisfaction, and a decreased climate of psychological safety. The dependence on a 

single leader could be observed in Team 1; however, in the case of this team, team members did not show the 

aforementioned attributes. Overall, there was no conflict in the team during the playing the game. Everyone 

seemed to be content with the decisions participant 2 made, and the atmosphere of the team was harmonious. 

Team members were satisfied with the leadership styles the leader implemented. In summary, leadership 

techniques used by the leader brought success to the overall team performance; this team won the game 

competition.  

Team 2. 
This team’s leadership style could be described as heroic leadership and to some degree as a post-heroic 

leadership. Disagreements in this team came from the fact that one participant dominated and was pushing other 

team members to realize his ideas. It could be noted from observations of this team that he was behaving like a 

heroic-autocratic leader. He issued orders and he expected them to be followed without questions. He wanted to 

determine all activity tasks and steps. A high degree of control is a main characteristic of the autocratic 

leadership style. He wanted to win the game and he was concentrated more on the game performance than on 

his team members’ satisfaction and their opinions. The example of participant 4’s autocratic leadership style can 

be noted in the dialog below:  

Participant 5: ‘What should we do?’  

Participant 4: ‘We buy houses later, buy one Tudor, we can sell it later.’  

Participant 6: ‘Colonial first.’ (He meant colonial buildings) 
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Participant 4: ‘No, definitively don’t do it, buy Tudor. Better to build the Tudor. Listen to me!’ 

 (Participant 6 was against that) 

Participant 4: ‘Sell a Tudor and buy this one of a higher price, listen to me!’ 

 

In addition, coercive leadership styles could be noted from his behavior as he demanded immediate 

compliance. This leadership style is the least effective. It is appropriate during an emergency or crisis situation, 

and when used in the short term, but it is not successful in the long term. In this leadership style, team members 

do what they are told because they fear being reprimanded. As a result, team members are easy to manage and 

the leaders have all the control. Unfortunately, team members feel burdened to question ideas and make 

suggestions, which prevent good ideas from being heard. Another downside involves team members never 

deviating from their leaders’ orders, even if they do not agree with the orders. When participant 4 was behaving 

like a demanding leader who gives orders to team members, they disliked it. During the game, they were willing 

to collaborate with each other more, but not with participant 4. They were not satisfied with participant 4’s 

attitude towards them and the game competition. However on the contrary, highlights of shared leadership style 

could be noticed from this team conversations. From time to time there was mutual influence between the team 

members. In particular, the female participant was asking two other members’ opinions and encouraged them to 

exchange ideas. She had the mouse in her hand during the game’s competition, and she was trying to discuss 

with others all decisions she was about to take. The two other participants were expressing their opinions to her, 

and she was implementing what she had been told to do. In general, all team members tried their best to win the 

game, and ideas were coming from every team member. They always tried to help each other by expressing 

opinions and comments. Here is a note from the observations showing highlights of shared leadership style and 

mutual influence in this team: participants 4 and 5 had an idea of buying a house, and participant 6 commented 

as follows:  

Participant 6: ‘Not buy, let’s build a house.’ 

 (They listened to his comment and constructed the house) 

 Participant 4: ‘We can sell it later.’  

 Participant 6: ‘No, let’s sell it now.’ 

 Participant 5: ‘We’ll sell it when we don’t have money...’ 

 

Based on the results of the study, the mix of leadership styles implemented in this team cannot lead the 

team to be successful and to achieve high performance. Team 2 was the second team to finish the game, and 

perhaps this was due to one participant’s coercive leadership style which was not effectively implemented 

within the team. In addition, team members were not satisfied with participant 4’s dominant influence. 

Team 3. 
In this team, no clear leadership style could be distinguished, however collaboration could be noted from the 

team’s dialogs but nobody in this team wanted to have a leadership responsibility nor did anyone have a 

personality with which to influence others. Leadership involves influence; without influence, leadership does 

not exist. This team’s way of playing the game lacks clearly distinguished leadership style, although highlights 

of shared leadership could be noted in the team’s conversations. This team’s game score was the lowest, so they 

lost the game competition. In general, the lack of leadership could be explained by the “official leader” being 

not present – physically or mentally. Most of the time, team members want to have their leaders to direct, 

inform, or give them feedback. Thus, when the team has no leader, the team’s potential is hindered. In addition, 

most team members want to feel a connection to their team; however, without the leader, there is no 

organization, but rather chaos. See the note from the observations below as an example of Team 3’s lack of 

organization: 

Participant 8: ‘We have to build it.  How many do we have to build? 75? We’re out of materials. So 

 what’s next? Do we have additional instructions? Or just make more money?’ 

Participant 7: ‘We keep making money.’  

Participant 8: ‘Our strategy is to make money, right?’ (Silence, nobody answered the question) 

 

From the dialog above, one could notice uncertainty of what they have to do. Later, during the game, 

when one team member was trying to organize the structure of the team, other team members did not consider 

that to be necessary. See the dialog below as an example:  

Participant 7: ‘We have to buy a house. Raise income.’ (Spoke louder) 

(Team members moved forward to read the game instructions) 

Participant 8: ‘We don’t have enough money’. 

Participant 9: ‘Materials.’  

Participant 8: ‘OK, now each of us should be in charge of one job.’  

Participants 7 and 9 laughed and nodded their heads. 
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(They almost developed the strategy but without a success) 

Participant 7: ‘Buy a house to raise income. We need to buy or construct.’ Then he adds: ‘Time is 

 running out…’ 

 

In this team, nobody had authority or an answer to the questions other team members were asking. 

Furthermore, nobody wanted to be responsible and everyone was making suggestions. Nobody demonstrated a 

tendency to dominate this team and to be a leader. Also, nobody’s opinion was respected or considered to be 

important, they avoided getting involved when important issues aroused. They usually made a decision based on 

a situation rather than a person. This team did not respond to situations and problems systematically. The team 

cannot have successful performance without a leader who has the authority to make decisions. A team needs a 

leader to organize its structure and to successfully lead team members in a complex environment. This team 

leadership could be described as laissez-faire and team’s behavior could be described as passive/avoidant 

behavior. The “passive leaders” avoid specifying agreements, clarifying expectations, and providing goals and 

standards to be achieved by followers. This style has a negative effect on desired outcomes and has negative 

impacts on followers and associates. Therefore, the lack of a leadership role in this team probably caused them 

to lose the game competition and have the lowest score. These results provide added support for prior research 

that has shown the use of managing-by-exception (laissez-faire) to be an ineffective leadership style (Avolio, 

Waldman, & Einstein, 1988). 

Discussion 
The main concern of the study was to research how leadership styles will affect the team performance during a 

computer game training. As a result of the game competition, Team 1 won the game. The leader of this team 

used different leadership styles such as transformational: shared and democratic leadership styles. The best 

leaders do not just use one style of leadership – they are skilled at several, and have the flexibility to switch 

between styles as the circumstances dictate (Goleman, 2000). In the case of Team 1, the transformational 

leadership and the dependence on a single leader (leader-centered style) resulted in effective team performance. 

However, the leader-centered leadership style is hardly used alone in today’s organizations. One leader alone is 

not enough in today’s complex work environment. It is becoming more difficult for any one person to be an 

expert in all aspects of the work that needs to be done. In fact, research indicates that poor-performing teams 

tend to be dominated by the team leader, while high-performing teams display more dispersed leadership 

patterns, i.e., shared leadership (Pearce, 2004). Shared leadership is a complex process, but it was successfully 

implemented in Team 1. In this team, the role of the heroic leadership was implemented with shared and 

democratic leadership styles that made a positive impact on the team performance. On the contrary, in Team 2 

shared leadership implemented with autocratic and coercive leadership styles did not bring effectiveness to the 

team performance. The leader’s personality was too strong and his demanding attitude towards other team 

members had a negative influence on the team members and the team performance. He wanted to direct and 

control all decisions without any meaningful participation by the team members. With this leadership style, it 

has been found that most of the decisions made lack in creativity. Although shared leadership was applied in 

Team 2, it did not help to win the game. In Team 3, there was no clearly distinguished leadership style which 

probably caused them to lose the game. Team members demonstrated a failure to take responsibility for 

managing and decision-making. No one in this team provided direction or support; rather, they showed a lack of 

caring for their team’s performance. This ‘non-leadership’ style could be described as laissez-faire leadership, a 

principle which emphasizes independence. So, team members are left alone to do their work with little direction 

or supervision. The conclusion from these results is that leadership is needed for successful team performance. 

 According to Brousseau, Driver, Hourihan, & Larsson (2006), in order to advance in complex 

organizations, leaders need to learn and apply more advanced decision styles for using information and 

evaluating options. It was found that leader decision styles must evolve to include more complex information 

processing that are capable of managing the challenges of a turbulent environment. Today’s organizations are 

more complex than they used to be, and traditional, heroic leadership styles, when used alone, are not enough to 

be successful. Therefore, teaching leadership should change as well. One approach to teach leadership is by 

playing a strategic computer game in teams. Teaching with computer games could prepare students to better 

cope with business world complexity. Gaming sessions as described in the paper could be implemented in 

college business education to teach students which leadership styles should be used in a specific situation to 

manage similar situations in their future workplaces. Classes based on organizing training sessions with 

strategic computer games to teach leadership styles have two advantages. First, students experience how they 

behave in pressure situations (competition, time pressure, etc); these situations push them to be more successful 

and creative or they cause them to drop out without caring about actively participating in the training session. 

Second, they see which team wins the game, attempt to interpret the game results, and come to the conclusions 

as to why their team performance was not effective if their team lost. This type of experience teaches students 

how to behave in certain situations and how the competition affects their behavior. After the gaming session, 
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they will realize from the experience which type of leadership styles work well and how to behave next time 

when placed in a similar situation. However, not everyone has a predisposition to being a leader; a particular 

personality type is usually needed. People who have a ‘leader personality’ could be trained to be better leaders 

and training such as the type mentioned in this study could help them to develop strategies on how to be more 

successful. In summary, playing a strategic computer game in teams of three could provide the tool to learn 

applying different leadership styles in different situations.    

The interesting area for future inquiry would be to organize leadership training sessions in which 

participants play in more than one team. In this way, they will have an opportunity to experience different 

leadership styles with different team members. It would be fruitful for the game participants to conduct 

interviews with them after the training and evaluate the leadership styles they have experienced. This kind of 

debriefing could help participants to articulate what they have learned for the purpose of knowledge building 

(Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1999).  
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Appendix 
Build-a-lot – a strategic computer game, where players are real estate moguls whose task is to take over the 

housing market as they build, upgrade, sell and buy houses for huge profits. The objective of the game is to get 

Net Value to the highest possible number by building, upgrading and selling properties. The team with the most 

profit and the highest achieved level wins the game. If the players manage to get every operation correct, they 

pass the current level in the game and advance to the next level. If a team fails a level in the game, they have to 

repeat that level from the beginning. During the game, players get the instructions from the mayor of the city in 

which they are building houses. To construct a property, players must have the blueprint, enough workers and 

enough materials. The players’ task is to move from one town to another to improve them and achieve all the 

goals in a given period of time. They are asked to build different kinds of houses and buildings, earn a specific 

rental income, or earn cash. To achieve these goals, players have to choose exactly what they have to build and 

demolish, which requires certain calculations. Players can build the following kinds of houses: Rambler, 

Colonial, Tudor, Estate, Mansion, and Castle. They should buy the blueprint of each of these, the materials 

needed, and a certain number of workers. They can also build a number of buildings like a Post office, Library, 

Workshop, Bank, Sawmill, etc. The main advantage of this game is the fact that it makes players think and 

calculate items (for example, taxes that they should pay) in order to win. In this environment, participants 

played in teams, with three members on each team. Game play with small teams forces team members to 

express and exchange their ideas and opinions to form a strategy. Furthermore, teams are indispensable for 

successful performance, and individuals have to be trained to be able to work efficiently and effectively in 

groups.  
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