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ABSTRACT
This Master thesis is an exploratory study that had the initial aim to research leadership in
distributed teams, but, which ended up changing the focus as a result of unexpected findings.
Therefore, the study refocused on collaboration in distributed teams with the purpose to explore
the work environment of distributed teams from a collaborative perspective, with the aim of
trying to develop an in‐depth understanding of the factors that contribute and challenge the
cohesion in these teams. Furthermore, our aim was to present our findings in a model, which
would describe the collaborative environment in distributed teams. Our research design was a
single case study with embedded cases, overall 13 interviews were conducted representing
leaders and members of hybrid distributed teams, which gave rich and descriptive data of their
collaborative environment. Our empirical findings showed that structure has a significant impact
on collaboration. This led to another finding, which states that management skills are more
relevant than leadership skills in the virtual context. Furthermore, we could also identify several
challenges, which were not explicitly approached in previous literature. Limitations/Implications:
Our research is limited to a single case study, therefore future investigations including several
cases or companies from different industries would be advised to strengthen the findings. Our
research project contributes to the existing literature, by extending the research field of
collaboration in distributed teams, while also having implications for companies, which have
employees across the world and thus, consider developing or implementing this specific work
unit.
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1. Introduction
Close your eyes and imagine….
It’s early in Manhattan; the promise of a sunny morning lies ahead and you’ve just grabbed your
coffee from the corner diner. With a New Your pace, you head towards your office. Today’s
schedule is full: you have to discuss some contract details with your newest Chinese partner, give
feedback on a new communication platform to the IT developers in India, and of course remember
to have a fika with your Swedish colleagues.
You open the door to the co‐working space and it is totally empty. You sit down and start your
computer. You sign in and connect. You do not want to be late.
You are a click away from the world. Your working day just started. “Welcome to the new
paradigm of work anytime, anywhere, in real space or in cyberspace”(Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003,
p. 362).

1.1 Problem Discussion
Nowadays, we live in a technology‐enabled economy, which benefits from knowledge sharing
with stakeholders and the opportunity to leverage this in order to build stronger relationships
(Avolio, Kahai & Dodge, 2001). We are truly standing witness to a technological revolution. High‐
speed internet and the power of mobile technology are rapid advances that have enabled
individuals to access information wherever and whenever (Golden & Veiga, 2008). These
technologies allow users to communicate with one or several persons without considering time
or space. Digital innovation, which happens at a high speed, has a direct and fundamental impact
on business processes and organizational structures, which are inevitably susceptible to change
(Bolden & O'Regan 2016). The introduction of Advanced Information Technologies (AIT) in
organizations (Avolio et al., 2001), affects the way individuals work and interact across the globe
from real life to virtual settings (Lockwood, 2015). A virtual context sustains an environment
where there are minimal physical interactions between leaders and team members.
Derosa and Lepsinger (2010) explained that there are three main reasons why organizations set
up teams that work within a virtual context: Firstly, it allows them to leverage best available
talent, regardless of their geographic location; Secondly, it helps them to face the challenge with
the global economy, which asks for organizations to respond to shifts in the marketplace fast
enough; Thirdly, technology has enabled organizations to set up these teams, thus allowing
1

organizations to be more efficient and save costs. In addition, to a wider extent distributed teams
are used in organizations (Malhotra, Majchrzak & Rosen, 2007), and for organizations to consider
and implement distributed teams present an opportunity on several levels (Zigurs, 2002).
However it is worth nothing that, according to Derosa and Lepsinger (2010) more than 25% of
them are not performing at optimum levels.
Miller (2005) anticipated the impact of digital era on traditional leadership. When leaders and
team members interact, communicate and work in a virtual environment with the use of
technologies, it creates several challenges to traditional leadership practices (Malhotra et al.,
2007; Avolio, Sosik, Kahai & Baker, 2014; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). Hence, it is evident that
technology changes the rules of leadership and raises additional, new challenges specific to the
virtual context (Avolio et al. 2014). Therefore, in the initial phase of our thesis we found it is of
utmost importance to develop an understanding of how leadership is carried out in distributed
teams. We found it essential to investigate and grasp the real‐world context, and with our case
study approach it was supposed to bring us an in‐depth understanding of it. Although, after
collecting data, we realized that our findings went beyond the results we were expecting and
took our research into a new direction. In fact, our findings revealed more information about the
collaborative work environment and interactions between leaders and members. According to
Bell and Kozlowski (2002) little is known about distributed teams and how they function. Charlier,
Stewart, Greco and Reeves (2016) add that it is still questionable how to nurture a successful and
efficient collaboration in a virtual context. Therefore, we decided to redefine our stated purpose
and research question in order to further investigate our findings with the respect to distributed
teams. It is also crucial to emphasize that leadership does indeed contribute as a part of the
collaborative environment of distributed teams, however at a smaller extent than we initially
expected.

1.2 Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this thesis is to explore the work environment of distributed teams from a
collaborative perspective, with the aim of trying to develop an in‐depth understanding of the
factors that contribute and challenge the cohesion in these teams.
Therefore, our overarching research question is:
How can a successful collaboration in distributed teams be developed?

2

1.3 Outlook of the Thesis
We began by providing the reader with the purpose and research question of our study, followed
by the introduction of relevant theories in the field of distributed teams and additionally including
the relevant research previously investigated by academics in the field. Chapter 3, we explained
how we carried out our research, our initial standpoint and which methods were used to carry
out our study. In the Methodological chapter we also discuss possible limitations with our
selected way of conducting the research, ethics and quality issues regarding it.
Chapter 4 takes the reader into our empirical findings and further introduces the derived concept
model that was developed from our data. In the following chapter, we discuss and argue for and
against our model with previous literature of the topic of distributed teams and further,
illuminate areas that we found essential to consider as part of a holistic review. Chapter 6 is the
last part of our thesis and it covers our concluding remarks, limitations of our research and
managerial and theoretical implications. Lastly, we make suggestions of areas for future research.
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2. Frame of reference
The frame of reference presents theories from the fields of distributed teams and leadership in
distributed teams. It also puts forth for discussion the collaborative topic with the added lens of
additional factors for consideration, which can encourage and/or hinder the working process in
the virtual environment.

2.1. Distributed teams
In recent years there have been several highly advanced communication technologies that have
been brought to the market, with the consequence of a faster pace of change within
organizations (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Kirkman, Rosen, Gibson, Tesluk & McPherson, 2002). In
order to adapt to the speed of communication and information sharing, organizational systems,
structures and processes have been modified in many organizations (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). The
new technology has enabled leaders and team members to work and stay in contact with each
other through interactions via emails, instant messages, online platforms, telephone, audio‐ and
video conferencing and message boards (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). Therefore, teams do not need
to be present in the same physical environment, and because of that some team leaders and
members communicate solely through the help of communication technologies and rarely meet
face‐to‐face, if ever.
A traditional face‐to‐face team has its members in the same site, location and market, while its
more modern counterpart will have dispersed team members. Some authors may refer to it as a
distributed team (Al‐Ani, Horspool & Bligh, 2011; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002) or “virtual teams”
(Zigurs, 2002), “e‐teams” (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003), “global Virtual teams” (Jarvenpaa & Leidner,
1999), “far‐flung teams” (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). The term virtual has created some confusion
and has been considered to be misleading since it implies an unreality (Zaccaro & Bader, 2002).
However, virtual teams are real teams, especially considering that they have all of the
characteristics, roles, challenges, tasks, goals and missions as a traditional team may have
(Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Kirkman et al., 2002; Malhotra et al., 2007).
Although, Zigurs (2002) and Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) point out that virtual teams come in
many forms and that they may differ in terms of objectives, membership criteria, cultural
diversity, organizational affiliations etc. In this thesis, we are using the term “distributed teams”
as the overarching term for this type of work unit. A distributed team can be defined as; “team
members from different time zones, nations, cultures and companies or departments that work,
collaborate and communicate through technologies” (Avolio & Kahai, 2003; Malhotra et al.,
2007; Zigurs, 2002; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Kirkman et al., 2002; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). The
purpose of a distributed team could be to strengthen customer focus through representation in
4

the local market or to increase productivity, market share, or profitability (Kirkman et al., 2002).
Many distributed teams are cross‐functional and they are involved with the intention of fulfilling
more than just one purpose (Kirkman et al., 2002).
One may ask why is a distributed team any different than a traditional team? Bell and Kozlowski
(2002) developed a typology where the authors explained how these two teams differ, with the
clearest distinction being the lack of a shared physical environment. Bell and Kozlowski (2002)
built their typology around two main characteristics that distinguish distributed and traditional
teams, (a) spatial distance and (b) information, data, and personal communication. “The most
critical and important feature of virtual teams is that they cross boundaries of space” (Bell &
Kozlowski, 2002, p. 22), such as connecting employees and teams in different locations,
contacting suppliers and customers around the world, which result in that a business that never
stops. Spatial distance does not only consider the distance in kilometers or miles, but instead
focuses should be on the spatial separation that affects the interaction of the members in a
distributed team (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Thus, it is this face‐to‐face interaction in real time and
life that is absent and signifies a distributed team.
As identified in the model below, the characteristics of communication refer to the advanced
communication technologies that have been introduced, incrementally improved and, thus
helped change the structure of work teams. According to Bell and Kozlowski (2002)
communication technologies are the critical component that enables cohesion between team
members. “They allow individuals to communicate and share information and data regardless of
their location in time and space” (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002, p. 24), thus communication and
interaction within a distributed team usually occur through the use of one or several mediating
technologies and members rarely meet other team members face‐to‐face. While, a traditional
team has face‐to‐face interaction and can additionally use mediating technologies to supplement
communication (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002).
Moreover, in the typology previously mentioned by Bell & Kozlowski (2002), it describes
distributed teams as different from traditional teams because firstly, they are present in different
locations, departments, markets and around the world. Secondly, linking individuals together
enable them to operate, work and communicate due to technologies that have facilitated to
share data and information. The advancements of technology have enabled organizations to use
distributed teams as a team‐based work unit and the usage is growing rapidly (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002; Al‐Ani et al., 2011), simply because many organizations believe that distributed teams
come with a lot of benefits.
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Figure 1: Characteristics that differentiate distributed teams from traditional teams
(Modified and adapted from Bell & Kozlowski, 2002, p. 22).
Distributed teams allow companies to be more flexible, adaptive and responsive by crossing time,
borders and continents (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Malhotra et al., 2007; Rosen, Furst & Blackburn,
2006). While, Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) argue that companies benefit from implementing
distributed teams due to the cost savings on office space. Distributed teams can be designed to
bring together the most skilled employees or individuals to solve a complex task for a company
(Rosen et al., 2006; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). This approach allows companies to make use of
the expertise within or beyond the office, regardless of location, and thus respond more quickly
to competitors or to changes in the marketplace (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003),
and by doing so can contribute to the company’s competitive advantage. In addition, Al‐Ani et al.
(2011) argue that distributed teams are practical and efficient, and that they have great potential
to radically change the way work is performed. Avolio and Kahai (2002) argued that by linking
individuals through technology, the benefits are often likely to outweigh the associated cost and
potential problems with working in a distributed team.
Despite the distinction between traditional and distributed teams, the reality is not simply black
or white. There are mixed approaches to these teams as well, which demonstrate how team
members can be both collocated and distributed but still part of the same team. According to
Zigurs (2002) this provides a great deal of complexity to team leaders and members to be present
in both types of teams. In addition, Al‐Ani et al. (2011) addressed the same issue and referred to
it as a hybrid category of a team, while the authors found that the leader’s location seemed to
6

be of less importance in the matter of collocated or distributed. Furthermore, it was not
considered as an advantage to be collocated with the leader and majority of work was actually
performed without leaders and team members being collocated (Al‐Ani et al., 2011). In Cascio
and Shurygailo (2003), they attempt to classify distributed teams, and argue that the likelihood
of a company that uses one (or more than one) hybrid category in order to fit the current
situation in the best manner, were considered to be higher than others. Avolio and Kahai (2003)
emphasized the difficulty from a leader’s standpoint to balance the relationship between
collocated and distributed members in a team and to evaluate where it is crucial and feasible to
spend his/her time.

2.2 Leadership in Distributed Teams
Moving on to the leadership aspect of distributed team, many scholars (Cascio & Shurygailo,
2003; Iorio & Taylor, 2015; Rosen et al., 2006) refer to the leader as the most vital component in
a distributed team, some may even say that “leadership is the key to success in this new
organizational form” i.e. distributed teams (Carte, Chidambaram & Becker, 2006, p. 339).
The historical aspects of leadership are related to certain personality traits and specific behaviors,
different types of styles and the power or influence that the leader has on/over its followers
(Zigurs, 2002). Thus, the general perception of leadership involves a minimum one person one
that establishes commitment among a group of followers to work towards a shared goal (Avolio
& Kahai, 2003). An even more precise explanation of leadership could be a “dynamic, robust
system embedded within a larger organizational system” (Avolio & Kahai, 2003, p.325), though
the authors argue that an organization’s norms create structures that determine the relationship
anticipated among leaders and followers of an organization. Jarvenpaa and Tanriverdi (2003)
describe organizational leadership as the social influence behavior that gives direction with
respect to how and where to act to ensure the long‐term survival of the organization. Leadership
provides structure when the initial structure fails to give direction, that is the reason for
leadership to exist and why it so important (Jarvenpaa & Tanriverdi, 2003).
Recently, organizations have been introduced to technology that enables them to be globally
efficient, flexible and respondent to the market, hence changes in the work environment are
occurring (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Avolio, Kahai, & Dodge, 2001; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002;
Avolio & Kahai, 2003; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003; Korzynski, 2013). “These changes require a
significant adaptation on the part of leadership in organizations to the new emerging realities of
the marketplace” (Avolio et al., 2001, p. 615). Information Technology (IT) has caused the
leadership landscape to change rapidly (Kahai, 2013), thus several researchers (Malhotra et al.,
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2007; Avolio, Sosik, Kahai & Baker, 2014; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003) claim that the traditional
leadership as we know it, is currently undergoing a major transition.
When we talk about leadership in distributed teams, what we reference is “e‐leadership” (Avolio
et al., 2014) or “virtual leadership” (Malhotra et al., 2007). The key difference that distinguishes
e‐leadership from other leadership styles is that it takes place in an environment mediated by
information technology (Avolio & Kahai, 2003; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003), where leaders need to
take a more proactive role in creating the social structures that can absorb the implementation
of technologies (Avolio et al., 2001). E‐leadership is defined as ‘‘a social influence process
mediated by advanced information technologies to produce changes in attitudes, feelings,
thinking, behavior, and/or performance of individuals, groups, and/or organizations’’ (Avolio et
al., 2001, p. 617). Avolio et al. (2014) explain that e‐leadership can be influenced and shaped by
values, norms and practices that are shared by the members of an organization. Thus,
practitioners of e‐leadership are very likely to have a crucial contribution to the implementation,
facilitation and sense‐making of technology in an organization (Avolio et al., 2001; Kahai, Huang
& Jestice, 2012; Iorio & Taylor, 2015; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Van Wart, Roman, Wang & Liu,
2016).
Anyhow, what e‐leadership (or virtual leadership) is notably lacking in the description of how it
should be practiced. Therefore, instead we see well‐known and established leadership theories
that have been discussed and used from previous scholar used for this purpose to explore and
explain how leadership is carried out with the help of technology. Nevertheless, literature can be
ambiguous with respect to the need and relevance of leadership in distributed teams, in addition
to what extent that traditional leadership practices are transferable in this context (Al‐Ani et al.,
2011).
In distributed teams, the most frequently occurring example is transformational leadership and
it is briefly described as “centered on managing the interpersonal relationships between people”
(Iorio & Taylor, 2015, p. 396). In a broader sense, Purvanova and Bono (2009) and Avolio and
Yammarino (2015) explained transformational leaders as possessing characteristics such as
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration and charisma.
Transformational leadership embraces the connection between the leader and its members, the
approach has its foundation in emotional attachment, respect and trust (Avolio & Yammarino,
2015), which are aspects of high importance when leading in a new emerging reality. Purvanova
and Bono (2009) studied a comparison between leadership in distributed versus face‐to‐face
teams with an intense focus on transformational leadership, where the authors expected to find
less transformational leadership in virtual settings, because communication through technology
was viewed as a constraint. Hence, transformational leadership would be difficult to apply in this
8

setting. The findings from the study were rather surprising; Purvanova and Bono (2009) found
support for the position that, transformational leadership was more connected to the
performance in distributed teams and less in face‐to‐face teams. According to Purvanova and
Bono (2009) and Kahai et al. (2012) one possible explanation was just due to the ambiguous
character of the communication in virtual settings, therefore transformational leadership
behavior was more important and relevant for the distributed teams to perform. In addition,
leaders in virtual settings may adapt their behavior based on the specific context (Purvanova &
Bono, 2009), although the authors had difficulties to determine to what extent and during which
specific circumstances the leader’s behavior was adapted since the study had great variability in
this respect.
Balthazard, Waldman and Warren (2009) conducted a similar study with focus on leaders’
personality in distributed and face‐to‐face teams, the authors found no clear link between
personality traits of transformational leadership perceived in distributed teams. Furthermore,
the authors argue that one possible explanation could be that verbal and nonverbal
communication attenuated with the use of technology (Balthazard et al., 2009). Although, an
important aspect to the study conducted by Balthazard et al. (2009) was that the teams only used
media such as emails and instant messaging, which would be considered as less rich media.
Therefore, one crucial constraint to the study was that real‐time audio such as video conference
was omitted, which makes it unclear how this technology might add richness to the
communication (Balthazard et al., 2009). Thus, one cannot neglect that it might influence the
perception of transformational leadership personality in distributed teams, and the link between
transformational leadership and teams in virtual settings could be identified and intensified with
the use of rich media technology. It was evident that social and emotional forms of leadership
were vital under circumstances where uncertainty and narrow modes of communication were
present (Purvanova & Bono, 2009). The selection of technology is therefore crucial, Kahai et al.
(2012) argue that the use of media technology does influence transformational leadership in
distributed teams, and a poor selection might hide the individuating interaction, disrupt cohesive
teamwork and mute the effect of the transformational leader.
Moreover, there has been scholarly research that compared transformational leadership with its
counterpart: transactional leadership, which involves contingent reinforcement where leaders
keep their followers motivated through promises, praise and rewards (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999).
Scholars have tried to develop best practices for teams that communicate through technology in
a virtual environment. In terms of less rich communication media, Kahai et al. (2012) argue that
transformational leadership facilitated and promoted a positive communication and interaction
within the team rather than the transactional approach. On the other hand, Avolio and Kahai
(2003) explained that transactional leadership might be more efficient when it came to the
9

increased number of ideas and solutions in a short‐term perspective. Although, transformational
leadership is expected to foster higher‐order needs such as relatedness and self‐expression,
which are vital when interaction between individuals is mediated through different forms of
technologies (Avolio et al., 2014). Conversely, Hambley, O’Neill and Kline (2007a) suggest that
neither approach is the superior leadership style in the context of teams communicating with the
help of technology in a virtual setting, and that both approaches are best practices. Carte et al.
(2006) claim that it is still unclear what the best leadership practices are in a virtual context,
although scholars seem to agree upon that leadership is the key to success in this new
organizational practice.
According to Bell and Kozlowski (2002) it is difficult for leaders of distributed teams to centrally
perform mentoring, coaching, and development functions within a distributed team, and the
authors suggest that these functions might should be spread among the team members rather
than centrally at the leader’s role. Shared leadership is an approach to leadership that does not
involve having an assigned leader, instead the role is rotated and shared amongst team members
(Hambley, O’Neill and Kline, 2007b; Al‐Ani et al., 2011; Zigurs, 2002). Results indicate that a
combination between individual and collective leadership, thus shared leadership practices is
needed to reassure success of distributed teams (Carte et al. 2006; Al‐Ani et al., 2011). Although,
implementing shared leadership can be difficult and time‐consuming, and it does not necessarily
assure success, distributed teams can benefit from different styles of leadership despite
increased risk for conflict (Barry, 1991). Different leaders may exist in a team, if team members
realize that they can be exercised during different times (Barry, 1991).
Some authors (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003) argue that leadership in
distributed teams is a combination of a variety of leadership styles. Further, Cascio and Shurygailo
(2003) emphasized that it is up to the leader to analyze and use the leadership style that fit the
best with the distributed team. We cannot necessarily confirm or deny this statement directly,
and literature seems to be relatively scattered when it comes to describing leadership in
distributed teams, and as one may identify literature point towards transformational,
transactional and shared leadership, yet Iorio and Taylor (2015) made a relevant argument in the
context that focus needs to be at the point of technological leadership. This is a crucial standpoint
since it does not matter if an organization should encourage one leadership type over the other
one should realize that it is technology that should be held accountable for changing the context
of leadership practices. The virtual environment is indeed complex, therefore a leader might find
it beneficial to have been in a leadership position before leading a distributed team (Iorio &
Taylor, 2015), although the knowledge and skills are not directly transferable to a distributed
team. Leadership within distributed teams is also influenced and shaped by values, norms and
practices that are shared by the members of an organization (Avolio et al., 2014).
10

Although, Zaccaro and Bader (2003) argue that it is essential to offer training for leaders of
distributed teams in the same way that traditional leaders are required, in order to shape
successful future leaders. On the contrary, Avolio and Kahai (2003) claim that leadership in a
virtual context can include the same content and style as traditional face‐to‐face leadership, and
that the critical difference lay in feeling the leader's presence, in addition the reach, speed,
consistency, and perception of a leader's communication. Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) suggest
that organizations need to train both leaders and team members for the virtual environment.
Rosen et al., (2006) agree that organizations should train the leaders of distributed teams to
overcome coordination problems by selecting appropriate technology that facilitate virtual work
processes. If leaders and members of distributed teams are not trained it is a lost opportunity for
the organization to develop, improve and increase efficiency in their distributed team (Rosen et
al., 2006).

2.3 Collaboration
Distributed teams are a product of the modern world, which challenges the traditional way of
working in groups. The question is how to facilitate people, separated by space and time, to work
together as a strong team? Hardy, Lawrence & Grant (2005, p. 58) bring in to discussion the
notion of collaboration, which they define as “cooperative, inter‐organizational relationship in
which participants rely on neither market, nor hierarchical mechanisms of control to gain
cooperation from each other”. Collaboration is an essential consideration in any organization and
team format, for it brings value creation (Jones & George, 1998), efficiency (Levina & Vaast,
2008), innovation, competitive advantage, and complex problems solving, while balancing
different interests of the stakeholders (Hardy et al., 2005). The strength of a collaborative
environment is determined by several key factors, which encourages the work between team
members and keeps them together as team.
2.3.1 Communication
Effective and timely communication is essential for collocated teams, but even more important
in case of distributed teams (Daim, Ha, Reutiman, Hughes, Pathak, Bynum & Bhatla, 2011). The
study of Cramton (2001) brings to light a discussion on the communication, pointing its
importance in building the common ground, understanding, and collaboration in distributed
teams. Communication can be very often difficult when people interact directly, but the
challenge is even higher when the technology interferes between individual connections.
Humans communicate very much through paraverbal (voice tone, voice volume) and nonverbal
cues (gestures, facial expressions, body language), which are present in face‐to‐face conversation
(Daim et al., 2011; Warkentin, Sayeed & Hightower, 1997). These cues help people to regulate
the communication, to give feedback, and understand the hidden meanings. Technology, on the
other hand, has difficulties to bring this “give and take dynamics” of face‐to‐face communication
11

into the virtual environment (Warkentin et al., 1997). Thus, distributed team members might
have more difficulty bonding due to the lack of face‐to‐face interaction (Purvanova & Bono, 2009;
Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). This, in many cases, can lead to misunderstandings, confusion and
problems in having an efficient collaboration (Daim et al., 2011). There is significant evidence
that shows that distributed teams communicate less efficiently than collocated teams (Warkentin
et al., 1997). Zigurs (2003) carried out the importance of a healthy social system, and Kayworth
and Leidner (2002) emphasized that if the leader fails to build a social climate that encourages
communication one might encounter inefficiencies in the team and lack of cohesion.
Face‐to‐face communication
According to Gassmann (2001) face‐to‐face meetings and interactions are still essential for a
distributed team in order to be able to establish trust. This implies that despite the existing
technology, managers and team members will still rely on travels, which often can be costly, but
also very important, as the same author mentions “information technology cannot do more than
extend the half‐life of trust” (Gassmann, 2001, p. 95). In order to nurture strong relationships
between leader and members in distributed teams, it is crucial for the leader to invest time to
get to know the members, conduct one‐on‐one meetings and from time to time visit the
members in their environment if possible (Hambley et al., 2007b; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002).
McGrath (1990) mentions the importance of face‐to‐face meetings especially in transition times
like at the beginning of a new professional relationship or new project, when the distributed team
only starts working together, or in the case when members change. In the early weeks of team
building one could devote time to talk about families, hobbies, weekend social activities, and
other more social/personal information (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999).
“Initial face‐to‐face team‐building sessions can overcome communication barriers, dispel
stereotypes, and help distributed team members develop more accurate impressions of their
colleagues’ trustworthiness based on observation and conversation” (Rosen et al., 2006, p. 231),
thus building personal relationships. Comparably, the already established teams, they spend
more time on executing the tasks and less on relationship development (Rosen et al., 2006).
Smith (2001) supports the same idea arguing that face‐to‐face interaction is a precursor of
building trust within the distributed team, and of establishing common goals and ultimately, of
influencing productivity and level of innovation.
Technology based communication
“Technology is at the core of distributed teams, without Internet, email, video conference and
audio bridges, virtual teams can’t exist” (Daim et al., 2011, p. 200). Therefore, technology based
interaction is an essential discussion point in the context of fostering virtual collaboration.
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Throughout research there are many different words that describe the same concept, hence the
many terms for the technology that is used between leader, members and organizations for
communicating. AIT is an acronym which stands for different types of technology that facilitates
communication amongst members of a unit, department or a whole organization, for example
emails, GSS, CRM systems, IM and video conferencing (Avolio et al., 2001; Kahai et al., 2012;
Hambley et al., 2007b). With the respect to a similar concept, another frequently used word is
Information Communication Technologies (ICT). ICTs are used for personal communication and
problem solving and include email, IM, advanced telephony, virtual conferencing, decision
support systems and file sharing systems, e‐presentation apps, blogs, intranets, and social media
(Van Wart et al., 2016). As noted, the concepts share great similarities and fulfill the same
purpose, therefore we will continue to refer to these types of technology as AIT. The different
types of AITs allow leaders to scan, plan, decide and evaluate information (Avolio et al., 2001;
Avolio et al., 2014), and therefore facilitate for productivity, efficiency and collaboration between
parties.
Depending on media richness the tools which supports communication in virtual work
environment vary from text based as emails, to very rich support, such as video conferencing,
and will be chosen according to specific needs, features, preferences, experience of users (Fiol &
O’Connor, 2005).
Depending on the task, synchronous versus asynchronous communication media can make a
difference in enabling interpersonal and collective collaboration. Synchronous communication
media means that it takes place in real time, according to Leduc, Gilbert and Vallery (2014), at
times of uncertainty synchronous tools are preferred for example such as telecommunication or
video conferencing. Asynchronous communication media is essentially the opposite, the
exchange of messages that do not take place in real time for example emails or messages boards.
Communication media channels can be considered more or less rich, which is often positively
correlated to being synchronous or asynchronous communication (Hambley et al., 2007b).
Organizations that implement virtual work environments often require substantial investments
in technology (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). Hambley et al. (2007a) emphasize in their study how
essential it is for companies to make an active choice when it comes to leadership and
technology. “Organizations will need to make decisions about the leadership of these teams, the
most appropriate communication media, and how these choices will ultimately affect the
performance and satisfaction of team members’” (Hambley et al., 2007a, p. 16). It is also critical
that the individuals (leaders and members) need to know how to make use of these information
technologies (Malhotra et al., 2007; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Avolio et al., 2001).

13

2.3.2 Trust
Interpersonal trust is defined as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of
another party based on expectation that the other party will perform a particular action
important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (Mayer,
Davis & Schoorman, 1995, p.712). Brown, Marshall & Thomas (2004) argue that personality traits
will influence the way people trust, perceive trustworthiness, accept new technology,
communicate, and thus, collaborate within teams.
Jones and George (1998) emphasize trust as a major player in how people can be motivated to
work together towards a common goal. When it comes to previous research within distributed
teams, trust has been addressed as the most challenging component and has been argued as the
most important factor within a virtual setting (Jarvenpaa & Tanriverdi, 2003; Malhotra et al.,
2007; Zigurs, 2002; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). As pointed out by Cascio
and Shurygailo (2003), trust is important in all teams, however it is even more critical in teams in
virtual settings. The explanation given by Jarvenpaa and Tanriverdi (2003) is that communication
mediated through technology limits opportunities to build trust, and because of weak social
structures in virtual settings, maintaining trust is even more difficult. Social structures are weak
because of constraints regarding verbal and nonverbal cues in distributed teams (Avolio & Kahai,
2003).
Muethel, Siebdrat & Hoegl (2012) argue that trust encourages communication and information
sharing, which consequently determines innovation, creativity and effectiveness of the team.
Moreover, trust helps to overcome the geographical, cultural and technological separation,
which is specific for most of the distributed teams.
In the light of the fact that a manager usually cannot keep a constant face‐to‐face interaction
with his/her team members, trust becomes even more valuable (Daim et al., 2011). Still, the
development of trust is strongly linked to an initial face‐to‐face interaction, Warkentin and
Beranek (1999) mentioning that teams where the members met before starting working virtually,
have stronger relationships comparing to those whose members never met in person.
Additionally, it is important that during the initial phase of the collaboration, there are
opportunities for trust building activities, despite potentially high costs (Muethel et al., 2012), for
this reason the leader should balance carefully the need of efficient collaboration and the limited
resources in the budget.
Jones and George (1998) differentiate conditional and unconditional trust, each of them having
a different degree of influence upon the collaboration process. Conditional trust is the one
derived from roles, rules and accepted behaviors, and according the same authors it leads to
more selfish attitudes of team members and limited interaction. Unconditional trust, on the
other hand, implies sharing of values, moods, attitudes and encouraging employees to have a
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high involvement and to go the extra mile (Jones & George, 1998). Therefore, one should
consider ways to foster unconditional trust within a distributed team. Daim et al. (2011) state
that the leader is considered to have a great impact in building the trust in the team, especially
through fun and social interactions between the team members.
2.3.3 Shared Purpose and Identity
“Identification is a person’s sense of belonging with a social category” (Fiol & O’Connor, 2005, p.
19). When talking about distributed teams, identification is even more important for the cohesion
within the group, considering that the members have very few face‐to‐face interactions during
their collaboration (Fiol & O’Connor, 2005). Kramer (2001) stresses that when members identify
with the group, this often leads to higher job satisfaction, higher motivation and cohesion, while
the conflicts will register a decrease in occurrence. Thus, in the case of distributed teams, the
identification helps the sense of togetherness to grow despite the lack of physical interaction
(Pratt, 2001). Hardy et al. (2005) describe the efficient collaboration from the angle of common
identity and knowledge. The authors studied how collective identity or the “we”‐ness of a group,
motivates people to work and strive together for common goals. They state that a common
identity makes the organizational culture stronger and increases the commitment level (Hardy et
al., 2005).
Rosen et al. (2006) argued that a leader could have hard time establishing the identity of a
distributed team. One way to make sense of the new team environment and create a team
identity is to have a clear vision and by consistently communicating it (Avolio et al., 2001;
Malhotra et al., 2007; Purvanova & Bono, 2009; Kahai et al., 2012; Jarvenpaa & Tanriverdi, 2003).
A shared purpose gives a sense of belonging to a group with a purpose that is working towards a
goal (Malhotra et al., 2007). If the leader cannot establish a feeling of belonging among its team
members, they may end up feeling isolated and cut‐off from their peers (Kirkman et al., 2002).
Thus, relationship building is of high importance when it comes to virtual settings (Kayworth &
Leidner, 2002), simply because one cannot use the non‐verbal communication to the same extent
in this environment (Korzynski, 2013; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003; Kirkman et al., 2002). As pointed
out by Jarvenpaa and Tanriverdi (2003) the structure of a virtual environment is weak in
managing and giving support for social relationships between leaders and members, although
due to the given context, they are dependent of the quality of these relationships to perform,
collaborate and communicate.
2.3.4 Structure
There are many forms of structure that one may refer to when describing work practices in
organizations. “Organizations create structures that define the relationships expected among
people who work in those organizations” (Avolio & Kahai, 2003, p. 325). Social relationships have
to do with making each team member seen, build a relationship between team leader and
member will help to monitor and develop the team (Hambley et al., 2007b). In addition,
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Warkentin et al., (1997) found it vital to develop relational links between team members so that
information exchange could be more effective.
Relational links refers to establishing positions or defining task roles of team members Warkentin
et al., (1997). Avolio and Kahai (2003) explain that a hierarchical structure of an organization
defines who should be reporting to whom, the limits of accountability and discretion, and
decision‐making. Members of a distributed team all have different roles and they are unique
when it comes to their contribution to the performance of the team (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003).
Clear roles for each member and to the rest of the team (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Kayworth &
Leidner, 2002) needs to be explicitly communicated in the virtual work environment because the
information richness is reduced due to communication through technology and the lack of
nonverbal cues, which can create difficulties in interpreting what one’s role might be (Warkentin
et al., 1997). According to Bell and Kozlowski (2002) this might be challenging and may influence
cohesion in the team. In addition, the leaders and the team member needs to be explicit with
each other and very clear regarding expectations and actions to be performed (Malhotra et al.,
2007; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). This might actually contribute to reducing the complexity of the
virtual work environment (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) and Rosen
et al. (2006) state that a face‐to‐face kickoff meeting is usually an important opportunity for
defining clear roles and responsibilities.
Relational links also contribute to the establishment of norms for how the team should interact
(Warkentin et al., 1997). This is referred to how team members communicate and depending on
what information is shared with what mediating communication technology within which, the
interaction take place (Malhotra et al., 2007; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). In addition, the team leader
might need to establish various channels to enable for the team to communicate and set norms
for what is allowed (Hambley et al., 2007b). Although, Zaccaro and Bader (2003) argue that
setting structures and processes for how to communicate and what to communicate within a
distributed team should be agreed upon mutually by the team leader and members since it does
not only facilitate that the team will work well. In addition, it builds trust among its members.
Furthermore, Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) argue that it is important to establish standards and
norms within a distributed team as a way of “this is the way we do things around here”, which
sometimes is more related to the nonverbal cues. Since that form of communication is lacking it
needs to be communicated explicitly instead. Consequently, explicit with respect to
communication is vital to the extent of over communicating tasks, roles and responsibilities in a
distributed team. However, despite whether the norms were established by the leader or
mutually, they need to be revisited and updated in order to fit the current circumstances
(Malhotra et al., 2007).

16

A structured meeting is important for a distributed team, not only for reporting and coordination
purposes, but for discussions sessions within the team (Malhotra et al. 2007), since these team
members do not meet and cannot discuss in an informal way, as traditional environments would
prompt employees to chat socially, like while waiting in line for the coffee machine. Cascio and
Shurygailo (2003) explain two issues regarding meetings in a virtual environment, firstly is
organizing and actually conducting the meeting, which refers to finding a time slot for the
meeting when schedules do not overlap or trying to find out when all members are available.
Secondly, is the change of communication style, with this Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) mean that
leaders and team members should learn during which circumstances one communication tool is
preferred over the other, in order to communicate effectively.
When preparing for a meeting in a virtual environment it is important to send information,
documents or presentations that will be discussed at the meeting in advance (Cascio &
Shurygailo, 2003), it enables for participants to prepare. It is usually the leader’s responsibility to
ensure that a clear agenda is set for the meeting and well communicated in advance, in addition
the attention‐span at a virtual meeting should be optimized (Malhotra et al. 2007; Hambley et
al., 2007b). Optimization is important, as the next meeting may not take place for some time,
and then there might be other actions that need to be discussed. During the meeting it is always
beneficial to set a structure for example with a moderator that leads the meeting, roll call,
protocol and it is very important to not forget the participants calling into the meeting so that
the moderator keeps them informed of what is happening in the room (Cascio & Shurygailo,
2003).

2.4 Challenges with Distributed Teams
Inevitably, there are many benefits with distributed teams, as previously mentioned, including
time and cost effectiveness, a broader pool of expertise, flexibility, market responsiveness and
enhanced competitive advantage (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). Distributed
teams can only exist due to the development of mediating communication technologies, which
have happened rapidly during the last years (Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). Since this practice of
functioning as a remote team is new, one cannot deny that there are challenges (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002). The attributes that signify a distributed team are also connected to the unique challenges
that the distributed team are likely to encounter (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002).
Zigurs (2002) addressed that distributed teams come in many forms and the level of reliance on
digital interaction or “virtuality” should be considered as part of spectrum and not binary label.
Zigurs’ (2002) figure explains a traditional team as a kernel of a circle with virtual dimensions
exiting the circle, which signifies the certain characteristics of a team that is dispersed. In
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reviewing the model, one can identify the most prevalent dimensions with respect to “virtuality”
and, consequently the reasons for why the team may be distributed.

Figure 2: Dimensions of distributed teams (modified and adapted from Zigurs, 2002, p.340).
A distributed team will be more complex than a traditional team due to the dimensions that
disperse its team members, and a distributed team may also be categorized with more than one
dimension hence increase the degree of complexity (Zigurs, 2002). Thus, it implies the necessity
to address the challenges that comes with being dispersed in order to be able to work and
function effectively as a team (Zigurs, 2002; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Korzynski, 2013).
A distributed team faces many similar challenges that a traditional team, however with an added
layer of unique issues with respect to communication, logistics, culture and technology
(Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). The core challenges that will be presented will follow the dimensions
of the model by Zigurs (2002):
● Geographic dispersion indicates different geographic locations of colleagues,
subordinates and managers who are dispersed in different geographic locations (Zaccaro
& Bader, 2003; Malhotra et al., 2007). Kayworth and Leidner (2002) and Malhotra et al.
(2007) argued that organizations and their leaders found coordinating tasks across time
zones, innovative problem‐solving and physical boundaries as extremely challenging
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within distributed teams. Therefore, a new way of establishing presence must be
established in distributed teams, but it needs to be done despite the distance and with
the use of technologies (Zigurs, 2002). When team members are present in different time
zones logistical problems are likely to occur when local communication infrastructures fail
and team members use other hardware/or software platforms or when they face
fluctuations in local work demand. This could result in frustration among team members
and lead to reduced commitment and performance (Rosen et al., 2016).
● Temporal dispersion is described as “complex tasks often require multiple individuals,
each with an area of expertise, to coordinate their actions, and often this expertise is
located outside of an organization” (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002, p. 23). Team members are
brought together only for a short period during the task or project (Cascio & Shurygailo,
2003). Al‐Ani et al. (2011) highlighted and found support for the fact that distributed
teams encounter challenges when it comes to communication across geographical and
temporal distances. Since these members might not know each other, communication
may create uncertainties and difficulties to develop trust within the team, and thus,
endanger the distributed team (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999).
● Cultural dispersion ‐ team members represent different backgrounds and cultures, Rosen
et al. (2006) brought up the challenge with establishing a team identity since team
members are dispread and fairly diverse in form of skills and experience, values, culture
and function. In addition, team norms and standards are the leader’s responsibility to
create, if this is not established team members could end up using practices that are
applied in their local environment and furthermore, team members might fall behind with
respect to sharing information among each other, this may result in lack of cohesion,
collaboration and problems to integrating the work of different members (Malhotra et
al., 2007; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). It may affect efficiency and performance of the task or
project as a whole. Bell & Kozlowski (2002, p. 32) “as teams cross cultural boundaries,
differences in language, tradition, and cultural values may make effective communication
more difficult”, in addition what makes it difficult is the difference among cultures
regarding the familiarity of using various technologies available for communication and
information (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002).
● Organizational dispersion ‐ team members represent different divisions and focus areas
of the organization, in addition members may represent different organizations, which
poses a further challenge to team development due to the high degree of diversity
distribution (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). A distributed team may bring together a rich
diversity of members, and the team’s ability to successfully innovate and collaborate is
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reflected in how well the diversity in the team is understood, appreciated and leveraged
(Malhotra et al., 2007). While, Zaccaro and Bader (2003) and Rosen et al., (2006) claim
that distributed teams demand a much higher degree of coordination than traditional
teams in order to be successful.
At the end of the day, distributed team members cannot rely on simply transferring their
behavior to the model of traditional teams and expect to be successful in virtual environments
(Zigurs, 2002). Additional challenges regarding distributed teams that are not included in the
model are nonverbal communication and technology. The lack of nonverbal communication is
due to the fact that interactions take place mostly through technology. Hence, many cues
between leaders and members of distributed teams are lost due to the environment that they
operate in, such as where leaders and members sit in meetings, office location and design, body
language, voice inflections, style of dress, (Zigurs, 2002). This might lead to a greater possibility
of miscommunication between members of distributed teams (Rosen et al., 2006). Therefore,
the team environment might be more complex than a traditional face‐to‐face environment.
However, on the contrary Kayworth and Leidner (2002, p. 31) argue that “the virtual environment
might actually be simpler rather than more complex than the traditional environment”, just
because of the lack of nonverbal communication.
It is important to emphasize that the benefits of distributed teams are not guaranteed, the
success of a distributed team to be able to operate efficiently depends a fair amount on the
match between what tasks that needs to be executed and what communication technology that
is used by the team (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Hambley et al. (2007b) pointed out the importance
of awareness regarding the challenges that come with different communication media. Lack of
cohesion and team inefficiencies might be encountered if the social climate fails and thus, might
not encourage communication within the team (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). In addition, if
communication problems start to arise in a distributed team, unfortunately technology has the
tendency to accelerate these problems and make them worse (Avolio & Kahai, 2003). Therefore,
one can grasp the great importance of understanding the technology that is used to connect
team members (Hambley et al., 2007b). Distributed teams need to adapt the best technology to
suit their needs to fulfill tasks and by doing so they can create a new culture of technology usage
(Purvanova & Bono, 2009). Although, one of the main challenges is not the actual use of
technology, but how to integrate technology and human structures so that they can be leverage
on and provide full value (Avolio et al., 2001).
In order to truly benefit from distributed teams, organizations need to embrace this new way of
working (Malhotra et al., 2007). Lastly, Bell and Kozlowski (2002) argue that there is no doubt
that distributed teams will have a key role within future organizations, although there is a lack of
knowledge about how they function.
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3. Methodology
Our methodology chapter provides an explanation of the initial perspective that we had before
starting the research, with the guiding philosophy of relativism. Further, our reasoning regarding
our choice of abductive approach, qualitative and exploratory research. Our method section
describes case study with embedded cases, further outlines the approach to data collection,
through semi‐structured interviews. We also included an overview of our data analysis and ethics
regarding it. Finally, we end the section with a discussion around the quality of our research.

Figure 3: Methodological approach

3.1 Research Philosophies
What is reality and how it is perceived amongst people? These are questions that philosophy
deals within the areas of ontology. The starting point of debates among researcher is usually
ontology and it is referred to as “philosophical assumptions about the nature of reality”
(Easterby‐Smith, Thorpe & Jackson, 2015, p. 47). Relativism is an ontological view of a
phenomenon, and in our research study we adopted a relativistic standpoint of reality and the
nature of existence. Thus, this standpoint will guide us during the research and when we will try
to answer our research question:
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How can a successful collaboration in distributed teams be developed?
Our reasoning behind selecting this perspective were that there could be many truths regarding
how collaboration is developed in distributed teams in form of perspective among leaders, team
members and company values. In addition, facts of the phenomenon may depend on the
viewpoint of the observer, hence depending on the ones that are conducting the study and how
they interpret their findings. A relativist ontological approach implies that there is no single
reality that one may discover and there are always many perspectives to one issue (Easterby‐
Smith et al., 2015).
When we developed our philosophical foundation further, we considered the key question; what
is knowledge in our relativistic reality and how do we know what we know? “Epistemology is the
study of nature of knowledge and ways of enquiring into the physical and social worlds”
(Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015, p. 51). As noted, there might be many different perspectives of
reality, therefore as we aim to understand how people create structures for how to make sense
and influence what is going on in their reality, we apply principles of social constructionism. The
approach implies that reality is determined and structured by people hence there might exist
more than one reality, therefore it is the researchers’ task to gather multiple perspectives, views
and experiences from individuals in order to try to understand how they make sense of their
experience (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). As researchers, we are part of the reality that is being
observed, we aim to explore the work environment in distributed teams and further increase the
general understanding of what make distributed teams work and how they function, thus how a
successful collaboration is developed.
However, there are strengths and weaknesses to our epistemological approach. According to
Easterby‐Smith et al. (2015), strengths of social constructionism are to understand people’s
meanings, adjust to new ideas and issues as they emerge and the evolution of new theories.
Alternatively, data collection is usually resource‐dependent and time consuming as well as the
analysis and the interpretation of data that may depend heavily on the researchers’ prior and
tacit knowledge (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). With this in consideration, we still claim that a
philosophical approach of ontological relativism and epistemological social constructionism will
enable us to explore the work environment of distributed teams and thus, fulfill the purpose of
the research.
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3.2 Research Process
Our research approach is guided by the exploratory purpose that we use in order to try to
understand how distributed teams collaborate. More than that, having the relativist
philosophical approach, the entire research project is crafted based on this initial standpoint.
Therefore, the selection of method, collection of data and analysis part, are in accordance with
social constructionism epistemology, through which we attempt to understand the dynamics and
interactions between team members, how (in general) they build the relationships, and what are
the key ingredients of efficient collaboration within distributed teams. Thus, we are not looking
for a single right answer, rather for different perspectives, which, combined and interpreted,
would lead to development of existing literature in the field of distributed teams.
In terms of the research process, in most of the cases, this can be completed through either with
deductive or inductive approaches (Saunders, Lewis & Thornill, 2016). Deductive process focuses
on testing the hypothesis form the theory in real world. Inductive approach, on other hand,
implies theory building from data collection (Saunders et al., 2016). In other words, deductive
approach means having knowledge about the researched topic before conducting empirical
study, whereas inductive approach presumes to go on exploratory field with limited initial
knowledge regarding that specific subject. Dubois and Gadde (2002) describe in details a third
possible way called the abductive approach, which implies continuous confrontation, along the
entire research, between theory and empirical data. Therefore, this middle way presumes going
back and forth between what theory says and what the researchers find from their data
collection, this leading to the development of the existing theory and generation of new concepts
(Dubois & Gadde, 2002). We consider that an abductive approach is more suitable for our
research purpose, since it allows us to start with existing knowledge from the literature, but also
to be open to new insights while exploring distributed teams. Besides that, this approach is in
accordance with our aim to contribute to the development of the existing theory regarding
distributed teams.

3.3 Research Design
Considering the fact that our research project aims to find out more about the collaborative work
environment in distributed teams, hence the use of qualitative design becomes most
appropriate. Qualitative research prompts an exploratory approach, giving the possibility to go
more in‐depths with studying the specific subject, while also making possible to have more
options for data collection (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). Therefore, we consider that having a
qualitative research design, will give us a better understanding of distributed teams. Additionally,
describing a collaborative work environment would be more difficult to quantify and measure
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through a quantitative research project. In addition, our aim is not to test theory instead our
intentions are to develop new theory in the field of distributed teams. Therefore, a qualitative
design is the best choice for us in order to answer our research question and fulfill the purpose
of the study.

3.3.1 Research Strategy
Our qualitative study receives guidance from a relativistic perspective, which aids in the
formation of our research question:
How can a successful collaboration in distributed teams be developed?
Our aim was to study a phenomenon in depth in its real life context, which implies an exploratory
approach to the study. We were guided by the social constructionist perspective and some
important characteristics that are crucial to consider when following this perspective of a study
is; Firstly, that the study is based on personal contact for example through interviews and direct
observations; Secondly, conducted in a single organization but with a sample of multiple
individuals; Thirdly, data collection takes place during a set time and should include live and
retrospective observations that may explain the phenomenon (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015).
A case study is explained to be an appropriate research method as one desire to understand a
complex social phenomenon, therefore it is the type of design that we have committed ourselves
to, especially since it is advantageous for us in order to answer our research question.
Furthermore, a case study can be described as a research design that explores a contemporary
phenomenon in‐depth and over time, with a focus on one or a small sample of individuals, events
or organizations in its real life context (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015; Yin, 2014). The method allows
the researchers to keep a holistic and real‐life perspective with the focus on one case for example
in regards to managerial processes and small group behavior (Yin, 2014). According to Yin (2014),
a single case study can contribute to knowledge and theory building by confirming, challenging
or extending the theory within the specific field of research. In addition, a single case study
assumes a social constructionist epistemological standpoint (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015), which
is in line with our previous assumptions regarding research philosophy.
We are focusing on one case in a specific context with embedded cases, hence each embedded
case consists of a team leader or a team member that all had different perspectives and points
of view regarding what works and what does not in their work environment, and how
collaboration is carried out in distributed teams. This design is of most value for us since it
consents us to explore the work environment of distributed teams in‐depth and in its real‐life
context, while bringing together different realities. Consequently, it is in line with our aim to
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understand the phenomenon more thoroughly and further be able to develop and extend theory
by introducing a conceptual model in the research field of distributed teams. Additionally,
according to Yin (2014) the aim of a case study is to develop a model, a fact which is in alignment
with our hence, another supporting argument for our choice of case study research method.

Figure 4: Types of case study design (Adapted from Yin, 2014)
However, there are concerns regarding case studies (Yin, 2014), including the risk that one may
be; how one can generalize from a single case? Or, that case studies take too long time to
conduct? Although, the aim of our research is not to generalize our study in order for it to be
applied in other contexts, our aim lies in the development of further understandings regarding
distributed teams and theory building in this field. Regarding the time concern, Yin (2014) argued
that it is an outdated view of case studies and that they do not need to be time‐consuming, as
one may even get a high‐quality case study through a simply internet research (depending on the
topic). Hence, we acknowledge these concerns at the same time as we still argue that the
research design of a single case study with embedded cases is the most suitable approach for our
research.

3.4 Data Collection
3.4.1 Case background
The study was conducted within a Swedish company with a long history of renewability and
innovation, which is today a global leader within their specific industry. The group, formed out of
three divisions, grew very fast over the past 15 years, moving from local to global at a rapid pace,
currently employing 11,500 people located in 35 different countries. The globalization process
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made inevitable the emergence of multiple distributed teams with members located in different
cities in Sweden and other countries. This led to a new way of working, when physical interactions
were reduced considerably, while the need to use technology and the frictions between cultures,
habits and perceptions increased.
Our study was conducted within one of the main divisions of the company, in the light of the fact
that the group is focused very much on innovation, on keeping the leading position and growing
the market share, very little attention was dedicated to operational updates and developing best
practices for distributed team members and leaders, who are the ones supposed to work within
them. At the moment, there are no particular guidelines, training or a specific process, which
would help the leaders and members of distributed teams to develop or have an efficient
collaboration. It is more up to individual leaders and members to set their own way of working
based on previous experience.
3.4.2 Sampling
Our single case needed to fulfill certain criteria such operating globally and being exposed to
team leaders and members being distributed. Therefore, for our single case study we used
purposive sampling design, which is a form of nonprobability sampling. The purposive sampling
design allows us to use our own judgments to select a case that fulfill the predetermined criteria
in the best way and further enabling us to try to answer our research question. According to
Easterby‐Smith et al. (2015) when using a purposive sampling design the criteria for being
included in the sample needs to be defined by the researchers’. In our study, we aimed to explore
the work environment within distributed teams, therefore it was crucial that the case company
had departments where leaders and members were engaged in a team that were located in
different cities or countries. In addition, a single case study implies an in‐depth study and it is
plausible that the researchers will undertake purposive sampling when using this design
(Saunders et al., 2016). Since we are focusing on building one in‐depth and rich case we argue
that a purposive sampling was suitable for us in order to ensure that the case had the
predetermined characteristics thus, we would be able to collect the data needed for trying to
answer the research question and then fulfilling the purpose of the study.
The sampling technique used for the embedded cases followed the same purposive design and
then later uses a snowball technique. From the start up meeting at the case company, we asked
for contact information for the different team leaders that were in charge of teams where
members were located in different locations. Next, we met with the team leaders and gave them
a brief general description of our research, since they would also be a part of the study we were
cautious with the information given. Thereafter, we asked for their suggestions in terms of
getting a great mix of team members representing the different offices in the team. Finally, we
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selected participants that best fit the criteria for our study, namely having a direct interaction
with the leader and being located either in a different town in Sweden or in another country.
After the first round of interview we used a snowball sampling technique in order to get
additional input from team members that were not selected on a purposive sampling basis.
Snowball sampling is a form of nonprobability sampling with defined criteria where individuals
that fulfill the criteria are asked to recommend others that could be part of the defined sample
group (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). The sampling technique came naturally since the information
we received from interviewees allowed us to consider other team members who could possibly
add new point of views and value to our study. We ended up with two different teams with a
great variation of leaders and members. In addition, we decided to interview two individuals that
stood outside of the distributed teams, one person from Human Resources and one person from
the IT department in order to build a stronger case with the assumption that these employees
might have insights in how distributed teams work.
3.4.3 Research Ethics
Ethical concerns can arise during the whole research process, especially during data collection,
when analyzing data and/or during the reporting of the findings (Saunders et al., 2016). In order
to carry out our research in an ethical way some considerations need to be made. In general,
ethical standpoints in management and business research refer to the privacy and the voluntary
participation in the study by the interviewees, confidentiality and anonymity and the appropriate
behavior of the researchers in regard to the participants in the study and those that can be
affected by it (Saunders et al., 2016).
One of the ethical cornerstones that is an essential requirement for researchers to commit to is
to ensure that no harm will cause the interviewees nor the company where the study is being
conducted. In the reporting stage confidentiality and anonymity were vital to live up to in order
to make sure that the study is ethical (Saunders et al., 2016). Therefore, the company used our
research will be kept anonymous and the participants have been offered anonymity and in this
report their names have been modified in order to protect their identity. We found it of great
importance to protect the company and the interviewees since some information could be
considered as rather sensitive, for example personal opinions and understandings regarding the
team leader and members and the company at such. However, ethical considerations also extend
to ourselves and other researchers, so that no harm will be caused regarding these individuals as
well.
Before the interviews took place, we had a meeting with each team leader to explain the
objective of the study in order to create an understanding for them and reduce potential
discomfort and stress. Further, we suggested that team leaders should pass it forward and inform
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their members about the research. We started each interview with explaining the objective of
the study, and we offered anonymity to the interviewee. Finally, assuring the interviewee that
only us two researchers will have access to what would be said in the interview and that all
information will only be stored until the end of the thesis project and after that deleted. We
always asked if the interviewee had any questions or concerns before starting, and if they gave
us permission to audio record the interview. Furthermore, for us as researchers it is important to
have an objective approach during the data analysis so that we do not misrepresent the data that
has been collected (Saunders et al., 2016). Therefore, we listen to the interviews and transcribed
them, each transcription was reviewed and discussed by the two of us (the researchers). Hence,
we could discuss what the interviewee was saying and what he/she meant by it in order for us to
have a mutual understanding and a fair view of it.
In general, we claim that as researchers we have designed our research in a manner that is
morally defensible for all parties involved in the study. By having an open and honest interaction
with the company and the participants of the interviews, which we believe contributed to our
research being handled in an ethically responsible way.
3.4.4 Data Collection Technique
The single case study followed a purposive sampling design of the case, and individuals were
selected on a purposive and snowball sampling basis. Thereafter, interviews of the qualitative
kind and this particularly approach “offer ways by which rich and detailed information can be
gathered from respondents to reveal aspects of their lives, understandings or experience”
(Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015, p. 340). Our initial approach when we started to collect data through
interviewing individuals belonging to our selected case was to keep the questions slightly more
open in order to deepen our understanding of the topic. Unstructured interviews are less formal
and this approach is useful when the researchers want an in‐depth understanding of the topic
(Saunders et al., 2016). Therefore, the questions contained a mixed approach between
unstructured and semi‐structured, which allowed us to explore the topic at such but also
maintaining focus on the work environment within distributed teams. Thereby, we could
intensify the questions into more narrow focus in regard to our research and thus the interviews
took a more semi‐structured format.
Our focus regarding distributed teams has been that all team members are not located in the
same physical work environment, this implies a lot of travel if the interviews would solely have
been held face‐to‐face. In addition, it gave the respondents some flexibility by offering remote
interviews as well (Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). The majority of the interviews were conducted
face‐to‐face, however some interview were held remotely through synchronized technology i.e.
Skype for Business or videoconferences. The face‐to‐face interviews were conducted at the
company’s site.
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During the interviews, both of the researchers were present. One of us took the role of leading
the interview asking questions and follow up questions and the other one had a more passive
role taking notes and observing the interviewee. Thus, observing greetings, body language, tone
of voice and reading between the lines.
Both researchers had the opportunity to exercise the active and passive roles, taking turns from
one interview to another. Notably, the researcher with the passive role could also build on
questions where appropriate and by the end of the interview she was given the opportunity to
ask some questions that were considered of importance but not yet brought up by the formal
interviewer. For us to create an understanding of how interactions in the virtual setting looked
like, we attended one of the regular videoconferences, which included team members located in
Sweden and UK. We paid particular attention to the way the leader moderated the meeting and
to the dynamic between people present in the videoconference. We also were very careful with
reading between the lines, the body language, and the tone of the voice. We also considered the
cultural aspect, the personality traits, the language barriers and technology challenges.
All interviewees were offered anonymity and were ask for permission to record. All interviews
were given permission to be recorded, and they were stored until the end of the confidentiality
agreement.
3.4.5 Interview Guide
We started our thesis with a meeting and discussion with a contact person for our case company.
The person had many years’ experience within the company and holds a position within the
Human Resource Department and is very well informed regarding the topic of our thesis. The
meeting gave us a general overview of how the company uses distributed teams.
After that, we turned to literature in order identify what has been researched before regarding
distributed teams. Here we came across an extensive literature base regarding leadership in
distributed teams, where it was emphasized the importance of leadership in distributed team.
With this in mind, we went into the interviews with the assumption that the leader played a
crucial role in the work environment. Then the questions for the interviews were developed and
derived from literature additionally; they were kept broad to not lead the interviewee in to
specific answers. Furthermore, the questions were flexible so that follow‐up questions could be
elaborated on and asked more in‐depth. We asked for input by other professors that has been
studying similar areas, which gave us great pointers in order for us to redefine and develop the
questions. In addition, we adapted the questions slightly depending on the position that the
interviewee held within the company. We ensured that the interviewees did not have to prepare
anything in order to participate in the interview since we had questions mostly about describing
how they work. An overview of the question may be found in appendix.
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3.4.6 Interview Respondents
The face‐to‐face (F‐2‐F) interviews were conducted at the case company site, while the remote
interviews were either conducted through Skype or at the case company’s videoconference
room. Altogether, we interviewed 14 employees and 12 of them belonged to one or more than
one distributed team of a hybrid category, which is defined as having a team leader and some
members located in the same environment, while some members are distributed in other
locations or belonged to other departments. The interviewees had a strong representation of the
Sourcing department.
The interviews were conducted in English, although it is a Swedish company their office language
is English. We (the researchers) are Moldavian and Swedish so we found it advantageous to use
English in the data collection process. We could not identify any potential language barriers here
since the interviewees speak English every day and our overall impression was that the
interviewees felt very comfortable taking the interview in English. Each interview lasted between
45‐85 minutes. The following table (2) provides an overview of the interviewees, title,
department they belong to, when, where and how the interview was conducted.

Table 1: Interviewees of the study
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3.5 Data Analysis
The analysis part within a qualitative study can be overwhelming because of very rich,
unstructured and complex data, which often is a subject of interpretations and multiple meanings
(Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). Additionally, there is no general, single agreed way of analyzing
qualitative data, a fact that makes the process even more challenging.
Given that our research project has an abductive approach, we considered coding as being most
appropriate in our case. Thus, since we purposefully chose to go back and forth between theory
and data, this approach had an impact on how we collected data, but also on how we analyzed
it. We did not try to frame our data according to a specific theory, but on the contrary, we were
open to discover new insights, by grouping, regrouping and comparing different pieces of data.
We also tried to understand the meaning of the data and the context in which it was produced,
letting us to be led to new concepts and theories.
To make our work less troublesome, we started by analyzing each interview as a separate case,
then we did a cross‐case synthesis, drawing conclusions for our single case study which is the
Swedish, multinational company. This way, we reduced the complexity of the data, but still kept
its richness, while also having a structured and logical approach in the analysis process (Saunders
et al., 2016). During the period we conducted the interviews, we recorded memos after each
interview, when both of us were sharing opinions, while also summarizing the meeting in 5 to 10
minutes. Memos were our first broad observations and analysis based on raw impressions. They
helped us to notice some most obvious patterns and contradictions, which led us to more
structured sub questions in our interview guide.
After all the interviews were conducted, we started transcribing all 13 interviews by writing down
most of the information, and while also paying attention to nonverbal communication as pauses,
voice tone, sighs. Both of us wrote our own short reflections at the end of each transcription. We
compared the transcripts with memos and field notes, which were taken by one of us while the
other person was conducting the interview. Furthermore, after listening to each interview, we
discussed again our general impression, comparing it with the initial one from the memos. Thus,
we could identify some additional, less noticeable insights.
Next step was open coding, when we assigned a word or a short sentence meant to summarize
the main idea of a bigger part of data which we considered to be critical to our area of interest,
broadly defined as collaboration in distributed teams. Hereby, we partly have been guided in
categorizing the data by the topic and initial knowledge from the literature review. However,
most of the codes emerged openly during the collection, comparison, and analysis of data. Both
of us completed the coding separately for each interview.
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As mentioned above, in order to reduce the complexity of data analysis, we used the cross‐case
synthesis technique introduced by Yin (2014), for multiple cases within the case study design.
This implies that after we did open coding for each of the interviews (which we considered as
separate cases), we started the cross‐case synthesis, looking for patterns, contradictions and
relationships between all 13 interviews. Additionally, we reduced the open codes to conceptual
codes, which then helped us to develop our categories, leading us in the end to theory
development and the building of the model meant to reflect the findings to our research
question.

Table 2: Conceptual codes and Category development
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3.6 Research Quality
According to Easterby‐Smith et al. (2015) in order to present a good, systematic and thorough
qualitative research that can generate in a theory, researchers should identify and develop
themes, exploring the relationship between them with the goal of evaluating, contrasting and
integrating the findings. The contribution of a qualitative study does not necessarily lay in
whether the research can be replicated or not, since qualitative research is usually unique and
depend a great deal of the researcher's interpretation and evaluation of the data collected
(Easterby‐Smith et al., 2015). With that said Saunders et al. (2016) is referring to three concerns
regarding the quality of the research when data is collected through interviews those are,
transferability, dependability and credibility.
The matter of transferability of our study refers to if other companies than the selected case
company could make use of our findings (Saunders et al., 2016), thus if our conceptual model can
be applied in other organizations outside of this specific context. Although, this was never the
aim with our study we still would argue that other companies that have implemented distributed
teams and are struggling to find cohesion and what influence cohesion could consider our model
valuable.
The credibility of our research quality refers to the fact that the researcher(s) has done everything
to reduce the possibility that one would get the wrong answer (Saunders et al., 2016), interpret
it and modify the answer into something that it did not initially inform us about. Since our
research follows a social constructionism approach, we (the researchers) had to try to give an as
truthful view as possible of the reality that our interviewees made sense out of and described for
us. Therefore, two areas required attention: reliability, which reflects whether our data collection
techniques and analysis procedures yields consistent findings, and validity, which refers to
whether our findings are reflecting what they seem to be about (Saunders et al., 2016). In order
to reassure that our research is credible, which means that we have interpreted the data in a
truthful way and with an emphasis on avoiding errors and bias, and we confirm that we rely on
guidance of our method. We believe that the data collection was consistent since we had a good
representation of interviewees and in addition, we choose to interview individuals that were not
involved in the specific teams in order to bring in other point of views regarding distributed teams
to strengthen our case. We transcribed all the interviews, coded them separately and then
together in order to make sure that we had a mutual understanding of what the interviewee said
and what he/she meant with the statement. In the end, we had a vast amount of complex data
however, by using open coding we believe it really help us to analyze it case by case and make
use of the cross‐case synthesis technique (Yin, 2014). Thus, we were able to give credible
interpretations of the data collected and further support our findings.
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“An attempt to ensure that qualitative, non‐standardized research could be replicated by other
researchers would not be realistic or feasible without undermining the strength of this type of
research” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 328). Dependability refers to if other researchers would
conduct the same study would that yield the same results as were we ended up. One important
aspect that one need to bear in mind is that case study research is highly context influenced (Yin,
2014), and our qualitative research is very dependent on the relationship between interviewer
and interviewee, specific teams and context. In addition, our own evaluation and interpretation
of the data and due to the complex circumstances other researchers might encounter constraints
in bringing similar results, as we will present. According to Saunders et al. (2016), what the
researcher can do is to provide a clear design and process of how the study has been conducted,
we note that we have been transparent in our approach to study the work environment in
distributed teams and if other researchers would conduct the same study with a similar case,
research design and process they could plausibly arrive at the same understanding as we have.
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4. Empirical presentation
The empirical fieldwork chapter presents our findings that resulted in a conceptual model. In the
following, each part of the model is introduced by bringing quotes and perspectives of different
interviewees. Additionally, a short summary of the interdependence between different parts of
the model is presented.

4.1 Model derived from Empirical Data

Figure 5: Conceptual Model of the Collaborative Environment in Distributed Teams
The conceptual model represents the outcome of our findings from analyzing the empirical data.
It partly confirms what the literature already brought into discussion, while also approaching
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some other aspects, which were not specifically addressed in distributed teams’. Therefore,
according to our data, Structure, Leadership, Communication and Individual Qualities play a
significant role in developing a successful collaboration. Additionally, other factors as outside of
our model were: available Resources, Workload, IT Infrastructure, and Transparency appear to
be of importance for collaboration and could have implications to the collaborative work
environment. However, these factors have less focus in research regarding collaboration in
distributed teams. Our model displays, in the inside circle we showed the relationship between
factors, which play a role in promoting collaboration within a distributed team. And the factors
outside of the circle, represent the challenges, which might hinder the collaboration within a
distributed team.

4.2 Empirical findings
This section will present the empirical findings of each category of the derived model.
4.2.1 Factors inside the model
Structure
Referring to our model, the first category that brings a distributed team together is structure, the
category was mentioned in different forms throughout the interviews that were conducted, and
therefore, we are starting broad with describing the organizational structure of the company.
Among the interviewees, the company was referred to as global. Yngve position the company;
“Previously, the company was local but now it is much more global”. This was something that
Zara explained to us as well that the company has incrementally become more global over the
last years through acquisitions. Some (Marianne, Mats) interviewees believed that it is an
advantage since; Marianne pointed out “it is good to be closer to where the product is being
produced”. Furthermore, Mats explained to us that within the company they are trying to do
some reorganization, he gave us one example of aligning certain departments to make it more
efficient, however it is a challenge to “enable people to see the different departments as one, it’s
a cultural thing and it takes time”.
Mats said that there has been very little focus on the operational updates and structural updates
hence, “there is no benchmarking in this company”, Mats believed that the company chose other
focus areas instead. Also, Yngve told us that he believes that the operational process needs to be
updated in order to reach process excellence.
The company at such has a long history, Zara said, “the engineering culture of the company has
led to that processes are emphasized in the company”, further she explained that if one set a
process it is a form of standardizing a way of achieving goals and becoming more efficient and
hopefully more profitable as an organization. Yngve emphasized that “we follow a process and it
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is already fixed and we can’t change it, so culture doesn’t matter in that case, however efficiency
might differ among culture”. This was also brought up by Astrid, “It is important that everyone
work in the same way, a form of standardize the operations”. Mats explained that his
responsibility is to make sure that everyone and everything is aligned regarding ways of working,
processes and best practices. Silvia also talks about following the company’s standard process
while leading a project, “In our process it says kickoff”, referring namely to how they are supposed
to start every new project. A kick off session is normally something that one should have in the
beginning of the project (Pär, Yngve, Zara). Workshops is another part of the working process,
the way of meeting all the members of a team (and a department) in order discuss and improve
their way of working (Pär). According to Mats, he wants to organize 3‐4 workshops per year for
his team. Christine, Mattias and Carl mentioned workshops as well, as part of the project
development. Flexibility, beside processes, was also brought up as a positive organizational
structure feature regarding getting experience in new markets. Many of the interviewees
brought up that the company was rather generous with offering relocation options for their
employees. Astrid told us that relocation to get insights in new markets is appreciated in the
company, and something that she was attracted by. In addition, Mats told us that within his team
this is one of the energizers that he has emphasized, he wants to start with the job rotations very
soon, in order for people to get to know each other.
Furthermore, the managers talked about the structure they have regarding how often to
communicate and what tools to use. Silvia told us about fixed biweekly meetings with team
members from UK, these meetings being done using videoconferences. She also mentioned the
communication with members in Stockholm through emails or skype, while daily interaction
relies heavily on emails, adding that the communication intensity also depends on the project
phase. Peter, on his turn, explained the schedule of meetings within his distributed team, by
mentioning two yearly meetings in person with the entire team, monthly individual meeting via
skype with video and sharing of the screen, and daily communication through phone and emails.
Pär, he or his team members travel to Sweden from the UK every 4‐6 weeks to discuss projects
and attend meetings. If daily communication is not performed live, then it is usually via phone or
email said Pär. While, on a weekly basis communication is via Skype or video conferencing (Pär,
Yngve), or live meetings (Marianne). Both Silvia and Peter stated that the interaction with team
members located at the company site, is rather unstructured, “With team located here I can meet
and talk any time” (Peter), “Not very strict how we communicate, when things pop up we take
time and we discuss that” (Silvia).
Peter said that having a structure is more important in case of distributed teams than in
collocated teams, “because if something is not right, with the people located here, we can get
together easily and discuss, it takes longer to correct in distributed teams”. Steven supported the
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same opinion emphasizing that as long as one works with people on the same floor, structure is
not important since people talk daily, but, “this does not work at all when you have people in
different locations”.
Further the interviewees highlighted the importance of having very well structured virtual
meetings. Marianne said that it is essential to be organized, have an agenda for the meeting, time
slots for each topic on it and have a proper Internet connection and rooms when attending a
virtual meeting. In addition, it is crucial that the organization facilitate for managers to be able to
lead in a virtual setting (Pär).
Pär explained that what he believes works good in a virtual context is sharing tools, templates
and presentations. Astrid gave us an example of how a large monthly meeting could be organized
in a virtual setting. She highlighted that agenda is important that it was communicate on
beforehand, this can be connected to Marianne and Alex, who told us that they had stopped
going to meetings that does not have an agenda. In the meeting 5‐10 min is usually given to each
project to present their progress, a template where participants can highlight the critical points
and timeline. Further, action notes are put down that needs to be accomplished until next
meeting and then follow up at the next meeting. Astrid explained that her manager is always
moderating the meeting, and after the meeting she stores it at the agreed platform so that
everyone can take part of it, in addition she sends them an email reminder regarding it after the
meeting. Astrid said that she thinks, “people are being kept well informed”. Silvia and Peter
mentioned the approximate same structure of the meeting, with Silvia choosing to have also an
excel project board with tasks and deadlines for each team member, whom she asks to update
the board regarding the work progress, before the actual meeting.
Lastly, the interviewees mentioned the need of having a structure in storing all the data, and for
this matter Silvia and her team talked especially about having Project Management tool as a
storing platform, with its specific guidelines of naming the folders and what information should
go, where, and for how long. Others as Peter and Mats talked about developing a common
structure of storing and sharing the documents on Sharepoint, “We are working on the structure
on Share Point, but I am hesitant if proper structure will be kept” (Peter).
Leadership
Zara defined leadership in distributed teams as “managing people in distance, in different
location, with different culture and languages”.
Zara explained to us that the profile of the leader they are looking for is always created
specifically for the leadership position, but later it might be standardized. Further, Zara clarified
that the potential candidate goes through a very complex interview process to assure that they
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have the right person for the position. Leaders are often the driver of performance, the type of
culture and expectations, according to Zara the leader sets “what is expected and what is not
excepted and values within the team”.
The company wants to develop their leaders, Zara said that “we do offer some trainings for
leaders for example within PM, communication skills, how to lead teams, presentation skills,
engage and motivate people”, however no trainings for specifically leading distributed teams.
Yngve said that he doesn’t know the manager skills from before and that his manager has helped
him to develop new skills, his manager has introduced some efficient tools that he can use within
the Asia team as well as for the personal level. “They are very experienced so there is a lot we
could learn from them”, here Yngve refers to the team based in Sweden. Zara told us that when
identifying candidates for a leadership position, they value candidates with experience of leading
team members in different locations. Marianne told us that her manager brings in a lot of
valuable experience from different cultures and working abroad. Christine, Steven, Mattias
mentioned that their manager brought very good management, structure and efficient
communication skills into the project.
When talking about leadership in distributed teams, Zara pointed out that she believes that there
are different styles that the leader needs to apply, and start thinking of how one communicates
and how it is understood by the team members, if that is the way the leader wanted it to be
understood. Both Marianne and Astrid described their manager as a very communicative and
he/she set up a clear vision for their team. Yngve said that his manager coaches him, he/she
thought me how I can lead others in a good way. Astrid explained to us that her manager does
not only think in the deliverables, her manager is very focused on the actual person and the
personal development of that individual. Further, Astrid said, “I feel that my manager sees me”
and she added that that can often be a problem in a large company, that one become forgotten.
Mats thought that it was important as a manager in the beginning that one show that one are
present and secure what procedures that should be followed, and really interact with the team
members. Mats explained what he is expecting of his team; “I want my team members to really
be the business managers of the project, take the full ownership and responsibility”. Marianne
believes that her manager makes her and her team members to feel as an important part of the
company, she said that her manager “wants us to be very clear and sharp and demanding and
transparent to our internal stakeholders”. Further, she explained that the journey her manager
has started with a focus on operational developments, establishing guidelines and templates,
ways of internal and external communication will make every day work easier for the team.
Mats told us that he believes that as a leader he listens, discussion and consider the team
members opinion, he said he is trying to inspire the people in order get them where they should
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go. Further, he argues that he is doing so by creating cases of energizers that can show them that
it is up to the team to make the success of the company.
Christine and David also talked about their manager (Silvia) as a person who is very efficient,
organized, includes everybody from the team, sharing all the information, considering the
opinion of each team member, “It’s transparent. We feel free to tell our opinion. Our opinion
counts” (Mattias). Silvia, when asked about her way of working she answered, “It’s more of a top
down approach. I am setting the scope and then I go through the team concerned”. She also
added, “I am doing management by walking – going around and checking things”. Mattias and
Carl added that Silvia is the manager who goes extra mile and motivates the team members to
do the same. Silvia, told us that it was her initiative to do a different kick off than the one stated
in the process, since she wanted to bring all the team members together in order to have an
inspiring beginning of the project, with very clear objectives and deadlines, while also fostering a
more personal interaction between the members. Peter describes himself as the leader who is
“a phone call away” and who “see the person not only the task”. He also added that he points
out the way and the expectations, while combining rewording results with prizing the efforts.
Zara explained to us that she support leaders in the company through HR activities and that many
managers see leading distributed teams as a greater challenge than traditional teams, and Mats
said that he actually prefers to lead a distributed team since it is just challenging for him as a
leader.
Communication
The importance of face‐to‐face interaction was both desired and appreciated by many of the
interviewees. Although, Zara pointed out that everything cannot be based on physical contact,
however “creativity is created when people meet in the workplace”.
Pär perceived that “a kick off meeting – is a critical meeting, would not work that well if it was in
a virtual setting”. Peter also said that, “you cannot replace the initial face‐to‐face meeting with
skype, phone, or email”. Silvia went an extra mile to find funds for bringing all the team members
together before the project started. Zara explained to us that the leader organizes a kickoff, and
it is his or her responsibility to do so, however it is highly encouraged from HR department to
have this kind of meeting on a regular basis.
The work and offsite workshops were mentioned several times by most of the interviewees as
the peak moment of the team. Christine recalled the 3P workshop as a peak moment since,
“everybody was involved. We were all together, equal, blue colors, white colors. Whatever you
said had an impact on the product development”.
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Marianne said that her manager can really see the benefits of coming offsite, in addition she
pointed out that the offsite workshops are usually hard work but it is good being in a new
environment – and also maybe have some fun with your colleagues. Yngve uttered that team
buildings helps to improve communication skills within different department and maybe training
off site. Offsite workshops help with the relationship building and communication (Pär), however
it is also a chance to improve their way of working (Pär, Yngve, Marianne). Pär explained to us
how a workshop might be carried out– the full department team will be there (Swedish, UK, Asia),
they will split into groups, common tasks, brainstorming and how they can be better. Each
workshop might have different focus. Afterwards, they usually have follow up meetings and
presentations about what they discussed. Mats said,“it is important that they start building
relationships, that can’t be done over the phone or skype it needs to be live”. Pär thinks that it is
always nice to travel and meet face‐to‐face but one really need to evaluate if it is necessary to
make that trip – benefit vs. cost. David and Steven both pointed out that it would be more time
efficient if all the team members would be at the same site, but they know that it is not possible
to have all the competences concentrated in one place. Christine also expressed that she would
prefer to have more face‐to‐face interaction, but she is aware of the costs implications, for this
reason she likes video conferences as an alternative.
Marianne explained to us that she prefers going and talking to someone face‐to‐face since, “face‐
to‐face is absolutely the best communication way”. Further, she said that it is the best form of
communication because one can read nonverbal stuff and also the soft things such as if your
colleague is not feeling so well. Pär explained that if many stakeholders are involved it is needed
to meet face‐to‐face. When Yngve started working for the company he was located some months
in the UK, there he got valuable training in how to work, share information and improvements
that could be made. Pär said that it is important for new employees to travel to other sites in
order to meet key stakeholders and get an introduction to the company.
A distributed team is not a good base, it is similar to a family, one wants the family under one
roof declared Marianne, and she adds “it is important to meet face‐to‐face since that facilitates
future communication such as skype calls”. Pär thought, “it is easier to communicate face‐to‐face
but video can help to prevent misunderstandings”. Carl and Christine pointed out the benefits of
having videoconferences, “One can ask the challenging questions and see the expressions of the
other person” (Carl), “It feels like we are sitting together, it’s more personal” (Christine). Mats
explained that he as a manager does not request team members to use video, but maybe he
should start doing that. Some interviewees (Marianne, Yngve, Astrid) told us that skype with
audio is easier, and Marianne said that she does not like video. Silvia mentioned that some
individuals just do not like to see themselves on the screen, they think it is scary. Steven and
Mattias said that using Skype without video is enough for them especially when they know the
people in person from before, and they got already the understanding of nonverbal aspects, they
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developed the trust and level of comfort to stop when something is not clear. Peter defined
himself as “the phone person”, and he prefers the phone over other technical tools, considering
the keyboard as a constraint since, “he talks faster than he writes”.
Despite the preferences for face‐to‐face experience, all the interviewees agreed upon that emails
are the most used communication tool. “It is easier when the information is sent to you” (Silvia),
“It offers the possibility to go back” (Christine), “We are used to do emails, we are comfortable.
It’s common way” (Mattias and Carl), “It’s simple, accessible, quickest” (David), “I don’t know how
to do else” (Steven). Yngve mentioned the emails as “the normal office process of communication
and follow up reminders”, he believes that almost half of this work day he spends on writing and
answering emails. Astrid said that she has reduced the amount of emails that she send, “(...)
because people in this company don’t like to receive a lot of emails”. Pär thought that it is because
persons expect to get the documents and information sent to them via email. Astrid told us that
when calling someone on skype that person needs to stop what he/she is doing and talk while at
the same time one will only reach one person, email is a better form of information sharing in
that sense when one need to reach more persons. Astrid said that she thinks that key information
should be sent via email, however key information and information overload is a fine balance, in
addition she said that it is necessary to use the other tools instead of sending emails. Pär brought
up that an area of improvement is Office 365, he explained that some platforms could be
developed in a standard way and then it needs to be given global access and communities can be
built which could be useful. This was also how Pär believed that the company could walk away
from emails, by building the communities with the help of platforms instead. Yngve explained
that Office 365 was just installed at their facilities. Astrid shared with us that one of her
responsibilities is to develop the currently used communication platforms so that they are
structured in a certain way, form guidelines for how they should be used and for what type of
information that should be communicated there. During the interview Mats told us that for a
distributed team “it is key to have a shared communication platform in order to have secure the
right quality and right expectations, processes are the mediator”.
Astrid said that she founds it challenging to have 20 persons in one virtual meeting, and to
actually know that they participate in the meeting and not doing something else. Another
challenge was brought up by Mats, he emphasized that it is really important to be close and have
a dialogue, but he says that of course one miss a lot of important stuff since one don’t
communicate live – but then try to keep yourself updated with the help of communication
through technology.
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Individual Qualities
Something that occurred to us as interviewers was that all the interviewees that we met were
very different from one another. Marianne stated, “it is really up to people to make it work”.
Zara emphasized that there are greater challenges with diverse teams, but she believes that there
are greater benefits with it as well. Astrid said that she likes being a part of a diverse team, she
said that it comes with a lot of benefits, for example “that it brings out many different sides and
discussions are specifically interesting, they complement each other”. Christine as well
emphasized the importance of diversity for the matter of having a fresh approach regarding
topics. Also, Mats highlighted the importance of diversity of a team during our interview with
him. Mats told us that he wanted to create diversity in his team, but the best thing would of
course be to have a diverse team in the same facility, but on the other hand being distributed
one comes closer to the different markets and closer to the customer, which he said is beneficial.
Astrid has previous experience of distributed teams, she said that virtual interaction was not a
problem. Pär said that he believes that previous practices play a role in how well you interact in
a virtual setting. According to Mats it is about having discipline to communicate and meet in
distributed teams. Communication skills it is very important since you communicate with
different department and people (Yngve). Pär said that he thinks that the tools used for virtual
interaction are not complicated, but it has to do with discipline of the individual to learn new
things and what expectations one has of how the interaction will look like. Marianne told us that
she does not like video when she talks on Skype, it is because she is not used to it she said, but
she does not think that it is complicated. Mats said that some people are just not used to video
when using Skype, he said that maybe it could depend on the human nature, or shyness or that
they feel uncomfortable being watched. Peter claimed that perhaps because of the generation
aspect, he likes phone the most. Mattias brought the age aspect as well when explaining why he
does not feel comfortable with technology.
Zara uttered that she believes that it is a difference in the expectations among generations of
leadership when the leader cannot be physically present, and that “young generations are more
used to communication in different ways”. Alex, on other hand, stated that, “people are mentally
old and old in age”, arguing that age does not play a role all the time, rather the willingness to
learn and to be flexible to changes.
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4.2.2 Factors outside the model
Resources
Resources as a challenge was stated directly or indirectly across the interviews conducted with
managers and team members from the studied multinational company. First of all, the most
evident was the financial aspect of the resources when Alex mentioned:” We have very up to
date technology and very outdated network. Network is expansive”. Furthermore, when
discussing with the manager of one of the teams, Silvia, she told us about her struggle to organize
the initial meeting, with all the team members, before the project started:” This is such a big
project and I wanted to take the opportunity to do a kick off, but I didn’t have that much funding
for it”. Zara from HR told us that it is the manager’s own responsibility to organize events like kick
offs or offsite workshops, and the manager needs to finance it through taking it out of his/hers
own budget.
Pär explained that expenses connected to travel is also something that should be evaluated
carefully before committing to taking a trip, Pär pointed out that if they would use more videos
when having meetings in virtual settings maybe it would substitute some trips. In addition, Yngve
told us that using Skype for business calls is also a cost saving action that one can use in the local
business environment as well.
Continuing the interviews, we found from David that company has the resources shortage: “We
are short on resources like experience, people, money, time”. He goes further explaining how this
influences his work and availability within the specific project and team:”(…) like we had some
ideas, but because of lack of resources we couldn’t do them (…) I am involved in many projects
right now, and I would like to focus only on this project, but I am busy and I feel that my own
performance is not so good (…) I would like to have (online meetings) every second day, but now
is every third week or something, maybe because of lack of resources”. Regarding human
resources Silvia told us about her challenge with the need to micromanage the packaging
department due to lack of a team leader in that department: “No one has the ownership, so the
communication is harder… It seems I will not get a defined leader there, because there is no line
organization that has the willingness to have someone appointed to that position…There is no
natural home for such a person, so no line manager preset that it is their responsibility to have
resources for that”. Talking about expertise and experience David mentioned the fact that the
company is little bit behind the technological trends: “We are a bit behind. We acquired the
knowledge quite late in the project…maybe because the company is so mechanical”, while Silvia
mentioned the experience of working with projects: “…we are not as an organization at a level
of project maturity I would like to be”.
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IT Infrastructure
“We have very up to date technology and very outdated network”, this quote from Alex
summarizes the situation within company regarding technology side. Alex added that the
organization offers Skype for Business, digital meeting rooms, the new platform and the tools
under it called Office 365, but the network has hard time in supporting Office 365. From our
direct observations, by being at the site of the company, we could say the same thing regarding
problems with Internet connection, which in some part of the company was slower comparing
to other parts. Alex added that this problem with the Internet can discourage people to have an
online meeting, especially if first experiences can be not so good because of technical problems.
Regarding Office 365, none of people we interviewed had training on how to use it and all of
them were at the beginning of adopting it, though the platform was introduced for 2 years. Silvia
said that: “Maybe it is not widely used (Sharepoint from Office 365) because we had no
information about how or when it should be used”. Yngve mentioned that Office 365 was just
installed at the site he is at in China. Although, Zara from HR said that there are trainings offered
in how to use technology but not how to act when using it.
When starting the interview with Pär on Skype for business, he said that he had to use the
computer screen for sharing presentations or agendas and then the landline to call in to the
virtual meetings, the reason for this set up is that the speakers do not work when using Skype,
apparently many others at the UK site had the same problem. Mats told us that he can only have
Skype meetings early in the morning due to the bad WIFI connection. Marianne said that she is
getting so frustrated when the connection is lagging or when the member that she has the
meeting with is not in a quiet room, so it is difficult to hear each other through all the noise.
According to Zara, “currently that we don’t have the IT infrastructure”, she explained that it has
not been the focus for the company and frankly they have not needed it since the company had
a more local approach before.
Workload
During the interviews, several people mentioned workload as part of the challenge to be able to
concentrate on relevant information and to have time to develop the knowledge especially
regarding new tools, which can improve the collaboration in the distributed teams. First, David
explained his unavailability for the meetings and the underperformance, by bringing the issue of
having too many projects and not being able to focus: “I have at least 4‐5 projects. I would like to
focus and spend more time on one project”.
Alex also confirmed that people don’t have time to learn how to use all the new technical
possibilities which the IT department is offering them, and which potentially could reduce the
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workload by making easier to communicate and share knowledge in virtual setting: “But you hear
– don’t have time to learn it, don’t have time – that’s why they live in emails…They are so busy
with doing things over and over again, than just to sit down, learn new tools and have an easier
life”. Pär also brought this up, he said that usually people do not have time to learn new things.
Steven talked about how workload affects the ability to process all the information related to the
project: “The feeling I get is that they have a lot to do, and even I provide them with information
they will not take that information in”.
Regarding time constraints, we could hear also from Alex, who referred that people in the
company who have hard time to learn new tools which are meant to make their work easier in
distributed teams. Peter, the manager from sourcing department, mentioned time in the context
of leading a distributed team: “Is just that it takes more time consuming”. Pär mentioned that
“it’s important to smile in the work environment too since there is a lot of pressure (...)”. Yngve
brought up the time constraints as well and referred it as “time is a challenge, but for work not
too many challenges since the process and targets are set and they are usually the same, everyone
is working towards the same goal”. During the interview with Mats he told us “yeah, the problem
is that the calendar is always full (...)”.
Transparency
The other challenge which interviewee mentioned many times, describes the difficulty of
ensuring that every member of the distributed team has exactly the same information, no matter
of the place of location. In this sense, Silvia said: “It can be a challenge sometimes to forget to
communicate to someone who is not here. You need to focus equally much on all team members.
It’s hard to imitate (online) daily conversations like those next to the coffee machine”. Steven
expressed the same concern regarding informal conversations, which may contain important
information: “When you are in house and meet, you just exchange few words and that could be
quite vital information to have people on the track. You should not underestimate the fika pause.
Because you keep them on the track all the time and that’s more difficult if they are apart.”
Mattias and Carl talked about the same challenge of not being able to reproduce daily
conversation in the virtual setting, thus, potentially losing some important insights in the project,
fact which can lead to delays because of not coordinating the actions in the right time. Christine
supported also this opinion during the interview bringing the information sharing and access as
among the biggest challenges: “We need to make sure that we keep it open and we keep
communicating with the rest of the team, if not then we may miss things that are going on. For
example, with the team here, we sit in open office, so I can be at my desk, but I can overhear that
they are discussing something new and I am like – O, that what is going on‐, but it is not the same
with Sweden, and I guess same things happens there”. Yngve mentioned that in “the current
process, such as monitor, assisting and decision taking – everyone can see it and check the result
46

of it”. Mats told us that he talks and interacts more with the different team members at this
point, he is the hub that is connecting them. Also, Pär emphasized the importance of keeping
everyone informed, but one needs to have discipline to do so. Astrid told us that information
sharing in larger companies is hard, she took an example of when her team launched a new
supplier selection process for the whole department, her team really invested time in
communicating it explicitly, explaining, providing guidelines and even travelled to different sites
to introduce the process and make sure they all internal stakeholder took part of it. Thus, most
of the interviewees pointed out on the need of having complete transparency in the project for
everyone, and the exact same information despite of being collocated or distributed team
member.
The additional difficulty with information access and sharing, lies in the excess of information
which comes especially in written form as emails or chat, and which overwhelms people and
creates problems. Alex mentioned: “When you have many threads it is difficult to focus on all of
them. For example, the company Yammer group does not work because they are talking to the
whole company and people get information which is not relevant”. Relevance of information was
discussed also by other interviewees, who explained that it is very important for people to receive
the right information in order to be able to work properly in a distributed team, this implying that
the time will not be lost with useless information, while the important information will not be
lost among the irrelevant one. Peter mentioned regarding this topic: “Information should
relevant for individual, otherwise people can drown in information”, and Steven also added that:
“you are not able to take information in, unless you need it”. Another important thing mentioned
by Alex was that: “They have a lot of possibilities, but the majority of end users have troubles
consuming all the stuff we have given them”, referring to all the tools which are meant to support
the communication and collaboration in distributed teams. He refers to lack of time and maybe
interest from people to invest in learning about new tools, commenting: “You make time to learn
what’s important”.
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5. Discussion
The discussion section uses theories and concepts presented in the frame of reference and those
immerged from the findings, in order to discuss the empirical fieldwork. The section is divided
into two parts; first part refers to factors that make a distributed team collaborate and work
together, and second part refers to factors that might influence and challenge the collaboration
of the distributed team. Finally, a summary with main remarks from the discussion will follow at
the end of this section.

5.1 Part One: The Collaborative Environment
Structure
Though the literature talks about structure as one of prerequisites for having a more efficient
work in distributed teams, while leadership being the core of this type of team, our findings show
that structure, in this particular case, is actually stronger than leadership. In the company we
studied, structure in working, communicating, conducting online meetings and storing of
information, appears to be essential for a distributed team to be able to have a successful
collaboration. Surprisingly, according to our findings, the structure takes over the role of
leadership, replacing it and reducing it to more of managerial attributes.
Authors Avolio and Kahai (2003) talk about how organizational structure influence the way
relationships develop between people within the organization and influence the working process
and information flow. From our findings, we realized that organizational structure itself is
influenced by the culture and the type of activity that the company has. Being an organization
with engineering focus, we reflected that the entire work practice is based on processes with
very explicit and clear roles, actions, timeframes and objectives. From this we can presume that
the principles of process had an influence on organizational structure and attracted a
predisposition for having everything standardized and organized. We also can assume that
processes also led to the need and development of managerial skills rather than leadership
abilities. This may be one of the reasons why our data indicated that structure appears to be
more important than leadership in fostering successful collaboration in distributed teams. It also
can be linked to the profile of people, most of them being engineers with a more technical
mindset, who put accent on structure. But here, again, we can argue that a company would
choose people who reflect the organization’s culture, therefore we can say that the industry
sector and company profile may have an influence on how the fruitful collaboration in distributed
teams will be defined.
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Malhotra et al. (2007), Zaccaro and Bader (2003) talk about the need for having structure in how,
when and what to communicate in a distributed team. Our findings support this idea and put
forth new perspectives for discussion as well. The literature we consulted actually approached
this topic from the perspective of the distributed teams represented, in ideal version, by all
members located in different countries. Our findings, which are based on hybrid teams, say that
there is a difference between how communication is organized between team members located
in the same building and those based in other cities or states. Thus, we noticed that all the
managers had a very clear schedule of all the virtual meetings with theirs colleagues located in
other places. The surprising part was that in case of team members located at the company site,
no particular structure was needed, the interaction was happening more spontaneously, when
an issue usually would occur. This observation allows us to assume that structure in
communication would be more relevant when working with team members which with their
leader mostly met with them online, and less important in collaboration with local team
members. Some interviewees explicitly mentioned that without communication structure it
would not work in distributed teams, referring to colleagues from other countries.
Furthermore, Malhotra et al. (2007), Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) discuss the importance of
having a structure in preparing and conducting online meetings. We found that people involved
in the study would not even attend meetings that did include an agenda or relevant topic for
them. Having a structure before, during and after virtual meetings appears to be on the basis on
transparency, which was stated as an explanation to why the collaboration works well for the
teams.
Structure was brought to attention again when talking about the document storing and
accessing. The interesting fact though, was that despite having a structure on how to store
documents on team level, there is no general agreed standard way of doing that at the company
level. Different platforms are used by different teams according to what the manager and the
team members agree upon. At the moment managers do not see a major problem with that, but
we can foresee potential future inconveniences. The merge of projects and teams or change of
managers can actually create conflicts between different platforms and difficulties in finding the
right information.
Even though, as we realized, the structure is essential for the company to function, it still faces
some issues related to outdated processes and slow adaptation to the context of going global.
Firstly, the fact that the organization does not invest in operational updates of processes makes
the work sometimes redundant, slow and too rigid to current market demands. This aspect
directly influences the work between team members, who may find themselves in situations
when activities are not very well coordinated and can cause delays to happen.
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Secondly, the global aspect does not appear to be integrated in processes and distributed teams,
which evolved from traditional ones, with no specific considerations. Though, the process states
that a kickoff is a must in the beginning, managers stated the difficulty to find funds for bringing
people from different countries at the company site. At the same time, the process does not
provide guidelines regarding how to communicate online, or how and where to store the
documents. It is more of an independent decision, a fact which is somehow in disagreement with
the politics in the company, potentially because this is not currently a priority for the company.
Either way, it may happen that in the future this may conflict with pre‐determined structural way
of working. To summarize, the processes were designed many years ago to the context of
traditional type of teams, without being adapted to specific needs of distributed teams. Thus, our
impression is that the expectation towards distributed teams is that they must work in the same
way as traditional ones, but that is not always the case since there are some core differences,
which should be considered.
Referring to our model, it is also important to mention that structure and communication are
interdependent in a virtual context. On one hand, an efficient communication will be determined
by a clear structure, but, in the same time, structure itself is not rigid, but rather flexible to
adaptation, according to specific needs of communication. We found that structure in
communication changes according to project phase, to how well people know each other from
before, or to the personality types. Individual qualities will determine how frequent the virtual
interaction will need to happen, or what tools will be used. Knowing a person from before, will
reduce the need of having video conferences and increase the use of emails instead. Structure,
in one form or another, was directly linked to the successful collaboration within distributed
teams, by all the people involved in the study. Our open questions which were designed in the
way to give us an understanding about collaborative work environment in distributed teams, led
us to structure as a strong attribute in making them function. It equally could have led to
leadership as being that “glue” and thus, the cause of cohesion but in this case, structure was
more defined and stated as the ingredient for success, again, possibly because of company
culture and field of activity which relies heavily on processes.
Leadership:
Distribute teams have been introduced as a new work unit within organizations (Bell & Kozlowski,
2002; Al‐Ani et al., 2011), and they are causing traditional leadership practices to adjust
(Malhotra et al., 2007; Avolio et al., 2014; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003). Our case company has just
started the transition from local to more global operations, and the company believes that
distributed teams are of good use and the right direction for the company in order to be
represented in the markets of operation.
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According to Carte et al. (2006) leadership is connected to the success of distributed teams, but
more specifically leadership in what form the authors could never state. Hence, within previous
literature it was never established a “best practice” for leading a distributed teams, some argue
that transformational is most appropriate (Purvanova & Bono, 2009), others that transactional is
more advantageous (Avolio & Kahai, 2003), or shared leadership (Barry, 1991; Carte et al. 2006;
Al‐Ani et al., 2011) as a successful approach. We were not able to identify transactional or shared
leadership practices in our case company, however we believe that there might be transactional
characteristics in leadership practices in the overall company but they were less visible in
distributed teams which was the focus for our research. In addition, we did not find any indication
of a shared leadership approach and therefore, we cannot say that it could be a successful way
of leading in this context. Yet, we do not see the advantage of implementing such practices at
this point, the reason for it could be the hierarchical structure of report systems that are present
in the company. Thus, implementing a shared leadership approach would influence the
embedded structure of the organization; and it could possibly be more chaotic at this point than
beneficial. Barry (1991) discussed these aspects as well, and we would support those arguments
regarding time and conflicts that might occur in the team when changing leadership practice.
Most evident from our data analysis were the features of transformational leadership, specifically
why we might see more modes of transformational leadership could be because of the change
that the company has undergone in the last couple of years. Purvanova and Bono (2009) argued
that in times of uncertainty social and emotional forms of leadership are essential since they
provide meaning. In addition, transformational leadership is more advantageous when the type
of communication is narrow (Purvanova & Bono, 2009), which we would argue in accordance
with Kahai et al. (2012), that technology could narrow the communication between leaders and
members of a distributed team, mostly due to the lack of informal communication. Several of the
interviewees pointed out that their leader was visionary, empowering individuals and inspired
them to perform at their position in form of taking responsibility and ownership of their role,
these are all features connected to transformational leadership (Purvanova & Bono, 2009; Avolio
& Yammarino, 2015).
In previous literature, Kayworth and Leidner (2002) and Cascio and Shurygailo (2003), argued
that leadership in distributed teams is a combination of different styles. Furthermore, the
integration between leadership style and technology, which Iorio and Taylor (2015) pointed out
as technological leadership. As we interpret it with the help of our findings, how well the leader
makes use of the available technology in order to benefit the leader and team members of the
distributed team. We would say that we have found indications of combinations of leadership
styles and use of different technology, depending on the leader. A possible explanation for why
there is no clear structure for this, as it is in many other parts of the case study is because these
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are new practices for the company. Yet, there is no established process for how to lead a
distributed team and with what technology. Although, we anticipate that the company will
provide its leaders (and members) of distributed teams with that in the future since processes
are deeply rooted in their way of working. However, as it is now, one needs to trust leaders own
judgment regarding the style of leading as Cascio and Shurygailo (2003) suggested, and
competence regarding technology usage. Therefore, we hold on to the statement that leadership
practices in distributed teams is shattered, in this specific context it is because it is up to the
individual leader how to lead the team, thus each leader may leverage different techniques and
technologies.
Previously research (Iorio & Taylor, 2015) argued that leadership experience is helpful when
starting to lead distributed teams, regardless if the experience is connected to distributed teams
or traditional teams. All the leaders that we interviewed had previous experience of distributed
teams, and so did many of the members. What was also pointed out was that the case company
wants leaders that are experienced in distributed teams, since currently it is a competence that
the company lacks internally. Therefore, they are trying to acquire it by finding experienced
employees that can contribute with insights and bring successful practices into the company. If
they cannot acquire it they might need to start training their leaders and members of distributed
teams. Nevertheless, the option to provide training to this specific challenge of collaboration
within a virtual work environment has been debated previously, and some argue that it is vital
(Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003; Rosen et al., 2006), while some claim (Avolio
& Kahai, 2003) that it only has to do with the leader’s ability to establish a presence in the virtual
environment. Consequently, we are not able to confirm nor deny the necessity of trainings for
leaders and members in the virtual work environment, since the case company does not offer
trainings and most of our interviewees had previous experience within it, thus the teams seem
to function well. Given this background, we cannot draw conclusions regarding the case company
providing or neglecting trainings focused on the virtual work environment.
Despite the formalized definition of transformational leadership style, from our data analysis it
demonstrates that all the leaders we met with took custom approaches, based on their team and
what seems to work for them, hence adapting the style in order to best fit the team. In addition,
some actions appear to have a stronger managerial context than leadership. For example, the
leader sets targets, scope and driving the performance of the team. One leader said, “I am doing
management by walking – going around and checking things” (Silvia, personal communication
2017‐03‐14). As we interpret it, we see that she supervises and give directions of how work
should be performed, which is more of a traditional managerial style. We would argue that in our
distributed teams the managerial approach is more apparent than the leadership, since
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distributed teams rely quite heavily on structure. Moreover, structure is provided by managers
and not by leaders.
Still, identified within the model is leadership and not managerial practices, the reasons for this
is as stated above we identified transformational leadership among our interviewed leaders and
it helped to provide guidance and foster commitment among members. In addition, we would
argue that leadership is important especially in the beginning when implementing this new way
of working (as it is for our case company) and uncertainty is present, leadership can establish
common ground for the team members and motivate them, namely these aspects made us use
the concept leadership in our model. As one may identify in our model, leadership is influenced
by structure and vice versa, we would argue that the leader might influence how some structural
arrangements are formed in a distributed team. For example, the way of working the leader
might be able to influence quite a lot while regarding the organization’s structure the leader will
encounter less ability to influence, thus the structure will influence the leader instead. In
addition, we consider the leader to be able to influence how the communication is organized in
distributed teams. For example, how face‐to‐face meetings are valued and carried out and the
appropriate technology used in the team, further communication might influence the leadership
aspects as well in form of appropriate communication that will make a good fit and facilitate for
the team to collaborate. Lastly, leadership may influence and be influenced by individuals that
are members of the distributed team. In the context of our case company, the leader has great
power in selecting individuals that would make a good fit in the team for example by having
experience of working in distributed teams previously. Moreover, depending on the individual’s
qualities the leader might need to adapt the style in order to ensure that the team member is
satisfied and will deliver according to estimated performance.
Our initial perception of leadership in distributed teams was that it would be the most crucial
part of fostering collaboration in distributed team, mostly because previous literature pointed
out the leader as the key to success. Although, we do not disclaim that leadership contributes to
the collaborative work environment of distributed teams, as we have argued for in the above
section it is a contributing part of having a successful collaboration in distributed teams, but not
the crucial role as literature said. Finally, as pointed out by Jarvenpaa and Tanriverdi (2003), when
the initial structure in the company fails to provide direction, then leadership does, and it is the
reason leadership exists and why it is of importance. Therefore, we consider leadership as the
second most important concept of our model.
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Communication
We cannot deny that when analyzing our data, we were rather surprised of how highly the
interviewees valued face‐to‐face meetings. Throughout all of the interviews anything that was
referred to as a high (hallelujah) moment of the interviewees was connected to communication
that was face‐to‐face. Although, the whole idea with distributed teams is that they communicate
less through face‐to‐face and more via technology (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Hence, our empirical
findings confirm the importance of having face‐to‐face interaction in addition to the
communication through technology (Hambley et al., 2007b; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Rosen et
al., 2006).
Moreover, in our opinion we would say that it seems to be encouraged to communicate through
technology in the company. They are offering a quite extensive breadth of different
communication technology, which are up to date and Alex who we interviewed from the IT
department said that they even have a difficult time consuming all the technology offered. The
interviewees explained the technology as uncomplicated. Besides that, team members expressed
that they feel uncomfortable using video when communicating through technology.
This made us realize that it seems like we are looking at a paradox here. A paradox of offering all
the new communication technologies at the market, yet what the team members’ want is to
communicate in real life – face‐to‐face. This is the reality of our case company.
Further, when distributed team members select a communication channel, most of them use
emails, which is referred to as less rich media (Balthazard et al., 2009). We cannot neglect that
the possibility is that if team members of distributed teams would use more synchronous tools
that are considered richer (Hambley et al., 2007b), then the desire of meeting face‐to‐face might
decrease. We would still argue that the distributed teams that participated in our study seem to
have an effective communication within their teams that enable them to collaborate. One of the
reasons for it could be that they seem to put a lot of effort into communicating, which is seen as
important to keep an explicit communication in distributed teams (Cascio & Shurygailo, 2003).
Although, many team members use emails as their main communication channel and it seems to
function somewhat, however we would like to stress that this might cause challenges when
involving more stakeholders for the future operations of the company.
Literature states that face‐to‐face meetings are crucial to develop trust (Gassmann, 2001), in our
opinion there seems to be a rather open landscape in the teams and the members trust each
other, however this might be just because they have met face‐to‐face. Therefore, it makes it
difficult for us to evaluate the trust aspect of the teams and if face‐to‐face meetings contributed
to building trust. In addition, studies on trust in distributed teams are quite redundant, and with
our intentions to bring something new into the research field of distributed teams we have not
focused on trust in this section.
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It was discussed in literature that distributed team members might have a difficulty to bond and
establish relationships (Purvanova & Bono, 2009; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003), and what we noticed
from our interview respondents were that usually members felt closer to the ones present at the
same site as them or with members that they had met many times face‐to‐face. In our study, we
had a hybrid category of a distributed team, which means that team members are collocated and
distributed. We believe that this might influence the social climate of the distributed team since
team members felt like they belonged to two teams. Although, one of our interviewee’s noted
that maybe it is okay to be feeling split between two group identities. We are to some extent
agreeing with this, because most of these members felt like they belonged to two teams thus,
not sharing the same identity. Despite that, one aspect that was clear to the members was the
purpose for them to belonging to the distributed team, therefore we would argue that a shared
purpose seems to be a stronger feature than a shared identity in distributed teams. Thus, a well‐
communicated vision (Avolio et al., 2001; Malhotra et al., 2007; Purvanova & Bono, 2009; Kahai
et al., 2012; Jarvenpaa & Tanriverdi, 2003) and an explicit goal of the team might be linked to
cohesion and thus encourage a successful collaboration in distributed teams.
At the end of the day, we would have a difficult time arguing that communication through
technology could replace face‐to‐face interactions, and we do not believe that should be the
case, but one needs to bear in mind the reason why distributed teams exist; to reduce face‐to‐
face communication since this type of communication is associated with cost. In addition, we
would like to shed some light on the expectations that one may place upon mediating
technologies. Needless to say, it will not give the same communication feeling as in real life, since
it is not real life. Partly, we would argue that it seems to have to do with the attitude amongst
team members to use technologies instead of face‐to‐face interaction, and it could be a part of
human nature that we have been fed with the notion that face‐to‐face interaction is the best way
of communicating, until we have been proven wrong. In addition, we believe that the only way
of overcoming discomfort of using communication technologies is to build up experience, and
that can only be done through actual usage.
Indeed, previous literature state clearly the importance of face‐to‐face communication especially
in the beginning of establishing a team, creating common ground and a shared purpose
(Cramton, 2001), in addition as a facilitator for preventing conflicts and misunderstandings (Daim
et al., 2011), but as a team member of a distributed team one need to be modest in one’s
expectations of how communication will look like and not neglecting the very reason for why
distributed teams are implemented in organizations.
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Individual Qualities
Though the literature on distributed teams and on leadership in distributed teams does not bring
explicitly individual qualities as a major factor of collaboration in distributed teams, our findings
show that they can have an influence on encouraging or hindering teamwork. It depends on how
these individual qualities fit into the distributed team culture and needs. At times, the literature
make reference to the relationship between age and comfort with technology, as well as previous
experience and willingness to work in distributed teams (Iorio & Taylor, 2015), it also brings into
discussion the predisposition to trust which then will affect the sharing of knowledge (Brown et
al., 2004).
We found that in some cases older individuals were more comfortable with being part of
distributed teams compared to younger team members, and the same situation regarding
technology. This finding made us realize how often we are guided by stereotypes, which can
influence the labeling and classification of people, creating false assumptions regarding who will
work well and who will not, in a distributed team. From this observation, we can presume that
age is not a major defining trait, but rather the individual predisposition for change, for learning,
but also the preferences for personal interaction.
We also noticed that people with previous experience of working in distributed teams, would not
necessarily like and feel comfortable being part of these teams. They, in fact, would rather reduce
the virtual interaction to only when it is strictly needed, focusing instead, on their collocated
team members. Therefore, though we acknowledge that experience is of importance, we want
to emphasize that personal attributes and predispositions should not be overlooked.
Surprisingly, trust was never brought up into discussion. On one hand, this finding can be
explained by the existence of processes, which makes everything transparent for everyone, and
reduces the need for trust. On the other hand, it can be due to face‐to‐face meetings which
people had before starting working on projects, and, in this case, we can say that trust is taken
for granted, it is embedded in the relationships to the point of being “unnoticedly obvious”.
Additionally, one can assume that Swedish culture potentially may put an additional lens of
influence, but our interviewees was also from other cultures. This diversity strengthens the
conclusions noted previously with the respect to the importance of processes and face‐to‐face
meetings.
An important aspect to mention is that managers select individuals who will be in their teams,
implying that they will create a specific profile regarding professional and general personal
qualities. From what we understood the managers would focus more on if the person has a
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previous experience in working in a distributed team. Therefore, we can presume that they may
be misled by stereotypes and assumptions, discussed above, like we had as researchers.
Referring to our model, we want to mention that one direction relationship indicate that
individual qualities have an influence on what form of communication or tools will be used for
interaction, but we could not find support for showing that communication and structure would
change personal characteristics.
In conclusion, we have determined that one should place value of the individual factors that
contribute to a fruitful collaboration like curiosity, openness, willingness to learn and develop,
and any preferences that will influence how comfortable the person is in being separated from
his/her colleagues and not necessarily focus on age, previous experience or technological
experience.

5.2 Part Two: Challenges to the Collaborative Environment
Challenges, such as culture, time zones, distance and language were brought into discussion by
many authors (Zigurs, 2002; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Korzynski, 2013) being directly linked to
the existence of distributed teams. There is so much written and discussed about these
challenges that inevitably people keep going back to them when arguing why it may be
sometimes difficult to work in a dispersed team. This is exactly what we noticed during
interviews, that people would not even think, but will bring time zones, culture and language,
automatically as from the book, when explaining the difficulties and challenges that they meet
by being dispersed.
We, as researchers, acknowledge these issues and their real impact on collaboration in
distributed teams. They absolutely should be taken into consideration when trying to find optimal
solution for a better virtual working environment. At the same time, through our model we tried
to emphasize that, besides obvious challenges, there are also other major aspects which may
hinder the collaboration, and which can be less visible to the organization as such. We found
upon a review of the qualitative data collected that this company has some additional issues
which seem to be too close, or embedded into the organization, to be noticed. Therefore, we will
focus further on specific challenges we observed in the case of the company with which we
conducted the study.
Resources
Resources are seldom brought into discussion by the literature on distributed teams. In fact, one
of the major argument about the existence of distributed teams is linked to cost savings
(Malhotra et al., 2007), while securing diversity of expertise (Derosa & Lepsinger, 2010).
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Our findings lead to a more complete image regarding resource allocation in distributed teams.
The general perception is that it should be less costly to have employees working in a virtual
setting, and it is true to a certain extent, but literature and practice does not always take into
consideration that while specific areas can be cost saving, others may imply higher investments.
Technology and network requirements can be expensive, but are crucial for the existence of
distributed teams. Face‐to‐face meetings are still important for relationship development and
trust building, and depending on how often and far employees need to travel, this also can
increase the budget expenses. Therefore, one should not underestimate the investments that
have to be done when using distributed teams as a work unit.
Our findings point to the fact that our case company might not have considered and made the
necessary adaptations in the budget to the global aspect of the distributed teams and their
specific needs. Evident aspects such as network, trainings on how to act in the virtual
environment, the requirements to have initial face‐to‐face meetings, were some areas, which we
noticed as being overlooked. We can assume that this happened not on purpose, but rather
because the distributed teams are not seen as being different comparing to traditional ones,
possible because they only recently transitioned to global market and working in virtual setting.
Thus, the company transferred their already well‐established way of working in traditional teams
into distributed teams. Additionally, the employees appear to be too busy for reporting these
issues. Therefore, if the network is poor they would rather use emails instead of Skype or video
conference; if they do not know how to use new tools, they will use those they feel most
comfortable with; if the budget is limited for traveling, then managers will have to find a second
best alternative. All these aspects have an influence on how team members will collaborate,
though it may not be so evident or maybe too banal to be taken into consideration.
Therefore, we can determined that distributed teams can require less costs when comparing to
relocation of expertise, but one should not forget that these teams have some specific needs
which are different comparing to traditional ones, and they still have to be addressed, while
potentially being expensive. Looking to our model, we show that investing in proper technology
and network, in know‐how and human capital, will ease the information sharing and access,
which, consequently, will encourage transparency and a greater collaboration in distributed
teams. In other words, the proper allocation of resources has an indirect impact on transparency,
through balanced workload and up to date IT infrastructure. Still, the common idea about
distributed teams being cost efficient should be reconsidered, or at least not generalized. For this
reason, any company should assess very carefully the costs and benefits of having distributed
teams, if the company is in the position to choose.
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IT Infrastructure
It might be considered as an obvious statement given that we are pointing out the necessity of a
well‐functioning network when we are talking about distributed teams, we are fully aware of that
but bear with us. Although it is obvious it is still something that might hinder distributed teams
to collaborate. We have chosen to point it out since we would like to highlight what the causes
of a poor network might influence a distributed team, more than frustration and irritation, we
believe the causes are greater than that.
As mentioned before, making resources available for updating the network at a company site is
a huge investment, therefore previously we argue that Resources influence IT infrastructure. It
was evident from our interviews that this was an issue that our case company was well aware of
and thus, nothing that they were trying to conceal. Therefore, we needed to ask ourselves what
will this lead to?
In the short run, we anticipate that employees will get frustrated, irritated and they will try to
adjust as much as possible to make it work or try to avoid using software that is not well
supported by the network. Some of the interviewees referred to frustration, some said that they
needed to be in a specific building to be able to hold a virtual meeting, others brought up that
they preferred virtual work during early mornings when the network was less disrupted. So, the
adaptation among the team members was evident and very clear in many interviews. We believe
that employees stick it out and hope for a solution and improvement in the nearest future.
However, in the long run, we see a connection between IT infrastructure and Transparency, the
hindrance that members of distributed teams encounter regarding access to software in order
to keep themselves updated and keeping others updated may influence transparency in a less
beneficial way. For example, team members might skip, postpone or forget sharing documents,
updating a change in the schedule or downloading meeting minutes. We argue that if members
experience difficulties with taking part of information due to lagging, software unavailability at
site and off site or access problems to certain platforms, it might in the end damage transparency.
Further, might be the start of a downward spiral that in the end causes friction between leaders
and members and impacts the performance of projects and teams, thus hinders a successful
collaboration in the distributed team.
At the end of the day, we live in a society where access to information is easy and information is
vital especially for members of distributed teams (Golden & Veiga, 2008), thus not being able to
access vital information might undermine one to perform their work.

59

Previous literature reviewed did not broach this subjects, though it is worth nothing that it might
be because it is just too obvious that companies that implement distributed teams need to ensure
that their network provide the teams with high quality network connection. At the same point,
we need to bear in mind that the company is moving from local to global, and have not been in
need of a network of that caliber so far in their growth.
Workload
In addition, we argue that Resources influence Workload when it comes to the members that
belong to distributed teams, as we have pointed out in a previous section that human capital is
a part of resources that still needs to be considered.
One should not neglect the fact that even though distributed teams are implemented to bring
efficiency and cost savings to organizations’, team members need to commit to a higher degree
of communication than members of a traditional team. Although, distributed team members do
not meet face‐to‐face to the same extent as traditional team members and therefore saves time
and money, yet it does not mean that communication is necessarily more efficient. Therefore,
companies that implement distributed teams need to be aware of and account for that
communication must be a focus for distributed teams’ members to invest time within and they
may end up spending more time on it than traditional team members. Moreover, just because
distributed team members are presumed to be more efficient does not mean that they can
handle more projects simultaneously than a member part of a traditional team. Hence,
distributed teams demand a quite extensive amount of coordination, which might be challenging
(Zaccaro & Bader, 2003; Rosen et al., 2006).
During our interviews, we observed that team members were very busy, having full schedules
and that they are participating a wide array of different projects or work areas. Although, this
might be considered as “business as usual”, however we still feel the importance to emphasize
the time constraints that might influence how members of distributed team communication, we
anticipate that members might need to select and prioritize where to put their efforts regarding
communication. Therefore, we would like to address that distributed teams are not intended to
be cost‐saving in the form of human capital, namely the team is cost saving in the matter of
relocation and reduced face‐to‐face communication, it is an important aspect and companies
should not be seduced by cost savings in form of distribute more work onto less individuals just
because they are functioning as a distributed team.
In summation, one must concur that distributed teams are not only efficient, but they are also
demanding in their structure of being distributed, which puts more pressure on members to have
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discipline to inform and report. Hence, in the end, this could influence the maintenance of
transparency within the distributed team, due to the assigned workload.
Transparency
Another challenge our distributed team members encountered and that we were able to identify
from our study was how to create a transparent and collaborative information sharing
environment in the team, thus keeping everyone up to date and making sure that everyone
knows what was going on, while fostering collaboration in a distributed team (Malhotra et al.,
2007; Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). We argued that the workload of the distributed team members
may influence distributed team members’ ability to maintain the transparency in the team.
Sharing information seems like a crucial component in order to keep all team members on the
same page, which can prove to be rather difficult in a large team. From our observations, it seems
challenging to ensure that everyone has access to the same information, and more importantly
that team members take part of the information that is shared and comprehend it.
As mentioned before, our study included a hybrid category of a distributed team, so inevitably
communication will appear different since one is allowed to have face‐to‐face interaction with
some member and not with others. Being able to have spontaneous face‐to‐face meetings is the
key to informal communication, which will help to keep members informed. However, what we
have understood regarding informal communications is that it does not take place in the virtual
work environment. According to our interviewees it is difficult to just call, message or check upon
leaders or members causally without having an aim with the interaction when being distributed.
However, amongst members that were collocated this was not raised as an issue that would
hinder informal communication. Therefore, when being involved in a hybrid distributed team we
believe it is essential to be organized in the kinds of information that should be communicated
so that vital communication does not end up as part of informal communication and leaving
distributed team members out in the dark. In this case, the leader might have a say about where
to allocate his/her time (Avolio & Kahai, 2003), for example in the matter of communication.
Furthermore, this leads us into our next point regarding being able to maintain transparency in
distributed teams, communication takes more time in a distributed team than in a traditional,
depending on which channel one use. Hence, we argue that the workload of the distributed team
members may influence their ability to maintain the transparency in the team. We anticipate
that leader and members of distributed teams might be able to communicate fast when needed
and using different channels simultaneously, but in addition they might end up putting more
effort into communicating so that the message is correctly understood by the recipient. Previous
scholarly work states that distributed teams communicate less efficiently than traditional teams
(Warkentin et al., 1997), thus if communication is not efficient and prioritized the team might not
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be able to maintain transparency. We believe that what Warkentin et al. (1997) tried to address
in this matter is the lack of informal face‐to‐face communication and that communication might
to be efficient by sending emails back and forth. However, we would still argue that it is possible
to have very efficient communication in distributed teams, by selection of the right channel for
the right message. It might end up being even more efficient and less complex than the face‐to‐
face setting (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). In the long haul not having efficient communication
might influence trust in the distributed team.
It seemed important to evaluate the relevance of information that the members were about to
share in order to make sure that the other members would actually take it in, read it and
considered the information of value. Although, emails were the most used channel for
information sharing, our interviewees highlighted that no one likes to receive emails, therefore
choosing the appropriate information channel might be even more important in order to assure
that the recipient will consider it of relevance and take the time to read it. Indeed, this is not an
easy judgment to make what is relevant for one person might not be for another, although our
distributed team members seemed to have an understanding of the balance of information
overload and information relevance. Although, there is a continuous struggle to ensure that every
team member has accessed the relevant, timely information, both among collocated and
distributed team members.
Lastly, how does one keep everyone informed?
We argue that transparency challenges distributed teams with the respect to how to share, store
and communicate information. We believe that organizing and having an initial idea of how
communication should look like, what should be communicated and on what platform helps
keeping a transparent work environment and facilitate for a successful collaboration in a
distributed team.

5.3 Summary of Discussion
In Part 1 we discussed the factors of our model that we argued for develops collaboration in
distributed teams, one of our main arguments were that structure seems to have a more crucial
role than leadership for making distributed team members work and thus, facilitate for a
successful collaboration within the team. In Part 2 we discussed what challenges collaboration in
distributed teams, here we acknowledged well‐established challenges provided by previous
scholars such as culture, time zones and language barriers, which was also brought up in our
frame of reference. However, we argued for other challenges that were identified in this specific
context of the case company and its distributed teams, thus challenges that were substantially
closer and influenced each team, which might had been overlooked due to its obviousness.
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6. Conclusions
The following section has the aim to clarify that we have fulfilled the purpose of the study and
thereby answered our research question. Further, we will provide the reader with a discussion
that includes: limitations of our study, implications for theory and practice, and proposal for
further research within the field.
As a result, of our empirical findings and the analysis of the data that we collected, the main
outcome of our research is the model that demonstrates the collaborative work environment.
Our model describes through which factors a collaborative environment of distributed teams is
developed and what may influence it and hinder it to function successfully. In this particular case,
we identified that structure had a greater contribution to creating cohesion in a distributed team
than leadership, which prompted us to consider organizational culture and field of activity as
influential aspects of our findings.
In our model, we present novel challenges that were not identified in previous literature as areas
that could cause hindrance to distributed teams to collaborate. We recognize that culture, time
zones and language barriers as unique challenges to distributed teams, however the challenges
that influence how a distributed team collaborates that we identified were in a closer spectrum
of team leaders and members of our study. As we argued for in the discussion, the resource
allocation of the company could end up influencing the transparency of the distributed team.
Thus, having and maintaining a transparent environment is determined by the company’s own
choice of resource allocation in form of financial and human capital, which could have severe
consequences to the collaboration of the distributed team if not addressed.
Overall, we believe that our model presents what factors that are vital for creating cohesion in
distributed teams, and carry out less evident challenges with using this specific work unit in a
company; Consequently, the factors that may be the real forces behind influencing the team to
collaborate in a successful way.

6.1 Implications for theory and practice
Our study has both theoretical and practical implications. First, we have made a theoretical
contribution in form of presenting a model, which describes the collaboration in a distributed
team and identify factors that challenge it, which is related to the research field of distributed
team. Another form of contribution to theory is, bringing into attention additional challenges for
distributed teams, as resources and transparency, which these teams may face. These challenges
might not be as visible as the most known ones (culture, time‐zones and language barriers), but
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we argue that they also have an impact on the virtual collaboration and should not be
overlooked.
Moreover, we extend the literature of virtual leadership, bringing into attention that managerial
skills can actually be more relevant than leadership abilities, while leading a distributed team.
The previous literature discusses different leadership styles, which can be implemented in these
teams, but we state that except from initial project phase, the leader should act more as a
coordinator and organizer using managerial skills for this purpose.
Lastly, our study was conducted within a hybrid category of a distributed team, which is common
type of practice, whereas the majority of previous studies were conducted in laboratory setting,
on “pure” distributed teams. We believe that our study brings new insights into the research field
of the hybrid category of distributed teams, while at the same time extending literature that has
been conducted in practice, since we are providing a real case.
Our study has also practical implications, which can be considered not only by the company we
conducted the study with, but also by other organizational institutions that have a global
presence and employees dispersed in several markets. We tend to emphasize again that
managerial skills can be of a greater importance than leadership abilities while running a
distributed team. At least, this being valid in the case of companies within a mechanical industry
and that have a reliance on processes for performing every day work. Leadership initiatives are
more visible at the beginning of the project, but they tend to have less impact during the work
process, when the need for organizational, communicational and managerial skills increases. We
can argue for this since the two teams that were participating in our study were in different
phases of their establishment as a team. Therefore, a company might consider the managerial
abilities while appointing a leader for a distributed team. It also might be an opportunity to
consider developing the leaders’ technical knowledge, cultural awareness, efficient
communication, organizational and time management skills, than investing in trainings on
leadership.
Another important aspect is that companies should assess carefully the benefits and costs of
having distributed teams. On one hand, it may be more cost efficient considering the access to
international expertise and less travels. On the other hand, companies still need to be aware of
expensive investments in network and technology, which are essential for the existence of
distributed teams. Furthermore, as mentioned above, distributed teams can imply smaller costs
with travel, but face‐to‐face interactions cannot be totally excluded. People still need to meet in
person in order to establish trust and build relations, which have the role to foster a better
collaboration.
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Moreover, companies should be aware of the fact that having the best tools and technology will
not necessarily imply that people will start using them. People need to know about the
functionality of these tools. They need to be trained but more importantly, encouraged to use
them. Otherwise, the employees will reject them and continue using those tools they feel most
comfortable with, even though this may imply a redundant and frustrating work environment.
Therefore, it can happen that the latest and best technology might turn out to be a costly and
inefficient investment, if company does not ensure that the employees know how to use it and
develop a habit of using it.
Lastly, organizations, decision‐makers and leaders should know that a distributed team yet has
most of the characteristics of any traditional team, still somehow different. This concerns
especially the workload. The same tasks in a distributed team can take longer than in a traditional
one. It is mainly because of the need to put a lot of energy in communicating, reaching out to
people and clarifying issues. If an individual’s tasks are depending on others to move forward this
could be troublesome. Besides, having several tasks as part of a job description, employees that
belong to distributed teams, have to spend a larger part of their work day, answering emails,
setting meetings, waiting for answers thus, making sure that team members are informed for the
project or task to move forward, and this can delay the efficiency in the team. Further, this brings
additional stress to an already busy schedule and might hazard the collaborative work
environment.

6.2 Limitations of our study
Despite arguing for a solid method, data collection and analysis, we are aware of limitations that
our research project has. First of all, the study was limited to one company as a case, and we
acknowledge that the findings can be influenced by the specific characteristics of the industry
and organization culture. Therefore, having several case companies, from different sectors would
make the study stronger and would allow a better understanding of the virtual collaboration,
while limiting the impact of culture on the results given that the sample represent a rich diversity.
In addition, we are aware of the fact that our study was only representing two teams, which we
could not influence since we were assigned teams. Thus, both teams, though having the main
attribute of being distributed, ended up having team members from similar cultures such as
Sweden and the UK, a fact that we can assume had an influence on our findings. Perhaps, having
more diverse teams, culture would have been stated as a challenge more often and more evident
than what we could identify in our study.
In our study, we were able to explain how the factors inside and outside our model influenced
each other and arguing for how they contributed to a successful collaboration or challenged it.
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Although, time did not consent us to further investigate how each factor outside the model
influenced and challenged each factor inside the model separately and we acknowledge that this
could had added strength to the presented model. In addition, time constraints did not allow us
to go back and forth between literature and findings, further collect more data. A longer time
span for the study would be advised in order to have a solid case with all the assumptions and
interpretation being verified again with the interviewees. Lastly, the aforementioned limitation
also influenced our frame of reference, which could be even more critical and possibly richer,
however because of time constraints and the shift of focus, as a result of our findings, it did not
allow us to fully leverage on our abductive approach.

6.3 Suggestions for future research
Our suggestions for future research evolves from some of the limitations that we experienced
when we conducted our research, in addition areas of interests that have not yet been
investigated heavily.
For further research within the field of distributed teams we propose to use a sample were
diversity was more prominent. Hence, by including several companies, or teams or members that
represent different cultures might give the researcher insights in how culture might influence
collaborations in distributed teams. As the limitation section brought up, time constrains is
normally occurring when conducting master thesis, time disabled us to use observations as a data
collection technique and we believe that this could be a suggestion for future research. Since we
argue that organizational culture might influence the way distributed teams are structured we
believe that a stronger presence in the organization by the researchers thus, taking part of the
interactions could bring novel insights in the field of distributed teams especially the hybrid
category. In addition, most previous research is conducted under arranged circumstances, by
collecting data through observations it could extend the field of “real” cases. Lastly, as we argued
in our conclusion that it seems like leaders of distributed teams might benefit from having a
leadership approach in the beginning of forming the distributed teams, while it later evolves to
more managerial practices. We consider this of interest for future research because it challenges
the current literature about leadership in distributed teams and since no “best practice”
approach regarding leadership in distributed teams has not yet been established we believe that
further research about this matter will contributed to greater knowledge in the field of
distributed teams, and its leadership.
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Appendices
Category
Personal Experience

Collaboration

Questions
Can you please tell us your exact position within the
company and what exactly your role implies?
Can you please guide us through your normal work day?
This is the team chart of your team. Can you please explain
it to us while also telling how exactly do you interact with
each of team members?
Do you feel closer to any persons from the team? Why?

Team Cohesion

What did you do exactly in the beginning when you only
started to manage this team? Guide us little through that
process.
How would you define the main aim of the team and the
strategy?
Can you remember any pick moment of the team? Can you
describe it? What were the reactions from others? Would
you change anything?
How would you appreciate the performance of the team?
Anything which you would improve?
What do you think makes the team be so efficient?

Communication

How do you communicate with your team members? How
often is that?
What tools do you use for virtual communication? Why
these once?
Which one is the most used? Why?

Challenges and Solutions

What do you know about office 365? What tools do you use
from office 365?
What are the biggest challenges having a dispersed team?
How do you overcome them?

vii

Leadership skills

Personal experience

Future perspective

What do you think is the recipe for success in managing
such teams?
How do you think your team members would describe you?
How would you describe her/him as a manager?
Did you work before in distributed teams? If yes, please
elaborate.
What do you think is the future in relation to distributed
teams?

Table 3: Interview guide
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David – Industrial Design
 Industrial designer, based in Stockholm.
 Is in the company for over 3 years.
 Works mostly with R&D department and
PM.
 Describes himself as a person who does
not like computers.
 Does not have previous experience in
working in distributed teams.
 Uses mostly emails, but also skype audio
with screen sharing, email, phone calls,
Microsoft Surface, meetings in person.
 Says that communication frequency
depends on project phase.
 Thinks that skype can be sometime
inconvenient especially when the
internet connection is not good.
 He is involved in many projects, fact
which does not allow him to focus
properly and attend all the virtual
meetings.
 Prefers face‐to‐face interaction and says
that the best project would be if the
whole team will be locked in a big room.
Everything can go 10 times quicker.
 Thinks that the initial chick off, which was
a physical meeting, was very good since
everybody set together and talked about
the requirements, what they were going
to do and how it will be done. Also, it was
interesting to put together the face and
personality.
 Pick moment … first design physical
meeting. Everyone was happy saying

Alex – IT
 Manager in IT Department, based in
Gothenburg.
 Has been in the company for 7 years.
 Describes himself as a person who likes
to learn and to teach himself.
 Likes working in distributed teams and
has a large previous experience.
 Says that the company has very up‐to‐
date technology and very outdated
network.
 Mentions that the company offers a large
variety of tools for communication, but
there are no trainings regarding how to
use them.
 States that emails are most used because
people are too busy to learn how to use
other tools.
 His opinion is that to work better in
distributed teams, it will not be tool
based, but culture based: agenda with
objective, be in time and prepared,
people know how to use technology,
trust and respect. People have to be
professional and to use the time
efficiently. Clear roles are also important.
 Talks about the relevance of information
being very important, since it can be
overwhelming getting all the information
which does not refer to person’s tasks.
 States that People are mentally old and
old in age. People are resistant to
change. Maybe they had some couple
bad online meetings which is not

Christine – Sourcing
 Manager in Sourcing Department, based
in UK.
 Works for over 2 years in the company.
 For formal communication uses video
conference, meetings in person, telecom
conference plus skype with sharing of the
screen.
 For informal communication she uses
call, chat on skype, skype presenting the
screen, email.
 The most used is email because
everything is written and she can go back
to it.
 She likes video the most because it feel
closer, more personal. Due to video
interaction, she thinks leadership in
person and at the distance, are the same.
 She would like to have more face to face
meetings.
 She says that chick off was good, since
she got to know the people, so afterword
when she had to speak to people it felt
much easier.
 She feels closer to the local team, in UK.
 Pick moment – 3P workshop. Is a pick
moment because everybody is involved –
blue colors, white colors, different
departments, different rank and levels,
but we are all the same in that moment.
It feels that they are all equal and
everybody has an opinion and whatever
you say it has an impact on it.
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that it was going to be a really good
product.
For the future thinks that it can be nice if
though being in a room, to have the
feeling like sitting together with everyone
else.





encouraging to do it again. Maybe they
don’t know the basics.
Thinks that a problem in the meetings
when you have some people in the room
and others on the line, it is very
important for the facilitator of the
meeting to not forget those on the line.
Very important to have good facilitator
skills.
The biggest challenge is time zones.











She thinks that for a distributed team is
important to have clear rules, roles and
responsibilities. Everything should be
clear. Everybody should know everything.
She also says that it is a challenge in
distribute teams to make sure that
everything is transparent, so everybody
knows everything.
Her opinion is that it works well for them
mainly because people are motivated,
organized, they work as a team for the
same goal, and the product is interesting.
She believes that the manger is very
organized, efficient and keeps everybody
informed. The manager ensures an open
climate, makes herself available, keeping
ongoing communication.
Her opinion is that despite being
challenging, it ss good to have different
cultures and people who bring a fresh
approach.
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Mattias and Carl ‐ Industrialization
 Both they work in Industrialization, based
in UK.
 They have over 20 years in the company.
 Mattias describes himself as being old
and not so comfortable with technology.
 They both have previous experience of
being in distributed teams.
 They say that interactions depend on the
phase of the project.
 As tools they use: video conference,
skype calls, emails.
 Emails are most used since it is easy,
people text and emails became like
texting. It gives time for formulating the
right message.
 They think that video conference is
second best after face to face. One can
ask challenges questions and see the
facial expressions.
 A challenge is that one cannot have an
informal communication over telephone.
 They feel closer to the team they interact
locally, then is the manager with whom
they have video conferences.
 They think that working with people you
knew from before is an extra advantage.
For instance, they can use skype without
video and still understand each other
very good.
 Pick moment ‐ 3P Activity is the main
activity, part when they have the
opportunity to participate, and show















Peter ‐ Sourcing
Manager in Sourcing department, based
in Gothenburg.
He has over 20 years of experience within
the company.
Describes himself as a phone person and
that he does not like typing.
Has previous experience in distributed
teams.
As a leader, he thinks he is available, sees
and prizes the people. He points out the
way, what is expected, but is also flexible
in how to achieve. He uses a combination
of rewording results and prizing the
efforts.
He thinks that if one wants to get to
know people, to get confidence, there is
nothing like physical meetings.
He and the team, have physical meetings
twice per year, Skype meeting once per
month, but phone and emails every day.
With local team members, he can talk
any time if there something to discuss.
He feels closer to people located in
Gothenburg.
He recalls their first meeting in person as
a pick moment. They all got a good
understanding of who each of the team
members were.
He thinks that the strong points of the
team are: experience, they have been for
long time with the company, diverse
background in terms of professions.


















Silvia ‐ PMO
Manager in PMO department, based in
Gothenburg.
She has been in the company for 1 year,
has previous experience for about 20
years.
Her main activity consists in preparing
and holding meetings, planning on a
long‐time scale, setting the scope.
She describes herself as a discussion
partner for collocated team members,
and more as black and white, for those at
the distance.
As communication tools she and her
team are using email, phone, skype,
video conference.
Emails are most common since it is
convenient, the information is sent to
you and no additional action is needed.
She mentioned that they don’t have any
information about new tools, how or
when to use them.
With collocated members, they don’t
have strict rules how or when they
communicate. They met every day and
talk every day.
With distributed team in UK they have
biweekly video conferences.
She feels closer the people located in
Gothenburg.
She thinks it is easier to work with people
she knows from before.
She states that conversations at coffee
machine cannot be replicated online.
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what they can do. They work together,
people from different departments.
Regarding kickoff event they think it was
good since they were all on the same
level. They could have a personal contact,
understand how others were thinking,
and see the personal characters.
They believe that visibility is very
important. They need to know what is
happening in the project every week.
Being at the distance is challenging, some
informal discussion can be important but
not available for UK, if they happen in
Sweden.
They think that sharing similar cultures
almost same time zones, are big
advantages.
They also state that the manager makes
the team members to go the extra mile.










As challenges, he mentions: time
differences, technical problems, local
priorities, language, difficult to get
people on board for virtual meetings,
also time is limited for these meetings
and they must be very specific, but
frequent.
Cultural differences are challenges and
opportunities.
His opinion is that the distributed team is
no different than any other team. Is just
that it takes more time consuming. It
puts more focus on the structure.
He mentions that it is important to
discuss the right things, to conclude
something, to have agenda, time, the
scope and purpose for the meetings.
He thinks that information should be
relevant for individual, otherwise people
can drown in information.













During kickoff event everybody was
invited. They talked about the project
goals, deadlines, vision, teams and roles.
As a pick moment, she recalls R&D
concept description, which engaged
people and even top management. The
document brought everybody on the
same page, making everything very clear
for everybody.
She thinks that it works well because
people were involved in similar projects
before, people take ownership, they have
open communication, and everybody is
informed.
She added that agenda, meeting notes,
scope are very important in online
meetings.
She mentioned a project board in excel
where everybody can see what is
happening in the project and what are
the task for every person.
As challenges, she says that it is difficult
to understand their different ways of
working and to focus equality much on all
team members.
She thinks that as a manager people need
to see her, that she takes ownership, so
they in the end will show that also.
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Steven – R&D
 Manager in R&D department, based in
Gothenburg.
 He has been in the company for 1 year,
but has over 20 years’ previous
experience.
 He has previous experience of working in
distributed teams.
 He says that interaction is different,
depends on the groups and project
phase.
 He mentions that emails are most used
since it is the easiest way to get
information.
 He says that it is preferred to have
meetings with video connection,
especially when you work with other
cultures. Once you get to know better
the people, then video is needed less.
 He emphasizes that it is really important
to meet people you work with, one or
two times in the beginning, because then
you get some knowledge about them.
 He thinks that fika break is also
important.
 He feels closer to the team members
located in Gothenburg.
 In case of distributed teams he thinks
that it is important: to be clear and
accurate, structured, have an easy
language in minutes; clear agenda; clear
actions; structured way of leading the
meetings and documenting the results;
access to all the documents which are

Pär – Sourcing
 Project Sourcing UK.
 Based in the UK.
 Been in the company for a couple of
years
 Travel to Sweden frequently.
 The weekly communication takes form
via skype or videoconferencing.
 Daily communication via phone or emails
 Pär said it's important to have a standard
way of working.
 He uses his telephone quite a lot.
 If urgent, a skype meeting or if necessary
travel, need to evaluate
 We work very much cross‐functional.
 Different teams working in the same
matter, using the same tools and
procedures.
 Works well in a virtual context – sharing
tools, templates and presentations.
 We can improve the use of videos.
 It is always nice to travel and meet face‐
to‐face, but really need to account for
the cost vs benefit, if it worth it.
 When many stakeholders are involved it
is needed to meet face to face.
 Critical meeting is the kick off meeting,
wouldn’t work in a virtual setting.
 Pär thought that it is easier to
communicate face‐to‐face but video can
help.

Yngve – Sourcing
 Project Sourcing Asia
 Been in the company for a couple of
years
 Based in China.
 Yngve explained that it is a new team
since January 2017
 It is up for discussion how things should
be shared and stored and the process of
doing so.
 It hasn’t been clear yet how the
interaction should look within the team.
 I know the names of the team members
but I have not met them yet.
 Yngve has been in UK with Pär for some
months in order to learn how to work
and share information and improve their
team.
 Team target for example to set up a
figure and deadline, it helps
understanding.
 Sometimes the targets need to be broken
down in smaller milestones, in order to
secure the team members roles and
responsibility
 Targets were established from top
management, team targets and personal
targets they need to put up by
themselves or with the manager.
 Most Project Managers are in Sweden,
Yngve thought that there are some risks
with not having them in Asia.
 Daily communication with the team in
Asia via face to face.
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discussed and everyone should find them
where they are stored; structure and
clear communication; open climate;
direct in actions; clear expectations.
His opinion is that if one works with
people at the same place, structure is not
so important.
He thinks that it works for their team
because people are competent,
motivated, climate is open. People feel
included in de decision process, they
have complete insight in the project.
As challenges, he mentions: cultural and
personality differences, the need to
involve all the team members equally.
He adds that information should be
relevant, otherwise people will not
consider it.
He thinks that you have to gain in time if
you have all the people in the same
place, but it is difficult to have all the
competences in the same place.
He suggests a recipe for success for
distributed teams which consists of:
share data, structured, clear leadership,
big amount of face to face meetings, also
skype and video meetings.













Offsite workshops help with the
relationship building and communication
in the team.
Office 365 ‐ It's an area that they need to
improve.
Challenges are culture and language.
It has mostly to do with discipline and
time,
Expectations‐ members expect to get the
documents sent via email instead of
using any of the platforms on Office 365.
Building the platforms within Office 365,
in order to walk away from emails.
The tools are not complicated but it has
to do with previous practices and
discipline.
“Fika” is a good way of celebrating
achievements.
Coming off site is important to get
together and this it helps to create a
good team.
It is important for new employees to
travel to Sweden in order to meet key
stakeholders and get an introduction to
the company.



















Weekly meetings with the team manager
in Sweden via Skype mostly audio but
sometimes with video.
Yngve has traveled to Sweden and the UK
several times to discuss the new format
and the team.
Yngve says that he doesn’t know the
manager skills from before and that his
manager in Sweden is helping him to
develop these skills.
SOP (start of production) should always
be clear.
We need to increase the communication
within the team, increase efficiency, how
to follow, reduce and improve the
process of working.
A challenge is time.
Email is most often used.
Yngve explained that they follow a
process and it is already fixed and we
can’t change it, so culture doesn’t matter
it that case.
“In our group we need to trust each
other” – set up the DOA, evaluate the
targets, decisions, format and process.
Trust our team members since they
knows the risk with the decision they are
about to take
We have trust in the current process,
monitor, assisting, decision taking –
everyone can see it and check the result.
Team building helps to improve
communication skills within different
department and maybe training off site.
xiv

Zara ‐ HR
 Manger within HR
 Been in the company for 4 years
 Based in Gothenburg.
 The manager profile is always created,
but later on it might be standardized.
 Zara gives support to leaders – the
process for it is very flexible depends on
the situation.
 The company does not have a strategy
for virtual leadership.
 The company is on the move from local
to global and they have grown through
acquisitions.
 Currently that we are lacking the IT
infrastructure for it to work properly.
 When it comes to virtual leadership ‐
there are different style that the leader
needs to apply.
 Trainings so far being offered by the
company is PM, communication skills,
how to lead teams, presentation skills,
engage and motivate people.
 The company appreciate that employees
want to relocate to try to work in another
culture, it’s something to being valued.
 Traditional leadership vs Virtual
leadership – it is a difference but also in
the expectations of people regarding this
matter, older generations especially,
while young generations are more used
to communication in different ways.
 We have trainings on how to use
technology, but not how to act in a

Marianne – Sourcing
 Project Sourcing Sweden
 Based in Gothenburg.
 Been in the company for almost 20 years.
 It is good to be close to where the
product is being produced.
 Most of the communication take for live
of via telephone.
 Team meetings take place once a week
depends on her manager.
 Marianne prefers going to the person
face‐to‐face if she needs to ask
something or need help.
 Face‐to‐face is absolutely the best
communication, since you can read
nonverbal stuff and also soft things such
as if your colleague is not feeling so well.
 If it’s a more formal meeting, she will
invite them to a meeting room for a
discussion or if that’s not possible she will
have a skype meeting, usually without
video.
 Marianne doesn’t know why she doesn’t
use the video, it could be that she is not
used to it
 The strategy is to produce and launch
new products according to time, cost and
quality.
 Her manager has made the division feel
important within the company.
 Marianne's manager wants them to be
the business managers of projects.
 Her manager has started, a lot of
operational developments, establish

















Astrid – Sourcing
Project Sourcing Sweden
Based in Gothenburg.
New to the company, less than a year.
In a distributed team, it is important that
everyone will work in the same way,
standardize the operations.
Right now, it’s rather independent and
the team is not very interconnected.
Astrid points out that it is a new team
and they are just starting to increase
communication.
Astrid is responsible for one of the shared
platforms in Office 360 and how they are
going to use it and make sure that it will
be shared throughout the team.
Her manager is communicating and
interacting more with the different team
members than she is.
The overall goal is to deliver suppliers to
the assigned projects that guarantee
quality, cost and deliver to our projects,
same goal as a global team.
Astrid has previous experience from
being part of a distributed team.
A peak moment was the improvement of
supplier selection process. They reached
all their stakeholders, they invested a lot
of time to explain, and they had a close
interaction with stakeholders.
Being in a distributed team implies
different points of view and interesting
discussions.
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virtual meeting, but still we have a lot of
improvements in that area.
The manager influences the type of
culture and expectations in the team,
driving performance.
But there are greater challenges with
diverse teams, but also greater benefits.
She believes that virtual work is a real
challenge especially for older well‐
established companies.
Processes are emphasized in the
company because of it has an
engineering culture.
A set process ‐ somehow need to
standardized way of achieving the goal,
and you can become more efficient.
It can’t be that everything needs to be
based on physical contacts, people need
to start to think about it and that it is ok
to work from different locations.
Although, creativity is created when
people meet in the work place, but at the
same time many people are traveling,
depends on your area.
We need to start talking about virtual
leadership, practical tools, instructions,
create awareness, how should the
manager do it? And then build on it.
Kick off – it is the managers’
responsibility, encouraged from HR to
have it on a regular basis (once a year).











guidelines, templates, ways of
communication, internally and externally
and to make work easier, special focus on
transparency.
Offsite sessions are a peak moment for
the team. You can see the benefit of
spend time with each other, work hard
and being in a new environment – and
also have some fun!
It’s much better to have physical
meetings, especially China or USA.
Previous experience regarding distributed
teams is that it can be very hard to work
with some countries due to cultural and
language barriers, and the time zones can
be hard.
But on the other hand it is of course good
that we have technology these days.
It is really up to people! (Proper
connection, have an agenda, time slots
for each topic on the agenda) from a tech
point she doesn’t know, Marianne
doesn’t go to meetings that don’t have
an agenda.
A successful distributed team – it’s not a
good base she thinks, that is important is
meeting face‐to‐face since that facilitates
future skype call and phone calls and so
on.

















Astrid feels that her manager doesn’t
only think in the deliverables, but in the
actual person and the development, she
feels recognized.
Leading a distributed team one might
need to ensure that interaction that
makes you feel as a unique piece.
Maybe it’s okay not feeling as one team,
as long as our process is aligned with
mission, vision and strategy.
Team cohesion might only be important
if the nature of interaction is high.
Something reasonable could be to have a
physical meeting once every year, and
then virtual meeting every 3 months, just
to keep each other informed (the whole
sourcing team).
Emails are the most used.
With skype you need to stop what you
are doing and you only reach one person
(usually).
One challenge is to have everybody in the
meeting when a lot of parties are
involved.
Large virtual meetings need a clear
agenda, time slots, a moderator, action
notes and storage of notes.
People are being kept well inform.
Same structured is needed so that
everyone is aligned, knows the purpose
and that all work to the same goal.
It is important that everyone knows what
is going on, that team is well informed.
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Mats – Sourcing
 Project Sourcing Sweden
 Based in Gothenburg
 Been in the company for a couple of
years
 It is importance to show that you are
present and that you can interact socially
in a different way.
 A lot of people don’t want the video
when they use skype.
 When I started leading the team I went
over to Asia several times, in order to
present the new team and what
procedures they should follow.
 The ambition with the team is to really be
the business managers of the project,
take the full ownership and
responsibility.
 The way of working should be the same,
using the same principle, but with some
adjustments.
 It is key to have a shared communication
platform in order to have secure the right
quality and right expectations, processes
are the mediator.
 Offsite events/ workshops are important
to evaluate the team and to secure
continuous improvements.

















I try to inspire the people in order get us
where we should go.
I try to create energizers.
The peak moments of the team are
always in the offsite workshops.
Problems that I have encountered only
daily small things
Not only creating and securing the future
products they are also doing a lot of
change management.
There is little focus on operational
updates within the company.
I have lead distributed teams before.
A distributed team generally means that
you have diversity.
But the best thing would of course be to
have a diverse team in the same facility.
Being distributed one comes closer to the
different markets and closer to the
customer.
It is challenging to have the discipline to
communicate.
Being a distributed team also offers other
team members to take on the leader role
in the team.
Of course, you miss a lot of important
stuff since you don’t communicate live.















Emails are the most used one, but when
we have skype calls they last for 1‐1,5
hours.
It is important to get to know your team
members.
Job rotation helps to get to know each
other.
Culture could be a challenge to
distributed teams.
Further down the road when the team is
well established we can increase the job
rotation ‐ then culture awareness needs
more focus.
In order to connect members in a
distributed team you need something
common to work on.
A successful distributed team has
common goals, good communication,
team members meet live, collaboration
in form of projects or activities that
demand them to interact.
Diversity is paying off very day.
The use of distributed teams will only
keep growing.
As a manager, I listen and consider their
opinion, I am pragmatic and open, not
very selective, I am not a controlling guy.

Table 4: Empirical findings – Interview summaries

xvii

1

Communication depends on project
phase.

13

Pick moment … first design physical meeting.
Everyone was happy saying that it was going
to be a really good product.
I think the best project would be if you just
lock the whole team in a big room. Everything
will go 10 times quicker.
It would be cool if I can be in a room, but to
have the feeling like sitting together with
everyone else.

25

2

I use skype audio with screen sharing,
email, phone calls, Microsoft Surface,
meetings in person.
Email is the most used, it’s so simple.
You can email from anywhere, it is
accessible, quickest, it allows to work on
more things in the same time.
Now if I have a question it can take 2
days before I get the answer.

14

27

When you have many threads, it is
difficult to focus on all of them.

16

The manager lets everyone to know about
everything.

28

The end users have the trouble
consuming all the tools we gave them.

With skype the problem can be with
having bad internet connection and you
cannot hear what the person is saying.
We are short on resources.

17

The manager is like “let’s do it right now, not
next week”.

29

18

I don’t like computers.

30

7

I could not attend all the meetings since
I am so busy.

19

I don’t have previous experience in distributed
teams.

31

8

In the beginning, everybody set together
at kick off meeting. We talked about the
requirements, what we were going to do
and how it will be done.
It is interesting to put together the face
and personality.

20

We have very up‐to‐date technology and very
outdated network.

32

All company yammer group does not
work because the information is not
relevant for everyone.
You make time to learn what’s
important.
They are so busy with doing the things
over and over instead just to sit down
learn about the tools and have an easier
life this way.
Nobody thought me. I taught all this to
myself. Google it, teach yourself how to
use all these tools.

21

We have bad connection which affects the
quality of online meetings.

33

I think it is really important to meet
people in person.
I like video. I like gestures, to show
things.
I would like more face to face contact.

22

34

23

We support distributed teams with: Skype for
business, Digital meetings, office 365.
Email is the most used.

24

When you don’t have internet, use the phone.

36

3

4

5

6

9

10
11
12

15

26

35

Sometimes maybe it cannot work, since
you need somebody to stay in front of
white board.
We didn’t offer training about Office 365
tools.

But you hear a lot don’t have time to
learn it, don’t have time that’s why they
live in emails.
People are mentally old and old in age.
I don’t go to meetings which don’t have
agenda.
I worked and work a lot virtually.
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37

For now, it would be nice to have a
week meeting (physical) and working
together.

47

38

For my team worked well because
people knew how to use technology,
they took care of internet connection.
People were prepared, we had agenda.
We had trust and respect. People were
professional and were using the time
efficiently. We also had clear roles.

48

39

The biggest challenge is time zones.

49

40

I could trust them, I met them before in 50
person. I knew they were highly
professional.
For formal communication we use video 51
conference, meetings in person, telecom
conference plus skype with sharing of
the screen.
For informal communication we use call, 52
chat on skype, skype presenting the
screen, email.

41

42

People are resistant to change. Maybe they
had some couple bad online meetings which is
not encouraging to do it again. Maybe they
don’t know the basics.
A problem in the meetings when you have
some people in the room and others on the
line, it is very important for the facilitator of
the meeting to not forget those on the line.
Very important to have good facilitator skills.

57

Leadership in person and virtual is almost the
same when you use video.
I feel closer to local team, but I feel close to
the manager also since we have many
meetings, including in person.
Everybody was invited and involved. We are
kept updated, we know everything, and we
know what is expected.

59

61

(Kick off) It was good that I got to know
the people, so afterword when I had to
speak to people it felt much easier.

You need clear rules, roles and responsibilities.
Everything should be clear.

62

It is a challenge in distribute teams to
make sure that everything is
transparent, so everybody knows
everything.
We are working for the same goal, we
depend on each other.

58

60

To work better in distributed teams, it
will not be tool based, but culture
based: agenda with objective, be in time
and prepared.
Pick moment – 3P workshop. Is a pick
moment because everybody is involved
– blue colors, white colors, different
departments, different rank and levels,
but we are all the same in that moment.
It feels that we are all equal and
everybody has an opinion and whatever
you say it has an impact on it.
You need face to face meeting in the
beginning.
I would like to have more face to face
meetings.

43

The most used is email ‐ everything is
written, you can go back to it.

53

HPM and work board in excel.

63

44

I like video the most because you feel
closer to the person.
I know most of the team members in
person, from the kickoff event.
Product is interesting.

54

64

People are motivated, organized.

55

People are motivated. People work a bit in
advance.
We have an open climate in the team.

65

56

We use video conference, skype calls, emails.

66

Is good to have different cultures and
people who bring a fresh approach.
We socialize outside work.

45
46
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67

68
69
70

71

72

73

74
75

76
78

79

The manger is very organized, efficient
and keeps everybody informed. She
makes herself available, keeping
ongoing communication.
Communicate through pictures, is worth
thousand words.
Communication should be dynamic.
Problems should be solved fast.
We feel closer to the team we interact
locally, then is the manager with whom
we have video conferences.
Pick moment ‐ 3P Activity is the main
activity, part when we have the
opportunity to participate, and show
what we can do. We work together,
people from different departments.
We have physical meetings twice per
year, Skype meeting once per month,
but phone and emails every day.
A pick moment was our first meeting in
person. We got a good understanding of
who each of the team members were. It
was a good start.
I worked a lot in distributed teams.
I point out the way, what is expected. I
also use a combination of rewording
results and prizing the efforts.
Strong points of the team – experience,
diversity in professions.
It is more of a top down approach, I am
setting the scope or the overall thinking.

80

Emails are most used since it is easy, people
text and emails became like texting. It gives
time for formulating the right message.

92

It became natural, people are used to
do, and they feel comfortable to do
emails.

81

We set agenda, send the minutes, keep
everything in HPM.
You cannot have an informal communication
over telephone.
Working with people you knew from before is
an extra advantage.

93

84

If you want to get to know people, to get
confidence, there nothing like physical
meeting…

96

Interactions depend on the phase of the
project
Email can mean something, but is
different.
Video conference is second best after
face to face. You can ask challenges
questions and see the facial expressions.
First meeting in person was more of the
strategic level, in order to give guidance
and steering to the team.

85

With local team members, we can talk any
time if there something to discuss.

97

86

I like phone better than email

98

87
88

Reading people has been part of the job.
You need to be clear in the target but flexible
in the way.

99
100

I am a phone call away.
Everybody counts, is important, makes
the difference.

89

101

A lot of time goes for planning on a long‐
time scale.
I feel closer the people who are here.

It is easier to work with people you
know from before.

91

One of the main activity consists in preparing
and holding meetings.
We don’t have strict rules how or when we
communicate. I see them every day and talk to
them every day.
We all met in person before starting the
project.

82
83

90

94
95

102

103

I feel closer to people located here. I
was their boss before, I know them in
person.
Maybe it is a generation thing. I don’t
like typing, chat.

For face to face meetings different
people travel.
xx

104

105

106

107

108
109

110

111

112

131

Pick moment ‐ R&D released concept
description, which engaged people and
even top management. The document
brought everybody on the same page,
making everything very clear for
everybody.
I think that people located here perceive
me more as a discussion partner, but
those located at the distance see me
more as black and white.
Time helps, with time you develop
relationship.

113

When they travel, they have diners together,
and get closer.

122

Conversations at coffee machine cannot
be replicated online.

114

It works well because people were involved in
similar projects before.

123

People take ownership.

115

124

Visibility is very important. We need to
know what is happening in the project
every week.
I am old. I am not comfortable with
technology.
Everyone is working very hard. The
manager makes the team members to
go the extra mile.
Cultural differences are challenges and
opportunities.

116

Kickoff event was good since we were all on
the same level. We could have a personal
contact, understand how others were
thinking, see the personal characters.
Being at the distance is challenging, it is not
being in the same office and chatting at the
coffee machine.
It is easy, we share similar cultures.

127

The distributed team is no different than
any other team. Is just that it takes more
time consuming. It puts more focus on
the structure.
Every meeting should have agenda,
time, the scope and purpose.

120

Time differences, technical problems, difficult
to get people on board for these meetings are
among few challenges of distributed teams.
In each country, there is also local
practices/priorities which may differ from
others, though the overall view is the same.
It takes longer to correct in case of distributed
teams, therefore structure is more important.

Skype with audio is enough since we
know the people, we’ve met them from
before and the video is probably
unnecessary.
It does not matter if we are dispersed. It
is transparent, we are part of the same
goal.
It’s good that the time zone is almost
the same.
Time is limited for these meetings and
they must be very specific, but frequent.

121

We talked about why we are doing this
project and what we want to solve and

142

117
118

119

125

126

128

Language it can also be a barrier, you
lose some of the depth and dynamics.

129

Important to discuss the right things and
that we conclude something.

Information should be relevant for individual,
otherwise people can drown in information.

130

I talked about the teams, how they will looked
like and who was leading which team.

153

Distributed teams are the right way for
our company. We need to secure global
leverage.
I wanted that everybody will participate
and be included.
xxi

132
133

We have good understanding of roles.
We have a project board in excel where
everybody can see what is happening in
the project and what are the task for
every person.
We don’t have any information about
new tools, how or when to use them.
You need to focus equality much on all
team members.
Agenda, meeting notes, scope are very
important in online meetings.

143
144

We have open communication.
Communication tools – mail, phone, skype,
video conference.

154
155

Everybody is informed.
We do emails. It is convenient, the
information is sent to you and no
additional action is needed.

145

People think it is scary to see themselves on
the screen.
Show them that you take ownership, so they
in the end will show that also.
Interaction is different, depends on the
groups.

156

137

You will not get what you want if you
don’t go through the right channel.

148

159

138

We have good people and open climate.

149

139

If you work only with Swedes or if you
have met, then you don’t need video.

150

140

I feel closer to team located here.

151

141

The weekly communication take form
via skype or videoconferencing.
Telephone is used quite a lot, important
to be active on the move when for
example traveling.

152

It is preferred to have meetings with video
connection, especially when you work with
other cultures. Once you get to know better
the people, then overcome these difficulties.
I think organization works when people do
slightly more than what is expected from
them. If the leader does little bit more, then
other do the same.
You should really try to meet people you work
with, one or two times in the beginning,
because then you get some knowledge about
them.
You have to gain in time if you have all the
people in the same place, but it is difficult to
have all the competences in the same place…it
is not an option.
Daily communication via phone or emails.

It is a challenge to understand our
different ways of working.
As a manager, people need to see you
and know you.
Emails are most used since it is the
easiest way to get information. I don’t
know how to do else.
In this team is important to have
competent people.

In urgent, a skype meeting or if necessary
travel.

184

134
135
136

164

146
147

174

157
158

160

We work in cross functional teams.

161

You should not underestimate the fika
pause.

162

Me or my team members travel to
Sweden every 4‐6 weeks.

163

It's important for us to have a standard
way of working.
We work very much cross functional.
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165

Different teams working in the same
matter, using the same tools and
procedures.

175

Works well in a virtual context – sharing tools,
templates and presentations.

185

We can improve the use of videos.

166

It is always nice to travel and meet face‐
to‐face, but really need to account for
the cost vs benefit, if it worth it.
It is easier to communicate face‐to‐face
but video can help with that, it creates
an additional awareness.
It hasn’t been clear yet how the
interaction should look like with the
team in Sweden.

176

When many stakeholders are involved it is
needed to meet face to face.

186

177

Offsite workshops help with the relationship
building and communication in the team.

187

178

I know the names of the team members but I
have not met them yet.

188

169

Team target for example to set up a
figure and deadline, it helps
understanding.

179

Sometimes the targets need to be broken
down in smaller milestones, in order to secure
our roles and responsibility.

189

170

Most Project Managers are in Sweden,
there are some risks with not having
them in Asia.
Yngve has traveled to Sweden and the
UK several times to discuss the new
format and the team.
I think the people have too much to do.

180

Daily communication with the team in Asia via
face to face.

190

181

Cultural and personality differences are
among the challenges.

191

Critical meeting is the kick off meeting of
a project, wouldn’t work if it was done
virtual.
We have started to discuss how things
should be shared and stored and the
process of doing so.
Yngve has been in UK with Pär for some
months in order to learn how to work
and share information and improve their
team.
Targets were established from top
management, team targets and personal
targets we need to put up by ourselves
or with the manager.
Weekly meetings with the team
manager in Sweden via Skype mostly
audio but sometimes with video.
You are not able to take information in
unless you need it.

182

192

Recipe for success for distributed teams
‐ share data, structured, clear
leadership, big amount of face to face
meetings, also video meetings.
You need to be clear and accurate,
structured, easy language in minutes;
clear agenda; clear actions.

183

I have a lot of previous experience in
distributed teams.
People feel included in de decision process,
they have complete insight in the project.

Members expect to get the documents sent to
you via email instead of using any of the
platforms on Office 365.

210

167

168

171

172
173

194

202

193

If you work with people on the same
place, structure is not so important.
You need to involve the people fairly
much.

It is important for new employees to
travel to Sweden in order to meet key
stakeholders and get an introduction to
the company.
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195

Office 365 ‐ It's an area that we need to
improve.

203

Building the platforms within Office 365, in
order to walk away from emails.

211

196

Fika is a good way of celebrating
achievements.
Yngve says that he doesn’t know the
manager skills from before and that his
manager in Sweden is helping him to
develop these skills.
Email is most often used.

204

212

We have trust in the current process,
monitor, assisting, decision taking –
everyone can see it and check the result.
I give support to leaders – the process
for it is very flexible depends on the
situation

207

Coming of site is important to get together
and this it helps to create a good team.
We need to increase the communication
within the team, increase efficiency, how to
follow, reduce and improve the process of
working.
“In our group we need to trust each other” –
set up the DOA, evaluate the targets if the
team is above or below and there is a team
decision regarding the actions – but it is
because the process and format is set already.
Team building helps to improve
communication skills within different
department and maybe training off site.
The company does not have a strategy for
virtual leadership.

Currently that we are lacking the IT
infrastructure for it to work properly.
Trainings so far being offered by the
company is PM, communication skills,
how to lead teams, presentation skills,
engage and motivate people.

209

When it comes to virtual leadership ‐ there are
different style that the leader needs to apply.
The company appreciate that employees want
to relocate to try to work in another culture,
it’s something to being valued.

217

We have trainings on how to use
technology, but not how to act in a
virtual meeting, but still we have a lot of
improvements in that area.

226

It is good to be close to where the product is
being produced.

232

197

198

199

200

201
218

219

205

206

208

225

213

The tools are not complicated but it has
to do with previous practices and
discipline.
SOP (start of production) should always
be clear.
We follow a process and it is already
fixed and we can’t change it, so culture
doesn’t matter it that case.

214

We should trust our team members
since he/she knows the risk with the
decision they are about to take
regarding the specific project.

215

The manager profile is always created,
but later on it might be standardized.

216

The company is on the move from local
to global and they have grown through
acquisitions, therefore most employees
have been at the same site, not need to
develop the virtual work environment.
Most of the communication take for live
of via telephone.
Traditional leadership vs Virtual
leadership – it is a difference but also in
the expectations of people regarding
this matter, older generations especially,
while young generations are more used
to communication in different ways.
Team meetings take place once a week
depends on her manager.

231
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220

Marianne prefers going to the person
face‐to‐face if she needs to ask
something or need help.

227

Face‐to‐face is absolutely the best
communication, since you can read nonverbal
stuff and also the soft things such as if your
colleague is not feeling so well.

233

221

Marianne doesn’t know why she doesn’t
use the video, it could be that she is not
used to it and it takes time to get
accustom ed.

228

The strategy is to produce and launch new
products according to time, cost and quality.

234

223

Offsite sessions are a peak moment for
the team. One can see the benefit of
spend time with each other, work hard
and being in a new environment – and
also have some fun!
But on the other hand it is of course
good that we have technology these
days.

229

It’s much better to have physical meetings,
especially China or USA.

235

230

236

237

In a distributed team, it is important
that everyone will work in the same
way, standardize the operations.

244

It is really up to people! (Proper connection,
have an agenda, time slots for each topic on
the agenda) from a tech point she doesn’t
know, Marianne doesn’t go to meetings that
don’t have an agenda.
Right now, it’s rather independent and the
team is not very interconnected, but the
starting point will be in April after the team
building session.

238

Astrid is responsible for one of the
shared platforms in Office 360 and how
they are going to use it and make sure
that it will be shared through the team.

245

Her manager is communicating and interacting
more with the different team members than
she is.

252

224

251

If it’s a more formal meeting, she will
invite them to a meeting room for a
discussion or if that’s not possible she
will have a skype meeting, usually
without video.
Her manager has made the division feel
important within the company.
Marianne's manager wants them to be
The manager has started, a lot of
operational developments, establish
guidelines, templates, ways of
communication, internally and
externally and to make work easier,
special focus on transparency.
Previous experience regarding
distributed teams is that it can be very
hard to work with some countries due to
cultural and language barriers, and the
time zones can be hard.
A successful distributed team – it’s not a
good base she thinks, that is important
is meeting face‐to‐face since that
facilitates future skype call and phone
calls and so on.
Astrid points out that it is a new team
and they are just starting to increase
communication.

The overall goal is to deliver suppliers to
the assigned projects that guarantee
quality, cost and deliver to our projects,
same goal as a global team.

xxv

239

Astrid has previous experience from
being part of a distributed team.

246

240

Astrid feels that her manager doesn’t
only think in the deliverables, but in the
actual person and the development, she
feels recognized.
Team cohesion might only be important
if the nature of interaction is high
otherwise maybe not.

247

241

242

243

248

With skype you need to stop what you
249
are doing and you only reach one person
(usually), email is more for information
sharing.
People are being kept well inform.
250

258

Finding a balance of key information and
information overload.

268

259

A lot of people don’t want the video
when they use skype. The reluctant
might depend on the human nature and
that we are a bit shy or lazy when we
are being watched.
The way of working should be the same,
using the same principle, but with some
adjustments.

269

260

270

A peak moment was the improvement of
supplier selection process. They reached all
their stakeholders, they invested a lot of time
to explain, and they had a close interaction
with stakeholders.
Leading a distributed team one might need to
ensure that interaction that makes you feel as
a unique piece.

253

Being in a distributed team implies
different points of view and interesting
discussions.

254

Something reasonable could be to have a
physical meeting once every year, and then
virtual meeting every 3 months, just to keep
each other informed (the whole sourcing
team).
One challenge is to have everybody in the
meeting when a lot of parties are involved.

255

Maybe it’s okey that we are not feeling
as one team, as long as our process is
aligned with mission, vision and
strategy.
Emails are the most used.

Same structured is needed so that everyone is
aligned and knows the purpose and that all
work to the same goal.

257

Kick off – it is the managers’ responsibility,
encouraged from HR to have it on a regular
basis (once a year).
When I started leading the team I went over
to Asia several times, in order to present the
new team and what procedures they should
follow.

278

It is key to have a shared communication
platform in order to have secure the right
quality and right expectations, processes are
the mediator.

280

256

279

Large virtual meetings need a clear
agenda, time slots, a moderator, action
notes and store it so that everyone has
access.
It is important that everyone knows
what is going on, that team is well
informed.
It is importance to show that you are
present and that you can interact
socially in a different way.
The ambition team is to really be the
business managers of the project, take
the full ownership and responsibility.

Offsite events/ workshops are important
to evaluate the team and to secure
continuous improvements.
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261

As a manager, I listen and consider their 271
opinion, I am pragmatic and open, not
very selective, I am not a controlling guy.
Problems that I have encountered only
272
daily small things but that is business as
usually.

I try to create energizers.

281

The peak moments of the team is always
in the offsite workshops.

Not only creating and securing the future
products they are also doing a lot of change
management.

282

There is little focus on operational
updates within the company.

263

I have lead distributed teams before.

273

283

264

Being distributed one comes closer to
the different markets and closer to the
customer.
Of course, you miss a lot of important
stuff since you don’t communicate live.
Job rotation helps to get to know each
other.

274

A distributed team generally means that you
have diversity.
It is challenging to have the discipline to
communicate.

285

267

Culture could be a challenge to
distributed teams.

277

289

A successful distributed team has
common goals, good communication,
team members meet live, collaboration
in form of projects or activities that
demand them to interact.

290

Emails are the most used one, but when he
has skype calls they last for 1‐1,5 hours.
It is important that they start building
relationships, that can’t be done over the
phone or skype it needs to be live.
Further down the road when the team is well
established we can increase the job rotation ‐
then culture awareness needs more focus.
If there aren’t anything to team up around
then there’s no synergy, and that is why we
exist together.

But the best thing would of course be to
have a diverse team in the same facility.
Being a distributed team also offers
other team members to take on the
leader role in the team.
It is important to get to know your team
members.
Aligning team members will make the
stronger and create flexibility within the
team.
In order to connect members in a
distributed team you need something
common to work on.
Distributed teams are a larger challenge,
but of course it needs to make sense to
implement it.

262

265
266

275
276

284

286

287

291

Table 5: Empirical findings – Open codes
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