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ABSTRACT 

 

This empirical research study aims to examine the perception of leadership emergence in internationally 

composed teams and its influence on the perception of team performance. Individual’s perceptions of 

oneself, others and the team all together relating to team performance in the short and long-term are 

investigated. Theories are derived from existing literature, covering the terms of emerging leadership, 

global mindset, team performance, shared identity, shared leadership emergence and virtual 

communication tools. Two analyses are conducted, the first focusing on possible variables impacting 

leadership emergence and team performance during the groups’ development while being co-located. 

The second puts emphasis on the struggles the same teams face during global dispersion. The research 

is quantitative and based on two surveys sent to 98 Master of International Business (MIB) students of 

Queen’s Smith School of Business in Canada during and after co-location. Results reveal that a high 

global mindset negatively impacts the perceived emergence of leadership in a global team. No 

relationship was found between perceived leadership emergence and the perception of team 

performance. A high level of team identity results in an increased perception of shared leadership 

emergence. The same effect is found between the emergence of shared leadership and the perception of 

team performance. High virtual communication tool’s use and collective adoption only have a positive 

outcome on shared identity if synchronous (instant) communication tools are utilized. High use and 

adoption of synchronous as well as asynchronous communication tools will increase a team’s 

performance. The study adds to the lack of research on the combination of utilized variables in the 

context of global teams that are co-located first and dispersed afterwards. Practical recommendations 

are given by proposing a more selective hiring process, interactive virtual activities and educational, 

awareness-raising and team-oriented trainings. 

 

Keywords: Global teams, team performance, emerging (shared) leadership, global mindset, shared 

identity, virtual communication tools 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

“The strength of the team is each individual member ... the strength of each member is the team.” 

- Chicago Bulls’ Coach Phil Jackson (Tamparong, 203) 

Through globalization, companies are challenged more than ever to create an environment of 

constant learning that encourages adaptation and strives to recruit the suitable staff. Businesses need to 

do so as competition becomes fiercer and are presented in greater amounts not only in a firm’s home 

market, but also in the distant and unfamiliar markets companies attempt to do business in. (Gupta & 

Govindarajan, 2002) Thus, globalization shapes the work environment due to countries’ 

interconnectedness. This connection is generated by the trade of services, capital and know-how 

between countries, leaving companies with the necessity of accepting and adapting towards diversity. 

(Hobman, Bordia, & Gallois, 2003; Erez & Gati, 2004) Running a business is dependent on individual 

employees and their team’s capabilities, specifically as “organizations consist of permanent and 

temporary groups” (Gersick, 1988, p. 9). Hence, global organizations are challenged to create awareness 

of cultural variations and to “motivate employees from different cultures to join forces to strengthen the 

competitive sustainable advantage of their global corporation” (Erez & Gati, 2004, p. 592). Herbert, 

Mockaitis, and Zander (2014) mention teams to be an essential building block for organizations, leading 

into sustainable competitive advantage when the best people collaborate with each other. Multicultural 

teams are common and cultural diversity can benefit work operations, because of the variety of 

individuals’ skills, perspectives and values (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000). Each person’s global 

mindset; the cultural awareness and openness towards team members’ diversity (Gupta & 

Govindarajan, 2002) will therefore impact team performance (Nummela, Saarenketo, & Puumalainen, 

2004). A global mindset is about having a positive attitude towards differences and adjusting to those 

(Earley, Murnieks, & Mosakowski, 2007). It gives leaders the ability to adapt and exert influence more 

easily on those who are unlike them, in groups as well as in organizations (Zander, Mockaitis & Butler, 

2012). Hence, the degree of someone’s global mindset is argued to be associated with a global team’s 

performance. These multicultural teams often operate across national borders, facing time differences 

and communication restrictions that base only on advanced technology. (Lu, Watson-Manheim, 

Chudoba, & Wynn, 2006; Maznevski, 2012; Herbert et al., 2014) Advanced technology are 

communication tools that allow teams to communicate in various ways. Examples are emails, chats, 

video or audio conferences by means of different providers (Bajwa, Lewis, Pervan, & Lai, 2005; 

Duranti, & de Almeida, 2012), such as Skype. Global dispersion makes virtuality the new reality of 

team’s communication patterns, asking team members for patience and endurance in work processes 

due to the physical distance and decreased interaction possibilities. It contrasts co-location and the given 

physical closeness (Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010a) of team members where less need for 

communication tools and their impact on team performance exist (Lu et al., 2006). Virtuality and global 
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dispersion are issues global teams are confronted with that further limit leadership effects (Maznevski, 

2012; Herbert et al., 2014). Usually, leaders contribute greatly to a team’s performance as they generate 

a climate for “mutual performance monitoring, supportive behavior and adaptability” (Day, Gronn, & 

Salas, 2004, p. 864). Leaders are useful throughout group development processes (March, 2013) as well 

as for reaching long-term performance goals (Suliman & Moradkhan, 2013). March (2013) states that 

leaders with a global mindset create an environment of growth and leaning, that leads into team 

member’s work satisfaction and greater team performance. They are perceived as highly suitable to 

manage global teams due to their cultural awareness and empathy capabilities (Lu et al., 200). Hence, 

putting it into Day et al. (2004) words, leaders “can make or break a team” (p. 864). They can either 

add to a significant amount to a team’s output, or if managed badly hinder a high performance. Leaders 

support individuals as well as collective efforts to achieve the mutually set goals (Yukl, 2002). 

Accordingly, effective leadership can positively affect an organizations’ long-term performance that 

translates into a business’ competitive advantage (Suliman & Moradkhan, 2013). However, Slater, 

Coffee, Barker, and Evans (2014) describe leaders to be influenced by the team identity to which the 

leader belongs to. Assuming the leader is part of the group, then teams members will be more willed to 

give input towards fulfilling the tasks and reach the final goal (Slater et al., 2014). It is reasoned on the 

feeling of a shared identity that leads for instance to the improvement of team work (Day et al., 2004) 

and the creation of an environment of psychological safety and a group culture (Erez & Gati, 2004) that 

consequently increases team performance (Mcnab, Basoglu, Sarker, & Yu., 2012). Leadership can 

thereby take on the form of shared leadership when more than one team member takes on leadership 

responsibilities (Zander & Butler, 2010). The impact of communication in global teams are further 

stressed by Shears and Kakabadse (2004) who underline the importance of communication within teams 

for teams to succeed. Since communication runs by advanced technology tools, depersonalization 

(Pearce, Yoo, & Alavi, 2004) and conflict (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001) can remedy a team’s 

performance. Shared identity can thereby minimize these effects as team members’ interactions with 

one another are more understanding (Erez & Gati, 2004). Thus, a link between communication and 

shared identity seem to exist. 

 Lisak and Erez (2015) state individual characteristics to correspond with the environment that 

generates commitment and understanding. Desires, values and goals are thereby intertwined with the 

opportunities found in one’s environment (Edwards, Cable, Williamson, Lamdebert, & Shipp., 2006). 

Additionally, a team’s psychological climate is stated to be influential on individual’s behaviors, as they 

occur naturally out of people’s interactions (Glick, 1985). Hence, individual’s self-perception seems to 

give indications on the psychological environment within a team’s performance. 

Based on the lack of research regarding the relationships of; (1) global mindset on the 

emergence of leadership and its influence on team performance, (2) the influences of shared identity on 

shared leadership that impacts team performance and (3) the effect of virtual communication tools on 
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shared identity and team performance, following research question is aimed to be answered within the 

frame of this paper: 

Within global teams, how are individual perceptions of oneself, others, and the team, related 

to team performance in the shorter (time 1) and longer-term (time 2)?  

Answering this question also comprises the research of following sub-question: 

What role do virtual communication tools play in this relationship? 

 

This thesis focuses on the effects of leadership emergence on global team performance 

throughout two different points in time, from here on referred to as ‘time 1’ and ‘time 2’ or also ‘time 

period 1’ and ‘time period 2’. While working together as a traditional team in time period 1, the teams 

are transforming into global virtual teams in time period 2, where other challenging factors emerge. 

During the first time frame, Individual factors of self-perceived global mindset and shown perceived 

individual leadership behaviors are put into focus. In the second time frame emphasis is rather given on 

individually perceived team factors of team identity, its impact on perceived shared leadership which 

at final is presumed to influence team performance. 

From a practical viewpoint, investigating these effects enables organizations to enhance 

globally distributed teams through the identification of previously mentioned variables. It provides 

insights into leadership emergence in teams with no formal leader in place and how shared leadership 

can influence team performance. It can give indications whether and to what degree individual global 

mindset play a role into a team’s performance and what organizations should look for to increase their 

global team’s effectiveness. On a team level, this research paper presents opportunities for organizations 

and leaders to better understand the effects of team identity on shared leadership and its outcomes. 

Moreover, virtual communication tools’ effects on the maintenance of shared identity and team 

performance are illustrated. Proposals are made on how their impact can be increased or decreased to 

generate a well-functioning team climate. As far as literature has come, no studies were found on 

executing a study on the possible influences of group work and their efficiency by analyzing teams 

during two time settings. The first is when teams are co-located and group development is standing in 

the foreground. The second is the time when team members become globally dispersed and challenges 

of virtuality are assumed to predict team performance. Overall, this thesis aims to give insights into 

challenges and opportunities within global teams that might be applicable for intercultural 

communication and management in organizations. 

 

The paper is structured into several sections to explore the relationship of shared leadership 

emergence on global team’s performance over the duration of co-location to global dispersion, 

moderated by individual and team level factors. First, existing literature is reviewed and their findings 

presented. The theoretical background also offers definitions on the chosen variables and a conceptual 

framework is proposed. It is followed by the methodology section, which gives an explanation on how 
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primary research is conducted, what measurements are used throughout the study and how data is 

organized and analyzed. After the findings are described and illustrated, it is discussed and compared 

to the most current state of the art theories. Theoretical and practical implications precede limitations 

and further research suggestions before a final conclusion is made. 

 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

2.1 Team Performance  

Mortensen and Hinds (2001) define team performance by its efficiency, quality, technical 

innovation, adherence to schedule and budget. Furthermore, it entails work excellence perceived by 

team members who measure it by comparing the team’s current work performance to the team’s 

previous work performances. This understanding of team performance will be used to analyze whether 

the variables global mindset, emerging (shared) leadership, shared identity and virtual communication 

tools have an actual impact on a multicultural team’s performance. 

Gersick (1988) presents the Punctuated Equilibrium Model (PEM) that states team’s 

performance to change throughout a team’s development over time. A transition is triggered by the 

temporal midpoint where changes of team members’ interactions happen (Gersick, 1988). In the first 

phase, team members will show little understanding of project tasks because of their lack of a reference 

framework. Hence, a team will struggle with achieving project goals during this period and team 

performance is low. A transition point is often reached when teams are facing time pressure to complete 

the project, causing a team to restructure. (Mcnab et al., 2012) This punctuated change (Moerschell & 

Lao, 2012), enable teams to gain an increased understanding of task completion and team performance 

is becoming more effective (Mcnab et al., 2012). Applying PEM to the research group engaged in this 

research, the moment of punctuated change is expected to have happened in March 2016, when team’s 

had to hand in a major part of their final project work. Most likely, the fact of having a deadline for a 

graded project have pushed team members to consider task-restructuring. Time is therefore a 

subconscious parameter that will automatically effect team performance. It is part of a group’s 

development, marked by different needs throughout its development. 

Sheard and Kakabadse (2004) state that time plays a crucial role in leading a heterogeneous 

team into a performing group; with all team members knowing the problem to solve and understanding 

the tasks they need to perform to reach their joint goal. According to the authors, the transformation 

from “a loose group of individuals into an effective team in the minimum time” (Sheard & Kakabadse, 

2004, p. 45) requires time. This is because it takes time for each team member to get acquainted with 

one another and assess everyone’s strengths and identify how values, beliefs and general styles can be 

aligned. (Sheard & Kakabadse, 2004) Hence, for a team to effectively perform, it has to undergo four 

group development stages; (1) forming, (2) storming, (3) norming and (4) performing. The first deals 

with the identification phase of the situation and acceptable behaviors within the team functioning. The 
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second phase, storming describes the struggle around varying opinions, task delegation and their 

feasibility. The norming phase is about the generation of group cohesion and cooperation between team 

members, while the last phase describes the final step towards constructive work, enabled by team 

members accepting a structure that matches the tasks. (Sheard & Kakabadse, 2004; Senaratne & 

Samaraweera, 2015) As pointed out by Stahl et al. (2010a), team tenure, the time a team has spent 

together will influence the group development) and leaders facilitate this process. The leadership roles 

exerted by individual team members will either have authoritarian tendencies or rather social facets; 

depending on the phase of the group’s development. (Sheard & Kakabadse, 2004; Senaratne & 

Samaraweera, 2015) 

Leadership, although further explained in more detail in later sections of this paper, is seen as 

being positively dependent on team members’ global mindsets. A global mindset is a core component 

to a person’s approach to leadership which expresses itself in endorsing growth, and providing learning 

and training opportunities for its supporters. Consequently, this will lead to a team’s performance 

improvement. (March, 2013) 

However, next to team tenure, physical distance emerging from geographical dispersion tests 

multicultural teams as it constrains them in their performance (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001; Lisak & Erez, 

2015). Stahl et al. (2010a) define team dispersion as “the degree to which a team’s members are 

distributed across locations” (p. 696), complicating communication processes. However, if proximity 

exists, communication takes place more frequently due to the closeness and actual presence of people. 

Proximity is “beneficial to relationships and group interaction” (Kiesler & Cummings, 2002, p. 76). In 

2002, Kiesler and Cummings describe that in the presence of others, team members become more alert, 

motivated and fasten their work speed. Reasons for this behavior are found to be the individual’s 

concern of what others might think, resulting in their greater involvement in group activities (Kiesler & 

Cummings, 2002). However, if physical distance exists, conflict tend to emerge easier due to team 

members’ decreasing affinity to the team and little awareness of everyone’s tasks and responsibilities 

when being distributed globally (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001). Additionally, Pearce et al. (2004) and 

Herbert et al. (2014) found a relationship between dispersion, shared leadership and team performance. 

Greater collective team efforts seem to be needed to make team work happen if being globally dispersed. 

Shared leadership is thereby found to be influenced by team identity as by the lack of team spirit little 

shared efforts will be made (Zander et al., 2012). However, shared identity and shared leadership are 

difficult to create and maintain as teams increasingly rely on technology to allow a constant 

communication flow between dispersed team members (Lu et al., 2006). Direct and indirect 

communication tools are therefore needed to bridge time zones and align task progression and team 

member’s expectations (Lu et al., 2012). 
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2.2 Leadership 

Leadership and a leader’s role are widely examined and several differing aspects are taken into 

consideration. While leadership can be categorized into vertical and horizontal leadership underlining 

the differentiation between an appointed leader by authorities or leadership that emerges with the team’s 

development (Lisak & Erez, 2015), a distinction is also made between leader emergence and emergent 

leadership (Paunova, 2015; Lisak & Erez, 2015). 

An emergent leader is defined as a team member who is viewed by its peers as being a leader, 

evolving from an interactive process. Similarly, leadership emergence is described as an ingroup 

phenomenon with the emerging leader possessing a greater ability to direct other team members (Lisak 

& Erez, 2015). Based on the fact that leadership emergence is a social interaction, group members are 

in consent who can serve and lead the group best (Paunova, 2015). Furthermore, Paunova (2015) 

highlights that unlike leader emergence, emergent leadership can indicate the rise of multiple leaders. 

Thus, it allows for shared or paired leadership instead of single or rotational leadership only. 

Single leadership describes one assigned leader with full decision making power, chosen by a 

superior authority. (Zander & Butler, 2010; Lisak & Erez, 2015) Another vertical mode of leadership 

is rotational leadership that distributes leadership to a small group of team members. Hence leadership 

roles are rotating between members and decision-making is centralized respectively to the current 

leader. (Carson, Tesluk & Marrone, 2007; Zander & Butler, 2010) Paired leadership, or co-leadership 

is a kind of horizontal leadership; decision-making being distributed over more than two instead of one 

leader. (Zander & Butler, 2010; Ziek & Smulowitz, 2014) Shared leadership resembles like paired 

leadership, a version of horizontal leadership, with the difference that all team members have the 

opportunity in participating in the leadership process. Leadership capacity is created on the team level 

through interaction of team members and is formed by team members’ relationships to enhance 

cooperation and resource exchange. (Carson et al., 2007; Zander & Butler, 2010) 

Albeit shared leadership and distributed leadership can be found under the umbrella term 

collaborative leadership (Paunova, 2015), shared leadership is defined to be specifically successful in 

managing multicultural, heterogeneous teams (Zander & Butler, 2010), improving team procedures and 

performance (Day et al., 2004; Herbert et al., 2014). However, multicultural “virtual teams are often 

self-managed, lacking a designated leader or authority figure, and thus may be less efficient in 

coordination and team process development” (Lu et al., 2006, p. 8; Zander et al., 2012). In contrast 

Tyran, Tyran, and Shepherd (2003) state that self-leading traditional teams with no appointed leaders 

do perform well. Team members’ feelings of belonging to the group and ability to contribute to the 

team’s overall performance result in team members’ enhanced satisfaction, feeling of ownership and 

confidence. Moreover, individuals’ skill sets and expertise can be utilized best by allowing shared 

leadership to flourish as the most capable members take over leadership roles. (Herbert et al. 2014) 

Applying these leadership views into the frame of group development, it becomes apparent that 

general emerging leadership seem to be needed for teams to develop into a high-performing entity. The 
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leader provides the team with a direction and vision, affecting their subsequent outcomes (Pearce et al., 

2004). Additionally, the leader has to establish team goals, help members to address interpersonal issues 

as well as utilizing interpersonal skills to achieve effectiveness (Senaratne & Samaraweera, 2015). One 

can assume that leadership is going to emerge, if no formal leader is provided to a team. It is likely that 

leadership will emerge based on the individual’s best knowledge and expectations on structure, 

processes, and outcomes required to reach the team’s goals. For the purpose of this paper, it is therefore 

hypothesized that: 

H1: In time 1, being perceived as a leader by others is positively related to the perception of 

team performance in a global team. 

Nonetheless, Gockel and Werth (2011) refer to shared leadership as the one that goes above 

and beyond hierarchical leadership, assuming to influence team performance significantly. The team’s 

interactivity as a group results in the achievement of team and organizational effectiveness (Gockel & 

Werth, 2011). Shared leadership is described to highly impact a team’s performance after a group’s 

development has reached the performing stage (Sheard & Kakabadse, 2004; Senaratne & Samaraweera, 

2015). Shared leadership is further explained by Pearce et al. (2004) to surface and being more effective 

when a team is globally dispersed. It pushes team members to participate in the group decision-making 

process as a necessity for co-motivation and influence on other team members, influencing the final 

outcome. (Pearce et al., 2004) Moreover, shared leadership in multicultural teams is still in its infancy 

and further research is required (Herbert et al., 2014). Thus, a second hypothesis is: 

H2: In time 2, being perceived as part of emerging shared leadership by others is positively 

related to the perception of team performance in a global team. 

2.3 Global Mindset 

A mindset is the cognitive filter through which an individual absorbs and interprets his or her 

surroundings. Is a person’s mindset confronted with a novel situation, his or her mindset will either 

change and adapt, or reject the new situation. (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002) A global mindset is thus 

defined by Gupta and Govindarajan (2002) as one that “combines openness to and awareness of 

diversity across cultures and markets with a propensity and ability to synthesize across this diversity” 

(p. 117). People with a global mindset are open to rethink boundaries and change their behavior 

respectively (Srinivas, 1995). In order to have a global mindset it is required to have knowledge of other 

cultures and a mental framework that has already integrated knowledge of other cultures (Earley, 

Murnieks, & Mosakowski., 2007). 

For a business it is an asset to have globally thinking people managing competitiveness and 

uncertainty. Due to their approach to scan the world from a broader perspective and be curious about 

the world, goals and objectives are sought against the bigger picture, providing explanations for events 

and guiding their behavior and decision-making. (Srinivas, 1995) Globally aware people will therefore 

value diversity and multicultural teamwork, and show attempts to be inclusive instead of exclusive 
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(Earley et al., 2007). The kind of global identity created, allows them to generate a sense of belonging 

to the world (Erez et al., 2013) and ambiguity and surprises are not seen as uncomfortable events (Earley 

et al., 2007). Thus, internationally operating businesses can become more successful and effective to 

deal with complex circumstances when employing managers and employees with a global mindset 

(Storgaard & Smith, 2012). Accordingly, international performance is related to a manager’s and team’s 

global mindset (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002; Nummela et al., 2004). 

Although having a global mindset might also be harmful for a business as managers might be 

overwhelmed by the differences and incompatibility of cultural diversity that hinder companies to enter 

new markets and broaden their ventures, the benefits seem to overweight. A global mindset can connect 

local market needs and companies’ global market experiences. The more a business can interpret the 

dynamics it operates in, the more effective it can become. (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002) 

Little research has been performed on multicultural teams and their global mindset impacting 

team performance in the long-run (Lu et al., 2006). However, of what is researched, March (2013) 

references to Tata’s Consulting president Mr. Kant who described a global mindset as an approach to 

leadership that generates an atmosphere of learning and growth. This results in the generation of a 

satisfying work environment that allows the creation of a great performance level (March, 2013). Lu et 

al. (2006) add that leaders who possess a global mindset may be best suited to manage global teams due 

to their aptitude for intercultural empathy and personal liking. The idea is, that if little global mindset 

exists, leaders need to consider more collaboration problems because of team member’s disparate 

cultural backgrounds. However, research seems to lack empirical data (Lu et al., 2006) and thus, 

preceding the assumption of leadership emergence influencing team performance, it can be expected 

that the degree of team member’s global mindset will impact the emergence of leadership. Based on 

that, following hypothesis is created to guide this paper in solving the research question: 

H3: In time 1, a global mindset is positively related to being perceived as a leader by others in 

a global team. 

2.4 Team Identity 

Tajfel’s (1981) social identity theory argues that people who share similarities feel more 

attracted to each other and identify with one another more strongly. They categorize themselves into 

the “ingroup” versus the “outgroup”, also called the “we” versus “other” perspective (Mahadevan, 

2001), creating barriers to generate social alignment (Tajfel, 1981). In multicultural teams, ingroup and 

outgroup perceptions may harden interpersonal interactions, leading into an overall dissatisfaction with 

the group work, lower cohesiveness, less communication and decreased cooperation (Mortensen & 

Hinds, 2001). In multicultural teams, heterogeneity has to be exchanged by creating a hybrid team 

culture (Zander et al., 2012). A collective identity can be a powerful tool (Mahadevan, 2001) by the 

means of evaluating team member’s performance on and off-task positively, diminishing negative 

effects of conflict. A shared identity assumes team members to identify as an ingroup, having a consent 
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understanding of shared values, reflecting a group culture. The creation of psychological safety to 

express doubt, an environment of support and shared learning orientation are examples of positive team 

values. (Erez & Gati, 2004) 

 Shared identity is thus associated with teamwork that is found to be a core value for an 

organizations performance. Teamwork is the dynamic phenomenon building a set for interrelated 

behaviors and attitudes that lead into the accomplishment of mutual goals. Albeit performing individual 

tasks, thinking, acting and feeling as a team and its subsequent outcome is greater than the “total 

independent efforts of all individual team members” (Day et al., 2004, p 863). (Day et al., 2004) 

However, if a team is geographically dispersed, shared identity is exposed to obstacles like a 

less shared context that complicates team members’ understanding and increases the chance of 

misunderstandings and hurt feelings (Zander et al., 2012). Slater et al. (2014) describe the connection 

between leadership and shared identity to be caused by leader’s strive of aligning group values and 

generating a collective vision. While leaders may help aligning team members’ differing needs, goals 

and expectation (Day et al., 2004) throughout the group development process, it is expected that the 

resulting shared identity will further lead to the development of shared leadership roles. The assumption 

is reasoned on Slater et al.’s (2014) statement of group members endorsing and being more willed to 

act in terms of for the leader, if group values are fulfilled and social identity exist. If the leader is part 

of the ingroup, these group values can be enacted and collective ambitions achieved (Slater et al., 2014). 

Due to team’s global dispersion, shared leadership formation is asked for the effective utilization of 

every team member’s skill set. Thereby, it can be assumed, that the more group members are willing to 

build a shared identity, the easier it becomes for leaders to align group needs towards fulfilling the 

team’s goals; thus enhancing team performance. Sheard and Kakabadse (2004) support this belief by 

stating that the degree of success of a team that consists of highly talented individuals, will often not 

reach the expected level, if every individual acts by themselves. Since little empirical data is presented 

yet in current literature on the relationship of shared identity influencing shared leadership, subsequent 

hypothesis is formed: 

H4: In time 2, the perception of shared identity is positively related to the perception of shared 

leadership in a global team. 

For understanding purposes; the terms shared identity, team identity, collective team identity and 

collective social identity are used interchangeably. 

2.5 Virtual Communication 

Maznevski (2012) defined effective communication as transferring information as it is 

intended. It is necessary for team performance as no team can function without communication, which 

is hereby about the transfer of feelings, thoughts and ideas. (Dunn, Grannan, Raisinghani, & Stalling, 

2015) However, the mode of virtuality can complicate team communication because of issues like 

global dispersion, handling different time zones and dissimilar first languages (Lu et al., 2012). Another 
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obstacle is technological infrastructure, for example unsatisfactory internet access (Maznevski, 2012). 

Tworoger, Ruppel, Gong, and Pohlman (2013) state that “frequent interruptions, longer pauses between 

responses, fewer cues and possible information overload” (p. 50) challenge virtual teams. Other 

impediments to virtual communication are the lack of context of what is communicated by others and 

little possibility of interpreting “facial expressions, body language and tone of voice” (Lu et al., 2006, 

p. 357). Lu et al. (2006) further mention communication gaps and misunderstandings as inherent 

problems of virtual teams. Therefore, respective communication tools have to be found to minimize 

these effects. It is suggested that advanced technologies (Maznevski, 2012) that are informative and 

frequently utilized are needed (Tworoger et al., 2013). Despite virtual communication’s disadvantages, 

it bears the advantage of providing a greater structure within a conversation. Teams focus more on equal 

participation and more value is given to identify the meaning of what is being said and to ensure its 

accuracy. (Maznevski, 2012) 

 Virtual teams are geographically dispersed teams that have a common purpose, carrying out 

independent tasks across location and time and hence are reliant on virtual communication tools. It is 

distinct to a traditional team whose team members operate in a co-located manner in one single site. 

(Cramton, 2001; Cramton & Webber, 2005; Lu et al., 2006; Duranti & de Almeida, 2012; Weimann, 

Pollock, Scott, & Brown, 2013) Lu et al. (2006) relates virtuality with co-location and highlight the 

benefits for teams by having the opportunity to develop standard procedures and a foundation of 

communication as well as better coordination of tasks. Misunderstandings are easier to be avoided and 

eliminated, casual conversations can happen more easily and more timely feedback can be given (Lu et 

al., 2006). Generally, developing and maintaining a social system of connectivity and task orientation 

is hard to preserve as soon a team is geographically dispersed and dependent on advanced technologies, 

called collaborative information technologies (CITs) (Bajwa et al., 2005; Cramton & Webber, 2005; 

Shachaf, 2008). Although CITs help in confining communication blockades, information exchange and 

mutual understanding still lack depth (Cramton & Webber, 2005). On the bright side, CITs facilitate 

group work, decision-making and allow the communication of information, solutions, ideas and 

expertise with no limitation of time and distance (Bajwa et al., 2005). Due to this fact, CITs are 

examined only during the second period of this research paper’s study. CITs are categorized into 

synchronous or asynchronous communication tools. (Maznevski, 2012) 

Synchronous communication tools allow collaboration on one task at real time, with no 

constraints to team members’ current location or the time zone they are in (Maznevski, 2012; 

Sundaravej et al., 2015). Typical synchronous CITs are “video/web/audio conferencing, instant 

messaging, and certain group decision support systems” (Sundaravej, Mirchandani, & Lederer, 2015, 

p. 216; Sivunen & Valo, 2006). Sivunen and Valo (2006) added face-to-face conversations as another 

synchronous communication tool. Popular audio and video conferencing tools are CU-SeeMe and 

NetMeeting (Bajwa et al., 2005; Duranti & de Almeida, 2012), while Duranti and de Almeida (2012) 

also propose data conferencing as a synchronous CIT. An example for data conferencing are 
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whiteboards and data presentation tools like NetMeeting and Evoke. An example for instant messaging 

is mentioned to be Microsoft Messenger, while VisionQuest and MeetingWorks represent electronic 

meeting systems. (Bajwa et al., 2005; Duranti & de Almeida, 2012) 

Asynchronous communication tools differ from synchronous communication tools as no focus 

is laid on instant interaction but rather on sharing information solely (Maznevski, 2012; Sundaravej et 

al., 2015). No need is put on simultaneous interaction between team members and thus, tools like emails, 

online forums, blogs or social networks are popular asynchronous CITs (Sundaravej et al., 2015). 

Moreover, Bajwa et al. (2005) and Duranti and de Almeida (2012) mention discussion forums, web 

pages and groupware as asynchronous communication tools. As online forums and blogs generate 

discussions, it can be assumed that both represent discussion forums and web pages. Microsoft Outlook 

or Hotmail are examples of emails, Lotus Notes is a discussion forum tool and The Groove is an 

example for a groupware communication tool. While discussion forums aim to identify a solution to a 

discussion point or problem, groupware seeks the function of an intranet. (Bajwa et al., 2005; Duranti 

& de Almeida, 2012) 

Asynchronous communication tools are described to bear more challenges than synchronous 

ones by means of their delayed response time and low degree of clarity. Thus, using both, asynchronous 

and synchronous communication tools are best to direct activities and to generate and maintain the 

shared group feeling for reaching a common goal. (Tworoger et al., 2013) The general problem of 

physical distance is further investigated by Crampton (2001) who states that unevenly distributed 

information and issues of false interpretations of the meaning of silence is increased in a virtual setting. 

This supposition is in line with Mortensen and Hinds’ (2001) emphasis of individuals decreasing effort 

into reaching consensus and being inhibited in paying attention to interaction partners in virtual 

communication channels. 

Based on various viewpoints of the challenges of virtual teams, research is conducted in the 

belief that the more virtual communication tools are utilized, the higher are the chances to minimize the 

negative effects of virtuality, allowing teams to reach their full performance potential. In order to 

measure the degree of team’s performance dependency by team’s internal communication, virtual CITs 

use and their collective adoption are measured based on Bajwa et al.’s (2005) study. It is expected, that 

if numerous synchronous and asynchronous CITs are utilized by many team members, team 

performance will increase. Therefore, subsequent hypotheses are formed: 

H5: In time 2, the use of virtual communication tools is positively related to the perception of 

team performance in a global team. 

H6: In time 2, the adoption of virtual communication tools is positively related to the perception 

of team performance in a global team. 

 

Sheard and Kakabadse (2004) further stress that performance can only function if effective 

communication transpires to all hierarchical levels. Hence, within a global virtual team, team members 
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need a constant flow of communication so that shared identity can be retained and grow throughout the 

team’s existence. Team member’s global distribution can lead into greater problems as their erupted 

conflict cannot easily be remedied through face-to-face communication. (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001) 

Pearce et al. (2004) describe communication to become depersonalized and rather task-focused. Hence, 

if virtual communication tools are highly used by team members and adopted by all, prerequisites for 

maintaining and growing a shared identity are generated. This is then expected to build the foundation 

for shared leadership to surface, leading the team to reach its full performance potential. Thus, if shared 

identity wants to be kept to create shared leadership to emerge, virtual CITs should be high on the use 

as well as the adoption level. It will consequently lead into a virtual team’s success since leadership is 

described to have a tremendous impact on team performance (Dunn et al., 2015). Crampton and Webber 

(2005) also suggest empirical studies on virtual teams on which subsequent hypotheses are formed: 

H7: In time 2, the use of virtual communication tools is positively related to the perception of 

shared identity in a global team. 

H8: In time 2, the adoption of virtual communication tools is positively related to the perception 

of shared identity in a global team. 

2.6 Conceptual Framework 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Individual and Team Level Characteristics on Team Performance

 

The conceptual framework is derived on grounds of aforementioned hypotheses and is 

presented to enhance the reader’s understanding of the relationships this paper is examining. Two 

analysis are illustrated in the model with the intention of focusing on two time frames. The first deals 

with a group’s development phase and the expected factors of individual’s global mindset influencing 

emerging leadership that is required to bring the team through all four development phases to finally 
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derive expected performance levels. The second is based on challenges the same teams have to face 

after all four group development phases are completed and each team becomes a global virtual team. 

This virtuality aspect challenges the teams’ identity and the expected shared leadership behavior found 

in those teams, thereby impacting their performance. Emerging leadership as well as emerging shared 

leadership are seen as mediators, mediating the independent variables global mindset and shared 

identity on the dependent variable team performance. Virtual communication tools operate as another 

external independent variable effecting shared identity as well as team performance individually. It has 

to be held in mind that all aspects this research is looking at, is founded on participants’ perception of 

each of these variables. 

 The hypotheses’ expected relationships are illustrated by applying the symbols ‘+’ and ‘-‘, 

depicting a predicted positive or negative direction. All forecasted dependencies are shown by the 

arrows. 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

This report is framed around a quantitative research approach with the objective to gain views 

and opinions of a chosen sample. A deductive inference is utilized as hypotheses are derived from 

existing literature (Tackney, 2015a). Empirical data are collected to test these hypotheses and are 

measured by utilizing items and scales that were already presented in literature. In the research process 

a simple random sampling method is followed, giving each potential participant the opportunity to be 

part of the sample unit (Tackney, 2015b). By combining theoretical aspects with empirical data, final 

recommendations are given (Anderson, 2006) on how companies may detect and improve team’s 

performance levels. Hence, the current state of literature will either be supported and broadened or new 

results that deviant from current expectations are proposed. 

3.1 Research Setting 

Results are approached by applying perceptual measurements, as indicated by Boyd, Dess and 

Rasheed (1993). It implies that all variables are based on study participant’s self-perception for which 

subjective judgments of the environment are utilized (Boyd et al., 1993). Boyd et al. (1993) question 

this approach since generalizability cannot be granted and misleading interpretations may be derived 

from it. Nonetheless, Glick (1985) argues, that research on sociological perspectives that deal with the 

process of sense-making and the social construction of reality viewed from a psychological perspective, 

may not be neglected. Especially, due to the fact that psychological climates occur naturally through 

people’s interactions. Hence, examining social climates seem promising if some kind of longitudinal 

studies are made or also key stages of a development or transition of climates are analyzed. (Glick, 

1985) Another perspective for perceptual measures and its applicability is explained by the perceived 

person-environment fit (P-E fit). Although three approaches on P-E fit exist, so is the atomistic approach 

the one that focuses most on people’s perceptions of their own, others and their environment. (Edwards 
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et al., 2006) A needs-supplies fit as described by Edwards et al. (2006) thereby refers to “psychological 

needs (i.e., desires, values, goals) of the person and the environmental supplies that serve as rewards 

for needs” (p. 804). An example of a needs-supplies fit is given when asking respondents to describe 

the perceived characteristics of their job or the organization. (Edwards et al., 2006) Moreover, Lisak 

and Erez (2015) accentuate P-E fit as an approach emphasizing “the influential effect of contextual 

factors on organizational behavior processes” (p. 4). Individual characteristics such as values, skills and 

abilities are seen as corresponding to the environment that will consequently lead to commitment and 

satisfaction (Lisak & Erez,2 015) To ensure the data’s correctness, Shortell and Zajac (1990) propose 

the usage of self-typing as well as archival data as sources for collecting data. John and Robins (1994) 

suggest the utilization of individuals who observe the whole study setting to gain an insight into the 

overall situation and be able to judge objectively. However, John and Robins (1994) found in their 

study, that observers are often overly harsh in their judgements, leading into high discrepancy of 

perceptions and observers’ outcomes. The authors also researched whether participants tend to over 

exaggerate when self-evaluating themselves and found however, that over half of the times, answers 

are perfectly accurate or even slightly self-diminishing. This stands in contrast to Ketokivi and 

Schroeder’s (2004) statement, which found that results generated through perceptual measures are often 

far above industry average when based on perceptual measures. 

Although opinions vary on perceptual measures as an approach of data collection, it is seen as 

a valid tool for gaining insights into team dynamics and personal indicators of motivation, team loyalty 

and overall team performance. This is reasoned by the fact that respondents were asked to not only 

evaluate themselves, which might lead into overly narcissist or self-diminishing results, but also their 

peers and their overall group performance. Additionally, each single team was evaluated already several 

times previous the first study conduction. Individual team members also undergo a peer evaluation and 

feedback session before the first study was conducted, giving each person an estimate of their own 

behavior and performance. 

3.1.1 Subjects of Study 

The study is conducted with 98 students of the Smith School of Business at Queens University, 

Canada, following the Master of International Business (MIB) prgram. Within the 98 participants, 24 

nationalities are represented and their educational background varies between engineering, business and 

social science studies. Some participants already have several years of work experience and family 

responsibilities. All 98 students were put into teams of six to seven people by the MIB administration. 

At no stage of the group’s development teams had to choose a formal leader, nor were any virtual CITs 

endorsed on teams. Team members had at all times full choice over team procedures, leadership roles, 

and communication technologies utilizations. 

In respect to this study, MIB students were chosen based on several reasons. First, due to 

participant’s academic background of courses covering topics such as leadership, MIB students are 
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aware of the impact leaders can have on a project’s development. Based on this specific experience, 

they are well-suited to be questioned about leadership related matters. Second, the study participant’s 

graduate degree stresses the importance of team work since the start of the academic year, by September 

2015. Hence, participants have experience in evaluating team performance, and have reference points 

in judging developments and changes within the team. Last, MIB students’ final graduation project 

constitutes of analyzing and solving a real life business’ problem while being challenged by team 

members’ cultural diversity and geographical dispersion (Dubey, 2015). By September 2015, all teams 

were created and brought to work collaboratively while being co-located in Canada. All group 

development stages are realized during this period and ensured through several project deadlines set 

until the second (winter) term. It started by January 2016, when most teams faced the challenge of team 

members leaving on exchange, thus experiencing the strains of coordinating project work when being 

geographically and physically separated. During the winter term, 30 students are on exchange ranging 

from January to April, May or June. 

3.1.2 Data Collection 

This study’s data was gathered via the online survey system Qualtrics. The survey was 

formulated as a self-completion questionnaire where all answers are given by respondents and recorded 

in an online data base. A web-based survey was chosen due to its low-cost factor, the possibility to 

directly download results into analysis programs like Excel, Stata or SPSS, and the opportunity to create 

a customized user experience. The latter is reasoned on an online survey’s capability to show 

personalized follow-up questions or specified answering options. (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Jackson, 

2012) 

The whole study was conducted in the duration of five months. The first survey was online for 

three weeks and was sent out by mid-December 2016.  This was seen as a suitable starting point as at 

this time, each team member still felt closely connected to the group and community feeling was high. 

Thus, it is assumed they experienced a sense of affiliation to the group. The students worked together 

in this first semester of the MIB program and direct communication was used for meetings, enhancing 

direct and clear communication. The second survey was distributed right after the students most work 

intense phase within the project, by the end of March 2016. MIB students were already disconnected 

by location for three months and the majority has already spent at least two months in their respective 

exchange countries. The survey was again open for three weeks to ensure that every student, no matter 

their time zones and varying duties, had the chance to participate. 

The first survey was promoted in the MIB Facebook group as it is accessible to all MIB students 

and is one of the most used platforms among the students. Private messages were sent as reminders to 

MIBs through Facebook as well. The second survey was directly distributed via private message over 

Facebook, as a relatively higher effect and response rate was expected compared to posting it into the 

MIB Facebook group first. A total of three reminders were sent for each survey. 
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 The questionnaires were constructed to allow respondents to pause and continue at another 

time. A “previous” button was included to give respondents the chance to double-check and adapt 

answers to prevent mistakes and blanks. Both surveys were conducted in English since all MIB students 

study in English and are certified of having an appropriate English level prior their acceptance at Smith 

School of Business at Queens University. 

3.2 Measurements 

All measurements used in this research paper are based on measurements retrieved from 

previous studies in literature. Some of those measurements are nonetheless slightly adapted to match 

the study participant’s situation. 

3.2.1 Study Time 1 

In the first questionnaire one independent variable, namely emerging leadership and two 

independent variables, (1) global mindset and (2) team performance are measured. A list of each 

variable’s items to operationalize and measure it, as well as the source they are derived from are 

presented in Table 1 (see Appendix A, p. 42).  

Leadership is analyzed by utilizing Cronshaw and Lord’s (1987) five items that are measured 

on a 5 point Likert scale as illustrated in Table 3 (see Appendix B, p. 42), ranging from ‘1 = Not at all’ 

to ‘5 = Very much’. Each participant had to rank all of its team members on this five point Likert scale 

which are also coded into its numeric equivalent 1 to 5, respectively. All team members are later on 

recoded, in order to ensure each participants anonymity. 

 Global mindset, also called global identity is operationalized by Erez et al.’s (2013) 15 items. 

The items are sub-categorized into global identity (GI), identity to culture of origin (HI) and identity to 

host culture (LI). GI is framed around’ the world environment’ and the ‘global world’, while HI 

describes items covering ‘my society’, ‘my nationality’, and ‘my country’. Host identity’s items 

revolves around the topic of ‘country I currently live in’. Some items are adapted to be more 

representative to this study’s context. Items are measured by a five-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘1 

= Strongly Disagree’ to ‘5 = Strongly Agree’. 

 Team performance’ five items are taken from Mortensen and Hinds (2001) who based their 

measurements of Ancona and Caldwell‘s (1992) performance items. Each participant was asked to 

compare their perceived team’s performance to previous group performances. Scales were provided 

from ‘1 = Poor’, ‘2 = ...’, ‘3 = ...’, ‘4 = ....’ and ‘5 = Excellent’. 

3.2.2 Study Time 2 

For the second survey, questions about team performance remained the same, whereas 

additional items were supplemented to the questionnaire. Shared identity, shared leadership and virtual 

communication tool measures are put into foci due to the changing challenges each team started to face. 

(see Table 2, Appendix A, p. 42)  
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Shared leadership rests on four items based on Herbert et al.’s 2014 study (see Table 4, 

Appendix B, p. 43). Two of the four original items were slightly adjusted by adapting it to the MIB 

context. Participants had to rank each statement on a five point Likert ranging from ‘1 = Strongly 

Disagree’ to ‘5 = Strongly Agree’. 

Virtual tools, utilized as Virtuality -  CITs in this research paper, follows Bajwa et al.’s (2005) 

frame of the two sub-categories: (1) use and (2) adoption. Every participant should thereby rank the 

presented synchronous and asynchronous tools for each sub-category. Synchronous tools presented are 

call and video conference tools such as Skype of Google Hangouts, instant messaging options like 

WhatsApp, WeChat and the Facebook chat. Google docs is given as an example for a data conferencing 

tool; face-to-face and mobile phone are further proposed. Asynchronous tools are emails, discussion 

forums like Facebook groups and groupware systems such as Bitrix24. Use, the first sub-category of 

virtuality, was measured by a 1-5 scale of ‘1 = never’, ‘2 = ...’, ‘3 = occasionally’, ‘4 = ...’ and ‘5 = 

always’. Adoption uses a five point scale of ‘1 = no one in the team’, ‘2 = some persons in the team’, 

‘3 = ...’, ‘4 = ....’ and ‘5 = everyone in the team’. 

3.3 Data Analysis 

The multivariate quantitative analysis conducted in this paper is analyzed through the software 

SPSS and Excel. Every variable Cronbach’s Alpha is calculated to ensure internal consistency. It 

displays the homogeneity between the items used to measure one construct. (Rank, n.d.) Pearson’s 

correlation coefficients are calculated and analyzed as an indicator of a correlation between constructs. 

Coefficients range from +1 to -1, representing a perfectly positive (+1), or perfectively negative (-1) 

correlation. A coefficient of 0 illustrates no linear relationship between the variables. The size of an 

effect on the relationship between constructs; ± 1 represents a weak, ± 3 a moderate and ± 5 a strong 

effect. For a correlation to be significant, it has to be as close to .000 as possible and be smaller than .05. 

Before evaluations on previous hypotheses are made, several regression analyses are performed to 

identify whether the predicted independent variables are causally related to the dependent variable. 

Aforementioned significance levels are applied for regression analyses with a p-value being smaller 

than <.05. (Field, 2009) Outcomes of SPSS, showing a p-value of .000, are presented here as p -value 

of <.001 since it is unclear whether results are rounded or truncated by SPSS. The adjusted R2 coefficient 

express the % of which the linear regression explains the variance in the data (Field, 2009). 

3.3.1 Measuring the Reliability of Constructs 

In order to analyze internal consistency of each construct, each Cronbach’s Alpha is compared 

to Bryman and Bell’s (2015) alpha coefficient range of 0 to 1. While 0 shows no internal reliability, 1 

stands for perfectly reliable consistency. Nevertheless, both authors as well as Fields (2009) mention a 

lower alpha coefficient as a sufficient cut-off point of .7. 
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The Cronbach’s Alpha of leadership in the first time frame amounts for .897. Team 

performance shows internal consistency by a Cronbach’s Alpha of .885, while global mindset has an 

alpha coefficient of .774. 

 In the second questionnaire, shared identity has an internally constituent reliable variance of 

.925. Likewise, team performance exhibits a homogeneity within its items by an alpha coefficient of 

.911, while deleting any item would only decrease its coefficient. The variable of shared leadership 

shows a coefficient of .717 and thus still exceeds the accepted limit of .7. Dismissing items would 

similarly to shared identity and team performance lead to a reduction of the reliability coefficient. 

Virtuality CITs with its 16 items has an internal consistency score of .719 and only insignificant 

differences would be gained by deleting items. 

  

4. RESULTS 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

The whole data set is derived from participant’s perceptions of their own, their team members 

and the overall team’s performance and behavior in relation to the analyzed variables. Thus the data 

can only be used to approximate the true state. 

A total sample size of 98 MIB students were targeted in each time frame of both surveys. 71 

participants responded during the first round of sent questionnaires, whereas six data sets had to be 

dismissed due to their lack of several missing values on the leadership variables. The remaining 65 

participants’ data values were analyzed through the Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) 

test run by SPSS, analyzing whether missing values are missing at random. To identify if no patterns 

exist in the missing data, a large p –value (> 0.05) is needed (Field, 2009). The highest missing values 

in two performance values with each missing one value. The Little’s MCAR test shows a Chi-Square 

value of 122.147, with a df of 110 and a significance level of .202, indicating that all missing values are 

missing at random. It implies that other missing values are allowed to be replaced by SPSS. 

 A total of 77 responses are recorded for the second questionnaire, albeit 10 data sets were 

deleted due to them missing numerous values on leadership. The biggest lack of data input is found to 

be for communication tools adoption where two answers are missing, cumulating to 2.9% of data 

missing. The Little’s MCAR test states values to be missed at random with a Chi-square of 257.019, a 

df of 259 and a significance level of .523. 

 Of the total 65 participants in study 1, 53.8% are female while 46.2% are male (see Table 5, 

Appendix C, p. 43). 23% of them are citizens of the North American continent, 3% are South 

Americans, 31% are European, 5% are African and 38% account for Asian citizens. In study 2, 57.6% 

of the 66 valid responses come from females and only 42.4% from male participants. While North 

American participation rose from 23% to 26%, so did South American’s too, by a change from 3% of 

8%. 29% of all answers are derived from Europeans and 6% from African citizens. 32% of responses 
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are given by citizens of the Asian continent. For comparative reasons, both questionnaires are merged 

and only repetitive participation is recorded at final. Therefore, a final data set of 48 responses is 

considered. Among these, 58.3% are female and 41.7% are male. Participants are 23.67 years old on 

average and nationality varies from 25% being North American, 4% South American, 31% European, 

6% African and 33% Asian representatives. 

 

Within the finalized data set of 48 respondents (see Table 6, Appendix C, p. 44), 36.9% 

described their own global mindset average to be moderate, neither agreeing nor disagreeing on the 

levels of feeling attachments and social bonding to their home country, their host country as well as the 

global international community. Another 35.4% are on average agreeing on all three global mindsets 

levels, resulting in their own self-evaluation of having a high global mindset. 

A similar tendency is found in participants’ perception on leadership emergence in their 

respective project teams. 29.2% characterize themselves and team members as having a neutral 

leadership behavior, neither exhibiting a great deal of leadership, nor fitting outstandingly into their 

image of a leader; while 36.9% are ranked into a high leadership tendency. Only 3.1% ranked 

themselves and others as showing very high individual leadership roles and 4.6% opted for low 

individual leadership behaviors. 

3.1% estimate that they do not have a real team connection, 13.8% that they have a neutral 

standing to team identity, whereas the majority feel a strong (27.7%) to very strong (29.2%) group 

identity. Perceived shared leadership is generally seen as high. 21.5% agree of shared leadership to be 

existent in their teams, 47.7% strongly agree for shared decision-makings and leadership roles within 

the team and only 4.6% take a neutral aspect on shared leadership ranks. 

1.5% of all respondents rank the team’s performance in time period 1 to be poor, 3.1% see it as 

fair, 9.2% as average, 35.4% rate it to be good and 24.6% evaluate it to be excellent. These numbers 

shift in time period 2, where 1.5% of participants’ rate team performance to be poor, 4.6%, to be fair, 

16.9% to be average, 41.5% as good and only 9.2% as excellent. 

The averages calculated for virtual CITs are presented in relation to each tool (see Table 7, 

Appendix B, p. 44). Call and video conferences are rated to be used sometimes (16.7%), very often 

(43.8%) and always (39.6%). 8.3% of the responses state instant messaging to be used sometimes, 

35.4% describe their use as “very often” and 56.3% as “always”. Data conference tools seem to be used 

even more frequently, with 62.5% assessing to always use them, 22.9% mention to use them very often, 

12.5% only sometimes and 2.1% rarely. Face-to-face communication is estimated to be never used by 

14.6%, rarely by 35.1%, sometimes by 18.8%, very often by 27.1% and always by the least participants 

(4.2%). 25% think they never use their mobile phones as a means for team communication, 33.3% 

regard their use as rarely, 29.2% as sometimes and a minority think they use it very often (8.3%) or 

always (4.2%). Likewise, email use is assessed as never (20.9%), rarely (22.9), sometimes (39.6%) and 

only 12.5% seen to utilize it very often and 4.2% always. Discussion forums are similarly ranked 
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throughout the five point Likert scale; 14.6% chose never, 31.3% rarely, 20.8% sometimes, 18.8% very 

often and 14.6% always. 64.6% answered that they do not utilize groupware systems at all, 22.9% rarely 

and 2.1% sometimes, while 10.4% regard their use as “always”. 

CITs’ adoption within the teams shows a perceived heavy focus on all team members utilizing 

call and video conferencing (83.3%), instant messaging (81.3%) and data conferencing (79.2%). Only 

4.2% mentioned that call and video-conferencing are adopted by some team members and 12.5% by 

most, but not all team members. Some team members adopt instant messaging (2.1%) whereas 16.7% 

ranked instant messaging to be accepted and utilized by most team members. Only 4.2% said that data 

conference tools are adopted by some team members, 16.7% state it to be adopted by most team 

members, and 79.2% by all team members. 6.3% describe no face-to-face communication between any 

team members, 35.4% refer to few team members talking face-to-face, whereas 20.8% indicate that 

face-to-face is adopted by some team members, 22.9% by most team members and 14.6% by all team 

members. Usage of mobile phones between all team members is rated by 8.3%, between most team 

members by 6.3%, used by some team members by 33.3%, and by few team members by 25%. The 

remaining 27.1% described mobile phone adoption to be absent between team members. 25% of 

participants declare emails to be adopted by some or none of team members. However, 16.7% rank few 

team members to use emails. 14.6% express emails to be adopted by most team members and 18.8% 

say emails are adopted by all team members. Discussion forums are adopted by 18.8% by nobody in 

the team, 25% by few team members, 12.5% by some team members, 8.3% by most team members and 

35.4% by all team members. Groupware like Bitrix24 is seems to be rarely used, with 70.8% stating no 

team members, 12.5% few team members, and 4.2% some team members utilizing it. 12.5% of all 

responses declare groupware as being adopted by all team members. 

4.2 Correlation between Constructs 

Pearson’s correlation coefficients are calculated to identify whether there is a linear relationship 

among the variables. Table 8 and 9 (see Appendix D, pp. 44-45) represents each variable’s magnitude 

and its respective direction. Two tables are illustrated, exemplifying analysis 1 at time 1 and analysis 2 

during time 2 of the study. 

 During the first time frame, the variables global mindset, individual leadership and team 

performance in time 1 are analyzed. All variables are controlled by age and gender. It is found that there 

is a moderately negative and significant correlation between global mindset and individual leadership 

by a correlation coefficient of -.398. No significant correlation is seen between team performance and 

global mindset. However, a moderately negative and significant correlation is given between individual 

leadership and team performance. None of the variables are affected significantly by the control 

variables age and gender, except for a moderately positive and significant relationship between age and 

individual leadership. Thus, overall it can be said that an increase of global mindset leads into the 

decrease of individual leadership or vice versa. Similarly, one can interpret the relationship between 
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individual leadership and team performance. With one of them increasing, the other will decrease. 

Moreover, a growing age seems to increase individual leadership.  

The second analysis shows the correlations between shared identity, the three levels of virtual 

communication tools (use and adoption), shared leadership and team performance in time 2. Control 

variables are again analyzed. Except for one, the control variables age and gender are not significantly 

correlated with any of the mentioned variables. However, a significant correlation is presented between 

age and the adoption of synchronous virtual CITs by a moderately positive coefficient of .333. Both 

kinds of virtual CITs show in their use and collective adoption positive and significant correlations to 

each other, except for asynchronous virtual CITs adoption on synchronous virtual CITs use (.211). 

Asynchronous CITs use correlates moderately positive with synchronous CITs’ use (.302) as well as 

moderately positive with synchronous CITs’ adoption (.366) and strongly positive with asynchronous 

CITs’ adoption (.847). The adoption of synchronous CITs also correlates strongly positive with the use 

of synchronous CITs (.666) and the adoption of asynchronous CITs (.517). 

Virtual CITs further represent a positive, moderately to strongly significant relationship with 

shared identity. The use of synchronous CITs has a correlation value of .519 with shared identity, which 

also correlates by .512 to the adoption of synchronous CITs. Asynchronous CITs’ use relates by a 

coefficient of .332 moderately positive with shared identity. All these coefficients imply, that if one of 

those variable increase, the other will raise too. Asynchronous CITs’ adoption and shared identity are 

not significantly correlated. Shared leadership and shared identity are strongly positively correlated with 

a significant coefficient of .653. Surprisingly, shared leadership exhibits a moderately positive and 

significant relationship to the use of synchronous virtual CIT’s (.365), however no significant one to 

the remaining virtual CIT factors. 

Team performance is strongly positively and significantly correlated with all variables, except 

of the control variables. The relationship between team performance and shared identity is the strongest 

with a coefficient of .806, followed by the correlation coefficient with shared leadership of .553. Thus, 

if shared identity as well as shared leadership are increasing, team performance will also rise and vice 

versa. Team performance and virtual CIT’s use has a strong positive and significant correlation 

coefficient of .413 for synchronous and .411 for asynchronous CITs. Between team performance and 

the adoption of synchronous CITs a strong, significant and positive correlation coefficient of .466 is 

found, while it is weaker to the adoption of asynchronous virtual CITs by a value of .379. Hence, is one 

or more of these three virtual CIT’s level growing, so will team performance. On the other hand, 

Pearson’s correlation does not explain any causal relations (Field, 2009) and thus it can also be said, 

that if team performance raises, virtual CIT’s level will increase.  

4.3 Regression Analysis 

Two regression analyses are shown in Table 10 and 11 due to the differing foci of both analyses. 

A regression analysis will thereby give insight whether the independent variables actually influence the 
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dependent variable and whether previously derived hypotheses are accepted or rejected. Main indicator 

is given by the significance level of the p-value that needs to be < .05 (Field, 2009). 

 In the linear regression analysis of time 1 (see Table 10, p. 25), it is seen that global mindset 

explains 18.6% of the variance in emerging leadership, illustrated by the R Square (R2). The result is 

statistically significant with a p-value of .009 and a beta value (ß) of -.363, indicating global mindset to 

negatively impact emerging leadership. Emerging leadership has no significant influence on team 

performance during the first time period. Hence, no relationship can be further derived whether 

emerging leadership impacts team performance. Neither is a relationship found between the control 

variables age and gender on emerging leadership, nor team performance. 

During analysis 2 (see Table 11, p. 26), linear regressions are covering the effects on the 

variables shared leadership (Model 1), shared identity (Model 2) and team performance (Model 3). The 

predictor variable shared identity explains 38.9% of variation in the dependent variable shared 

leadership. With a strong beta coefficient of .655 and a significance value of <.001, shared identity 

describes a positive relationship on shared leadership. Thus, the greater shared identity is, the greater 

shared leadership becomes by the value of .655. The regression analysis of shared leadership and team 

performance at time 2, states that shared leadership explains 30.9% the variance in team performance. 

Statistical significance is given with a p-value of <.001 and strong positive beta value of .556. It implies 

that within this study, perceived team performance is enhanced the greater perceived shared leadership 

is. 

Several individual linear regressions are run on virtual CIT’s use and adoption, each split into 

the sub-categories of synchronous and asynchronous communication tools. The use of synchronous 

virtual communication tools predicts 22.6% of variance in shared identity with a positive, strong and 

significant relationship by a beta value of .535 and a p-value of <.001. The use of asynchronous virtual 

CITs has a non-significant R2 albeit the beta coefficient is statistically significant (.025) with a 

moderately strong positive coefficient of .336. Nonetheless, since R2 is statistically not significant, 

asynchronous virtual CIT’s use does not significantly explain shared identity’s variance (Fields, 2009). 

The collective adoption of synchronous CITs explains 23% of variance on shared identity, having a 

beta coefficient of .559. It is statistical significant (<.001) and depicts a strong positive relationship 

(.559) to shared identity. Asynchronous CITs do not illustrate a significant R2 as well as no significant 

beta value. 

The use of synchronous as well as asynchronous CITs show positive and strong impacts on 

team performance. The use of synchronous CITs effects team performance by a beta value of .453 and 

shows statistical significance (.002) and so does the use of asynchronous CITs (ß = .441, p-value = 

.002). The use of synchronous CITs explains 18.7%, and use of asynchronous CITs 17.9% of the 

variance in team performance. Similar to virtual CITs use, a positive and moderately strong relationship 

(.501) illustrates the effect of synchronous virtual CITs adoption on shared identity. A significance level 

of .001 supports the beta value’s relevance. The adoption of synchronous CITs explains 21.6% of team’s 
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performance, and a beta value of .374 at a significance level of .010. The control variables age and 

gender have almost no influence in any of the regressions, except in two instances. 

In summary, regression analysis 1 leads to the rejection of H1 as well as H3 as no significant 

relationship was found. Analysis 2 brings the conclusion that H2, H4, H7 and H8 are accepted and H5 

and H6 are rejected. 

  

Currently, the focus of analysis 2 is established on the averages of participant’s own perception 

of how they believe shared identity and shared leadership are existent and maintained. Hence, although 

analysis 2 aims to identify team level effects, results are derived from individuals’ beliefs and own 

perceptions. Steps were taken to identify whether cumulating individual data responses to team averages 

would lead to significant results. However, no valid and reliable outcomes can be gained since a data 

set of 15 is very little to make final conclusions on. Thus, following discussion of results will rest upon 

the previously described, individual based perceptions of time 2. 

 

 

 

Table 10

Linear Regression Analysis at Time 1

Model 1 β SE R2

Global Mindset -.363** .224

Age .263 .057

Gender -.111 .185

Model 2 β SE R2

Individual Leadership -.293 .162

Age -.108 .069

Gender -.064 .217

*p < .05. ** p < .01.

.186*

Note. Dependent Variable: Individual Leadership and Team Performance. 

Model 1 = Predictor on Leadership, Model 2 = Predictor on Team 

Performance.

.058
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Table 11

β SE R2

Shared Identity (Shared ID) .655**  '.070

Age -.011  .118

Gender -.046 .036

β SE R2

Virtual CIT Use

Synchronous CITs .535** .043

Age - Synchronous -.045 .066

Gender - Synchronous .066 .215

Asynchronous CITs .336** .059

Age - Asynchronous .001 .073

Gender - Asynchronous .035 .238

Virtual CIT Adoption

Synchronous CITs .559** .046

Age - Synchronous -.137 .069

Gender - Synchronous -.024 .213

Asynchronous CITs .241 .047

Age - Asynchronous .014 .075

Gender - Asynchronous -.010 .244

β SE R2

Shared Leadership .556** .204

Age .042 .064

Gender .212 .212

Virtual CIT Use

Synchronous CITs .453** .046

Age - Synchronous -.044 .071

Gender - Synchronous .262 .231

Asynchronous CITs .441** .057

Age - Asynchronous -.028 .071

Gender - Asynchronous .252 .232

Virtual CIT Adoption

Synchronous CITs .501** .049

Age - Synchronous -.132 .073

Gender - Synchronous .184 .226

Asynchronous CITs .374** .046

Age - Asynchronous -.018 .073

Gender - Asynchronous .191 .238

*p < .05. ** p < .01.

.051

.226**

.309**

Model 1

Model 2

.389**

Model 3

.124**

.216**

.179**

.187**

-.005

Note. Dependent Variable: Shared Leadership and Team Performance. Model 1 = 

Predictor on Shared Leadership, Model 2 = Predictor on Shared Identity, Model 3 = 

Predictor on Team Performance.

.230**

Linear Regression Analysis at Time 2
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5. DISCUSSION 

This paper’s goal is to shed light on the effects of individual’s perceptions of oneself, others 

and the overall team on a global teams’ performance during two sequential time periods. Additionally, 

the role of virtual communication is analyzed and half of all eight hypotheses proposed within this 

paper’s research setting, are accepted. The two hypotheses related to time period 1 needed to be rejected, 

while four of the six hypotheses in time period 2 are accepted. Based on participant’s perceptions, the 

most unexpected findings in this paper are that both time 1 hypotheses are rejected and thus, global 

mindset rather negatively instead of positively influences the emergence of leadership in global teams. 

Furthermore, no impact was found on the perception of emerging leadership on a global teams’ 

perceived performance. 

5.1 Study Time 1  

Contrasting the belief that perceived leadership emergence impacts team performance, no 

effects are identified in analysis 1. Albeit surprising, no significant relationship was found between 

leadership emergence and team performance based on the data set used in this study. Nonetheless, the 

correlation matrix has shown that there is a correlation existing between both variables, though not in 

the predicted dependency. Thus, the perception of emerging leadership by others may not be the right 

kind of leadership needed in the period of group development. Senaratne and Samaraweera (2015) 

mention the need for leaders during team’s development stages due to leaders’ abilities to address 

interpersonal issues. Similarly, Pearce et al. (2004) describe the importance of leaders to guide teams 

into the right direction. However, the authors did not find a significant relationship between leadership 

and team performance in their study either. One has to note that their research differed from this paper’s 

study as all performance measurements were taken while teams were globally dispersed (Pearce et al., 

2004). In comparison, this research focused on team’s performance while still being co-located. 

Consequently, shared leadership might have been present from time 1. 

Additionally, also the presumption of global mindset positively influencing the emergence of 

leadership could not be verified and instead a negative relationship is found. Therefore, it can be said 

that within this study, leadership emergence decreases the more a person’s global mindset is growing 

(see Graph 1, Appendix E, p. 45). This contradicts current literature’s findings of global mindset shaping 

leaders (March, 2013). It also opposes Lu et al.’s (2006) statement of globally minded people being 

best suited to manage global teams due to their capabilities of showing empathy and personal 

understanding. Arguments may be found on grounds of the meaning of global mindset: “people with a 

global mindset value diversity and multicultural teamwork” (Earley et al., 2007, p. 79). They will be 

sensitive towards cultural differences, be flexible and can easily adapt to changing environments (Earley 

et al., 2007). Srinivas mentioned already in 1995 eight components of a global mindset. Next to curiosity 

and diversity consciousness, he describes the faith into organizational processes, the focus on 
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continuous improvement and having a long-term orientation as global mindset elements. Especially the 

three latter ones might bear the reason for the negative relationship between global mindset on emerging 

leadership as found in this study. Srinivas (1995) defines the faith into organizational process as the 

trust into the delegation of tasks and that structures, rules and regulations are taking charge for the 

smooth flow of discussions and negotiations. The focus on continuous improvement is explained as the 

constant drive for self-improvement as well as the concerns and support of improvement for others. 

Through the long-term orientation that global minded people have, little weight is given on short-term 

fluctuations and problems. (Srinivas, 1995) Relating these insights to the negative relationship of global 

mindset on emerging leadership, it seems understandable that people with a belief into the 

organizational structure, do not emerge as leaders themselves. This is reasoned on their expectations 

and the trust into the current team structure and system and henceforth they belief that although 

problems may be present, the system will solve the issue. Thus, no proactive behavior is necessary. 

Moreover, the attempt of everyone’s improvement and development does not support individual leaders 

to emerge, but rather for collective action-taking. The long-term orientation is another point bolstering 

this study’s outcome. A person who does not show great concerns about small upcoming issues within 

their teams will not see the necessity to take up a leadership role to align these indifferences. 

Summarizing, a global minded person will rather aim for the alignment of team members’ backgrounds, 

and cultural and non-cultural differences in the long-run to ensure reaching good results at the end, 

instead of take the initiative and emerge into a leadership role to solve little fires. 

5.2 Study Time 2  

Hypothesis 2, assuming that other’s perception of emerging shared leadership is related to more 

positive perceptions of team performance is accepted, implying that the higher the amount of shared 

leadership shown in a team, the greater team performance becomes (see Graph 2, Appendix E, p. 46). 

It supports the findings of Zander and Butler (2010) who describe shared leadership to be specifically 

meaningful in heterogeneous and multicultural teams, as it is for this research’s study participants. It is 

also in line with Pearce et al.’s (2004), Sheard and Kakabadse’s (2004) and Senarane and 

Samaraweera’s (2015) statements of shared leaderships’ high impact on team performance when being 

globally dispersed. Although a positive relationship is found, interest was awaked by Lu et al.’s (2006) 

and Zander et al.’s (2012) report that self-managed teams may be less efficient in their coordination and 

team procedure processes. Comparing the results of this study as presented by the descriptives (Table 

6, p. 44), one can say that shared leadership is generally perceived as being more prevalent and higher 

valued than the overall presence of individual leaders who fit people’s perception of a good leader. The 

general tendency for emerging leadership is lower than those of shared leadership, indicating that a less 

hierarchical leadership style is preferred over individual leadership within this research setting. 

However, the participant’s perception on team performance is worse in time 2 compared to time 1 (see 

Graph 3, Appendix E, p. 46). Since shared leadership explains 20% of the team performance’s data one 



 

29 
 

can confirm Lu et al.’s (2006) and Zander et al.’s (2012) claim of team performances to decrease when 

teams have no directed leader. Teams seem to be less performance effective when no direct leadership 

is in place and they are left in complete self-management. Dunn et al. (2015) for example describes that 

the required leadership abilities when a team is co-located, is different from when a team is globally 

dispersed. While a leader takes upon the function of a facilitator during co-location, virtual teams seek 

a leader who provides a clear direction and removes ambiguity in the process. If not managed properly, 

trust issues can diminish all chances of a successful performance. (Dunn et al., 2015) Albeit emerging 

leadership in time 1 also reflects a self-emerging leadership role, it will rather have a more direct 

hierarchical feeling to it than the emerging and accepted shared leadership in time 2. The finding does 

overall go in line with Day et al. (2004), who argue that leadership is different from management as it 

is about the realization of change. Through the positive relationship found on shared leadership and 

team performance during the team’s global dispersion, it can be said that leadership positively adds to 

the change process as in a possibly smoother transition into the virtual setting. 

Hypothesis 4, assuming perceived shared identity to positively influence the perceived 

emergence of shared leadership is accepted, with shared identity explaining almost 40% of shared 

leadership’s variance. Hence, the greater shared identity is present in a team, the higher chances are for 

shared leadership to be generated (Graph 4, Appendix E, p. 47). Subašić, Reynolds, Turner, Veenstra, 

& Haslam (2011) have said that a leader’s role will be jeopardized if the ingroup leader does not operate 

in line with group expectations. Thus, it is no surprise that shared identity positively effects the 

emergence of shared leadership, where group values are adhered to. Slater et al. (2014) also mentions 

the relationship between shared or ingroup’ leadership and shared identity. However, the authors 

measured the effects of leadership on shared identity (Slater et al., 2014), whereas this research took on 

a reversed perspective. It is argued that due to already existing leadership roles in time 1, leaders will 

already have helped to create a team identity that has to be maintained in time 2. Through the already 

present group norms, values and expectations, shared leadership will arise, which is found to be true 

within the given research setting. Thus, in a virtual setting perceived shared leadership will emerge 

based on the prior degree of perceived shared identity within the team. 

The findings suggest that the use and collective adoption of virtual communication tools 

positively influences the perceived team performance in a global team (see Graphs 5-8, Appendix E, 

pp. 47-49) and consequently, hypothesis 5 and 6 are accepted. Synchronous and asynchronous tools 

both, positively affect team performance the more they are used by team members and the more team 

members utilize them. It has to be bore in mind, that perceptions are presented here. Relating these 

outcomes with virtual CITs use and adoption descriptives, it can be stated that synchronous tools within 

the category of call and video-conferencing, data conferencing as well as instant messaging are highly 

used by the majority of all 48 valid responses. In comparison, asynchronous tools are barely used by 

the majority of participants. Similar results are seen in the adoption of virtual CITs. The three previously 

mentioned used synchronous communication tools are collectively adopted by approximately 90% of 
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all participants. Contrasting the obvious preference in synchronous CIT’s adoption, asynchronous 

virtual CITs are lacking a clear tendency of collective adoption. Participants’ responses are highly 

varying, almost evenly spread out over all five response possibilities whether emails, discussion forums 

and groupware systems are adopted by all team members. This can be explained by the fact, that some 

teams use for example groupware systems, while others do not. Hence, the adoption of these will also 

vary. In consequence, on can say, that although synchronous as well as asynchronous tools increase a 

global team’s performance, specific CITs seem to be preferred throughout teams. The most outstanding 

are synchronous communication tools, namely call and video conferencing, instant messaging and data 

conferencing. The overall outcome of these two accepted hypotheses are in line with the expectations 

put on it. Further, it supports what was also found by other authors such as Mortensen and Hinds (2001) 

Bajwa et al. (2005).  Bajwa et al (2005) found particularly emails and audio teleconferencing, followed 

by video conferencing to be popular in their study of 344 organizations in the US, Australia and Hong 

Kong. Albeit Bajwa et al.’s 2005 study identified emails as one of the most popular CITs, it can be 

argued that instant messaging developed to become a more convenient informal messaging tool by 

2016. Nevertheless, they found groupware’s to be one of the highly preferred tools, which stands in 

contrast to the results of this research. This might be argued by the fact that most student’s either do not 

have access to these groupware systems and that most are not really familiar with them. Bajwa et al. 

(2005) in contrast, analyzed organizations who assumably have more rigid project procedure. 

Lastly, interesting outcomes are recorded regarding the last two hypotheses (7 and 8), which 

are found to be incorrect and are therefore rejected. While it was assumed that a high use and a high 

collective adoption of virtual CITs will positively influence the perception of team identity, their 

verification turned out to be more complex than estimated. Both hypotheses were encountered to have 

a high level of use and collective adoption only, if high level of synchronous as well as asynchronous 

tools’ use and adoption are present. Interestingly, in particular synchronous tools are found to be 

significant in shaping an individual’s team identities (see Graphs 9 & 10, Appendix E, pp. 49-50). No 

relationship is determined from asynchronous tools (see Table 11, p.26). Mortensen and Hinds (2001) 

referred to face-to-face communication and informal communication tools as “watercooler interactions” 

(p. 217), which they state to reduce conflict within teams. By 2005, both authors investigated 

spontaneous communication being associated with a stronger team identity that will eventually decrease 

conflict situations within a team. Spontaneous communication enhances shared identity by its capacity 

to create a shared context of what is communicated, leading to less interpersonal conflict. (Hinds & 

Mortensen, 2005) For spontaneous communication to take place when teams are globally dispersed, 

only synchronous CITs are pertinent. Mortensen and Hinds (2001, 2005) approach provides an 

explanation for this paper’s finding on only synchronous tools having an impact on shared identity, 

leaving synchronous CITs out of the picture. 
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 Based on the summary of findings, it can be concluded that in the short-term, individual 

perceptions of their own global mindset has a negative impact on the emergence of leadership within 

the team. Individual’s perception of others’ leadership capabilities and behavior is not relevant on the 

perception of a team’s performance. It has to be considered, that these are the results within this research 

setting. It is doubtful that leadership as such has absolutely no impact on team performance, since a 

significant correlation value indicates that some kind of relationship to exist.  

In the long-term, the degree of an individual’s perceived team identity will positively lead to 

the perceived emergence of shared leadership which then will positively affect the perceived team’s 

performance. Virtual communication tools are also recognized to be meaningful in the development of 

shared leadership if a team is globally dispersed. However, only synchronous tools are boosting shared 

identity while asynchronous tools are not impacting it significantly. Next to that, a high usage and 

collective adoption of synchronous as well as asynchronous virtual CITs lead to the perceived team 

performance’s enhancement.  

5.3 Implications 

5.3.1 Theoretical Implications 

This empirical thesis adds to current theoretical literature in regard to several aspects. Firstly, it follows 

Paunova’s (2015) suggestion of researching individual traits on individual leader emergence within 

global teams. Albeit only global mindset is analyzed, valuable insights are derived by the surprisingly 

negative relationship of the variable on individual leadership. 

Secondly, the conducted study sheds light on the diverging opinions on global team’s 

performances when no formal leader is given (Tyran et al., 2003; Lu et al., 2006; Zander et al., 2012). 

Additionally, Herbert et al.’s (2014) calls for further research on shared leadership in multicultural 

teams. The outcomes are interpreted towards supporting the effect of formal leadership decreasing team 

performance, specifically when teams are globally dispersed. On the other hand, shared leadership is 

higher valued and appreciated than having individual leaders controlling team performance. 

Next to that, shared identity is, as described by Mahadevan (2001), a powerful tool leading to 

the generation of emerging shared leadership within team members that has positive effects on a global 

team’s performance. It thereby broadens the knowledge within existent literature to the degree of 

conducted research setting. Little research was so far conducted on the influence of team identity on 

shared leadership, as foci often lays on leaders generating team identity only (Day et al., 2004; Slater 

et al., 2014). In particular, no longitudinal research study was identified that was directed with the same 

team members being co-located in time 1 and who operated virtually in time 2. Thereby, no research 

was found that combined the possible effects of global mindset on emerging leadership and team 

performance as well as shared identity on emerging shared leadership and team performance. Similarly, 

no focus was given on virtual CITs being predictors for shared identity and team performance as such. 
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Theoretical knowledge is therefore also provided on virtual CITs application in a global team, 

highlighting the impact of synchronous and asynchronous tools on shared identity and team 

performance. State-of-the-art research is thus extended since communication tool’s use and collective 

adoption are not investigated lately, which seemed to be necessary due to the fast development cycles 

of technology. Moreover, it extends the application possibilities of Bajwa et al.’s (2005) measurements, 

not only by the newest communication tools, but also the context of utilization. The authors measured 

use and adoption as dependent variables, while this research employs their items as predictor variables. 

5.3.2 Practical Implications 

 Next to the theoretical contributions, numerous practical recommendations can be given to 

organizations and performing teams in general. As global minded people are generally seen as an asset 

for teams and organizations (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002; Nummela et al., 2002), but are found to 

negatively influence the emergence of leadership, team members as well as management should be 

aware of this presupposition. Team members and specifically those who have a global mindset should 

get to know their team members to be able to evaluate them and realize their likeliness of showing pro-

active teamwork behavior or not. Global minded people should therefore not only trust the management 

or team structure to solve problems within the group, but rather gain an understanding of how team 

members act and what actions need to be taken by oneself. Sometimes, it might be better to step up and 

take on a leadership role to calm down group members instead of permitting interpersonal relationships 

to end in deadlocks, if it could have been prevented. 

 Jokinen (2004) stated seven mental character traits a global leader should have. The MIB 

program tests applicants on their teamwork capabilities, nonetheless, university and businesses should 

rather look at those seven character traits presented by Jokinen. These comprise of: (1) optimism by 

seizing opportunities in surprises or uncertainties, (2) self-regulation by thinking before acting, (3) 

social judgement skills, (4) showing empathy, (5) general motivation to work in an international 

environment, (6) cognitive skills to experience and interpret the environment and (7) acceptance of 

complexity and its contradictions (Jokinen, 2004). Human resource departments could ask during the 

hiring process for these traits and thus, not only choose participants with knowledge or experience, but 

also those who have global leadership characteristics and the potential to emerge as a team leader during 

times of need. Jokinen (2004) and Pearce et al. (2004) also mention learning and education sessions as 

development activities for team members as well as leaders. Teamwork trainings should be part of it, 

stimulating shared leadership (Pearce et al., 2004). 

 Organizations should further strengthen the creation of team identities by endorsing teams to 

have regular and frequent communication (Hinds & Mortensen, 2005). On the basis of aforementioned 

findings, synchronous CITs of video or call-conferencing, instant messaging and data conferencing are 

recommended for virtual communication. Since management can do rather little about forcing team 

members to use these communication tools, it could generate projects or activities that are fun, not too 
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time intensive and encourage interpersonal communication between team members. An example, might 

comprise of an activity that is not business related but that brings people closer., such as a business wide 

competition between all global teams that pushes team members to communicate with each other. 

Hereby, the concrete activity may be the creation of a theme-oriented photo collage with all team 

members on it. From experience, most business people also appreciate a little price they can win for the 

best accomplished tasks. These could simply be a notification in the company’s intranet of who won 

the last competition and showing gratitude for these team’s effort. It is assumed that with activities like 

these, shared identity, shared leadership, team communication as well as overall team performance are 

enhanced. 

5.4 Limitations 

Nevertheless, every research study is limited by certain elements. Next to the obvious 

restrictions such as time and the need to choose a narrow research scope, this research is also based on 

surveys that are sent out in English. However, most study participant’s native language is not English 

for which misunderstandings might have occurred while filling out the surveys. Moreover, not all team 

members of all groups participated in the research study, leading to less input on certain teams and its 

members. The restricted participant size of 98 MIB students also did not allow for a bigger research 

group. 

Since a finalized version of the survey was given to all respondents, no additional comments 

on questions and further suggestions, e.g. for other sub-questions to be asked could have been forwarded 

by them. Yet, this is based on the methods chosen to collect data. Quantitative data collection contrasts 

qualitative data collection as it does not ask for additional input or customized in-depth knowledge. 

Albeit qualitative data by interviews could have given a deeper insight of a global team’s problem areas, 

one could not have conducted interviews on the basis of almost 100 people within the framework of 

this research. Thus, to made have interviews realizable, a set of criteria would have been required to 

select a smaller sampling size, leading into decreasing objective answers and minimizing the potential 

of randomness. A mixed methods approach could therefore have been chosen, applying qualitative 

methods to the already performed quantitative approach. Having observations, interviews as well as 

online questionnaires creating a triangulation method higher level of validity may have been reached. 

However, Tracy (2010) refers to the point, that outcomes based on findings measured by various data 

collection methods, do not necessarily assure its full correctness. Moreover, it is questionable whether 

the objectives of finding general tendencies in individuals’ perceptions of themselves, others and the 

team’s overall performance would have been measured by triangulation. Additional barriers would have 

further been created by the fact of finding objective observers and the general problem of whom to 

interview. 

In relation to above stated validity issues, theorist state measuring individuals’ perceptions 

solely may not be enough to generate valid conclusions (Shortell & Zajac ,1990; John & Robins, 1994; 
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Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). However, since psychological factors are aimed to 

be uncovered as having influential effects on contextual factors (Edwards, et al., 2006; Lisak & Erez, 

2015), perceptual measures are still seen as an applicable approach. This way, propositions could be 

given on how organizations and team members can improve team performances and what to be aware 

of. Podsakoff (2003) also state that alternative sources are sometimes simply not available, are too time 

and effort heavy and could compromise respondents’ willingness to participate. 

Another possible limitation is based on the common method variance that describes possible 

correlation in data based on variables sharing common methods. Found variance can therefore be 

“attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent” 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 879). It results from the fact of respondents’ consistency motifs. Respondents 

want to be consistent and rational in their answers and thus, search for similarities and possible 

relationships in and between questions, therefore trying to answer as coherent as possible. The whole 

research setting thereby indicates, that the study participants expect some kind of relationship to exist 

between the asked question, albeit they may not be seen as related in real life. (Podsakoff et al., 2003) 

Another limitation is the background of the study participants. One could say that all of them 

have a certain level of teamwork capabilities, due to the MIB program’s strong emphasis on teamwork 

during the admission procedure. Team members are therefore willed to work in a multicultural and 

globally operating team. Hence, the overall outcome of this research might be above the normal average 

within organizations. In reality, team members working in organizations, may not be that willed and 

aware of their mindsets, emerging leadership, team identity and virtuality issues that result into the 

increase or decrease of their team’s performance. Nonetheless, it just accentuates the need of 

management and individuals to be trained towards an enhanced level of awareness and adaptability. 

5.5 Future Research 

This research exemplifies a pilot study of an idea that needs further extension by adding external 

perspectives into the research. As proposed by John and Robins (1994), external observers or archival 

data (Shortell & Zajac, 1990) are measures that would have enhanced the reliability of answers. Within 

a student setting, possible archival data could have been grades of team’s performances and notes of 

each team’s feedback rounds. Unfortunately, these were not accessible throughout this study. 

Furthermore, analyzing the influence of personal traits, next to global mindset on the emergence 

of leadership may give additional insights. Jokinen (2004) upper mentioned seven mental character 

traits that are expected to define great global leaders, could be possible starting points. Earley and 

Mosakowski (2000) describe team members’ personal characteristics as not only shaping each person’s 

expectations on how the others should behave, but also their expectations on group identity, team values 

and beliefs and how the team should operate. Exploring team members’ characteristics may be able to 

predict the likelihood of leadership emergence (Lord, De Vader & Alliger, 1986; Lisak & Erez, 2015). 
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It would as well be interesting to conduct a study focusing on team members’ cultural 

backgrounds. While no attention was given in this study on this variable due to the MIB program’s 

careful distribution of team members to generate multicultural teams, organizational teams are likely to 

have the tendency of certain nationalities being overly represented. Stahl et al. (2010a) mention that a 

“fine-grained analysis of cultural diversity attributes” (p. 704), such as a person’s ethnicity, race and 

values are likely to show effect on team outcomes. National culture in relation to shared leadership is a 

relationship worth investigating as it lacks empirical evidence (Herbert et al., 2014). Next to that, Earley 

and Mosakowski (2000) suggest a relationship of individual’s national cultures and team identity. They 

argue that transnational teams will have to create a common ground of a shared meaning system based 

on team members’ heterogeneous personal self-identities. Additionally, Earley and Mosakowski (2000) 

encourages to research the relationship of culture and communication tools. Cultural values and 

expectations determine “communication patterns and interaction styles” (p. 29). 

Placing this research in an organizational setting may also add new insights into how emerging 

leadership develops within the two time spans. Hereby, having a comparison group of formal leaders 

might validate interesting opportunities of how team performance can be improved. Since no 

relationship between emerging leadership and team performance was found within this research paper’s 

time period 1 study, it could be presumed that formal leaders might have a greater impact during the 

group development stage. 

Relating to communication technology, Kiesler and Cummings (2002) proposed to investigate 

the relationship of communication technology by team cohesiveness. Therefore, shared identity may 

not only be influenced by virtual CITs as found in this study, but also vice versa. The authors (Kiesler 

& Cummings, 2002) further mention that teams lacking group cohesion may need structured 

management procedures guiding them. Hence, a study on virtual CITs and how they are impacted by 

shared identity and management procedures seem worth investigating. 

Above all, further research could also examine a direct comparison of time 1 to time 2 

performance. Nevertheless, special attention has to be taken on variables that are likely to remain the 

same no matter the time difference and variables that evolve over time. Global mindset is such an 

example; it is rather unlikely for an individual to change his or her mindset within three months, hence, 

time period 2 focused on other variables instead. Measuring shared identity and shared leadership were 

also seen as unnecessary during time period 1, since these variables were presumed to only be impactful 

with their development over time. Therefore, comparative research could emphasis the change of team 

performance, frequent use of communication tools or the development of trust within these global 

teams. 
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6. CONCLUSION 

Conclusively, the results of this empirical study, focusing on the individual’s perception of 

themselves, others and the team’s performance in the short and long-term, have given new aspects as 

well as confirmed expected effects of predictor variables on a global team’s performance. Surprisingly, 

not a positive but a negative relationship was found between a person’s perceived global mindset and 

the perception of emerging leadership. Moreover, no relationship could be identified between the 

perceived emerging leadership behaviors of oneself and others on the perception of team performance. 

However, a team’s perceived performance is effected by the degree of shared leadership shown in 

teams. Based on these perceptions, data found that higher shared leadership increases team 

performance. The study also revealed that the perceived degree of shared leadership in teams is 

positively impacted by participant’s perception of team identity. Next to that, implications are derived 

from outcomes regarding the use and collective adoption of virtual CITs on shared identity as well as 

the perceived team performance. Differentiations between synchronous and asynchronous tools have 

shown that the use and team adoption of synchronous CITs are higher and significant, than those of 

asynchronous CITs and thus, are more likely to have a higher positive effect on shared identity. 

Nevertheless, both kinds of communication tools do positively influence a team’s performance. 

Due to the negative effects of a high global mindset on the emergence of leadership, it is 

recommended to do get-to-know activities with team members to generate an increased understanding 

of everyone’s behavior and work attitudes. A more specified HR hiring procedure that does not only 

focus on teamwork, but also considers a person’s character traits seem to be suitable to compensate the 

negative relationship of global mindset and emerging leadership. This may as well revise the lacking 

relation between emerging leadership and team performance. Based on the positive relationship of 

shared identity, emerging shared leadership and team performance, constant teamwork awareness-

increasing trainings are proposed. Additionally, recommendations are suggested on introducing team-

oriented virtual activities that lead team members to spur synchronous communication with one another 

and to minimize the barriers of virtuality. 

These suggestions are proposed in order to enhance a global team’s overall performance, 

including those working in internationally operating companies. Since data collection is solely based 

on the perception of participants, further research could investigate a global team’s performance 

throughout time not only by respondent’s perceptions, but also archival data or external observations. 

Future research could also investigate effects of culture, personal characteristics, communication 

technologies and leadership in the different states of a team’s life cycle. 
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9. APPENDIX 

9.1 Appendix A: Operationalization of the Dependent and Independent Variables 

 

 

 

 

9.2 Appendix B: Items Used to Measure Variables 

 

Table 1

Type of Variable Variables Based on Scaling Measured by

Independent Global Mindset Erez et al. (2013)
5 point Likert (strongly disagree - 

strongly agree)

Home Identity, Host 

Identity, Global Identity

Independent (Mediator) Individual Leadership Cronshaw & Lord (1987) 5 point Likert (not at all - very much) x

Dependent Team Performance Mortensen & Hinds (2001) 5 point Likert (poor - excellent) Performance

Operationalization of the Dependent and Independent Variables in Time 1

Table 2

Type of Variable Variables Based on Scaling Measured by

Independent Team Identity Mortensen & Hinds (2001)
5 point Likert (strongly disagree - 

strongly agree)
Shared Identity

Independent (Mediator) Shared Leadership
Herbert, Mockaitis & Zander 

(2014)

5 point Likert (strongly disagree - 

strongly agree)
x

Independent Virtual CITs Bajwa et al. (2005) 5 point Likert (never - always) Use

5 point Likert (no one in the team - 

everyone in the team)
Adaption

Dependent Team Performance Mortensen & Hinds (2001) 5 point Likert (poor - excellent) Performance

Operationalization of the Dependent and Independent Variables in Time 2

Table 3

Variables Sub-categories Items

Global Mindset

Home Identity (HI) I see myself as part of my society (e.g. Canadian, Italian).

I feel a strong attachment towards the society I belong to.

I define myself based on my nationality.

I relate to people from my country as if they were close acquaintances (assoicates).

I feel a strong attachment towards people from my country.

Host Identity (LI) I see myself as part of the country I currently live in.

I feel a strong attachment towards the society I currently live in.

I define myself based on the country I currently live in.

I relate to people from the country I currently live in as if they were close 

acquaintances (assoicates).

I feel a strong attachment towards people from the country I currently live in.

Global Identity (GI) I see myself as part of the global international community

I feel a strong attachment towards the world environment I belong to.

I would define myself as a citizen of the global world.

I relate to people from other parts of the world as if they were close acquaintances 

(associates).

I feel a strong attachment towards people from all around the world.

General Leadership

1. How much leadership do you think was exhibited by this individual?

2. How likely would you choose this individual as a formal leader?

3. To what extend do you think this individual demonstrated leadership behaviors?

4. To what extend fits this individual  your image of a leader?

5. How typical of a leader is this individual?

Team Performance

Efficiency
Quality

Technical innovation

Adherence to schedule/ budget

Work excellence

Items Used to Measure Variables at Time 1

Please state the name of each team 

member (including yourself!) and 

evaluate them and yourself:

Compared with other projects you 

have worked on in the past and other 

projects with which you are familiar, 

please rate your perception of your 

901 team's performance on the 

following dimensions:

Read each statement and select the 

response that best describes yourself 

as you really are.



 

43 
 

 

 

9.3 Appendix C: Descriptive Statistics 

 

Table 4

Variables Sub-categories Items

Team Identity

I feel loyal toward the group.

I see myself as a member of the group.

I am pleased to be a member of the group.

I can count on the group to help me when I need help.

The group is willing to help me solve problems.

I would accept almost any type of job assignment to keep working in the group.

I am proud to tell others that I am part of the group.

Shared Leadership

In my team, it is important that all decisions are made by consensus.

It is important that all team members freely communicate with all others in order to get things done.

Everyone in the team should actively participate in decision-making.

A leader should share decision-making with team members to a great extent.

Virtual CITs

Use Call/ Video-conference (e.g. Skype, Google Hangouts)

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, WeChat, Facebook Chat)

Data conference (e.g. Google docs)

Face-to-face 

Mobile phone

Email

Discussion forum (e.g. Facebook group)

Groupware (e.g. Bitrix24)

Adoption Call/ Video-conference (e.g. Skype, Google Hangouts)

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, WeChat, Facebook Chat)

Data conference (e.g. Google docs)

Face-to-face 

Mobile phone

Email

Discussion forum (e.g. Facebook group)

Groupware (e.g. Bitrix24)

Team Performance

Efficiency

Quality

Technical innovation

Adherence to schedule/ budget

Work excellence

Items Used to Measure Variables at Time 2

Please rank how often you use following 

communication technologies to communicate 

with your team members:

Please indicate how many team members 

adopt the following tools:

Compared with other projects you have 

worked on in the past and other projects 

with which you are familiar, please rate your 

perception of performance of group on the 

following dimensions:

Read each statement and select the 

response that best describes your opinion.

Read each statement and select the 

response that best describes your feelings 

towards your 901 team.

Select the answer that best describes you as 

you really feel.

Table 5

Descriptives on Control Variables

Time 1 (n  = 65) Time 2 (n  = 66)

Gender

Female 35 (53.85) 38 (57.58)

Male 30 (46.15) 28 (42.42)

Nationality  

North America 15 (23.07) 17 (25.76)

South America 2 (3.08) 5 (7.58)

Europe 20 (30.77) 19 (28.79)

Africa 3 (4.62) 4 (6.06)

Asia 25 (38.46) 21 (31.82)

Note. Missing n  = 17, valid n = 48. Table shows: Number of female and 

male participants (%) and number of responses by nationality (%).
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9.4 Appendix D: Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients 

 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

Global Mindset 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 24 (36.9) 23 (35.4) 1 (1.5)

Individual Leadership 0 (0.0) 3 (4.6) 19 (29.2) 23 (36.9) 2 (3.1)

Shared Identity 0 (0.0) 2 (3.1) 9 (13.8) 18 (27.7) 19 (29.2)

Shared Leadership 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.6) 14 (21.5) 31 (47.7)

Poor Fair Average Good Excellent

Team Performance 1 1 (1.5) 2 (3.1) 6 (9.2) 23 (35.4) 16 (24.6)

Team Performance 2 1 (1.5) 3 (4.6) 11 (16.9) 27 (41.5) 6 (9.2)

Note. Missing n  = 17, valid n = 48. Numbers resemble: number of reponses (respective %).

Table 6

Descriptive of the Model’s Variables

Table 7

Never Rarely Sometimes Very Often Always

Call/ Video-conference (e.g. Skype, 

Google Hangouts)
8 (16.7) 21 (43.8) 19 (39.6)

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, WeChat, 

Facebook Chat)
4 (8.3) 17 (35.4) 27 (56.3)

Data conference (e.g. Google docs) 1 (2.1) 6 (12.5) 11 (22.9) 30 (62.5)

Face-to-face 7 (14.6) 17 (35.1) 9 (18.8) 13 (27.1) 2 (4.2)

Mobile phone 12 (25.0) 16 (33.3) 14 (29.2) 4 (8.3) 2 (4.2)

Email 10 (20.9) 11 (22.9) 19 (39.6) 6 (12.5) 2 (4.2)

Discussion forum (e.g. Facebook group) 7 (14.6) 15 (31.3) 10 (20.8) 9 (18.8) 7 (14.6)

Groupware (e.g. Bitrix24) 31 (64.6) 11 (22.9) 1 (2.1) 5 (10.4)

No one in the team Few team members Some team members Most team All team members

Call/ Video-conference (e.g. Skype, 

Google Hangouts)
2 (4.2) 6 (12.5) 40 (83.3)

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, WeChat, 

Facebook Chat)
1 (2.1) 8 (16.7) 39 (81.3)

Data conference (e.g. Google docs) 2 (4.2) 8 (16.7) 38 (79.2)

Face-to-face 3 (6.3) 17 (35.4) 10 (20.8) 11 (22.9) 7 (14.6)

Mobile phone 13 (27.1) 12 (25.0) 16 (33.3) 3 (6.3) 4 (8.3)

Email 12 (25.0) 8 (16.7) 12 (25.0) 7 (14.6) 9 (18.8)

Discussion forum (e.g. Facebook group) 9 (18.8) 12 (25.0) 6 (12.5) 4 (8.3) 17 (35.4)

Groupware (e.g. Bitrix24) 34 (70.8) 6 (12.5) 2 (4.2) 6 (12.5)

Note. Missing n  = 17, valid n = 48. Numbers resemble: number of reponses (respective %).

Use

Syncrhonous Communication Tools

Descriptives on Virtual Communication Tools

Asynchronous Communication Tools

Asynchronous Communication Tools

Adoption

Syncrhonous Communication Tools

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

1 Global Mindset 3.55 0.42

2 Individual Leadership 3.53 0.70 -.398
**

3 Team Performance 4.04 0.76 .252  -.320
 *

4 Age 23.67 1.64 -.140 .312
* -.201

5 Gender 0.42 0.49 -.011 -.102 -.036 .017

Note. n  = 48.

** if p < 0.01; * if p < 0.05

Table 8

Summary Statistics and Correlations of Study Variables at Time 1
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9.5 Appendix E: Graphs of Relationships 

Graph 1 

Scatter Plot of the Relationship of Global Mindset on Emerging Leadership 

 

  

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Shared Identity 4.09 0.09

2 Shared Leadership 4.43 .518 .653**

3 Virtual CIT Use - Synchronous 18.21 2.54 .519** .365*

4 Virtual CIT Use - Asynchronous 7.11 2.03 .332* .275 .302*

5 Virtual CIT Adoption - Synchronous 19.81 2.46 .512** .203 .666** .366*

6 Virtual CIT Adoption - Asynchronous 7.73 2.62 .243 .170 .211 .847** .517**

7 Team Performance 3.72 0.87 .806
** .553** .413** .411** .466* .379**

8 Age 23.67 1.64 .048 -.015 .171 .139 .333* .142 .038

9 Gender 0.42 0.49 .000 -.012 -.122 -.103 .048 .039 .206 .017

Note. n  = 48.

** if p < 0.01; * if p < 0.05

Summary Statistics and Correlations of Study Variables at Time 2

Table 9
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Graph 2 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Shared Identity on Shared Leadership 

 

 

Graph 3 

Team Performance Time 1 vs Team Performance Time 2 
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Graph 4 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Shared Leadership on Team Performance Time 2 

 

 

Graph 5 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Synchronous Virtual CIT’s Use on Team Performance 2 
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Graph 6 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Asynchronous Virtual CIT’s Use on Team Performance 2 

 
 

Graph 7 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Synchronous Virtual CIT’s Adoption on Team Performance 2 
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Graph 8 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Asynchronous Virtual CIT’s Adoption on Team Performance 2 

 

 

Graph 9 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Synchronous Virtual CIT’s Use on Shared Identity 
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Graph 10 

Scatter Plot of Relationship of Synchronous Virtual CIT’s Adoption on Shared Identity 

 


